
Report No: 

Meeting Date: 

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District 

STAFF REPORT 
TO: AC Transit Board of Directors 

FROM: Michael A. Hursh, General Manager 

SUBJECT: 2018 Annual Ridership and Route Performance Report 

BRIEFING ITEM 

RECOMMENDED ACTION(S): 

18-241 
October 24, 2018 

Consider receiving the FY17-18 Annual Ridership and Route Performance Report in accordance 
with Board Policy 545 - Service Standards and Design Policy. 

BUDGETARVIFISCAL IMPACT: 

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

BACKGROUND/RA TIO NALE: 

Introduction 
The 2018 Annual Ridership and Route Performance Report provides a summary and assessment 
of the District's service performance with respect to ridership, productivity, vehicle load, 
frequency, and on-time performance. 

For the fiscal year, ending June 30, 2018, system-wide ridership totaled 51,760,000 annual 
riders, reflecting a 1.3% year-over-year (Y-Y) decline. Weekday ridership accounted for 82% of 
annual ridership, with the remaining 18% spl it between Saturdays (9.2%) and Sundays (8.6%). 
Average weekday ridership declined 1.4% Y-Y, while average weekend ridership declined 0.3% 
for Saturday, and gained 1.0% for Sunday. 

Transbay ridership which represents 10% of total weekday ridership, gained 1.8% year-over­
year (excluding the local portions on lines F, NL, and 0). The local portion of line F however, 
saw a steep drop in average weekday riders exceeding 20% Y-Y. When viewing only San 
Francisco-bound Transbay ridership (excludes Lines M and U), the overall gain was 2.2% Y-Y 
shown in the chart below. 

These figures translated to an estimated net loss of 784,000 riders on Weekdays, a net gain of 
73,500 riders on Saturdays (gain resulting from one extra day), and a net gain of 45,000 riders 
on Sundays, resulting in a system-wide loss of 665,000 riders. 
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San Francisco Transbay-only Ridership +2.2% [Net Gain + 73,888] 
(•excludes local portions of F, NL, 0, and Llnos M, U) 

Routa'.I).~ ~ ~Nkday 
Transbay J . 25,299 

FS . 13,051 
p • ll,233 

G . 10,047 

E • 9,458 

ox I s,o29 
C I s,s98 

NX4 I 4, 533 

NX3 I 3,808 

H I 3,396 

NL (Transbay-only) I 3,030 

B I 2,ss1 

NX2 I 2,310 

NXl 1 2,358 

NXC I 2s1 

NX I 273 

w -267 I 
CB -275 1 

LC -622 I 
z -922 I 
V -1,480 I 
LA -1,634 I 
O (Transbay-only) -1,832 I 
SB -1,991 ( 

s -2,792 I 
L -6,101 1 
F (Transbay-only) -12,908 . --···- ·~ 

Gr!ndTotal __ 73t888 

•50K OK SOK 100K 

Net Gain/Lou (Total Riders) F" 

Annual Ridership Net Gain/Loss [Y-YJ 
GrandTotal -665,SS3 

Weekday -784,136 

Saturday 

Sunday 

·1000K -SOOK 

Net Gain/Loss 

1 73,490 

1 45,093 

OK 

Saturday 
92'6 

sunclay 
8.W 
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Avg Daily Avg Daily (Y-Y%) Total Ridership Net Gain/Loss % ofTotal Ridership 

Weekday 168,875 -1.4% -784,136 82.2% 
Saturday 89,841 -0.3% 73,490 9.2% 

Sunday 74,026 1.00;6 45,093 8.6% 

The table below summarizes the total r idership and percentage breakdown by service type. 
Attachments 1 and 2 provide a full ridership profile and service performance summary by 
route-level and service type. 

Annual Ridership P[ofile 

I 
FY17-11 Total Ridership 96 of Rf dershlp 

Route Type Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekday Sa~day Su~y 

Trunk 2,255,&07 2,058,775 S7.52% 46.95% 45.9096 

Urban Crosstown S.,106,943 1.,015,890 24.879ft 23.25% 22.179ft 

Major Corridor 4,857,411 648,680 619,742 11.41% 13.62% 1.9.95% 

Transbay 4,474,400 163,983 2.58,472 10.51% 3.44% 3.57'Kt 

SUburoan crosstown 2,103,821 180,4.15 2.75,296 4.9496 5.799ft 3.IS'Kt 

Rapid 1,379,458 2.87,986 S67,61A S.2496 3.95% 3.77% 

Very Low Density 994,751 96,870 96,SSl 2.34% Z.03% 2 .17% 

supplemental S.,262,682 ~.ino 
Contract Shuttle 550,924 4,168 1.299ft 0.0996 

OWi 365,248 U7,272 SSS,657 0.86% 2.46% 3.50% 

Feeder 17,576 19,649 1.9,755 0.04% 0.41% 

~ Grand Total 42,556,&Z& 4,761,592 4,441.,531 1 100.0096 1.00.0096 ~ 

Service Type Analysis 

The following charts summarize the estimated net ridership gains/losses across service types. 
Positive year-over-year gains (green bars) are offset by any ridership losses (red bars). 
Weekdays saw net ridership gains across Urban Crosstown and Supplemental service, with net 
losses across the remaining service types. Transbay also saw positive gains (+2.2%) when 
excluding local portions on the F, NL, and 0, and Lines M and U, which do not operate into San 
Francisco. (The net loss reflected for Transbay in the following graphs reflects the local portions 
of F, NL, and Oto accurately calcu late the net gain/loss in riders across all service types. 

Newly introduced routes with no prior year service comparison (e.g., AC Go service 
implementation) added to positive gains, but may be offset by ridership loss from discontinued 
routes. The individual routes with net gain/losses within each service type are provided in 
Attachment 1. Top routes with net gains included Lines 33, 79, 36, 96, 29, 80, and 19, all of 
which were improved under AC Go. Routes with the most net loss included lines 18, 26, 11, 49, 
31, 217. The largest estimated losses come from discontinued routes as expected. Existing 
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routes with the largest net loss include Lines 18 (Trunk), 217 {Low Density), F (Transbay - local 
portion), 72R {Rapid), 1 (Trunk), 40 {Trunk), and 210 (Major Corridor). 

weekday Net 1.oss; -784.136 riders 

SUpplemenul 

,..., 
OWi 

Subuman Crosstown 

Tnnsbay 

contract Shuttle 

MafCII' Corridor 

Trunk 

CinndTotal -784,136 

11111 328,507 

-3,423 1 

-27,384 1 

-64,003 1 

-81,269 1 

-100,74 5 I 
-133,288 I 

-283,367 -

·382,700 -

713,705 

·SOOOK -SOOK 01( SOOK ~0001( 

Net Gal!V&.ou (Tot.al Riden) F" 

Weekend ridership saw ridership net gains across Urban Crosstown, Trunk, and Owl services. 

Net gains from top routes within Urban Crosstown service included: Lines 44, 79, 36, 96, 29, 80, 
19, 14, 12, 81. Low density service saw the most net ridership loss across weekend service, led 

by routes 217 and 212. 

Route Type ! 
Urllan Crosstowa 149,435 

Trunk • 30,3S9 

Rapid 1 3,475 

OWi I 1.122 

~r 11.034 

suburtlan croatown ·2. n2 ( 

MajoreorrtdM -1s,a10 I 
Tnnsbay -18,520 

coatract Shuttle -20,607 • 

v--,&.Gwnenaq -54,166 -

&nndTobl - 73,490 

SUNDAY Net Gain:. +45,093 riders 

-15,602 I 
-8,387 1 

1 14,397 

-110 1 

14,092 

-16,124 I 
-19,431 

-41,913 1111 

-.. 4S,093 
- -
OK 501( SOOX 

128,231 

200IC 
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Top Performing Routes (Productivity) 

The top 10 weekday performing routes are ordered by productivity (passengers per revenue 
hour) and by average daily ridership below. The most productive routes on a passenger per 
hour basis carry between 38 - 64 passengers per hour. The most productive routes on an 
average daily ridership basis carry between 3800 - 12,000 riders per day. 

Top 10 Routes [Passengers Per Hour] 
Route Routelype 
518 Trunk 64.38 ~ 8,947 

44.50 

BSD Contract Shuttle 57.27 1,859 16.41 

p _ Transbay 47.69 921 37.03 
- - - - - - -
J _!_ransbay 46.00 1!6 38.83 

-
FS Transbay 

= 
43.10 

1 Trunk 49.92 

51A Trunk 
,15311,930 

45.22 

54 Urban crosstown .. 16.67 
- - - -
,40 Trunk 41.42 _ ~8~ 43.26 ---
73 18.92 ~IO!~~or ~ se.n Fzm 

0 20 -40 60 80 OK SK 10K 15K fO 20 40 60 

I Passengers Per Rev ~our Avg Daily Riaersh ip ! 

Top 10 Routes [Avg Daily Ridership] 
Route Route !W!_ -..::= = 
1 Trunk 
518 Trunk 

-----
51A Trunk 

-40 Trunk -
57 Trunk 

Trunk 
Rapid 

4,328 

Passengers Per Trip 

49.92 

44.50 

45.22 

43.26 

'8.97 

29.27 

39.59 

~~~34.35 

6 

72R 
14 

18 Trunk 4,251 32.45 

~ajoi Corridor _ ·~ 5,856 
1 

31.44 

I

OK SK 10K 15K :o 20 40 60 80 10 20 40 60 

AvgDaily Riaership ~ I PassengenPerRevHour PassengersPerTrtp 

97 

Bottom Performing Routes 

In accordance with Policy 545, st aff assessed the routes performing in the bottom quarter of 
each service type as measured by productivity (passengers per hour) for weekday service. 
These routes are list ed below. Based on Policy 545, the options for remedial action include: 1) 
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frequency adjustments, 2) running time adjustments or minor route changes, 3) route 
efficiency improvements, 4) route discontinuance, and 5) other actions such as grant-funding 
opportunities or additional market ing. Staff w ill review and continue t o monit or the 
performance of t hese routes in conjunction w ith ongoing service route changes. Proposed 
changes and adjustments to these routes are provided in Attachment 3. In addition, 
Attachment 3 also discusses individual routes that experienced a greater than 10% Y-Y change. 

Bottom 25% Perfgrmiog Routes b)'. service Iype (Weekday) 
~outoTypo Roubt 
Trunk 7Z 3,766 50.9 

18 4,251 32.5 

Major Comdor 210 19.6 -- l.339 19.4 
99 23.0 

~ - -
Transbay F 23.2 

SB . 4()3 28.8 
lA 16.9 . 457 16.9 
z 13.4 jsz 13.0 

LC 13.2 .!is 18.7 

s 12 .. 8 20.4 
NXC 11..8 

~~ 
16.4 

M 11.2 10.2 
·- ) o.9 - ---

Urban 46l 150 5.6 
Crosstown za 10.8 873 13.2 

41 10.2 . 482 9.6 

48 9,9 •~13 10.8 

34 9.3 744 11.3 

56 - 8.5 11 435 8.7 

80 = 7.4 fil 565 8.3 

81 7.0 . 411 6.0 
-

Suburban 93 14.9 . 494 15.5 
Crasstown 75 . 465 15.5 

94 1130 l 5.1 
Owl 805 J128 10.7 

376 1 268 8.9 
--

Vwylow 314 =5.7 10 5.9 
Density 448 7 38 2.7 

475 1 2.0 55 ~ 2.0 
i 

~ 
-, i 

10 20 30 
IOK 

11( 2K 3K 4K 5K 

I° 
20 40 60 I 

I Avg. Productivity! F' Avg. Avg.Oallyl Avg. Px.P«.Trlpl 

On-Time Performance 

Overall system-wide on-t ime performance (OTP) saw minor changes with significant variations 
at the individual route-level. Weekday and Sat urday OTP changed less than 1% Y-Y, while 
Sunday saw a 4% drop Y-Y. 

FV17-18 FV16-17 %Change 

Weekday 69 .7% 68.9% 0.8% 

Saturday 70 .6% 70.7% -0.1% 

Sunday 69.6% 73.7% -4.1% 
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On-time performance variations across service types are illustrated in the boxplots below. This 
graph depicts the variation in OTP across the different routes in each service type. The center of 
the box is where most routes perform with respect to the District target of 72% marked by the 
vertical dotted line. The wider the box, the greater the variation in OTP performance across 
different routes within the service type. As shown, Transbay service averages around 60% OTP, 
reaching as high as 73% OTP (Line C), but falling as low as 40% (Lines NXl, NX2). Detailed OTP 
by route performance is provided in the OTP charts of Attachment 1. Overall, ridership remains 
correlated to OTP (r = 0.21 *, Attachment 4). While significant, the coefficient remains small, as 
many other factors affect OTP (route type, frequency, congestion by service area, etc.) 

OTP by Service Type 

!touteT~ 

Contract Shuttle 

suburban 
Crosstown 

Major Corridor 

Urban Crosstown 

s:eeder 

Trunk 

Very Low Density 

Rapid 

~eekday _ ___________ _ 

rn 75.fi& 

• - I • 3 .. ... t ........... ..a....- f as.OIKI 
. 

f.71..71NI 

-f ·--f I · ~ H 76.7% 

Owl + ... e-.~i. ... %---... l • .... l_s_a_.2_~_i> __ •_6...,...~N 77m6 

Transbay • 59..81Kt 

•30% 

I 
60% 70% 

OTP 96 ,t-

loWer median upper 
extr~ lower '."t I f uppei: eic1reme 

t quartile T;---....-• ---; quartile ~ 
-·---1 I I • 

*boxplot key: points outside the extremes are deemed outliers. 

Passenger Load (Load, Max. Load) 

Maxload analysis is important for ensuring fleet type assignments can provide the seating 
capacity necessary to handle service periods with peak passenger loads. Board Policy 545 
provides level of service guidelines with respect to load factors. Average and maximum vehicle 
loads are summarized for all sampled route trips by time period in the boxplot chart below. 
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Average loads reflect typical passenger loads experienced on a given route. Average loads are 
viewed alongside maximum maxloads to ensure fleet type assignments can accommodate peak 
load demands to minimize overcrowd ing or pass up conditions. Travel demands vary by time 
periods, and as expected, in the AM Peak (6am-9am) and PM Peak (3pm-6pm) commute 
periods have maxloads shifted to the right. The max maxload values reflect the distribution of 
trips carrying the highest passenger loads sampled across all routes. 

Maxloads by Time Period 

Time 
WEEKDAY 

Period - __ .. - - - - [ -- -

3am-6am HJ H 34.7 44.8 52.3 H3 I I 

6am-9am r-0 65.2 I- ..... I B . 
j . 

9am-3pm r-fJ I S3.0 64.0 ~ -=~11 1: I- ,., @' 

I 1 

- [ ~ 3pm·6pm ,rB Ir= 60.2 11.s I• '} I· . I • 

6pm·3am r8 H 38.8 ~ 1--
: Awrage : ~verage _ 

lo 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

Avg. Maxload Max. Maxloacl 

Frequency/Trips/Hours 

Service frequencies vary by service type and by peak/off-peak time periods. Service changes 
included improvements to frequencies and overa ll increases in service hours and revenue trips, 
provided in Attachment 2 - Service type Analysis. Weekdays saw an overall 7% increase in 
revenue t rips, and 9.7% increase in service hours over the previous year. Weekends saw an 
increases in trips (12% Saturdays, 14% Sundays), and an increase in revenue hours {14% 
Saturdays, 16% Sundays). The increases are due to the implementation of AC Go. 

Industry and emerging trends 

Prior staff reports (SR 16-082, SR 17-268) reviewed broader macro-economic trends impacting 
regional and national transit ridership. In the graph below, recent data from APTA reported a 
year-over-year decline of 4.5% (Jan-17 to Dec-17) among the largest bus agencies in urbanized 
areas of one million or more population size, with the majority of agencies experiencing much 
greater r idership declines. At the national level, ridership declines have continued, with broad 
declines from 2014 - 2017 across the largest urban areas. Within the region and state, Santa 
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Clara VT A and LA Metro saw ridership declines of around 6.5%. Amidst the multitude of factors 
that can play a part in declining ridership trends, the often cited ones relate to declining 
investments in transit infrastructure, reduction in service, low gas prices, weather, job 
locations/unemployment levels, changing demographics and travel demand patterns, and 
impacts from the growth of private ride-sharing services. 

60 Month Average Retail Price Chert 
Regu._ Gas Reoua.Gn 

Price CUS SIG) Oakland Price (US SIG) 
•.2&~--~~--------ca_1_i~_rn1a ______________ u_SA_ A_¥er_ a-=g'-e------~•.2& 

4.00 4.00 

3.74 3.74 

3.,49 3.49 

3.23 3.23 

2.97 2 .97 

2.72 2 .72 

2.46 2.46 

2.20 2.20 

1.95 t .95 

t .69'---~-------------"-------------------' 1.69 

§ ~ 2 ~ i ~ i ~ ~ i ~ ! i i ~ a 2 § 1 i ~ ~ ~ 1 ~ E ~ ! B § 
Z014 Z015 2016 2017 2011 

Date CMonthlOay) ·?;·2018 Gas Buddy.com 

The likely effects and impacts from car and other ride-sharing services/TNC's (Transportation 
Network Companies) on ridership levels continue to emerge. Recent studies have shown the 
negative impacts in terms of increased congestion in urban areas from operating TNC vehicles. 
The landscape has continued to change at a rapid pace, with the introduction of newer services 
within the competitive landscape (i.e., bike-share, e-scooters, app-based vanpool services). 
These services can attract away our rider base by offering added conveniences through on­
demand app-based interfaces at low costs that traditional transit agencies do not have the 
resources to match. Many of these services compete directly with our service offerings and 
thus require close monitoring and development of new strategies to maintain and expand our 
ridership base. 

Internal metrics and other impacts from external conditions were modeled and analyzed in 
Attachment 4. General findings continue to support improvements and enhancements to 
existing revenue service levels to combat industry trends of declining transit ridership. This is 
most strongly seen in the relatively small decline of 1-1.5% in the District's ridership each of the 
last 2 years compared to the average decline of 4.5-5% within the transit industry each of the 
last 2 years. These statistical results can further be used for modeling ridership trends and 
monitoring other variables impacting ridersh ip. 
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Industry Trends - Peer comparison (Jan-17 to Dec-17 V-Y %) 

A~enq 
Phoenix City of Phoenix PID 

San Francisco San Frindsco Munl Rwy 
Arlington Heights PACE SUbtlrban Bus 

Seattle King County Dept of Trp 

Columbus Central Ohio Transit Auth 

Houston Metro Tr Auth of Harris Co 

Oikland Alameda-Contra Costa TO 
Pittsburgh Port Auth of Allegheny Co 

Portland Trl-Olunty Metro Trp Dist 

las Vegas RTC of Southern Nevada 

New an New Jersey Transit Corp 

Minneapolis Metro Tra11Slt 
Philadelphia southeastern l'elll1 TA I 

' 

•L~ 
I 1.0116 

io~ 
:0.6'6 I 
:0.N I 
i1qj, I 
->A l 
-l.596 . 
-u,i, 
-2~ 11111 

·2.$11 . -2.•• 
·3.6% -

6.2% n 34,749 
107,567 

28,679 

- 102.148 

I 18,403 
11111 66,102 
. 52,364 

. 53,136 

. 57,412 

63,291 

147,804 

. 56,316 Atlanta Metro Atlanta Rapid Tr Auth I 
Chicago Chicago Trans it Authority 

Dallas Dallas Area Rapid Transit 

Rockvtlle Montgome,y County Ride-On 
Orange Orange County TranspAuth 

San Diego San Diego Metrop Transit Syst 

san Antonio VIA Metropolitan Transit 

Cincinnati SouthMst Ohio IUA 

NewYorkMTANewYorkCltyTranslt 

Hampton Hampton Roads Transit 

Washington Washington Metro Area TA 

Long Beach Long Beach Transit 

Los Angeles Los Angeles County MTA I 
San Jose Santa Oara Valley Trp Auth 

Denver Regional Trp District I 
Saint Louis Bl-State Dev Agency 

Boston Massachusetts Bay Tr Auth 

Baltimore Maryland Transit Admin 

MIiwaukee Milwaukee County Tr Sys 

·3.8116 -
·3.139( ­
·4.0CM>; 

249,231 

Cleveland Greater Cleveland Reg TA 

131,712 

22,479 

39,437 
48,730 

I 36,liS 

I 14,265 

l 1Zl45 
11,i;; c ,;1 -... ,.., .. 

28,830 

65,781 

1 24,537 

113,509 

70,339 

1 31.549 

Detroit City of Detroit Dept of Trp 23,377 

Miami Miami-Oade Transit Agency • ll.Oll6 56,313 

SantaMonka5antaMonica'sBigBlueBus ·12.1'1> J 13,264 

Fort Lauderdale Brow•d County Transit ·15.6% :Avera~ =_-4.~ ~ 28,6S8 

·20% -15% -10% -5% 0% 5% 10% ,OK 200K 
I 

284,707 

400K 600K 

YTD Change (Jan-17 • Ded7) : Annual Ridership (000'1) ;. 

BOOK: 
I 
I 
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ADVANTAGEs/DISADVANTAGES; 

There are no advantages or disadvantages associated with this report as it solely reports on 
service and route performance as requ ired by Board Policy 545. 

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS: 

There are no alternatives associated with this report. 

PRIOR RELEVANT BOARD ACTION/POLICIES: 

SR 17-268- 2017 Annual Ridership and Route Performance Report 

ATIACHMENTS: 

1. FY17-18 Ridership Performance Summary 
2. Service Type Performance 
3. Bottom quarter {25% routes) - proposed adjustments 
4. Statistical modeling and correlation analysis 
5. Route Performance (Weekday, Saturday, Sunday) 

Approved by: Rama Pochiraju, Executive Director of Planning & Engineering 

Reviewed by: Robert del Rosario, Director of Service Development and Planning 
William Tonis, Director of Project Controls and Systems Analysis 

Prepared by: Campbell Jung, Manager of Systems Analysis 
Michael Esh leman, Service Planning Manager 
Howard Der, Planning Data Administrator 
Zaric Wong, Statistical Data & Information Analyst 
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SR 18-241 Attachment 1- FY17-18 Ridership Performanc·e Summary 

Total RidersbiU1Y Pa~£ 

Weekday 

Saturday I 4,761,592 

Sunday I 4,441,531 

OM 10M 20M 30M 

42,556,626 

Total Ridership: 
51,759,749 

40M SOM 

FY17-18 Ridership 

Total Ridership by service Type 
Weekday 

% of Ridership 

Route Type 1 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 

Trunk 

·Urban Crosstown 

Major Corridor 

Transbay 

Suburban Crosstown 

Rapid 

Very Low Density 

Supplemental 

Contract Shuttle 

Owl 

Feeder 

' 15,965,531 • ~ 
• 

24.90Ai 

SM 10M 15M 

FY17-18 Total Ridership 

Sunday 
.86% Saturday-• ____..._ 

9.2% 

Saturday 

% of Ridership 

Weekday 
82.2% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 

, 2,23;),607 

648,680 • 
· • 13.6% 
~193,983 --

3.4% 
~180,435 

3.8% 
l 1&V,986 
I 3.9% 
196,Sio 

2.0% 

f4,168 
, 0.1% 
fM7,272 
L 2.5% 
rl9,649 

-
• 

47.0% 
• 

23.2% 

Sunday 

% of Ridership 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 

,.2,Qg8, 775 

~ 015,890 

.. 619,742 • 

• 

I
. J,4.0% 
198,472 

3.6% 
1175,296 

3.9% 
lieV,614 
i 3.8% 
,96,Ill 

2.2% 

1135,657 
3.5% 

r13,753 

• 
~ 

22.9% 

OM SM 10M 15M OM SM 10M 15M 

FY17-18 Total Ridership FY17-18 Total Ridership 

)> V, 
:::: :x, 
II> ...... 
(") 00 
=r ' 
3 ~ 
l'D ...... 
:::, 
r+ ... 
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Ridership [Net Gain/Loss] by Pay 
Weekday Saturday 

·3,823,ne 3,039,642 -333,478 406,9'8 

!-4M ·2M OM 2M ·200K OK 200K 4001<' 

Ridership (Net Gain/Loss) Ridership (Net Gain/Loss) 

Annual Rldershjp Net Gain/Loss [Y· Y] 

Grand Total ·665,553 6- , 

Weekday -784,136 

Saturday 

Sunday 

·lOOOK •SOOK 

Net Gain/Loss 

1 73.490 

1 45,093 

OK 

WEEKDAY Net Loss: -784.136 ciders 
RouteTH!..l Weekday 

Urban Crosstown I I ~1,S24.44S 

Supplemental I 373,1~ 

Feeder -3,423 1 

Owl , -27,384 1 

., 
Subur ban Crosstown 1 

Transbay ·1 8,U $ 

Contract Shuttle I ·100,745 

Rapid · 133,288 

Major Corridor , -3~ 9 

Very Low Density I -394,ssp 

Tr unk ' ·l,019,93126~,864 

2;2:3$,150 

Net gain/loss a Net Ridership Gal n 

L Net Ridership Loss 

~1SOOK •lOOOK •SOOK OK SOOK 1000K 1500K 2000K 

I Ridership [Net Gain/Loss) 

Sunday 

-314,843 359;93& 

·200K OK 200K 

Ridership (Net Gain/Loss) 

SATURDAY Net Gajn: + 73.490 
Route Type , Satirdal_ 

Urban Crosstown -147;283 296,?.18 

Trunk -52,717' 

Rapid 13,475 

Owl I 
Feeder 11,034 

Suburban Crosstown I 
Major Corridor ·3 +,926 

Transbay , -18,520 

Contract Shuttle ·20,607 

Very Low Density -s4,sds 

Page 2 of 12 

SUNDAY Net Gain; +45.093 
Sunday 

-13-6,597 

54,136 

-S,387 

16r549 

·170 

I 
·29,785 

·19,431 

-42,2_?5 

264 •. 82/l 

·lOOK OK 100K 200K 300Kj · lOOK OK 100K 200K 300K. 

Ridership [Net Gain/Loss] Ridership [Net Gain/Loss] 

13 of 37



Page 3 of 12 

service T'ype • Ridership Net Gain/Loss by Minority Route Status 
Weekday 

Route Type M inority Rout e N~ Rl~ership Gain Net Ridership Loss 

Urban Crosstown No 33 79 80 12 52 

Yes 
36 96 29 19 14 62 28 35 90 34 41 56 98 21 39 46L 45· 47 76 74 46 70 71 54 

Feeder Yes 
339 

Owl No 
8S1 

Yes 
802 840 800 376 805 801 

Suburban Crosstown No 67 94 7 60 65 

Yes 83 95 93 89 86 200 85 

Transbay No 
J FS P G E C NX4 H B NXl NXC NX W CB Z VF 

Yes 
OX NX3 NX2 0 LC LA SB S U M L NL 

Contract Shuttle Yes 
BSN BSD 

Rapid Yes 
72R 

Major Corridor Yes 
88 73 20 97 10 99 210 

Very Low Density n/a 
475 448 

Yes 232 314 251 216 215 239 212 217 

Trunk No 516 51A 

Yes 
72 57 72M 6 40 1 18 

Route broken down by Day Type and Norm Change Color vs. Route Type and Minority Route. Color shows details about Norm Change Color. Details are shown for Route. The 
view is f iltered on Day Type, Route Type and Exclusions (Day Type,Minority Route,Norm Change Color,Route,Route Type). The Day Type f ilter keeps Weekday. The Route 
Type filter excludes Supplemental. The Exclusions (Day Type,Minority Rout e,Norm Change Color,Route,Route Type) filter keeps 316 members. 

Norm Change Color 
• Net Ridership Gain 

B Net Ridership Loss 
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Weekday: Avg Daily Ridership (Y-Y o/o change) 
Route Type 

Trunk 

Urban 
Crosstown 

Route 

1 
S1B 

51A 

40 

57 

6 

18 

72 

72M 

14 
62 

33 

12 

76 
52 

54 

45 

21 

22 

98 
79 

71 

36 
29 
96 

74 

70 

90 

28 

35 

34 

19 

80 
32 

~~====_8,947 
8,853 

8,392 
6,080 

5,619 
4,251 

4,328 

~ 3,184 
.---3,049 

2,801 

2,524 
2,215 
2,034 

1,920 

11!1 1,728 
- 1,644 

1,471 

1,420 

1,396 

1,292 

1,253 

956 

902 
873 

848 

744 

740 

565 
516 

[oK 

I 

SK 10K 

Avg Daily Riders 

11,930 

15K: 

Weekday 

-5.9% 

-5.8% 

-7.1% 
·S.1% 

·6.8% 
·31.8% 

•6.7% 
•7.2% 

·2.7% 
·14.4% 

·6.ZOA, 

·2.7% 

·2.0% 

·11.8% 

·1.7% 

-7.5% 

-5.1% 

-7.2% 

-6.5% 

10.6% 

6.1% 

j 0.3% 

6.8% 
10.6% 

79.0% 

___ 36.0% 

- 13.0% 

14.2% 

11.3% 

12.2% 
- 18.6% 

·50% 0% 50% 

Y·Y%Change 

·120,394 

-88,852 
-114,469 

-47,914 

-71,894 
-479,656 

-46,531 
-49,320 

-3,450 

-82,360 

·22,441 

·2,675 

-63,449 

-20,886 

-9,824 

268,864 

88,354 

20,969 

84,677 

1,034 

594,881 

\ l ,867 
314,271 

283,359 
256,773 
257,502 

-13,260 , 

I 8,103 
[9,009 

I 8,746 

17,677 
102,898 

113,830 

·6,105 i 

.·1000K ·SOOK OK SOOK 1000K 

Net Gain/Loss (Total Riders) 

Page 4 of 12 

Norm Change Color 
Net Ridership Gain 

Net Ridership Loss 
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Weekda)'.: Allg Daili Ridecsbig Cf_-v % tbaage) 
Route Type Route I 

Urban 39 1 484 I 

Crosstown 41 . 482 
56 1 435 
81 411 

37 369 

48 313 I 46 250 
46L 150 

I 

47 101 I 
ll 

25 
26 
31 

49 

Rapid 72R I 5,305 I 
Contract BSD 1,859 

Shuttle BSN J 260 

Feeder 339 168 I 
Major Corridor 97 - 3,856 I 

10 C 2,916 

73 C 2,724 I 

20 C- 2,677 
I 99 t= 2,664 

88 l _J 2,504 

210 1,339 

Owl 801 396 
I 

800 286 I 
376 268 

805 128 

851 123 I 
I 

840 114 I 
802 89 I 

Suburban 200 1,337 I 
I 

Crosstown 89 1,180 

OK SK 10K 15K 

Avg Daily Riders 

Weekday 

•l.6% 

•0.6% 
·10.3% 

-4.3% 

·15.4% 
·5.9% 

·12.1% 

·10,8% 
·12.5% 

·40.8% 

·18.2% 

-S.2% 

·7.3% 
-4.4% 

·S.2% 

·12,2% 

I o.4% 

·25.6% 

•7.9% 
•7.1% 

•7,8% 

·16.2% 

·9.2% 

·10.7% 

·10.4% 

-6.6% 

, 1.6% 

·50% 0% 

Y·Y % Change 

50% 

1732 
14,974 
14,489 

74,006 

·8,703 i 

·5,026 I 
·10,120 

•1,531 I 

·2,949 

·282,023 
·129,587 

-352,083 
-250,571 

·257,402 

·133,288 
-56,759 

·43,986 

·3.423 I 
·31,284 
·42,020 . 

·16,435 

·22,089 
-78,702 

l 16,811 

·109,649 

·6,324 I 
-3,868 I 
-4,237 I 
-5,552 i 
·2,469 I 
·2,821 I 
-2,113 I 

·16,464 
•721 I 

·lOOOK ·SOOK OK SOOK 1000K 

Net Gain/ Loss (Total Riders) 

Page 5 of 12 

Norm Change Color 
Net Ridership Gain 

Net Ridership Loss 
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·1 Ridership (Y-Y % change) weekday: Avg Pa, Y 
Route Type 

Suburban 
Crosstown 

Transbay 

Route 

8S 

7 

86 
65 
60 

93 
83 
75 
67 
95 

94 
NU 

NL2 

F1 
F2 

01 

02 
p 

J 

V 
L 

ox 
H 

w 
FS 
LA 
G 
SB 
C 
E 
u 
NX4 

NX3 

NX 

787 

771 

700 
594 

540 
494 

481 
465 
400 
307 

1130 
3,022 

--3,022 

1,833 

1,833 

1,822 

1,822 

..] 926 

836 

765 
668 
625 

592 

563 
503 

457 
_ 452 

I 403 
400 

379 

375 

368 

332 
312 

10K SK 10K 

Avg Daily Riders 

1SKI 

Wf!ekday 
-8.S% 

·2.9% 

·9.9% 
-13.8% 

·S.0% 

•3,9% 

·1.5% 

-3.0% 

-5.0% 

·S.OOAI 
·23,7% 

-23.7% 

·2.3% 

·2.3% 

·2.9% 

·S.8% 

11.8% 
- 7.9% 

6.8% 

2.6% 

10.7% 

2.9% 

0.0% I 
·2.4% 

·SO% 

•3.5% 

-4.0% 

·S.4% 

-1.9% 

8.6% 

[ 6.9% 

.. 3.4% 

. 8.2% 

2.6% 

2.3% 

0% 

Y·Y%Change 

SO% 

·22,106 

-1,s15 I 
·15,506 , 
-20,664 

-4,110 I 
I S,025 
j 11,687 

·6,s7o I 
1754 

6,752 

·265 I 
·26,067 

I 3,030 

-121,333 

·12,908 
l 1,254 

·1,832 i. 

) 11,233 

25,299 

·1,480 I 
-6,701 i 

j 8,029 

I 3,396 
·267 1 

l 13,051 

·1,634 ! 
I l0,047 

·1,991 I 
I 5,598 
I 9,458 

·3,236 j . 

14,533 
I 3,808 
I 273 

·lOOOK ·SOOK OK SOOK 1000K 

Net Gain/Loss (Total Riders) 

Page 6 cif 12 

Norm Change Color 
Net Ridership Gain 

Net Ridership Loss 
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Weekda . Y, Avg Pail · 
Route Type y Ridership (Y-Y % change) 

Route 
Transbay 

Very Low 
Density 

Supplemental 

B 
NX2 
CB 

s 
M 

NX1 

LC 

z 
NXC 
217 

212 
239 
232 

216 
215 

251 

475 

448 

314 

27S 

654 

623 

646 
657 

658 

648 
617 

631 
621 

687 

682 

675 

676 
652 

=272 
· 255 

247 
225 
224 

200 

j 56 
I 52 
133 

1,188 
846 

, 586 

'" 400 

314 
202 

r 1ss 
j 55 

138 

110 

• 551 
1 430 
1 347 

269 

267 
) 213 

1202 

I 168 
. 162 

1157 
I 150 

/ 149 

1137 
)136 

,OK SK 10K 15K 

Avg Daily Riders 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

' I 
I 

i 
j 
I 

I 

I 

I 

Page 7 of 12 

WeE!kday Norm Change Color 

11.4% I J 2,551 Net Ridership Gain 

j1.3% 12,370 Net Ridership Loss 

-2.6% -275 l 
-6.7% -2,792 '. 

-11.1% -5,775 ! 
l 2.4% 12,358 

·6.2% -622 '. 

-8.5% -922 ,: 

11.1% 1281 
-38.6% -183,080 

-27.6% =i -77,047 

·20.2% -34,351 
-2.2% ( 24 

·25.1% -24,875 

-36.2% J -27,884 

·14.7% -1,110 I 
·0.8% 16,747 

I 8.8% I 5,092 

-32.1% 
-

-1,163 j - I 

-38,993 
~ 

r 55,014 67.2% I 

7.6% 13,210 .. 
SS.2% 31,359 

p 20.5% 13,844 
70.3% ~ -- 27,256 

·. -
46.1% 17,446 

124.4% f -
-- 34,098 

·13.9% -2,997 

k 3.2% 13,619 
S7.7%j -~ 14,492 

·10.9% ·1,451 \ 

I 43.9% 11,863 

r:- 11.9% I 1 s,202 
61.9% 'j' 

.., I . 13,084 

·SOOAI 0% 50% /·lOOOK ·SOOK OK SOOK 1000K 

Y·Y % Change Net Gain/ Loss (Total Riders) 
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Weekda~; Ayg Daili Ridecsbi11 (Y-Y % thaoge) 
Route Type Route 
Supplemental 671 112s 

1122 
I 

625 I 

638 1117 I 

649 111s 
668 1106 

684 103 I 

655 1102 I 
667 196 

I 629 196 
624 95 
669 f93 

' 696 
1
91 I 

677 i 87 

604 82 

650 I 73 
662 67 

663 64 

606 58 

660 , 52 

653 ] 49 
l 

679 ! 49 

680 148 
628 j 45 

147 

I 
642 

I 626 46 

611 146 
I 

605 45 I 

620 42 I 

681 33 I 

672 I 31 
688 30 
607 16 

618 
632 

1

0K SK 10K 15KI 

Avg Daily Riders 

WeEikday 

I 31.1% 

·2.0% 

- - 44.1% 

[ __ 32.1% 

C 47.1% 
-

~· - 32 ,5% 

·8.5% - 42 .. 7% 

69.9% 
~_;: 13.8% 

I 34.9% 

·1.6% 
·18.8% 

•2,lo/o 

I 6.9% 

·22.0% 

L 18.2% 

-10.9% 

L_ .. 36.8% 

C: 43.3% 
43.3% 

-5.8% 

·25.8% 
89.0% 

_J 11.4% 

·31,9% 

·39.9% 
-32.0% 

-50% 0% 50% 

Y·Y% Chan9e 

I 8,204 

I 1.428 
I 9,376 
I 6,730 

I S,070 

I 6,903 

! S,453 
I 6,470 

-326 ! 
I 7,440 

I 9,506 
13,740 
l G,095 

\ 1,017 

·2,359 l 
I 777 

11,869 

·2,476 ! 
11,798 

l 11,067 
12,362 

-466 I 
f3,460 
I 3,682 
I 3,657 

17,483 
-2,534 I 

14,848 

11,247 

-2,s59 I 
-3,639 j 

•l ,342 ! 
-5,393 ! 
-1,693 [ 

· l OOOK ·SOOK OK SOOK 1000K 

Net Gain/ l oss (Total Riders) 
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Norm Change Color 
Net Ridership Gain 

Net Ridership Loss 

19 of 37



Weekday: Avg Daily Ridership (Y-Y % change) 
Route Type Route 

Supplemental 641 

643 

651 
691 

OK SK 10K !SK 

Avg Daily Riders 

-SO% 

Weekday 

0% 

Y·Y % Change 

50% 

-2,832 l 
-9,560 I 
-3,634 I 
-1,390 I 

-1000K -SOOK OK SOOK 1000K 

Net Gain/Loss (Total Riders) 

Page 9 of 12 

Norm Change Color 
Net Ridership Gain 

Net Ridership Loss 
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Page 10 of 12 

EYlZ-18 Qo·Iime e~rfocmaati Y·Y°& 
Weekday OTP Color code 

OTP(%) 
negative 

posit ive 

Route ryj,e Route 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 

Trunk S1B 76.1% ! 72.4% 3.7% 

6 76.7% : • 73.6% 3.1% 

40 69. S% • 67.6% 1.9% 

18 oi.i;. • 6~.6% 1.2% 

51A 73.3% : 73.6% -0.3% i 
72 60.?'4 61.6, •0.8% 

57 6B.0% 69.1% •1.1% 

72M 5U% 61.l'i> •2.0% 

1 65.i;;. $ .1% ·2.1% 

Major Corridor 210 64.0% 60.9% 3.2% 

10 80.0% 78.7%' 1.3% : 
I 76.4%1 99 76.7% : j 0.3% 

97 ,o.0% • ~9.9% [ 0.1% 

20 bl.A~ 7 0.2% -2.7% 

73 78.7~ 82.0%1 ·3.3% 

88 67.7% ;71.2% ·3.5% .. 
, 59.9% Urban 47 74.5% 14.6% 

Crosstown 79 69.5% • §,1.3<{4 8.2% 

81 68.3% 62.3911 6.0% 

37 78.6% ! . 74.0% 4.6% 

22 73.7% · ~9.9% 3.8% 

48 79.8% : 76.1% 3.6% 

76 68.S~t , 6Si7% 3.1% 

54 76.8% 73.8% 3.0% 

80 70.9% 6)3.2% 2.7% 

62 78.Q.% : 75.4% 2.6% 

32 71.7% :"70.4% 1.2% 

29 68.0% ~8.9% ·-0.9% 

70 7S.Co/o 76.2% •1.1% 

21 63.6% 64.~% •1.3% 

74 70.3% :72.0% ·1.7% 

n.7% 
: 

74.6% ·1.8% 33 : 
36 -- .... -IL't'"A 74.4% ·2'0% 

52 65.9% • 68.0% ·2.1% 

90 81.5% 84.2% ·2.7% 

71 7:Z.:Z'4 75.0% ·2.8% 

14 66.9°..6 ? 9.9% ·Z.9% 

19 74.5% 77.6% ·3.1% 

12 67.4% :J0.5% ·3,1% 

39 ~.279 $ .1% ·3.9% 

96 69,8% 74.3% -4.6% 

98 74.7% 79.2% •4.6% 

46L 66.3% : 71.3% •5.0% 

45 75.i % 81.3%1 •S.4 % 

46 72.3% 80.8% · 8 .5% 

28 59.3% 

34 61.6% 

3S 7'.6't 

41 85.0% 

56 79.8% 

Suburban 94 78.6% 63.5% 15,1% 

Crosstown 93 71.6% 6s;s% 6.1% 

67 65.7% 59.9'!~ 5.8% 

95 84.6%. :-l9_}>% 5.6% 
f - -

10% 
20% 40% 60% 80% -0.1 o.o 0.1 0.2 0,3 0,4 

OTP (%) OTP Y·Y % Change 
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FY17-1B On-Time Performance Y-Y% 

Route Type 
Suburban 
Crosstown 

Raeid 
Contract 
Shuttle 

Feeder 
Transbay 

Owl 

Very low 
Density 

Route 

65 

200 

89 

85 

75 

7 

86 

60 

83 

7ZR 

BSD 
BSN 

339 

NXC 

z 
NXl 

NXZ 

LA 

LC 

p 

Fl 
FZ 

L 

0 1 

02 

NX4 

G 

H 

CB 
B 

C 

s 
M 

ox 
SB 
Nll 
Nl2 
w 
NX3 

FS 

u 
V 

E 

NX 

840 

800 

805 

801 

376 

802 

851 

314 

239 

0% 

t 
I 

I 
I 
1 

Weekday 

OTP(%) 

20% 40% 60% 80% 

63.2% 
~ft l!. AI. 
oo ... ,,. 

70.5% 

53.S'lf> 

63.3% 
81.()0,4 

81.0% 

79.7% 

72.8% 

66.~, 

11,c,;;. 

75.8% 

71.7% -------
67.5% 

66.~ 

39.8% 33.0% 

39.6% 33.1% 

o2,5;i 

60.1% 

63,J,.% 

• 57.6% : 

• 62.~-'> 
• 6Q.3"A, 

• 61.S'!o 
7 62.3~ 

80.1%' 

80.2% 

81.2%! 

75.1% 

' 66.6% •- -
• 61.7% 

~&.7% 

• 58.5% : . 
54.5%" 

• 56.7% : 

,SS.1% 

54.0% 

57.0%; 

• 55.1% : 

70.7% ~8% 

Tu.7"----- 65:8% 
57.5% 532% 

70A% 6tt1% 

70.ii'i6' 6.~1 % 

52.4,~ • 48.1% 

63.l.~ 

61.0'!li 

52.7% 
.. ., .. rt; 
, -, • .a.70 

48.6'9 

56.S% 
59.7% 

69.BW 

69.a,o· 
66.1% 

&1.u;. 
6Lll<J(, 

59.4% 

56.0% 

61.1% 

76.i~ 
5 8.ffi 

77.0,% 

58,9%: 

48.2% : 

:§9.0%; 

• 50.8% : 

• 55.9% 

'46.8% 

! 56.1% 

:71.2% 

59.5%; 

' 69.7% 

69.7% 
I 66.,1% 

61.scit, 
62.5!!6 

• 59.3%: 
58.5%; 

613.0% 
i9.0% 

55.0% 

; 74.3% 

43.1'6 • 42,3% 

"69.2.% 

ss.z~ 
57.2% 

bO~_/';b::Sb . / 'll> 

• 68.9% 

55.8% : 

• 60.3% 

5.6% 

5.5% 

4 .2% 

2.0% 

1.0% 

1 0.9% 

0.9% 

9.3% 
9,1% 

13.2% 

13.0% 

10.1% 

6.9% 

6,5% 

6.1% 

6.1% 

5.9% 

4.9% 

4.9% 

4.3% 

4 .3% 

4,3% 

4.3% 

4 , 2% 

3.6% 

2.0% 

2.0% 

1.9% 

l 1.7% 
I 1.7% 

l o.3% 

l o.2% 

j o.1% 

10.1% 

I 0.1% 

.o.s% I 
-0.8% 

·1,0% 

•2.1% 

•2.S% I 
•6,9% 1 

I 1.1% 

I 3.2% 

I 2.7% 

l o.8% 

10.3% 

-o.6% e 
•3,1% 

--'-7"-"'1=.8-""~'=~--_;:6=-l-·:.::9 :..:~----l- _____ J 9.9% 

40% 60% 80% -0.1 o .o 0.1 0.2 

OTP(%} OTP y.y % Change 

Page 11 of 12 

30,0% 

0.3 0.4 

OTP Color code 
negative 

positive 
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EYlZ-18 on-Jjme Performance Y-Y% 

Route Type Route 0% 20% 

Very low 215 
Density 232 

251 

217 

216 

212 

20% 

W~ kday 

OTP(%) 

40% 60% 80% 

63.3% 56.6% : 6.7% 

73.9% :::::::.:: __ •:70.9% 2.9% 

71 .2% 

ii5.ni. 
63.1% 

72.6% 

40% 60% 

• 69.9% 

6~.8% 

64.~ 

74.7% 

80% 

1.3% 

-1.2% 

-1.3% 

-2.1% 

-0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 

OTP(%) OTP Y•Y % Change 

Page 12 of 12 

0.3 0.4. 

I 

OTP Color code 
negative 

positive 
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Service Type Analysis Staff Repon 18-241 
Attachnwnt 2 

WEEKDAY FY 2017/2018 EFFECTIVENESS FY 201612017 EFFECTIVENESS I FY 2017/2(16 VS FY 2C16/2C17 CCMP'l.filSON 

Avg Daily 
Avg Daily 

Avg Daily Ridership Pass per Pass per Avg Daily 
Avg Daily 

Avg Daily Ridership 
Avg Pass Avg Pass Revenue Avg Dai ly Pass per Pass per 

Service Type Revenue Revenue per Rev Trips 
Trips Hours Pass %Split Rev Hour Trip Trips Hours Pass %Split Hour 

per Trip Hours P8S$ Rev Hour Trip 

Rapid 134 179.1 5,305 3.2% 29.6 39.6 134 175.1 5,949 3.3% 34.0 44.4 0.0% 2.2% -10.8% -12.8% -10.8% 

Trunk (Trunk/MC) 2,241 2,328.5 80.075 47.7% 34.4 35.7 2,242 2,358.6 85,953 47.9% 36.4 38.3 0.0% -1.3% -6.8% -5.6% -6.8% 

Local (Urban/Suburban) 3,078 2,720.2 52,232 31 .1% 19.2 17.0 2,550 2,135.2 55,208 30.8% 25.9 21.6 20.7% 27.4% ·5.4% -25.7% -21.6% 

Community (VlO/Feeder/Shuttle) 523 414.5 6,011 3.6% 14.5 11 .5 564 425.8 8,162 4.6% 19.2 14,5 -7.2% -2.7% -26.3% -24.3% -20.6% 

Supplementary 139 95.4 5,613 3.3% 58.9 40.3 173 103.4 4,545 2.5% 44.0 26.2 ·19.7% -7.8% 23.5% 33.9% 53.7% 

Owt 99 101.6 1,405 0.8% 13.8 14.2 97 101.2 1,544 0.9% 15.3 15.9 2.1% 0.4% -9.0% -9.4% ·10.9% 

Transbay 637 700.2 17,206 10.3% 24.6 27.0 626 663.9 17,916 10.0% 27.0 28.6 1.6% 5.5% -4 .0% ·8.9% -5.5% 

Tnt:,ts I 6,851 6,539.4 167,847 100.0% 266 25.0 I 6,31:6 5,Sf.32 179,277 1CCO% 301 32.1 7.3% $7% ·6-C'I. -11.5% -222'!, 

SATURDAY FY 2017/2016 EFFECTIVENESS FY 2016/2017 EFFECTIVENESS I FY 201712f1ll VS FY 2f161/2C17 CC'MF"4rl1SC'N 

Avg Daily 
Avg Daily Avg Dai ly Ridership Pass per Pass per Avg Daily 

Avg Daily 
Avg Daily Ridership Pass per Pass per Revenue Avg Dally Pass per Pass per 

Service Type Revenue Revenue Trips 
Trips 

Hours 
Pass % Split Rev Hour Trip Trips 

HOU"' 
Pass %Split Rev Hour Trip Hours Pass Rev Hour Trip 

Rapid 98 135.2 3,418 3.8% 25.3 34.9 96 127.7 3.690 3.7% 28.9 38.4 2.0% 5.9% -7.4% ·12.5% •9,2% 

Trunk (Trunk/MC) 1,834 1,887.6 52,439 59.0% 27.8 28.6 1,793 1,853.7 57,392 57.7% 31.0 32.0 2.3% 1.8% •8.6% ·10.3% ·10.6% 

Local (Urbarv'Suburtan) 1,886 1,687.5 25,215 28.4% 14.9 13.4 1,458 1,221.9 28,513 28.7% 23.3 19.6 29.4% 38.1% -11.6% -36.0% -31.6% 

Community (Vl.Dlfeeder/Shutt1e) 356 235.2 2,714 3.1% 11 .5 7.6 349 230.2 3,888 3.9% 16.9 11.1 2.0% 2.2% -30.2% -31.7% ·31.5% 

Owl 158 183.6 2.132 2.4% 11.6 13.5 153 175.2 2,323 2.3% 13.3 15.2 3.2% 4.8% -8.2% -12.4% ·11.0% 

Transbay 184, 188.8 2,981 3.4% 15.8 16.2 180 178.3 3,650 3.7% 20.5 20.3 2.3% 5.9% -18.3% -22.8% -20.2% 

TM;its I 11.s1i; 11,317., ss.n,, 100.0% 21. 1 2tu I 11,c3o 3,7/.7.1 !J!),~si; 1rc.<"t. 2!J. 1 2/..3 12. 1•1. 1<.r'!. -1r.F% -21.~·1. -21.r;. 

SUNnl\Y FY 2()17/211111 EFFECTIVENESS FV 2Mf\,2()17 EFFECTIVENESS I FY 2!l17/2M ~ VS FV 2Mfl/2t17 Ct'Ml'M1St"N 

Avg Daily 
Avg Daily 

Avg Daily Ridership Pass per Pass per Avg Daily 
Avg Daily 

Avg Dally Ridership Pass per Pass per Revenue Avg Dai ly Pass per Pass per 
Service Type Revenue Revenue Trips 

Trips 
UA .. -

Pass %Spli1 Rev Hour Trip Trips u---· Pass %Split Rev Hour Trip Hours Pass Rev Hour Trip 

Rapid 96 126.0 2,677 3.7% 21.2 27.3 95 121.9 3,049 3.8% 25.0 32.2 3.4% 3.4% ·12.2% ·15.1% ·15.1% 

Trunk (Trunk/MC) 1,834 1,827.0 42,453 58.6% 23.2 23.2 1,765 1,760.2 46,603 57.6% 26.5 26.4 3.9% 3.8% -8.9% ·12.2% ·12.3% 

Local (UrbarvSuburban) 1.885 1.686.4 20.476 28.3% 12.1 10.9 1,428 1,196.1 23,118 28.6% 19.3 16.2 31.9% 41 .0% - 11 .4% -37.2% ·32.9% 

Community (\/LO. Feeder) 250 200.3 1,797 2.5% 90 7.2 242 189.9 2,636 3.3% 13.9 10.9 3.4% 5.5% ·31.8% -35.4% ,34.1% 

Owl 164 190.8 2,486 3.4% 13.0 15.2 158 180.0 2,447 3.0% 13.6 15.5 3.9% 6.0% 1.6% ,4.2% -2.3% 

Transbay 184 188.8 2.531 3.5% 13.4 13.8 1n 176.0 3,082 3.8% 17.5 17.4 3.8% 7.3% -17.9% ·23.5% ·20.9% 

Tt,/;,ts I 4,1/M 11,21,.3 72,111' 1(11".t!"!. 17.fi 1i..11 I 3,llfi5 3,i.vu ,:r..,35 1rr.r'!. 2(.f. 23.F RZ-!. IF.~·;. •lf'.5'!. -21-.:r;. ·Zf.f.•1. 
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Bottom quarter routes; Routes (greater than 10% change) 
SR 18-241 

Attachment 3 

Bottom Quarter (25%' Performin~ routes - adlustments 

Service Type Route 
Productivity 

Bottom 25% performing routes - proposed adjustments 
(Passengers Per Hr) 

Reduced weekend frequency but this remains one of the most productive 

99 17.2 south countv routes. 
Service Planning is looki ng at a comprehensive set of changes in South 

Malor Corridor 210 19.6 Countv in FY 2020 

376 9.2 Grant-funded l ifel ine service 

Owl 805 10.0 Re~ional li fel ine service 

75 13.0 Eliminated in June 2018 replaced with Line 34 

Suburban 93 14.9 Re-routed and servi ce improved in June 2018 

Crosstown 94 9.4 Lifeline route to Hayward hills 

Looki ng at plan to increase frequency, opened STC which should improve 

F 18.6 ridershiP 

LA 16.9 Re-route down San Pablo in December 2019 to oick up more riders. 

LC 13.2 Trans bay tomorrow will reduce number of t rips. 

M 11.2 Regional transbav link 

NXC 11.8 Transbav Tomorrow will reduce number of t rlPs. 
Transbay Tomorrow trimmed segment south of Winton w ith low 

s 12.8 !Productivity 

SB 18.2 STC ooening should imorove ridershio 

Transbay z 13.4 Reverse-commute service bui lt from deadheads. 

Termi nal moved constantly in 2017/18, new terminal is significant 

18 26.6 imorovement. 

Trunk 72 27.9 Route is crucial to combined 72/M/R service on San Pablo 

28 10.8 New line onlv since June 2018 

34 9.3 New line onlv since June 2018 

41 10.2 New line only since June 2018 

48 9.9 Eliminated in June 2018, replaced with Line 28 

56 8.5 New line only since June 2018 

80 7.4 Improved freauencv in June 2018. 

81 7.0 Eliminated in June 2018, rePlaced with line 80. 
Working with City on plan to improve service whe n new developments 

Urban Crosstown 46L 10.9 come online. 
Service Planning is l ooking at a comprehensive set of changes in South 

215 7,0 County In FY 2020 

314 5.7 ShoPPer shuttle, Service Planning will evaluate need for this service. 

448 2.7 Flex 

Very Low Densitv 475 2.0 Flex 

1 
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Bottom quarter routes; Routes (greater than 10% change) 

- ··· .... ,. ··--Route Type Route Avg Dally Ridership 
Y-Y%' Chan1 e 

Weekday SaturdaV Sundav 
Analysis (Greater than 10%} 

Contract Shuttle 
BSD 1859 · 12.5% Weekdav service hours were trimmed. 

8SN 200 -40.8% . Service was tri mmed eveninR now shorter. 

f eeder 339 68 -18.2% lnfreauent service sublect to hie:h sw ines. 

1 S54 - 14.4% Weekend service was trimmed 

99 1 720 -15.9% Weekend service was trimmed 

2 664 -12.2% M al or construction along Mission shut down multi Pie stops 

632 
Closure of Northwestern Polytechnic has led to reduced r;der,h lp 1n .South 

Major Corridor -40.3% Countv 

210 691 
Closure of Northwestern Polytechnic has led to reduced ridership in South 

-44.5% Countv 

1,339 
Closure of Northwestern Polytechnic has led t o reduced ridership in South 

- 25.6% Countv 

249 - 10,5% Very few trips on the fine so small r ldersh;p changes result In larger swi ngs. 

376 281 -11.0% 
1,055 11.1% 

70 
These are hourly OWL service so small ridership losses lead to significant 

-11.7% swings. 
802 n -13.4% 

OWi 89 -10.4% 

97 ·17.4% 

805 114 -18.4% 

128 -16.2% 

840 
99 -11.2% 
114 -10.7% 

851 
107 ·13.6% 

118 -13.1% 

Rapid 72R 
2,6n -12.2% Bus bunching and poor reliabil ity may be leading to declines. 

5305 - 10.8% 

7 321 -16.9% Low r idership service subject to high swings. 

1S3 - 14.7% 

65 198 -13.7% 
594 -13.8% 

67 
234 -11.2% 

Suburban Crosstown 
244 12.8% 

86 uo 48.5% Sl•nificant weekend service imorovements. 

95 154 
Better network integration on weekends with saignificant w eekend service 

22.1" additions as oart of ACl!.o. 

Low frequency and poor service spans in Fremont and Newark are not 

200 915 m eeting mobility needs. AC Transit Service Planning is kicking off an effort to 

-13,7% look at restructurinR service to imorove ridership and service Qualitv. 

1,036 -25.2% Transbav Fare Increase Is mo:t p!au~lble reason. 

f 1,239 -25.9% 

1833 -23.7% 
J 836 10.7" BARTls over-caPaci tv and tri P< w ere added to the J. 

Transbay M 224 -11.1% Removed some stoos i n foster City 

NL 
1067 -11.0% Trans bay Fare Increase is most plausible reason . 

1240 -12.6% 

0 
428 -14.1% 

503 -10.1\16 

6 2 540 - ll.4% Rella~ility issues ond const rained.streets in uotown. 

2.147 -3L6% Northern term\nal moved mul; lp/e ti mes across ,he pa;t year. 

18 2.649 -32.5% 

Trunk 
4 251 -31.8% 

n 2,594 -10.1% Weekend ridership shift to TNCs. 

SlA 3656 -11.1% Weekend ridership shl ftt o TNCs. 

518 8,947 10.6% Line 51 orolect Im Droved runnin2 time and Acao imoroved connections. 

71M 2305 - 10.3% Weekend ridership shift t o TN Cs. 

2 
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Bottom quarter routes; Routes (greater than 10% change) 

-!T- ~T••• • • , .. ., 
Avg Dally Ridership 

Y-Y% Charu e 
Analysts !Greater than 10%) Route Type Route 

Weekday Saturdav SundaY 

12 2,8)1 10,6% Line was extended and ACRo imOroved connections. 

19 740 12.2% New develooments came on-line with Easvoasses alona Buena Vista. 

548 -ll9% Route eliminated in June 20'18. 

22 709 -13.6% 
1 644 -11.8% 

29 1, 293 
Significant employment and residential increases in Emeryville and West 

13.""'- Oakland. 

32 323 -10.0% RoutP Pliminated In June 2018. 

33 
1.131 -12.6% Weekend ri dership shift to TNCs. 

1428 -13.3% Weekend ridershiD shift to TNCs. 

682 ·39.~ weekend ndershio shiftto TNCS. 

36 
8n - 29,4% Weekend ridershiP shift to TNCS. 

1,355 
Signi ficant employment and residential increases i n Emeryville and West 

36.0% Oakland. 

Urban Crosstown 37 369 -10.3% Route eliminated In June 2018. 

46 250 ·.15 .• 4% Infrequent service subiect to high swin'" · 

47 101 -12.1% Infrequent service subiect to high swings. 

~1 -32.9",(, Western terminal moved multiple times across the past year. 

S2 763 -30.1% 

2.215 -14.4% 
1.'All ·U.7% weekend ridership shif1 to TNCs. 

62 
1547 -.135% 

911 
Acgo route, has better connections and i mproved frequency and span. Riders 

79 14.9" are now used to the service and using it more often. 

L420 79.0% 

80 
314 128" Increased freauencv and eliminated Une 81 in June 20 18. 

565 18.6" Incre ased freauencv and eliminated Line 81 in June 2018. 

81 269 ·21.5% Eliminated in June 2018. 

96 1292 14.2'K> New develooments and Easyoasses came on-line in Alameda. 
Low frequency and poor service spans Hl Fremo.nt and Newarl< are not 

363 
meellng. mobil ity needs, AC Transi t5ervice Planning is kicking otf an effort to 

212 
look at restructurina service to improve ridership and service oualitv. 

-29.()% 

515 .32..4~ 

846 .ZJ.6% 

21S 202 -36.2% 

168 -36,7% 

Very low Density 216 193 -34.1% 
314 •25,1% 
572 0 485% 

217 596 ·5G.,W. 

1188 -38.6% 

239 S86 ·20.2% 

251 
88 -18.7%. 

188 ·14.7% 

314 10 ·32. 1% l ow rlde rshiP service subiect to hi l!h swines. 

3 

27 of 37



Bottom quarter routes; Routes (greater than 10% change) 

Route Type Analysis (Greater than 10%) 

45 -7.5.8% Changes In school enrollment. 

58 -22.0% 

16 -32.0% 
617 202 12§.~% 

620 42 89.0% 
624 95 42.7" 

626 46 43.9% 

628 48 36.8% 
631 168 --13.9'6 
638 117 44.1% 
642 47 43:3" 

646 347 S.S.2% 

648 213 46.1% 

649 115 2.5.S~ 
650 73 ·18.8% 

652 136 6L9" 

654 551 67,2% 

Supplemental 
ss 102 47.1% 

6S7 269 20.5% 
658 267 70,3% 

667 96 32.5% 

668 106 18.0% 

669 3 69.9% 
671 125 31.1% 

672 31 -31.9% 

67S 149 43:9% 

676 137 11.~ 

677 87 34.9% 
679 49 18.2% 
680 48 -10.9',A, 

681 33 U.4% 

682 150 -10.9% 

684 103 32.1% 
687 157 SJ.7% 
688 30 ~39.~ 

696 91 13.~ 
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SR 18-241 
Attachment 4 - Statistical modeling and correlations 

Correlation Matrix (1 of 2) 

:? 

~ .. 
• . . • 

.. , ... 
~ 
I • • • • .. . . 

2.5 3.0 :l5 U 

0.16 

• 

0.26 

0.14 

. ..... 
•• -1:! • •• -::·r • .. . 

• 

25000 35000 45000 

o S 10 1S 

-0.27 -0.13 

-0.26 

-0.20 -4.021 

0 .30 

. .. . .. 
~ . . .. 
•• . . 

g 
0 

uo 0.65 0.70 

The correlation matrix (1 of 2) is used to assess whether external factors such gas prices, unemployment 

levels, and weather have any impact on ridership levels. Correlations are computed and range from -1.0 

to+ 1.0, where an asterisk level 1-3 signifies a statistically significant correlation. The variables are labeled 

as follows: 

A- Ridership, B - Gas prices, C - Unemployment, 0-Weather (Rain), E- OTP 

General findings: 

A--/ --- B 
A--/--- C 
A--/-- D 

Gas prices were not correlated to ridership 
Unemployment levels show near but not significant correlation to ridership 
Weather (rain) shows near but not significant correlation to ridership 

Key correlations from prior year analysis (Ridership related to gas prices and weather impacts) did not 

produce significant correlations this year. The past 12-months have seen average gas prices steadily rise , 

from historic lows likely resulting in weaker general correlations that do not manifest at the aggregate 

data level. The same appears for the effects of inclement weather where prior 12-months of minimal 

rainfall data collected removes the overall effects on the va riable. 

[Data source: FY14-15 - FY17-18 data] 
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SR 18-241 
Attachment 4 - Statistical modeling and correlations 

Correlation Matrix (2 of 2) 

0 ;)0000 0 4000 10000 10 30 50 70 5 15 25 '5 

A. Trips * ** *** -4.20 - 0.38 -0.29 

I B.Hrs ** ** ** ** 0.91 -0.21 0.0!I 0.29 .0.22 

C) 

1.0d ** * .... 0.22 0.21 

I 
DAvgPx ** * 

0.22 0.21 -
Cl 

** ** 
-0.24 0.71 

~ 

*** ** ~ --0.31 0.74 
~ 

*** -0.32 

~ 

~ 
.., 

0 20000 SOOOO 0 1500000 0 so 100 0.0 0.4 0.8 

The correlation matrix (2 of 2) assesses the relationship between ridership and other internal 

performance metrics. The variables are labeled as follows: 

A- Revenue Trips, B - Revenue Hours, C = Annualized Ridership, D -Avg Daily Ridership 

I 
C) 

i 
C) 

8 

C) 

"'I 
Cl 

C! 
C) 

E - Passengers Per Hour, F - Passengers Per Trip, G - OTP (on-time performance), H - maxload 

General Key findings: 

A-----C 
B-----C 
G-----C 

Ridership is positively correlated *** to overall revenue trips 
Ridership is positively correlated *** to revenue hours 
Ridership is positively correlated * to OTP 

The analysis establishes the correlations and validations between ridership levels and other internal data 

metrics. While most of the correlations are expected, the general findings as supported by transit 

research findings, find that service levels (hours, trips, frequencies) tend to be the best predictor of bus 

ridership (0.89, 0.91°*). This can be seen from the expanded revenue service trips and hours in the past 

2 years which have buffered the effects of more severe ridership declines experienced across the general 

t ra nsit industry amidst the changing tr~nsit landscape. 

[Data source: FY17-18 annualized ridership and performance data] 
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Weekda SR 18-241 Attachment 5.Route Performance (Weekday)

Route Information (as of June 20181 FY 17/18 Totals

'=F ' .==.
Hours

60,228 66,953
48.384 39,043
14.868 12.370
36.036 30,318

Route RouteType
Peak

Frequency
Off Peak I Minority

Frequency I Route

Average
Daily

Ridership
12,674
6,029

794
3,148
1,525
2,531
4,079
6,234

660

2,824
1,763
1,864

701
1,904

FY 16/17 Effectiveness

Productivity
(Pax/RevHr)

Passengers I On Time
per Trip I Performance

Average
Load Factor

Average
Maximum

Load Factor
27.94
19.16
l0.52
13.171
16.04
14.56
19.18
20.13
6.32

17.43
15.82
15.32
l0.96
11.64

Average
Daily

Ridership
11,930
5,619

771

2,916

FY 17/18 Effectiveness
Average

Maximum
Load Factor

15.38
l0.46
5.74
7.59

Daily
Ridership

.5.9%

.6.8%
-2.9%

.7.3%

FY 17/18 vs FY 16/17 Comparison

Productivity I Passengers
(Pax/RevHr) I per Trip

On Time
Performance

Average
Load Factor

Productivity
(Pax/RevHr)

Passengers I On Time
per Trip I Performance

Average
Load Factor

Average
Maximum

Load Factor
.7.4%

.6.6%

.5.3%

.6.0%

l
6
7
10

1 1

12
14

18

19

20
21

22
25
26
28
29
31

32
33
34
35
36
37
39
40
41
45
46
46L
47
48
49
51A
51B
52
54
56
57
60
62
65
67
70
71

72
72M
72R
73

74

75
76

79

80
81

83
85
86
88

89
90
93

94

95

96
97

98

Trunk
Trunk

8
10
30
15

10-15
10-20

30
15-20

Yes
Yes
No

Yes
Discontinued

No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

48
39
16
24
25
22
30
32
10
35
25
25
17
23

6
8
l
6
9
l
7
l
5
5
7
7
8
2

53.0
31.4
13.5
21.2
25.0
26.4
33.0
45.8

8.3
37.2
28.0
26.6
17.5
23.5
route
14.3
20.5
17.2
26.6
route
route
13.5
13.3
17.2
46.6
route
22.9
l0.5
5.9
5.8

11.3
25.8
47.9
41.7
21.7
17.8
route
41.3
5.4

24.9
11.5
7.2

17.8
26.0
54.5
53.2
44.4
20.2
20.6
16.1
38.8
12.0
6.9
6.1

13.9
28.7
l0.7
21.5
18.2
8.6

15.7
5.5
6.0

17.1
33.1
14.4

68
73
80
78
71

70
69
66
77
70
64
69
62
59

FYI
68
69
70

74
FYI
FVI

74

74

68
67

FYI
81
80

71

59
76

66

73

72
68

73
FYI

69

81

75

57
59

76

75
61

61

66
82

72

62
65

61

68

62
75

61

80
71

66

84
65

63

79

74
69

79

1%
6%
1%

7%
3%
5%
9%
6%
6%
2%
9%
9%
7%
2%
7-18
9%
1%

4%
6%
7-18
7-18
4%
o%
1%
6%
7-18
3%
8%
3%
9%
1%

9%
6%
4%
o%
8%
7-18
1%
2%
4%
6%
9%
2%
o%
6%
1%
6%
o%
o%
3%
7%
3%
2%
3%
1%
5%
2%
2%
3%
2%
5%
5%
o%
3%
9%
2%

16
1 1

6
8
6
6
9
9
3
9
8
8
5
5

99
35

18

13
95

70

41

46
30

37

63
25

66
51

44.9
36.3
15.7
24.2
Discontinued
19.9
29.5
26.6
13.4
33.5
25.3
21.9
Discontinued
Discontinued
l0.8
15.9

Discontinued
15.1
24.9

9.3
13.1
18.5
12.5
34.0
41.4
l0.2
22.0
17.7
l0.9
11.5
9.9

Discontinued
43.4
64.4
30.2
43.1
8.5

29.2
15.1
26.9
20.0
17.8
22.2
19.6
27.9
29.3
29.6
38.7
20.1
13.0
31.8
22.4
7.4
7.0

15.5
15.1
17.4
26.1
15.4
19.2
14.9
9.4

19.6
19.9
26.0
20.3

49.9
29.3
13.1
20.4

65.92%
76.69%
81 .03%
80.00%

25.87
17.89

9.96
12.38

.7.6%

.8.9%

.2.5%
.1.7%

.5.9% -2.1 %

.6.8% 3.1%

.2.9% 0.9%

.4.0% 1 .3%
Discontinued

8.7% -3.1%
4.2% -2.9%

1.2%
.3.1%

.5.2% -2.7%

.2.0% -1 .3%
.11.8% 1 3.8%

Discontinued
Discontinued

new route in FYI 7-1 8
l0.6% I -0.9%

.9.5%

.7.8%

.7.1%

.6.6%
Suburban Crosstown

Major Corridor
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown

Trunk
Urban Crosstown

Major Corridor
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown

Trunk
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown

Trunk
Trunk

20
15
15
20
30
30

20-30
15-30
15-30

30

30
30

n/a

24,628
31,752
33,012
20,160
19,152
15,876
16,940

35,430
36,958
40,268
13,923
20,110
17.207
18,183

2,801
4,328
4,251

740

2,677
1,728
1,644

28.7
34.4
32.5

9.2
35.2
27.4
23.5

67.45%
66.93%
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Saturday SR 1 8-241 Attachment 5.Route Performance (Saturday)

Route Information (as of June 2018) FY 17/18 Totals FY 16/17 Effectiveness FY 17/18 Effectiveness FY 17/18 vs FY 16/17 Comparison

Route Route Type Frequency
Minority
Routed

Revenue
Trips

Total
Revenue

Hours

Passeng
ers per

Trip

On Time
Performa

nce

Average
Load

Factor

Average
Maximum

Load
Factor

Average
Daily

Ridership

Productivityl Passengers
(Pax/RevHr)I per Trip

On Time
Performance

Average
Load
Factor

Passeng
ers per

Trip

On Time
Performa

nce

Average
Load

Factor

Average
Maximum

Load
Factor

l
6

7
10
1 1

12
14
18
19
20
21

22
25
26
28
29
31

32
33
34
35
36
40
41

45
46
49

51A
51B
52
54
56
57
60
62
65
67
70
71

72
72M
72R
73
74
76

Trunk
Trunk

Suburban Crosstown
Major Corridor

Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown

Trunk
&FTabl

Major Corridor
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown

Trunk

10
15
30

20

Yes 68
Yes

Ye:i I i:i=664
Yes 1 7.844

No 1 2,332
Yes 1 5.830
Discontinued
No 1 3.710
Yes 1 3.445
Yes 1 5.618
Yes 1 3.498
Yes 1 4,028
Yes 1 3,074
Yes 1 1.836
Discontinued
Discontinued

T
Discontinued
Yes 1 1,377
No 1 5.194
Yes 1 68
Yes 1 68
Yes 1 3,922
Yes 1 6,943
Yes 1 68
Yes 1 2.650
Yes 1 848
Discontinued
No 1 6.996
No 1 7.257
No 1 3,657
Yes 1 2.544
Yes 1 68
Yes 1 7.950
No 1 2,250
Yes 1 3.869
No 1 1.080
No 1 2,332
Yes 1 1,537
Yes 1 1,590
Yes 1 3,922
Yes 1 3.975
Yes 1 5,194
Yes 1 7.632
Yes 1 2,756
Yes 1 2,862

12,382
5,797
1,776
4,756

9
3

2

l
2

3

2

l

330
604
416
133
257
522
129
924
442
262
220
821

299
329

41

33

12
23

18
18
31

28
7

29
20

23

13

19

12

18
13
20

6
l
4
5
6
0
9
l
7
9
3
l
7
5

42.8
24.4
9.4

19.4
9.2

21.7
33.3
37.3
6.7

29.8
21.0
22.8
13.6
20.1
route
12.5
l0.5
13.3
16.8

route
route
16.7

route
18.5
5.9

17.6
40.2
40.7
15.8
15.4
route
33.2
5.9

24.0
9.6
6.0

17.0
20.3
46.5
40.9
37.7
14.2
11.2
27.4

66.1%
72.5%
77.6%
76.9%
83.1%
74.8%
69.6%
62.4%
81.5%
66.8%
67.7%
80.9%
72.0%
57.0%

In FY17-
68.2%
69.3%
70.0%
81.8%

in FYI 7.
in FY17.

66.2%
74.0%

In FYI 7.
84.0%
77.3%
68.5%
75.3%
77.6%
68.6%
90.1%

in FYI 7-
71.7%
78.9%
75.1%
76.4%
74.0%
68.3%
78.4%
63.9%
63.1%
75.1%
87.7%
72.7%
62.2%

13
8

3

7
4
5

9

7
2

8

6

7
4
5

26
81

91

49
14
87
24
57
79
24
79
27
91

27

22
14

6
12
7

1 1

17

15
5

14
1 1

13
9

10

01

47
94
14
19
80
84
19
09
87
99
45
37
84

9,161
3,296

393
1,966

39.2
30.1
11.7
21.9

Discontinued
16.1
28.6
22.5
9.0

26.9
19.5
20.0

Discontinued
Discontinued

8.6
11.9

Discontinued
12.1
17.8
9.0

13.1

11.9
36.1
7.9

17.7
11.4

Discontinue(
35.6
48.0
17.0
29.0
4.4

23.4
15.8
25.3
16.8
11.5
21.9
14.8
24.9
22.6
25.3
27.5
11.2
22.4

42.0
22.3
8.9

17.9

65.84%
75.47%
78.12%
73.34%

18.19
7.94
4.08
6.92

13.42
7.43

11.29

1.8%
.8.5%
.5.4%
.7.8%

.6.8% I -l .i% 1 -6.3o%a

.9.0% 1 -8.6% 1 3.0%

.5.5% 1 -5.4% I 0.5%
-6.8% 1 -7.8% 1 -3.6%

Discontinued
7.9% 1 -5.2%
.4.0% 1 -5.4%

.33.0% t -0.6%
.2.1% 1 -8.2%
.6.6% 1 3.7%
o.o% 1 -4.3%

-13.6% 1 -2.0%
Discontinued
Discontinued

new route in FYI 7-
.6.4% 1 -6.4% 1 -5.2%

Discontinued

.lo.o% I -lo.o% 1 -3.6%

.13.3% 1 -13.3% 1 -6.7%
new route in FYI 7-
new route in FYI 7-

.29.4% 1 -29.4% 1 -2.4%
.3.5% 1 -3.5% I -0.6%

new route in FYI 7-
.6.5% 1 -6.5% I -0.8%
.2.7% 1 -1 .2% I 0.2%

Discontinued
.12.0% 1 -9.2% 1 1 .4%
.4.0% 1 -4.7% I 0.4%
.30.3% 1 -30.1% 1 -4.3%
-9.0% 1 -9.0% I -0.6%

new route in FYI 7-
.6.3% 1 1 .2%
.7.0% I -0.4%

.1 1 .8% 1 -3.3%
.13.7% 1 -13.3%
.1 1 .2% E 0.9%
.7.3% 1 -1 .8%
-9.4% 1 -6.4%
.7.2% I -o.1%
-9.2% 1 1 .7%
.7.4% I -1 .7%
.6.5% 1 -2.9%
.6.4% 1 -3.6%
.0.2% I 0.7%

37.2%
.9.9%
4.3%
.7.6%

24.2%
.7.3%
7.1%
.7.0%

30
30

20-30
30
30
30

60

5,409
3,849
6,248
2.566
4,156
3,318
1,809

1,642
2,075
2,649

433
2,112
1,220

709

23.5
31.9
25.0
6.6

27.8
21.0
19.7

69.60%
64.26%
61 .83%
73.26%
70.44%
63.40%
78.89%

5.27
8.46
6.13
2.22
7.60
6.64
6.74

11.45
16.42
12.69
4.73

13.64
11.76
12.20

7.9%
.2.5%

.32.5%
.2.1%
.6.6%
o.o%

.13.6%

.l0.5%
l0.4%

.20.1%
15.7%
.9.9%
.4.1%

.13.6%

.l0.2%
.8.4%
.19.0%
.20.4%
.7.8%
.2.2%
.7.3%

.3.0%

.8.0%
.16.5%
.7.1%
.8.3%
1.9%

.9.3%

60
30

76
3,444

l

828
736
359

1,648

new
7
3
5
5

new
new

9
4

18 324
775

9.5
11.7

43.70%
63.00%

5.58
3.47

5.61
7.23

.lO.o%

.13.3%

]8
2.73
4.09
4.00
5.20

6.59

7.46
11.12

9.7%

.6.4%
.l0.3%
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Saturday SR 1 8-241 Attachment 5.Route Perf ormance (Saturday)

Route Information (as of June 201 8) FY 17/18 Totals FY 16/17 Effectiveness FY 17/18 Effectiveness FY 17/18 vs FY 16/17 Comparison

Route Route Type Frequency
Minority
Routed

Revenue
Trips

Total
Revenue

Hours

Average
Daily

Ridership

Productiv
ity

(Pax/Rev
Hr)

Passeng
ers per

Trip

On Time
Performa

nce

Average
Load
Factor

Average
Maximum

Lead
Factor

Average
Daily

Ridership

Productivity
(Pax/RevHr)

Passengers
perTrip

On Time
Performance

Average
Load
Factor

Average
Maximum

Load
Factor

Average
Daily

Ridership

Productiv
ity

(Pax/Rev
Hr)

Passeng
ers per
Trip

On Time
Performa

nce

Average
Load

Factor

Average
Maximum

Load
Factor

 

Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown

Suburban Crosstown
Suburban Crosstown

Major Corridor
Suburban Crosstown

Urban Crosstown
Suburban Crosstown
Suburban Crosstown

Urban Crosstown
Major Corridor

Urban Crosstown
Major Corridor

Suburban Crosstown
Major Corridor

Very Low Density
Very Low Density
Very Low Density
Very Low Density
Very Low Density

Feeder
Owl

Very Low Density
Owl
Owl
Owl
Owl
Owl
Owl

Contract Shuttle
Transbay
Transbay
Transba

2 a

 

3,074
2,903
2,279
1,326

748
5,300
1.275
3,498
1.394
1,770
3,498
3,763
3,498
5,830
3,710
2,756
3,710
1.378
3,180
1,378
1,378
2,862
1.590

624
2.385

2,014
583
636

636
530
560

3,975
3,975
1.802

3,003
3,348
1.864
1,487

292
4,378
1.675
1,753
1.366

639

3,465
4.371
2,534
7,616
3,958
2,710
2.145
1,312
3.705
1,443

786

1,415
1,541

275

3,747
2,625

284
703
316
514
166

4,327
3.910
1,768     

66.0%
75.8%
52.8%
74.8%
85.3%
71.9%

52.7%
87.9%
63.1%
79.9%
69.3%

83.3%
83.5%
66.0%

63.9%

69.0%
62.9%
79.4%
79.4%
71.6%
61.3%
83.4%
55.3%
55.5%
55.7%
70.7%
63.3%
61.4%
73.9%
52.6%
59.0%
62.8%          

70.85%

71.10%
67.47%
75.66%
88.87%
66.53%
57.09%
89.11%
68.43%
85.17%

70.18%
77.86%
83.80%
83.72%
65.34%
67.35%
72.69%
66.19%
56.51 %
77.99%
81 .05%
71 .62%
63.73%
77.64%
56.76%
54.45%
41 .35%
71 .39%
73.36%
#N/A

77.54%
66.53%
66.43%
74.18%    

14.9% 15.0% 14.9% 4.8%
4.7%

48.3% 35.8%
6.1% 4.7%

5.7%
2.6%
5.3%
3.4%

2.5%
6.1%
5.0%
8.5%

7.5% -10.8% 2.8%
-21 .5% 21.5% 14.7% -26.5% 12.6%

1.9% 1.9% 0.9%
3.6%
5.4%

4.4%
1.2%
5.3%
5.2%
0.9%
0.3%
0.5%
0.2%
0.7%
3.4%
o.o%
2.8%
6.3%
1.4%
1.6%
o.1%
2.4%
5.8%
1.5%
1.1%

4.4% 0.9%
48.5% 33.4% 63.4% 68.7%
3.1%
2.7%
5.4%
3.9%
9.1%
8.2%
7.8%
4.1%

3.1%

2.7%
5.4%
5.0%
2.2%
8.2%
7.8%
4.1%

5.4%
3.5%

2.8%
3.6%
8.2%
9.0%
3.8%

l0.8%
5.3%
0.5%

45.2% 13.2% 16.4%
7.8%
3.9%

6.6%
7.0%

4.5%
5.2%

15.9% 15.9% -15.9% 16.0% 15.4%
13.7% 15.8% -13.7% 11.7% 14.0%
44.5% 44.5% 44.5% 33.8% -35.9%
32.4% 36.4% -32.4% 21.4% -28.0%
34.1% 31.9% -34.1% 14.9% -18.1%
56.9% -56.4% 56.9% 51.0% -51 .6%
8.4%
4.3%
4.0%

5.9%
6.8%
3.9%

8.4%
4.3%
4.0%

8.7%
2.9%
2.7%

-13.1%
3.7%
2.1%

ll.o% 12.2% 18.0% 15.1% 19.8%
2.6%
7.4%
4.6%

2.9% 2.6%
6.4%
4.6%

4.3%
1.3%
2.5%

6.6%
2.4%
1.4%

11.9%
4.7%

-11.7% 11.7% 11.7% -14.3% 14.0% l0.4%
-1 7.4% 23.5% 17.4% 0.7% 28.9% 16.7%
-11.2% 12.9% 11.2% lO.o% -10.4% 6.7%

lO.o%
6.6%

-13.1% 13.1% ]3.1% #N/A
3.6%

9.1%
5.8%1.3% 1.4% 1.3%

-25.9% 32.2% 26.5% 13.9% -18.7% 16.2%
-12.6% 12.6% ] 2.6% 7.4% -10.9% 11.4%
-10.1% l0.2% 10.1% 11.4% 9.1% 7.2%

TOTALS 224,762 217.040   29.1 28.3 69.6%       21.1 20.4 70.61 %       27.4% 27.8% 1.0%    
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Sunday SR 18-241 Attachment 5.Route Perf ormance (Sunday)

Route Information (as of June 2018) FY 17/18 Totals FY 16/t7 Effectiveness FY 17/18 Effectiveness FY 17/18 vs FY 16/17 Comparison

Route Route Type
Frequent

y
Minority
Routed

Revenue
Trips

Total
Revenue

Hours

Average
Daily

Ridership

Productivity
(Pax/RevHr)

Passeng
ers per

Trip

On Time
Performa

nce

Average
Load

Factor

Average
lk:aximum

Load
Factor

Average
Daily

Ridership

Productivity
(Pax/RevHr)

Passenge
rs perTrip

On Time
Performance

Average
Load

Factor

Average
Maximum

Load
Factor

Average
Daily

Ridership

Productivity
(Pax/RevHr)

Passeng
ers per
Trip

On Time
Performa

nce

Average
Load
Factor

Average
Maximum

Load
Factor

 

Urban Crosstown
Urban Crosstown

Suburban Crosstown
Suburban Crosstown

Major Corridor
Suburban Crosstown

Urban Crosstown
Suburban Crosstown
Suburban Crosstown

Urban Crosstown
Major Corridor

Urban Crosstown
Major Corridor

Suburban Crosstown
Major Corridor

Very Low Density
Very Low Density
Very Low Density
Very Low Density
Very Low Density

Feeder
Owl

Very Low Density
Owl
Owl
Owl
Owl
Owl
Owl

Transbay
Transbay
Transba

2 0

 

3,274
3,074
1.508
1.204
6,000
1,450
3,960
1,576
2,568
3,960
4,260
3,960
6,600
4,200
3,120
3,240
1,560
3,600
1,560
1,560
2,040
1,800
1,080
2,820
2,518

660
720
720
600

4,500
4,500
2,040

3,771
2,584
1,691

433

4,957
1,905
1,986
1,544

901

3,922
4,936
2.862
8,628
4,487
3,068
1.970
1,535
4,200
1,686

910
1,080
1,745

477

4,369
3,277

321
796
358
582

4,899
4,433
1,997     

71.5%
65.1%
76.0%
85.1%
67.7%
65.3%
88.9%
71.5%
82.2%
64.8%
84.3%
85.1%
84.3%
72.7%
70.5%
75.1%
70.4%
63.4%
77.0%
83.3%
77.8%
67.0%
82.8%
62.0%
58.2%
54.1%
67.1%
66.3%
64.2%
62.4%
71.4%
68.3%          

70.69%
68.68%
77.64%
89.58%
64.66%
65.37%
87.75%
71.17%
82.37%
71 .48%
82.56%
83.21 %
82.05%
69.09%
69.24%
71.51%
72.58%
56.32%
79.84%
77.26%
78.49%
71 .23%
80.95%
62.02%
57.97%
54.86%
72.56%
76.41 %
68.86%
71 .53%
77.21 %
79.63%    

12.8% 26.5% 11.6%

 

8.4% 21.7%
4.3%
1.5%
5.1%
3.3%
8.8%
8.5%
2.4%

21.9% 4.3%
1.5%
1.6%
3.3%
8.8%
8.5%
3.4%

70.6% 49.5%
0.8% 6.9% 3.2%
15.5% 14.2% 24.6%
3.6%
9.0%
9.6%
3.4%

0.2%
5.6%

1.9%
9.7%
8.2%12.6%

16.3% 13.7%
22.1% 44.9% 31.6% 25.8% 21.8%
2.8%
8.5%
0.6%

19.6% 2.8%
8.5%
0.6%

9.8%
1.7%
2.4%

8.3%
1.3%
1.6%

8.3%
0.3%

14.4% 14.5% 14.4% l0.8% -1 2.7%
7.8% 20.0% 17.6% 9.9% -12.6%
40.3% 40.3% 40.3% 26.5% -29.6%
29.0% 34.8% 29.0% 21.4% -25.1 %
.36.7% 36.6% 36.7% 18.2% -25.3%
48.5% 47.9% 48.5% 40.8% -41 .6%
5.8% 9.3% 5.8% 7.2% 8.1%
18.7% -24.1 % 18.7% 14.2% 13.6%
8.9% 9.3% 8.9% 6.2% 7.1%
l0.5% 11.5% 16.7% 14.0% 14.8%
0.8%
2.7%

0.6%
1.4%

0.8%
5.8%

0.5%
0.5%
0.5%

0.5%
2.7%
3.9%11.1% l0.4% l0.9%

13.4% 13.4% 13.4% 23.4% 15.4%
18.4% 24.1% 18.4% 22.1% 15.2%
3.2% 5.1% 3.2% 10.1% 0.4% 1.1%
13.6% 13.6% -13.6% 4.7%

9.1%
5.8%

13.1% l0.7%
25.2% 31.3% 25.8% 11.2% 11.3%
ll.o% 11.1% -ll.o% 5.2% 5.7%

8.7%14.1% 14.1% -14.1% 11.4% -10.4%
TOTALS 253,330 241.571   24.6 23.6 73.5%       17.6 16.8 72.73%       28.3% 28.8% 0.7%    
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