Report No: 18-241
Meeting Date: October 24, 2018

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):

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

BUDGETARY/FISCAL IMPACT:

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

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE:

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% split 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 O). 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, O, and Lines M, U)

Route Type Route __Weekday

Transbay J I 25,209
FS 13,051
P I 11,233
G M 10,047
E M 9,458
ox . M 8,029
c F 5,508
NX4 Basas
NX3 § 3,808
H | l 3,396
NL (Transbay-only) 13,030
B | | 2,551
NX2 [ | 2,370
NX1 | 2,358
NXC | 281
NX | 273 |
W -267 |
B -275| |
LC 622/
z 922 ‘
v 1,480 | |
LA 1,634 | '
0 (Transbay-only) 1,832 |
sB 1,901
s 2,792 |
L 5,701
F (Transbay-only) 12,908 B |
Grand Total S 73,888
-50K oK 50K 100K

Net Gain/Loss (Total Riders) &

GrandTotal  -665553 [
weekday 784,136 [N

Saturday Il 73,400
sunday l 45,003
-1000K -500K 0K
Net Gain/Loss
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Avg Daily Avg Daily (Y-Y%) Total Ridership Net Gain/Loss % of Total Ridership
Weekday 168,875 -1.4% -784,136 82.2%
Saturday 89,841 -0.3% 73,490 9.2%
Sunday 74,026 1.0% 45,093 8.6%

The table below summarizes the total ridership 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 Ri i ofile
FY17-18 Total Ridership 9% of Ridership
Route Type | Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekday Saturday Sunday ‘
Trunk 2,235,607 2,035,775  S7.52%  46.95%  45.90%
Urban Crosstown 10,584,943 1,105,943 1,015890 24.87%  23.25%  22.37%
Major Corridor 4,857,491 648,680 610742 11419 13.62% 13.959%
Transbay 4,474,400 163,983 158,472 10.51% 3.449 3.57%
Suburban Crosstown 2,103,621 180,435 175,296 4.949% 3.79% 3.95%
Rapid 1,379,458 187,986 167,614 3.24% 3.95% 3.77%
Very Low Density 994,751 96,870 96,331 2.34% 2.03% 2.47%
Supplemental 4,262,682 Z.97%
Contract Shuttie 550,924 4,168 1.29% 0.09%
Owil 365,248 117,272 155,657 0.86% 2.46% 3.50%
Feeder 17,576 15,649 48,753 0.04% 0.41% 0.31%
Grand Total 42,556,626 4,761,592 4,441,531 100.009% 100.00% 100.00% |
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 O, 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 O to accurately calculate 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 Loss: 784,136 riders

Urban Crosstown |
Supplemental :
i
ol
Suburban Crosstown |
'I"ﬂnsblyl -81,260 [}
Contract Shuttle -100,745 .
Rapld -133,288 [
Major Corridor | 283,367 [
Very Low Density 382,700 [

——l
.

| -1000K 500K - OK m- -:.ooox
Net Gain/Loss (Total Riders) =

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.

SATURDAY Net Gain: +73,490 riders SUNDAY Net Gain: +45 093riders
Routs Type Saturday Sunday

——— e I 2

Trunk B z0.359 -15,602 [
Rapid Ia,ns 8307 |
owl |1.122 B 14397
Feeder | 1034 70 |
Suburban Crosstown ‘ 2772 | 002
Major Carridor as,870 1 16,124 [
Transbay 8,520 [ 19,431 [
Contract Shuttie 20,607 [

VerytowDenslty  -54,166 [N a1 [
Grand Total - - 73,490 B 45003
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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.

Route  RouteType

518 Trunk = sa3s [ 8,547

BSD ContractShuttie [T 57.27 [ 1,859

P Transbay N 4769 Nezs

3  Transbay Y lezs

Fs Transbay L ases Iso3 .

1 Trunk [ E— Y [EEEEETTE 11,030

51A Trunk T 441 I 0,253

54 Urban Crosstown |1 43.06 W20

0 Trunk [ [ o e3w

3 Major Corridor [ 38.72 I 2,728
D 2 4 6 K B MK 1K
‘ Passengers Per Rev Hour ‘ Avg Daily Rigership

Route Route Type S . :

1 Trunk I 11,930 (I 4490

518 Trunk | E——E X 64.38 |

A Trunk I ¢ 553 |

0 Tk L

57 Trunk I 6,080

6 Tunk R 5,619

7R Rapid [ Is305

" Urban Crosstown |1 4,328 ——

49 Tk [azst 0 [2sst

97 Major Corridor [T 3,856 [="]2600
OK 5K 40K 15K 0 20 40 60 80
| AvgDallyRicershlp T Passengers Per Rev Hour

Bottom Performing Routes

44.50
. 16.41
: 37.03
I 38.83
| 4310 |
49.92
4522
16.67
_ 43.26
18.92
0 20 4 60
Passengers Per Trip
49.92
4450
' 45.22
4326
38.97
29.27
. 3959
34.35
i =t 3245
| 3144
o 2 & 6
Passengers Per Trip

In accordance with Policy 545, staff 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 listed 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 marketing. Staff will review and continue to monitor the
performance of these routes in conjunction with 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.

Botto outes by Servic e (Weekda
Route Type Route
Trunk 72 E =770 e 3,766 50.9
18 === —-"1266 [t 1|4 751 325
Major Corridor 210 el 19.6 [ 1339 19.4
09 I 7.2 I laes 230
Transbay == 1188 I 1,833 232
SB | 18,2 i 403 28.8
LA === 169 [T as7 16.9
z I 13.4 |s2 13.0
Lc I 13.2 |56 18.7
s [ 12.8 225 204
NXC I 11 8 133 16.4
M I 11.2 f22a 102
Urban 6L i 109 J150 56
Crosstown 28 108 I a73 13.2
4 - 02 [Tl 482 9.6
48 99 fl 213 10.8
34 I 03 [74s 1.3
56 [ 185 [ 435 87
80 [ 74 1565 8.3
81 [ 7.0 Ha11 6.0
Suburban 93 I 14.9 [ la9a 155
Crosstown 75 I 13.0 [ 465 155
94 =" =X 1130 51
owl 805 I 10.0 l128 10.7
376 ] 9.2 Il 268 89
Vary Low 314 s 10 5.9
Donslty 448 il 2.7 |38 27 1
) 75 [20 |55 20 |
| +] 10 20 30 |i:ll( 1K 2K 3K 4% 5K 0 20 40 60;
Avg. Productivityl & I Avg. Avg.Dailyl Avg. Px.Per.Tripl I

On-Time Performance

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

FY17-18 FY16-17 % 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 NX1, 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

RouteType PO—— Weekday 0000
Contract Shuttie [ET ] 7589 ,
Suburban e
Crosstown H t H SAE®
Major Corridor I 70.0% 80.0%
Urban Crosstown e 85.0%
Feeder f717%

Trunk 76.7%
Very Low Density HZ':H 73.9%
Rapid { oo
owl }as.206—+] se.200 5%]2%—* 77.0%
Transbay ° 30.8% ©73.1%

30% 40% 509 509% T0% 80% 0%

OTP%
lower madian UEEG'
I — - upper eme
3 gvﬂ?{b“‘ ' ":uarﬁla e.],
— _ =

*hoxplot 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 overcrowding 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
Period

e H o oaws |l
o

]
e HE—] -

WEEKDAY

3pm-6pm

- Average ) . ._ iwerage i =
0 10 20 30 4 30 60 70 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
‘ Avg. Maxload Max. Maxload

Frequency/Trips/Hours

Service frequencies vary by service type and by peak/off-peak time periods. Service changes
included improvements to frequencies and overall increases in service hours and revenue trips,
provided in Attachment 2 — Service type Analysis. Weekdays saw an overall 7% increase in
revenue trips, 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 ridership 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 VTA 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 Chart

;"?‘:isoﬁ} o California B 3;:' ::':mge .f,‘&“f.',’si:é;s
400 400
374 374
349 349
323 323
297 : 207
272 272
248 245
220 220
1.95 1.95

Sy SBSE5%382353nR88gp85838333388
2014 2015 2018 2017 2018
Date (Month/Day) ©2018 GasBuddy.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 ridership.
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Industry Trends - Peer comparison (Jan-17 to Dec-17 Y-Y %)

. Agency
Phoenix City of Phoenix PTD
San Francisco San Francisco Muni Rwy
Arlington Heights PACE Suburban Bus
Seattle King County Dept of Trp
Columbus Central Ohio Transit Auth
Houston Metro Tr Auth of Harris Co
Oakland Alameda-Contra Costa TD
Pittsburgh Port Auth of Allegheny Co
Portland Tri-County Metro Trp Dist
Las Vegas RTC of Southern Nevada
Newark New Jersey Transit Corp
Minneapolis Metro Transit
Philadeiphia Southeastem Penn TA
Atlanta Metro Atlanta Rapid Tr Auth |
Chicago Chicago Transit Authority
Dallas Dallas Area Rapid Transit
Rockville Montgomery County Ride-On
Orange Orange County Transp Auth
San Diego San Diego Metrop Transit Syst
San Antonlo VIA Metropolitan Transit
Cincinnati Soutiwest Ohio RTA
New York MTA New York City Transit
Hampton Hampton Roads Transit
Washington Washington Metro Area TA
Long Beach Long Beach Transit
Los Angeles Los Angeles County MTA
San Jose Santa Clara Valley Trp Auth
Denver Regional Trp District
Saint Louls Bi-State Dev Agency
Boston Massachusetts Bay Tr Auth
Baltimore Maryland Transit Admin
Milwaukee Milwaukee County Tr Sys
Cleveland Greater ClevelandReg TA
Detroit City of Detroit Dept of Trp
Miami Miami-Dade Transit Agency
Santa Monlca Santa Monica's Big Blue Bus

Fort Lauderdale Broward County Transit | -15.6% |

- 1620 134,749
: | L% [ 107,567
: 1] 1.0% I 28,679
: 0.2% [ 1102148
~0.6% | 18,403
0.7% [ 17 66,102
2.1% [l [ 52,364
2.2 | 53136
5% | [57412
20% | I le3201
28% | 152,778
2% | [ 57222
2.9 | | | 147,804
-36% [0 [156316
38% | 249,231
-3.89¢ [ 131,72
-4.0%; | [122,479
43%50 739,437
4.4%1 [148,730
-4.5% % . [7136,155
S50% [ | 14,265
5.4% 5 730,345
A% [50 112,145
5.6% | 138,881
58% | [1 24,307
-6.4% [73 ' 1284,707
6.5% | % || 28,830
6.5% [0 165781
6.9% [F 124537
74% [0 ! ' 113,509
7.5% I . 70,339
400 05 31,549
820 [0 30,969
-10.3% 2 233n
-11.0% | 4 156,313
12.7% | —] 113,264
iAverage =-4.5% 7 28,658
20% -15% -10% 5% 0% 5%  10% OK 200K 400K 600K 800K
YTD Change (Jan-17 - Dec1?) T Annuai Ridershlp (000's) #
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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 required 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

ATTACHMENTS:

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 Eshleman, 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 Performance Summary

Il IE.I | I E‘ Sunday
[ Saturdaya's%____d__.__
9.2% =N
Saturday . 4,761,592 i
Total Ridership:
Sunday . 4,441,531 51,759,749 A
e
oM 10M 20M 30M 40M S0M
FY17-18 Ridership
Weekday Saturday
% of Ridership % of Ridership
RouteType 0%  10%  20%  30%  40% 0%  10% 20% 30%
Tronk  [ESSESEIITTITITE ] | (2,235,607
lm_,_ﬁ_ﬁ_ — = 37.5% e
Urban Crosstown | 10,584,843 s 11,106,943 =
I T 1 ; 23.2%
Major Corridor | 4,857,494 |648,680 =
n % 5 13.6%
Transbay 4,474,400 + 163,983
S 14.6% 3.4%
Suburban Crosstown | 2,183,621 180,435
o 3-9% 3.8%
Rapid 1,879,458 187,986
e 3.2%8 f 3.9%
Very Low Density 984,751 196,870
o300 2,0%
Supplemental 1,262,682
- 3.0% .
Contract Shuttle 550,524 14,168
—1.3% . 0.1%
Owl 865,248 147,272
. 0.9% 2.5%
Feeder 17,576 +19,649
oM 5M 10M i5M oM 5Mm ioM

FY17-18 Total Ridership
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40%

FY17-18 Total Ridership

— Weekday
82.2%

0% 10%

= 12,038,775
47.0%
11,015,890
619,742
156,472
3,6%

176,296
3.9%

135,657
350

413,753
15M oM
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Sunday
% of Ridership
20% 30% 40%
22.9%
14.0%
5M i0M i5m

FY17-18 Total Ridership
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Weekday Saturday Sunclay
3,823,778 | -333,478 406,968 314843 350936
-aM 2M oM -200K 0K 200K 400K -200K oK 200K
Ridership (Net Gain/Loss) Ridership (Met Gain/Loss) Ridership (Net Gain/Loss)
i i i Z
Grand Total -665,553
weskday 764,135 [
Saturday . 73,490
Sunday J 45,003
-1000K 500K oK
Net Gain/Loss
_ RouteType | Weekday Route Type
Urban Crosstown | -1,524,445 2,238.150 Urban Crosstown
Supplemental | 373483 Trink
Feeder -3,423 Rapid
owl, 27,384
owl
Suburban Crosstown |
" Feeder
Transbay -187,836
Suburban Crosstown
Contract Shuttle | -100,745
Rapid 133,288 Major Corridor
Major Corridor, -300,1'9 Transbay
. | Net gain/loss
Very Low Density | -394,563 B Net Ridarship Gain Contract Shuttle
i AT Net Ridership Loss
Trunk "1401‘5;93_1 25;3__1554 Very Low Density

-1500K-1000K -500K OK

500K 1000K 1500K 2000K
Ridership [Net Gain/Loss]
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14 SUNDAY Net Gain; +45,093
Saturday Sunday
147,263 206718 -13¢,597 264,828
-5271? : 5&.135
3.475 -8,387
I 16,549
11,034 -170
I §
-31,926 -29,?_55
-18,520 -19,431
=20,607
54,605 42,225
100K OK 100K 200K 300K| -100K OK 100K 200K 300K

! Ridarship [Net Gain/Loss]



ca il tas Ridarehin Net Calnd (s by Mino ey Roits Stal

Route Type

Minority Route Net Ridership Gain

Urban Crosstown No

33 79 80 12

Page 3 of 12

Weekday Norm Change Color

Net Ridership Loss [ Net Ridership Gain
52 I Net Ridership Loss

36 96 29 19 14 62 28 35 90 34 41 56 98 21 39 46l 4547 76 74 46 70 71 54

Yes
Feeder Yas
Oowl No

Yes

67

Suburban Crosstown No
Vi 83 95 93

- i JFSP G E C NX& H B NX1 NXC NX
i OX NX3 NX2

Contract Shuttle Yes

Rapid Yes _

Major Corridor Yes 88- -

Varyl.owDel;si-ty_ - ;;"a 475 448 N
Vi 232

Trunk No - 5_15 - -
Yes

339

851

802 8B40 800 276 805 801

94 7 60 65

89 86 200 85

WCBZVF

OLCLASBSUMLNL

= -

BSN BSD
72R

73 20 97 10 99 210

314 251 216 215 239 212 217

51A
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 filtered on Day Type, Route Type and Exclusions {Day Type,Minority Route,Norm Change Color,Route,Route Type). The Day Type filter keeps Weekday. The Route
Type filter excludes Supplemental. The Exclusions (Day Type,Minority Route,Norm Change Color,Route,Route Type) filter keeps 316 members.



- H H Vo
Route Type Route ! ~ Weekday
Trunk 1 11,930 -5.9%
51B T i 8,947 10.6%
51A 8,853 ~5.8%
40 8,392 -7.1%
57 6,080 -5.1%
6 5,619 -6.8%
18 4,251 -31.8%
72 3,766 -6.7%
72M 3,557 -7.2% -
Urban 14 4,328 6.1%
Crosstown 62 3,184 | 0.3%
33 13,049 6.8%
12 2,801 10.6%
76 2,524 -2.7%
52 2,215 -14.4%
54 2,034 -6.2%
45 1,920 2.7%
21 1,728 -2.0%
22 1,644 -11.8%
98 1,471 -1.7%
79 1,420
71 1,396 -7.5%
36 1,355 36.0%
29 1,293 13.0%
96 1,292 14.2%
74 1,253 -5.1%
70 956 -7.2%
90 902 [1.3%
28 873
35 848
34 744
19 740 12.2%
80 565 18.6%
32 516 -  6.5%
oK 5K 10K 15K -50% 0% 50%
Avg Daily Riders Y-Y % Change
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79.0%

-120,394
268,864
-88,852
.114,469
-47,914
-71,894
-479,656
-46,531
49,320
88,354
20,569
594,881
84,677
-3,450
-82,360
-22,441
-2,675
1,034
-63,449
11,867
314,271
-20,886
283,359
256,773
257,502
-9,824
-13,260 .
{8,103
[9,009
; 18,746
| 7,677
102,898
113,830
-6,105
-1000K -500K OK 500K 1000K

Net Gain/Loss (Total Riders)
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5 Ri H -V O
Route Type Route
Urban 39 484 -
Crosstown 41 l 482
56 J 235
81 411
37 365
48 313
46 250
46l 150
47 101
11
25
26
31
Rapid 72R 5305
Contract BSD 1,859
Shuttle BSN 260
Feeder 339 68 -
Major Corridor 97 ' 3,856 -
10 2,916
73 2,724
20 2,677
99 2,664
88 2,504
B 210 [ 1,339
owl 801 396
800 286
376 268
805 128
851 123
840 114
802 89
Suburban 200 1,337
Crosstown 89 1,180

oK 5K 10K
I Avg Daily Riders
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. Weekday Norm Change Color
-1.6% 1732 Net Ridership Gain
l‘ 4974 Net Ridership Loss
| 4,489
-0.6% 74,006
-10.3% -8,703
-4.3% -5,026
-15.4% -10,120
-5.9% -1,531
-12.1% -2,949
-282,023
-129,587
-352,083
-250,571
S—— N— — = -257’402 e
 -108% 133,288
-12.5% -56,759
-40.8% L 43,986
18.2% 3,423
-5.2% -31,284
-7.3% -42,020
-4.4% -16,435
-5.2% -22,089
-12.2% -78,702
| 0.4% }16,811
-25.6% -109,649
7.9% -6,324
-7.1% -3,868
-7.8% -4,237
16.2% -5,552
9.2% 2,469 ,
10.7% -2,821
10.4% 2,113
-6.6% -16,464
. 1.6% -721
15K -50% 0% 50% -1000K -500K 0K 500K 1000K
Y-Y % Change Net Gain/Loss (Total Riders)
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. Y % ch
Route Type Route Weekday
Suburban 85 787  8s%
Crosstown 7 771 -2.9%
86 700 -9.9%
65 594 -13.8%
60 540 -5.0%
93 494 1.8%
83 481 7.9%
75 465 -3.9%
67 400 -1.5%
95 307 6.8%
s 130 -
Transbay NL1 3022 -5.0%
NL2 3,022 -5.0%
F1 1,833 23.7%
F2 1,833 23.7%
o1 1,822 -2.3%
(o7 1,822 -2.3%
P - 926 | 2.6%
J 836 10.7%
Vv 765 -2.9%
L 668 -5.8%
()4 625 2.9%
H 592 0.0% |
w 563 -2.4%
FS 503 8.6%
LA 457 -3.5%
G 452 6.9%
SB 403 -4.0%
C 400 - 3.4%
E 379 ' 8.2%
U 375 -5,4%
NX4 368 2.6%
NX3 332 2.3%
NX 312 ) . 19%
0K 5K 10K 15K -50% 0%
Avg Daily Riders Y-Y % Change
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S50%

-1000K -500K oK

22,106
41,515 |
-15,506
-20,664
-4,110
{5,025
111,687
6,870 |
| 754
6,752
-265 |
-26,067
13,030

-121,333

-12,908
| 1,254
-1,832
11,233
25,299
-1,480
-6,701
{8,029
13,396
-267
‘13,051
-1,634
| 10,047
-1,991
| 5,598
19,458
-3,236
| 4,533
| 3,808
| 273

S00K 1000K

Net Gain/Loss (Total Riders)
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Norm Change Color
Net Ridership Gain

Net Ridership Loss



Route Type
Transbay

-Ge?y- Low
Density

Route

NX2
CB

NX1
Lc

NXC
217
212
239

216
215
251
475

314
275

Supplemental

654
623
646
657
658
648
617
631
621
687
682
675
676
652

272

265
247
225
224
200

| 56
‘52

33
1,188
846
586
400
314
202
188
| 55
|38
|10

| 551
I 430
347
269
267
1213
| 202
168
| 162
157
150
1149
1137
(136
oK

Wegkday
1.4%
1.3%
-2.6%
-6.7%
-11.1%
| 2.4%
-6.2%
-8.5%
1.1%
-38.6%
-27.6%
-20.2%
-2.2%
-25.1%
-36.2%
-14.7%
0.8%
8.8%
-32.1%

67.2%
7.6%
55.2%
20.5%
70.3%
46.1%
124.4%
-13.9%
3.2%
57.7%
-10.9%
43.9%
11.9%

5K 10K 15K -50% 0% 50%

Avg Daily Riders Y-Y % Change
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~1000K -500K 0K
Net Gain/Loss (Total Riders)

12,551
[2,370
-275
.2,792
-5,775
| 2,358
622
-922
281
-183,080
-77.047
-34,351
{24
-24,875
.27,884
-7,170
| 6,747
| 5,092
1,163
-38,993
S ey
13,210
31,359
13,844
27,256
17,446
34,098
-2,997
3,619
14,492
-1,451
11,863
5,202
113,084

S00K 1000K
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Norm Change Colar
Net Ridership Gain
Net Ridership Loss



Route Type
Supplemental

Route
671
625
638
649
668
684
655
667
629
624
669
696
677
604
650
662
663
606
660
653
679
680
628
642
626
611
605
620
681
672
688
607
618
632

125
122
117
115
106
103
102
96
96
95
93

‘91
87

82

173

67
64
58
52
49

| 49

48
48
47
46
46

| 45

42
33
31
30
16

oK

i v
Weekday
- o 31a%
-2.0%
44.1%
25.5%
18.0%
32.1%
47.1%
32.5%
-8.5%
32.7%
69.9% :
13.8%
34,9%
-1.6%
-18.8%
-2.1%
6.9%
-22.0%
18.2%
-10.9%
36.8%
43.3%
43.3%
-5.8%
~25.8%
89.0%
11.4%
-31.9%
-39.9%
-32.0%
5K 10K 15K -50% 0% 50%
Avg Daily Riders Y-Y % Change
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-1000K -500K 0K

| 8,204

1,428
[9,376
| 6,730
15,070
16,903
| 8,453
| 6,470

-326 |
1 7,440
{9,506
| 3,740
1 6,095
11,017

-2,359
| 777
11,869
-2,476
11,798
| 11,067
| 2,362
-466
3,460
3,682
| 3,657
| 7,483
2,534 |
{4,848
{1,247
-2,569 |
-3,639
-1,342
-5,393
-1,693

500K 1000K
Net Gain/Loss (Total Riders)
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Narm Change Color
Net Ridership Gain
Net Ridership Loss
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- i rshi =Y 9

Route Type  Route [ - —— Weekday Norm Change Color
Supplemental 641 [ -2,832 Net Ridership Gain

643 -9,560 Net Ridership Loss

651 -3,634

691 -1,390

0K 5K 10K 15K -50% 0% 50% -1000K -500K oK 500K 1000K
Avg Daily Riders Y-Y % Change Net Gain/Loss (Total Riders)
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Route Type
Trunk

Route
51B
6
40
18
51A
72
57
72M
1
Major Corridor 210 '
10
99
97
20
73
a8
Urban 47
Crosstown 79
81
37
22
48
76
54
80
62
32
29
70
21
74
33
36
52
90
71
14
19
12
39
96
98
461
45
46
28
34
35
a1
56
Suburban 24
Crosstown 93
67
95

20%

T2.7%
T2.4a%
65.9%
81,5%
72.2%
66.9%
74.5%
67.4%

. -
TH.ETO

69.8%
78.7%
66.3%
75.9%
72.3%
59.3%
61.6%
77.6%
B5.0%
79.8%
78.6%
71.6%
65.7%
B84.6%
40%
OTP (%)

20%
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3.7%
3.1%
1.9%
1.2%

3.2%
1.3%

|0.3%
1 0.1%

We;kday
60% 80%
i72.4%
1o 73.6%
«67.6%
+ 66.6%
i 73.6% -0.3% |
61.6% 0.8%
£9.1% -1.1%
61.1% -2.0%
68.1% -2.1%
60.9%
PO78.7%
o 76.4%
59.9%
70.2% 2.7%
I 82.0% 33%
171.2% -3.5%
. 59.99% o
. 61.3%
62.35 -
1.74.0%
£9.9%
i 76.1%
+ 65;7%
i 73.8%
65.2%
P 75.4%
0.4%
§9.9% -0.0%
176.2% -1.1%
64.5% -1.3%
§72.0% 1.7%
I 74.6% -1.8%
S 74.4% -2.0%
68.0% -2.1%
i B4.29%! -2.7%
: «75.0% | -2.8%
59.9% -2.9%
P77.6% -3.1%
70.5% -2.1%
68.1% | -3.9%
P743% | -46%
P79.2% -4.6%
171.3% -5.0%
Po8L3%  -54%
i 80.8% -8.5%
|
63.5%
- 65;5%
. §9.99%
P 79.0%
60% 80%

14.6%
8.2%
6.,0%
4,6%

3.8%

3.6%
3.1%
3.0%
2.7%
2.6%

1.2%

15,1%
6.1%
5.8%
5.6%

-0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2

OTP Y-Y % Change

0.3
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: Weekday OTP Color code
OTP (%) negative
positive

RouteType  Route 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
Suburban 65 63.2% ~57.6% : 5.6%
Crosstown 399 L «62.9% 5.5%

89 70.5% + 66.3% 4.2%

8s 63.5% < 61.5% 2.0%

75 63.3% +62.3% 1.0%

7 81.0% I 80.1% Bo.o%

g6 81.0% i 80.2% 0.9%

€0 79.7% IoB1.2% -1.5%

83 72.8% P 75.1% 2.2%
Rapid 72R 66.8% 1 66.6% 0.2%
Contract 8s0 ! 71.5% C6LT7% 9.3%
Shuttle BSN | 75.8% | 66.7% 9.1%
Feeder 339 | 71.7% «58.5%: 13.2%
Transbay ﬁc | 67.5% 54.5% i 13.0%

7 66.8% « 56,7% 10.1%

NX1 39.8% 33.0% : 6.9%

W2 | 3906%  +33.1% 6.5%

LA | $2.5% 56.1% 6.4%

] | 60.1% 5400 6.1%

LC 63.1% 57.0% 6.1%

P i 61.0% +55.1% © 5.9%

F1 [ 70.7% 65,8% 4.9%

F2 | IO R 1-: 4.9%

L 57.5% 532% : 4.3%

o1 70.4% 66E1% 4.3%

0z 70.4% 66.1% 4,3%

NX4 52.4% 48.1% : 4,3%

G 63.1% 58,9%: 4.2%

H | Si.a% a82%  : 2.6%

cB | 61.0% 50.09%; 2.0%

B ; 52.7% (50.8% 2.0%

C ' 73.4% 71.2% 1.9%

s S7.8% 55.9% ! 1.7%

M 4B.6% 46.8% : 1.7%

ox 56.5% 56.1% : . | 0.3%

B | 59.7% 59.5% | 0.2%

NLL 69.8% £ 59.7%  0.19%

NL2 69.8% B9.7% { 0.1%

w | 664% . 66,1% {0.19%

NX3 | 61.0% 61.5% -0.5%

FS | 61.2% 62.5% -0.8%

u ' 59.4% 60,498 -1,0%

v ! 57.2% 59.3% 2.1%

E 1 56.0% 58.5%: -2.5%
o NX | 61.1% 68.0% -6.9%
owl 840 76.1% §9.0% 7.1%

800 . 58.2% £5.00% 3.2%

805 ! 77.0% fe74.3% 2.7%

801 ’ 43.1% 142.3% : | {0.8%

376 : 69.2% i 68.9% 10.3%

802 | 55.2% 55.8% : 0.6% |

. 8s1 JI e T 60.3% -3,1%
VeryLow 314 56.7536.7% 30,0%
Density 239 | 71.8% - 61.9% 9.9%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 01 00 01 02 03 04
OTP (%) OTP Y-Y % Change
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Route Type Route

Very Low 215

Density 232
251
217
216
212

OTP (%)
40%

40%
OTP (%)

Weekday
60% B0% |
56.6% :
70.9%
+59.9%
66.8%
64.3%
I o74.7%
60% 80%
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6.7%
2.9%
1.3%
-1.2%
-1.3%
-2.1%

-01 0.0 0.1

OTP Y-Y % Change

0.3
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OTP Color code
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positive
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Service Type Analysis Staff Tg:;;:::;
WEEKDAY FY 2017/2018 EFFECTIVENESS FY 2016/2017 EFFECTIVENESS FY 2017/2018 VS FY 2016/2017 CCMFARISON
Service Type Av_? !:)ailg.r ;:FVS:JE' Avg Daily Ridership Passper Pass per | Avg Daily ';?vsna'j: Avg Daily F-l'cdersl_ﬁp Apg:;ss Avg Pass | o rips Revenue AvgDaily Passper Pass per
rips Hours Pass % Split  Rev Hour Trip Trips Pass % Split Hoin per Trip Hours Pass Rev Hour Trip
Rapid 134 179.1 5,305 3.2% 296 3986 134 175.1 5,949 3.3% 340 44.4 0.0% 22% -108%  -12.8% -10.8%
Trunk (Trunk/MC) 2241 23285 B0O.OTS5 47.7% 344 35.7 2242 23586 85,953 47.9% 364 38.3 0.0% -1.3% 6.8% -56% -6.8%
Local (Urban/Suburban) 3078 27202 52,232 31.1% 19.2 17.0 2550 21352 55,208 30.8% 259 216 20.7% 27.4% 5.4% -25.7% -21.6%
Community (VLDiFeederShutie) 523 4145 6,011 3.6% 14.5 1.5 564 4258 8,162 4.6% 19.2 14.5 -7.2% -2.7%  -263%  -24.3% -20.6%
Supplementary 139 854 5613 3.3% 589 40.3 173 103.4 4,545 2.5% 440 26.2 -19.7% -7.8% 23.5% 33.9% 53.7%
Owl 99 101.6 1,405 0.8% 138 14.2 97 i1.2 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% 246 27.0 626 6639 17.916 10.0% 270 28.6 1.6% 5.5% -4.0% -8.9% -55%

6,539.4

167,847

100.0%

178,277

£.7%

-6.4%

-11.5%

-22.2%

SATURDAY FY 2017/2018 EFFECTIVENESS FY 2016/2017 EFFEGTIVENESS FY 2017/2018 VS FY 2016/2017 COMPARISON
Eirioasiype A Daily ‘;‘;QVBD:E AvgDaily Ridership Pass per Pass per | Avg Dally ‘;‘3:’:‘1': AvgDaily Ridership Passper Passper| L. = Revenus AugDally Passper Passper
rips Hoaita Pass % Split  Rev Hour Trip Trips Wollrg IPass % Split  Rev Hour Trip Hours Pass Rev Hour Trip

Rapid 98 1352 3,418 3.8% 253 349 96 1_2; 3,690 3.7% 289 38.4 2.0% 5.9% T.4% -125%  -9.2%

Trunk (Trunk/MC) 1,834 18876 52,439 59.0% 278 286 1,793 1,853.7 57,392 57.7% 310 320 2.3% 1.8% B8.6% 103%  -10.6%

Lacal {Urban/Suburban} 1,886 16875 25215 28.4% 149 13.4 1,458 1,221.9 26,513 28.7% 233 19.6 29.4% 36.1% -11.6% -36.0% -31.6%

Community {VLD/Feeder/Shuttie) 356 2352 2,714 3.1% 15 7.6 349 2302 3,888 3.9% 16.9 1.1 2.0% 22%  -302%  -01.7%  -31.5%

Qwl 158 183.6 2,132 2.4% 16 13.5 153 175.2 2,323 2.3% 13.3 15.2 3.2% 4.8% -8.2% -124%  -11.0%

Transbay 184 188.8 2,981 3.4% 158 16.2 180 1783 3,650 3.7% 205 20.3 2.3% 5.9% -18.3% 228% -20.2%

4317.9

£8,899

100.0%

20.4

00,456 100.0%

12.1%

14.0%

-10.6%

“27.4%

SUNDAY FY 2017/2018 EFFECTIVENESS FY 2016/2017 EFFECTIVENESS FY 2017/2018 VS FY 2016/2017 CEMPARISON
Service Type A\f? paihr ';V:vg_:jz Avg Daily Riderai}ip Pass per Pass_ per | Avg _l:}a‘nly ;?vgr:jz Avg Daily Ridersi)ip Pass per Pass_ per Trips Revenue Avg Daily Pass per Pa’ig per
Tips Hours Pass % Split  Fev Hour Trip Trips Hours Pass % Split  Rev Hour Trip Hours Pass Rev Hour Trip
Rapid 98 126.0 2,677 3.7% 21.2 273 95 1218 3,049 3.8% 250 32.2 3.4% 3.4% -12.2% S15.1%  -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% “122%  -12.3%
Local (UrbanySuburban) 1,885 16864 20,476 28.3% 121 10.8 1428 1,196 23,118 28.6% 18.3 16.2 31.8% 41.0%  -114%  -37.2% -32.9%
Community (VLD, Feeder) 250 2003 1,797 2.5% 9.0 T2 242 189.9 2,636 3.93% 139 10.9 3.4% 5.5% -31.8% -35.4% -34.1%
Owi 164 1908 2,486 3.4% 13.0 15.2 158 180.0 2,447 3.0% 13.6 15.5 3.9% 6.0% 16% A4.2% -2.3%
Transbay 184 168.8 2.531 3.5% 13.4 13.8 177 1760 3,082 3.8% 17.5 17.4 3.8% 7.3% -17.9% -23.5% -20.9%

4,414

42103

72410

100.0%

16.8

3,865

3,624.1

100.0%

TE.4%

-10.5%

-28.3%

-2F8.F%
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SR 18-241

Bottom quarter routes; Routes (greater than 10% change) Attachment 3
Bottom quarter (25%) performing routes — adjustments
Service Type Route ( Pa:;ondg:c:;:‘: Hr) Bottom 25% performing routes - proposed adjustments
Reduced weekend frequency but this remains one of the most productive
99 17.2 south county routes.
Service Planning is looking at a comprehensive set of changes in South
Malor Corridor 210 19.6 County in FY 2020
376 9.2 Grant-funded lifeline service
Owl 805 10.0 Regional lifeline service
i 13.0 Eliminated in June 2018, replaced with Line 34
Suburban 93 14.9 Re-routed and service improved in June 2018
Crosstown 94 9.4 Lifeline route to Hayward hills
Looking at plan to increase frequency, opened STC which should improve
F 18.6 ridership
LA 16.9 Re-route down San Pablo in December 2013 to pick up more riders.
LC 13.2 Transbay tomorrow will reduce number of trips.
M 11.2 Regional transbay link
NXC 11.8 Transbay Tomorrow will reduce number of trips.
Transbay Tomorrow trimmed segment south of Winton with low
S 12.8 productivity
SB 18.2 STC opening should improve ridership
Transhay Z 13.4 Reverse-commute service built from deadheads.
Terminal moved constantly in 2017/18, new terminal is significant
18 26.6 improvement.
Trunk 72 27.9 Route is crucial to combined 72/M/R service on San Pablo
28 10.8 New line only since June 2018
34 9.3 New line only 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 frequency in June 2018.
81 7.0 Eliminated in June 2018, replaced with Line 80.
Working with City on plan te improve service when new developments
Urban Crosstown 46L 10.9 come online.
Service Planning is |ooking at a comprehensive set of changes in South
215 7.0 County in FY 2020
314 5.7 Shoppershuttle, Service Planning will evaluate need for this service.
448 2.7 Flex
Very Low Density 475 2.0 Flex
1
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Bottom quarter routes; Routes (greater than 10% change)

Routes with greater than 10% Y-Y Change

Route Type Route| Avg Daily Ridership YEXJs enongs Analysis (Greater than 10%)
Weekday |Saturda¥ [Sunday
BSD 1,859 -12.5% Weekday service hours were trimmed.
ot Shute BSN 260 -40.8% Service was trimmed, evening now shorter.
Feeder 339 68 -18.2% Infrequent service subject to high swings.
1,554 -14.4% | Weekend service was trimmed
9 1,720 -15.9% Weekend service was trimmed
2,664 -12.2% Malor construction along Mission shut down multifle stops
Closure of Northwestern Polytechnic has led to reduced ridership in South
Major Corridor a2 -40.3%| County
Closure of Northwestern Polytechnic has led to reduced ridership in South
210 691
-44.5% County
133 Closure of Northwestern Polytechnic has led to reduced ridership in South
5 -25.6% County
249 -10.5%| Very few trips on the line so small ridership changes result in larger swings.
376 281 -11.0%
1,055 11.1%|
3 These are hourly OWL service so small ridership losses [ead to significant
-11.7% SWIngs.
802
77 -13.4%
89 -10.4%
e 57 -17.4%
805 114 -18.4%|
128 -16.2%
o] -11.2%
B 114 -10.7%
851 107 -13.6%
118 -13.1%
2.677 -12.2%| Bus bunching and poor reliability may be leading to declines.
Faped LR 5,305 -10.8%
7 321 -16.9%| Low ridership service subject to high swings.
153 -14.7%
65 198 -13.7%
594 -13.8%
i —
A8/
s e Cross jowm B6 120 48.5%| Significant weekend service improvements. ]
= ih Better network integration on weekends with saignificant weekend service
22.1%| additions as part of Acgo.
Low frequency and poor service spans in Fremant and Newark are not
200 915 meeting mobility needs. AC Transit Service Planning is kicking off an effort to
-13.7% look at restructuring service to imprave ridership and service quality.
1,036 -25.2%|Transbay Fare Increase is most plausible reason,
F 1,239 -25.9%
1,833 -23.7%|
J 836 10.7% BART is over-capacity and trips were added to the J.
Transbay M 224 -11.1% Removed some stops in Foster City
NL 1,067 -11.0%| Transhay Fare Increase is most piausible reason.
1,240 -12.6%
o 428 -14.1%
503 -10.1%
2,540 -11.4% | Reliability issues and constrajned streats in uptown,
2,147 -31L.6%|Northern terminal moved multipie times across the pastyear.
18 2,649 -32.5%
Trunk 4,251 -31.8%
72 2,554 =10.1% | Weekand ridership shift to TNCs.
51A 3,656 -11.1%|Weekend ridership shift to TNCs,
518 8,947 10.6% Line 51 project improved munning time and Acgo improved connections.
T2M 2,305 I -10,3%|Weekend ridership shift to TNCs.
2
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Bottom quarter routes; Routes (greater than 10% change)

Routes with greater than 10% Y-Y Change

Route Type Route| Avg Dally Ridership - Y:YN Ghange. ; Analysis (Greater than 10%)
Weekday |Saturday |Sunday
12 2,801 10.6% Line was extended and ACBo imProved connections.
740 12,29 New developments came on-line with Easypasses along Buena Vista.
548 -13 55| Route eliminated in June 2018,
709 -13.6%
1,644 -11.8%
29 1,293 Significant employment and residential increases in Emeryville and West
13.0%| Oakland.
32 323 -10.0% Route eliminated in June 2018, -
33 1,131 -12.6%|Weekend ridership shift to TNCs.
1,428 -13.3% Weekend ridership shift to TNCs.
682 -39.2% | Weekend ridership shiftto TNCs.
16 872 -29.4% 'Weekend ridership shift to TNCs.
1355 Significant employment and residential increases in Emeryville and West
i 36,0% Oakland.
Urban Crosstown 37 369 -10,3% Route eliminated in June 2018,
46 250 -15.4% infrequent service subject to high swings.
47 101 -12.1% Infrequent servica subject to high swings.
641 -32.9%|Western terminal moved multiple times across the past year.
52 763 -30.1%6
2,215 -14.4%
1,298 -11.7% | Weekend ridership shift to TNCs.
62
1,547 -13.5%
911 Acgo route, has better connections and improved frequency and span. Riders
79 14.9%| are now used to the service and using it more often.
1,420 79.0%)
30 314 12.8%|Increased frequency and eliminated Line 81in June 2018,
565 18.6% Increased frequency and eliminated Lline 81in June 2018.
81 269 -21.5%]| Eliminated in June 2018.
96 1,292 14.2% New developments and Easypasses camne on-line in Alameda.
Low frequency and poor service spans In Fremant and Newark are not
meeting mobility needs. ACTransit Service Planning is kicking off an effort to
213 203 |ook at restructuring service to improve ridership and service guality.
-29.00%
515 -32.4%
846 -27.6%
215 202 36.29%
168 -36.7%
Very Low Density | 216 193 -34.1%
314 -25.1%
572 -48.5%
217 596 -56,9%
1,188 -38.6%
39 586 -20.2%
B8 -18.7%
2 188 -14.756,
314 10 -32.1%| Low ridership service subject to high swings.
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Bottom quarter routes; Routes (greater than 10% change)

Route Type  |Route| Avg Daily Ridership Y% cﬂ? Analysis (Greater than 10%)
Weekday [Saturday [Sunday

| 605 45 -25.8% Changes in school enroliment.
| 606 58 -22.0%
| 607 -32.0%
617 202 124.4%
620 2 89.0%
624 % 42.7%
626 a5 43.3%

628 a8 36.8%|

631 168 -13.9%
638 117 44.1%
642 47 43.3%
646 347 55.2%
648 213 46.1%
649 115 25.5%
650 yE) -1B.8%
| 652 136 61.9%
654 551 67.2%
e 102 47.1%
B 657 269 20.5%
658 267 70.3%
667 9% 32.5%
668 106 18.0%
93 69.9%)|
671 175 31.1%
672 3 31.9%
675 149 43.9%
676 137 11.9%
677 87 34.9%
679 49 18.2%
680 48 -10.9%
681 33 11.4%
682 150 -10.0%
684 103 22.1%
687 157 57.7%
688 30 -39.9%
696 91 13.8%
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SR 18-241
Attachment 4 — Statistical modeling and correlations
Correlation Matrix (1 of 2)
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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, D — Weather (Rain), E- OTP

General findings:

A--/---B Gas prices were not correlated to ridership
A--[---C Unemployment levels show near but not significant correlation to ridership
A--f---D 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 variable.

[Data source: FY14-15 - FY17-18 data]
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Correlation Matrix (2 of 2)
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SR 18-241
Attachment 4 — Statistical modeling and correlations
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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
E — Passengers Per Hour, F — Passengers Per Trip, G — OTP (on-time performance), H — maxload

General Key findings:

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

A~-C
B-—-C
G-eeC

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

transit industry amidst the changing transit landscape.

[Data source: FY17-18 annualized ridership and performance data]
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Weekday SR 18-241 Attachment 5_Route Performance (Weekday)
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
) Total Ay e ) Avar; Average ) . Avera A e ) = Average
Routs Rowstpe | Pk | OfPesk | Minory | Remole | foveoue | oaty |Frodictvly | Pussengecs | OnTine | Aws0s | weum | ey |Prosuctly | Fussemgers| OnTime | wasimum | Aviowe | ousy” | Produciiy | Pesssngers | ontine | Averege | i
Hours Ridership ! Load Factor | Ridership d Load Factor Ridership Load Faclor

1 Trunk 8 10-15 Yes 60,228 66,953 12,674 48.6 53.0 68.1% 16.99 27.94 11,930 449 499 65.92% 15.38 25.87| -5.9% -7.6% -5.9% 2.1% 9.5% -7.4%
6 Trunk 10 10-20 Yes 48,384 39,043 6,029 39.8 314  73.6% 11.35 19.16 5,619 36.3 293 76.69% 10.46 17.89] -6.8% -8.9% -6.8% 3.1% -7.8% -6.6%
7 Suburban Crosstown 30 30 No 14,868 12,370 794 16.1 135  80.1% 6.18 10.52 771 15.7 131 81.03% 5.74 9.96| -2.9% -2.5% -2.9% 0.9% 71% -5.3%
10 Major Corridor 15 15-20 Yes 36,036 30,318 3,148 24.6 212  787% 8.13 13.17 2,916 24.2 20.4 80.00% 7.59 12.38] -7.3% -1.7% -4.0% 1.3% -6.6% -6.0%
11 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 1,525 25.9 25.0 71.3% 6.95 16.04 Discontinued Discontinued
12 Urban Crosstown 20 20-30 No 24628 35,430 2,531 221 26.4  70.5% 6.70 14.56 2,801 19.9 287 67.45% 6.29 14.38]  10.6% | -9.7% B.7% -3.1% -6.1% -1.2%
14 Urban Crosstown 15 15-30 Yes 31,752 36,958 4,079 30.7 33.0 69.9% 9.41 19.18 4,328 29.5 344 66.93% 8.90 18.14]  6.1% -3.7% 4.2% -2.9% -5.4% -5.4%
18 Trunk 15 15-30 Yes 33,012 40,268 6,234 32,1 458  66.6% 9.46 20.13 4,251 26.6 325 67.74% 8.01 16.47| -31.8% 17.2% -29,2% 12% | -1568% | -18.2%
19 Urban Grosstown 20 30 Yes 20,160 13,923 660 10.5 83 77.6% 3.30 6.32 740 13.4 92 7451% 3.46 6.89] 12.2% 27.6% 10.8% 3.1% 4.8% 9.0%
20 Major Corridor 30 30 Yes 19,152 20,110 2,824 355 372 70.2% 9.37 17.43 2,677 33.5 352 67.44% 8.96 16.60| -5.2% -5.5% -5.2% 2.7% -4.4% -4.8%
21 Urban Crosstown 30 30 Yes 15,876 17,207 1,763 25.7 28.0 64.9% 8.63 15.82 1,728 25.3 274 63.62% 8.44 15.39] -2.0% -1.6% -2.0% -1.3% -2.2% 2.7%
22 Urban Crosstown n/a 16,940 18,183 1,864 25.7 26.6 69.9% 8.25 15.32 1,644 21.9 235 73.68% 7.23 1351 -i18% | -149% | -118% | 38% [ -124% | -118%
25 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 701 17.8 17.5 62.7% 5.66 10.96 Discontinued Discontinued
26 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 1,904 23.2 23.5 59.2% 5.51 11.64 Discontinued Discontinued
28 Urban Crosstown 30 30 Yes 660 809 new route in FY17-18 873 10.8 13.2 59.34% 4.45 7.90 new roule in FY17-18
29 Urban Crosstown 20 30 Yes 20,664 20,440 1,144 14.3 143  68.9% 3.42 8.55 1,293 15.9 158 68.03% 4.15 956 13.0% | 116% | 106% | -09% | 213% | 11.8%
31 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 1,355 20.7 20.5 69.1% 5.59 10.64 Discontinued
32 Urban Crosstown n/a 7,744 8,620 552 16.1 172 70.4% 5.04 9.48 516 15.1 16.8 71.65% 4.95 9.25| -6.5% -6.0% -2.6% 1.2% -1.8% -2.4%
33 Urban Crosstown 15 20 No 30,430 30,888 2,855 26.2 26.6 74.6% 7.27 16.22 3,049 24.9 253 72.75% 7.22 16.54] 6.8% -4.9% 5.1% -1.8% -0.7% 2.0%
34 Urban Crosstown 30 30 Yes 660 801 new roule in FY17-18 744 9.3 11.3 61.55% 3.98 7.58 new route in FY17-18
35 Urban Crosstown 30 30 Yes 660 648 new route in FY17-18 848 131 12.8 77.60% 4,87 9.01 new route in FY17-18
36 Urban Crosstown 30 30 Yes 18,648 18,439 997 13.6 135  74.4% 3.73 8.00 1,355 185 183  72.37% 5.49 12.26] 36.0% 360% | 36.0% | -2.0% | 472% | 53.3%
a7 Urban Crosstown n/a 7,502 7.417 412 13.7 133 74.0% 4,58 8.38 369 125 12.4  78.64% 4.19 7.97] -10.3% -8.5% -6.6% 4.6% -8.5% -4.9%
39 Urban Crosstown 60 60 Yes 7,308 3,586 492 34.9 172 68.1% 7.95 13.44 484 34.0 16.7 64.18% 8.36 13.68] -1.6% -2.6% -3.2% -3.9% 5.2% 1.8%
40 Trunk 10 10-20 Yes 48888 51,058 9,033 442 466  67.6% 15.39 25.34 8,392 41.4 433  69.49% 14.03 23.60| -7.1% -6.3% 7.1% 1.9% -8.8% -6.9%
41 Urban Crosstown 40 40 Yes 500 472 new route in FY17-18 482 10.2 9.6 85.02% 3.67 6.57 new route in FY17-18
45 Urban Crosstown 15 30 Yes 21,924 21,965 1,974 23.1 229 81.3% 5.62 11.94 1,920 22,0 221  75.91% 5.95 12.42] -2.7% -4.4% -3.7% -5.4% 5.9% 4.0%
46 Urban Crosstown 60 60 Yes 7,056 3,553 295 21.2 105 80.8% 4.37 8.70 250 17.7 89 72.30% 3.86 7.76] -154% | -168% | -154% | -85% [ -11.7% | -108%

46L Urban Crosstown 60 60 Yes 6,804 3,465 159 1.7 59 71.3% 2.35 5.03 150 10.9 56 66.32% 2.49 505| -5.9% -7.0% -5.9% -5.0% 6.0% 0.4%
47 Urban Crosstown 60 n/a Yes 4,788 2,211 115 14.7 58 59.9% 3.20 5.39 101 115 53 74.50% 2.39 459 -124% | -214% | 78% | 146% | -253% | -14.8%
48 Urban Crosstown n/a 7,018 7,671 327 10.9 113  76.1% 4.25 7.40 313 9.9 10.8 79.76% 4.22 7.18| -4.3% -9.2% -4.3% 3.6% -0.7% -3.0%
49 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 1,392 21.0 25.8 66.9% 5.75 14.43 Discontinued Discontinued

51A Trunk 10 12-20 No 49,333 51,391 9,403 46.2 479  73.6% 12.56 23.75 8,853 43.4 452  73.32% 12.49 23.65| -5.8% -6.1% -5.6% -0.3% -0.6% -0.4%

51B Trunk 10 15-20 No 50,662 35,020 8,092 57.8 417  72.4% 11.78 23.53 8,947 64.4 445 76.08% 11.25 21.52| 10.6% 11.3% 6.7% 3.7% -4.5% -8.5%
52 Urban Grosstown 15 20 No 30,240 18,492 2,589 34.8 217  68.0% 8.82 15.58 2,215 30.2 185 65.91% 7.81 13.08] -14.4% -13.2% 148% | -214% | -115% | -16.0%
54 Urban Crosstown 10 15-60 Yes 30,744 11,902 2,168 45.8 17.8  73.8% 9.30 14.93 2,034 43.1 16.7 76.78% 8.58 13.94] -6.2% -5.9% -6.2% 3.0% 7.7% -6.6%
56 Urban Crosstown 40 40 Yes 500 511 new route in FY17-18 435 8.5 8.7 79.76% 3.91 6.16 Discontinued
57 Trunk 15 15 Yes 39,312 52,384 6,406 311 413  69.1% 10.73 19.97 6,080 29.2 39.0 68.04% 10.03 18.81] -5.1% -6.0% 5.7% -1.1% -6.5% -5.8%
60 Suburban Crosstown 20 20 No 26,228 9,017 568 16.4 54  81.2% 3.03 5.15 540 15.1 52 79.68% 3.05 557| -5.0% -8.2% -4.5% -1.5% 0.7% 8.2%
62 Urban Crosstown 15 15-20 Yes 34,524 29,842 3,174 28.8 249  75.4% 7.64 14.60 3,184 26.9 232 77.98% 7.18 14.12]  0.3% -6.6% -6.8% 2.6% -6.0% -3.3%
65 Suburban Crosstown 30 30 No 15,120 7,472 689 23.2 116 57.6% 5.45 9.71 594 20.0 99 63.18% 4.92 846 -138% | -138% | -138% | s56% 97% [ -12.9%
67 Suburban Crosstown 30 30 No 14,364 5,667 406 18.3 7.2  59.9% 4.41 6.96 400 17.8 70 65.74% 4,15 655 -15% -3.0% -2.5% 5.8% -5.9% -5.9%
70 Urban Crosstown 30 30 Yes 14,616 10,833 1,030 240 178  762% 7.61 11.98 956 22.2 165  75.03% 7.03 11.30| -7.2% -7.2% 7.2% -1.1% -7.6% 5.7%
7 Urban Crosstown 30 30 Yes 14,616 17,933 1,510 21.2 260 75.0% 7.70 14.20 1,396 19.6 241 72.16% 6.68 12.96| -7.5% -7.5% -7.5% -2.8% -8.7%
72 Trunk 30 30-40 Yes 18,648 34,038 4,034 30.4 545  61.6% 11.60 21.68 3,766 27.9 509 60.74% 11.02 20.73| -6.7% -8.4% -6.7% -0.8% -5.0% -4.4%

72M Trunk 30 30-40 Yes 18,100 30,604 3,831 31.6 53.2  61.1% 10.65 20.61 3,557 29.3 495 59.08% 9.90 19.23] -7.2% -7.2% -7.0% -2.0% -7.0% 6.7%

72R Rapid 12 12 Yes 33,768 45,123 5,949 34.0 444  66.6% 12.30 20.74 5,305 29.6 39.6  66.76% 11.06 18.84] -108% | -12.8% | -10.8% | 0.2% 9.2%
73 Major Corridor 15 15-60 Yes 36,288 17,730 2,851 41.6 202 82.0% 7.37 14.13 2,724 38.7 18.9 78.68% 7.09 1355| -4.4% -6.9% -6.3% -3.3% -3.8% -4.1%
74 Urban Crosstown 30 30 Yes 16,128 15,712 1,320 21.1 206 72.0% 5.12 11.36 1,253 20.1 19.6  70.33% 435 9.99| -5.1% -4.8% 5.1% 4.7% | -150% | -12.1%
75 Suburban Crosstown n/a 7,260 8,641 483 13.8 161  62.3% 4.65 8.93 485 13.0 155 63.35% 4.34 863 -3.9% -5.9% -3.9% 1.0% -8.7% -3.4%
76 Urban Crosstown 30 30 Yes 16,500 19,995 2,595 32.4 388 65.7% 11.27 19.79 2,524 31.8 386 68.79% 11.05 20.49| -2.7% -1.9% -0.7% 3.1% -2.0% 3.5%
79 Urban Crosstown 30 30 No 16,632 15,943 793 15.9 120 61.3% 4.45 8.40 1,420 22.4 215 6951% 6.54 13.48] 79.0% 41.6% 79.0% 8.2% 47.0% 60.5%
80 Urban Crosstown 20 20 No 17,242 19,269 476 5.6 69 682% 2.60 4.75 565 7.4 8.3 70.89% 3.77 6.37| 18.6% 31.0% 19.6% 2.7% 45.0% 34.1%
81 Urban Crosstown nfa 16,456 14,298 414 6.1 6.1 62.3% 2.21 4.48 411 7.0 6.0 68.29% 2,52 468 -0.6% 15.0% -0.6% 6.0% 14.0% 4.5%
83 Suburban Crosstown 30 30 Yes 8,404 7,833 445 14.5 139  75.1% 5.60 9.57 481 15.5 14.4 72.83% 5.23 8.71 7.9% 6.4% 3.5% 2.2% -6.6% 9.0%
85 Suburban Crosstawn n/a 7,260 12,613 860 16.3 287  61.5% 7.04 12.82 787 15.1 262 63.51% 6.83 12.24| -85% -7.3% -8.5% 2.0% -3.0% -4.5%
86 Suburban Crosstown 30 30 Yes 17,478 10,146 777 19.4 10.7  80.2% 5.29 8.69 700 17.4 101 81.02% 5.01 8.35] -9.9% -5.5% 0.9% -5.3% -3.9%
88 Major Corridor 15 20 Yes 29,232 24,213 2,494 255 215  71.2% 7.15 13.15 2,504 26.1 216 67.73% 6.89 12.60| 0.4% 2.3% 0.4% -3.5% -3.6% -4.2%
89 Suburban Crosstown n/a 15,488 18,520 1,162 16.1 18.2  66.3% 5.66 10.97 1,180 15.4 18.4 70.53% 5.66 1112  1.6% -4.4% 1.6% 4.2% 0.0% 1.4%
90 Urban Crosstown 20 20 Yes 26,208 11,831 891 18.9 86 84.2% 3.88 6.99 902 19.2 8.7 81.49% 428 7.40]  1.3% 1.7% 1.3% 2.7% 5.9%
93 Suburban Crosstown 40 40 Yes 8,012 8,363 486 15.4 157  65.5% 4.84 9.66 494 14.9 155 71.57% 4.77 968 18% -3.3% -0.8% 6.1% -1.4% 0.2%
94 Suburban Crosstown 60 60 No 6,464 3,477 134 10.5 55  63.5% 2.93 513 130 9.4 51 78.64% 2.85 461 -3.0% 75% [ 15.1% 2.7% 10.1%
95 Suburban Crosstown 40 40 Yes 12,008 3,959 288 18.5 6.0 79.0% 3.42 5.31 307 19.6 6.4 84.60% 4.02 6.32| 6.8% 5.6% 6.8% 5.6% 17.5% 19.0%
96 Urban Crosstown 30 30 Yes 16,632 16,348 1,131 17.4 171 74.3% 5.37 10.11 1,292 19.9 19.6  69.78% 6.30 11.66] 142% | 142% | 142% | -46% 17.3% 15.3%
97 Major Corridor 15 20 Yes 30,908 37,369 4,066 27.4 331  69.9% 10.45 17.73 3,856 26.0 314 70.01% 9.45 16.22| -5.2% -5.2% -5.0% 0.1% 9.6% -8.5%
98 Urban Crosstown 20 20 Yes 26,208 18,278 1,497 20.7 144  79.2% 5.20 9.08 1,471 20.3 141 74.66% 5.30 923 -1.7% -1.9% -1.7% -4.6% 1.9% 1.7%
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Weekday SR 18-241 Attachment 5_Route Performance (Weekday)

Total Av o : ; : Avera Average : - Avi e Average : . Average
R | natatype | Pk | OUPc | Moy | Roe | e | ouiy | Foieinn | Pasesges | ontine | Avrose | Masimam | owiy | oty | Pessrgrs | 00T | i | Areon | ouiy” | Rt | Preraes | ST | ot | Hesimam
) Hours Ridership ) ] Load Factor | Ridership Load Factor | Ridership _ ] Load Factor
99 Major Corridor 20 20 Yes 29,232 39,081 3,034 19.6 26.2 76.4% 792 -~ 1347 2,664 17.2 23.0 76.74% 7.14 12.04] -12:2% -12.56% -12.2% 0.3% -9.8% -8.6%
200 Suburban Crosstown 30 30 Yes 18,648 21,816 1,432 i85 194 62.9% 7.54 12.25 1,337 15.4 18.1 68.39% 7.22 11.40 -6.6% -16.5% -6.6% 5.5% -4.2% -6.9%
210 Major Corridor 30 30 Yes 17,388 17,207 1,800 26.4 26.1 60.9% 8.26 15.49 1,339 19.6 19.4 64.02% 6.85 12.31 -25.6% -25.7%6 -25.6% 3.2% A7.1% -20.5%
212 Very Low Density 30 30 Yes 18,144 17,491 1,168 17.2 16.2 74.7% 6.20 12.58 846 12.2 11.7 72.58% 514 9.46| -27.6% -20.3% -27.6% 21% -17.1% -24.8%
215 Very Low Density 60 60 Yes 7,560 7,228 316 10.8 10.5 56.6% 5.38 8.55 202 7.0 6.7 63.29% 2.86 5.33| -36.2% -34.7% -36.2% 6.7% -46.8% -37.7%
216 Very Low Density 60 60 Yes 7,308 7,195 419 14.7 14.4 64.3% 4.87 9.36 314 1.0 10.8  63.07% 4.09 7.29| -251% -25.0% -25.1% -1.3% -16.0% -22.1%
217 Very Low Density 30 30 Yes 18,220 21,479 1,935 20.8 23.6 66.8% 10.32 15.47 1,188 13.9 16.4 65.66% 7.19 11,58| -38.6% -33.0% -30.5% -1.2% -30.3% -25.1%
232 Very Low Density 60 60 Yes 7,560 8,198 409 13.0 13.6 70.9% 4.67 8.56 400 12.3 13.3 73.88% 4.58 8.44 -2.2% -5.7% -2.2% 2.9% -1.9% -1.4%
239 Very Low Density 30 30-60 Yes 14,886 15,900 734 12.0 13.5 61.9% 6.88 12.14 586 9.3 9.9 71.84% 3.93 7.71 -20.2% ~22.4% -26.6% 9.9% -42.9% -36.5%
251 Very Low Density 60 60 Yes 7,056 4,099 221 14.8 7.9 69.9% 4.45 6.94 188 11.6 6.7 71.18% 3.94 5.99] -14.7% -21.8% -14.7% 1.3% -115% -13.7%
275 Very Low Density Discontinued 211 7.7 57 61.6% 2.7 473 Discontinued Disconlinued
314 Very Low Density n/a 1tipeachway  Yes 436 446 15 8.2 7.5 36.7% 3.17 5.33 10 5.7 5.9 66.70% 2.88 4.98| -32.1% -29.7% -21.5% 30.0% -9.1% -6.6%
339 Feeder nfa dtipseachway  Yes 2,016 1,044 83 21.0 10.3 58.5% 4.09 8.41 68 16.3 8.4 71.65% 3.78 7.57| -182% -22.4% -1B:2% 13.2% -7.6% -10.0%
376 Owl n/a 30 Yes 7,560 7,391 291 9.9 10.4 68.9% 3.61 7.08 268 9.2 8.9 69.22% 3.04 5.94 -7.8% -8.0% -14.2% 0.3% -15.8% | -16.1%
448 Very Low Density 60 60 n/a 3,528 3,477 35 2.5 2.5 n/a 38 2.7 2.7 n/a nfa nja 8.8% 8.5% 8.8% na nfa wa
475 Very Low Density 30 30 n/a 7,056 6,952 55 1.8 1.9 n/a 55 2.0 2.0 n/a nfa nfa -0.8% 7.3% 5.4% nfa n/a wa
604 Supplemental 4 trips n/a No 749 491 83 31.3 20.8 0.0% 14.02 18.03 82 36.4 239 n/a 17.28 20.96| -1.6% 16.0% 14.5% nfa 23.3% 16.3%
605 Supplemental 2 trips nfa No 416 322 60 389 30.1 16.7% 11.08 26.49 45 30.2 23.4 0.00% 9.27 21.00| -25.8% -22.2% -22.2% -16.7% -16.3% -20.7%
606 Supplemental 2 trips n/a No 416 201 74 50.9 246 74.3% 15.92 23.10 58 62.2 30.1 86.04% 22.18 32.01 -22.0% 22.4% 22.6% 11.7% 38.3% 38.6%
607 Supplemental 1 trip nf/a Yes 208 118 24 42.0 23.9 84.0% 8.79 20.73 16 30.0 171 72.13% 5.85 13.75] -32.0% -28.5% -28.7% -11.8% -33.4% -33.7%
611 Supplemental 3 trips n/a Yes 624 524 49 216 16.3 73.9% 4.59 12.53 46 19.2 16.1 55.66% 2.80 9.08] -5.8% -11.0% -1.2% -18.2% -39.0% -27.5%
617 Supplemental 3 trips nfa Yes 624 508 90 36.4 18.0 73.8% 13.95 17.42 202 86.5 705 70.49% 16.48 29.03| 124.4% 137.7% 292.0% -3.3% 18.1% 66.6%
618 Supplemental Discontinued 26 23.8 12.9 56.8% 6.66 10.58 Discontinued Discontinued
620 Supplemental 2 trips n/a Yes 333 179 22 205 1.2 64.9% 7.60 13.79 42 51.6 278 71.15% 9.91 1790 89.0% | 152.3% | 147.5% | 6.2% 30.4% 29.8%
621 Supplemental 3 trips n/a Yes 624 223 157 151.8 52.3 41.0% 37.15 48.94 162 158.2 56.6 40.13% 29.42 38.77 3.2% 4.3% 8.1% -0.8% -20.8% -20.8%
623 Supplemental 8 trips n/a Yes 1,664 1,047 400 94.8 58.1 42.5% 33.82 47.36 430 89.7 56.4 40.24% 25.57 36.82 7.6% -5.5% -2.9% -2.2% -24.4% -22.3%
624 Supplemental 2 trips n/a Yes 416 187 66 77.3 33.2 50.2% 20.88 33.77 95 110.5 49.7 80.09% 23.48 3926 42.7% | 429% | 495% | 29.8% 12.5% 16.3%
625 Supplemental 3 trips nfa Yes 624 229 124 112.8 41.4 29.4% 28.26 39.70 122 115.9 425 2B57% 20.36 30.50| -2.0% 2.8% 2.8% -0.8% -28.0% -23.2%
626 Supplemental 2 trips n/a Yes 416 191 32 35.0 16.1 56.1% 12.45 15.65 46 52.7 242 5513% 16.44 20.11| 43.3% 50.5% 50.2% -1.0% 32.0% 28.5%
628 Supplemental 2 trips n/a Yes 416 171 35 42.8 17.5 61.9% 15.13 17.58 48 61.0 25.1 69.68% 14.77 19.03 36.8% 42.6% 43.3% 7.8% -2.4% 8.2%
629 Supplemental 2 trips n/a Yes 416 212 105 60.1 30.5 61.3% 21.47 30.10 96 98.6 50.2 61.29% 24,22 30.91 -8.5% 64.2% 64.7% -0.1% 14.4% 2.7%
631 Supplemental 4 trips nfa No 832 568 195 70.3 48.7 72.7% 27.19 40.27 168 64.3 43.9 69.06% 23.76 35.85] -13.9% -8.5% -9.8% -3.6% -12.6% -11.0%
632 Supplemental Discontinued 13 28.1 13.5 76.7% 6.73 13.84 Discontinued Discontinued
638 Supplemental 3 trips n/a Yes | 416 285 81 60.2 2741 43.8% 18.72 25.20 117 89.8 61.5 50.93% 16.35 3208 441% | 492% | 1266% | 7.1% | -12.7% | 27.3%
641 Supplemental Discontinued 14 3156 13.5 43.6% 5.75 10.25 Discontinued Discontinued
642 Supplemental 1 trip n/a No | 208 166 33 31.9 232  0.0% 10.33 2277 47 61.0 48.8 HN/A 13.97 31.23] 433% | 913% | 1101% | n/a | 352% | 37.2%
643 Supplemental Discontinued 46 43.1 15.2 55.2% 10.40 14.81 Discontinued Discontinued
646 Supplemental 6 trips n/a Yes 1,248 1,034 224 39.9 26.6 63.1% 19.17 24.70 347 73.2 60.7 67.54% 20.24 33.23| 55.2% 83.4% 127.8% 4.5% 5.6% 34.5%
648 Supplemental 6 trips n/a Yes 1,165 814 146 35.4 19.6 48.9% 13.15 18.11 213 57.1 39.9 60.73% 12.64 21.76 46.1% 61.2% 103.2% 11.8% -3.9% 20.2%
649 Supplemental 4 trips n/a No 832 662 92 36.9 23.0 50.0% 14.17 18.62 115 38.0 30.2 100.00% 11.34 18.06| 25.5% 3.0% 31.5% 50.0% -20.0% -3.0%
650 Supplemental 2 trips n/a No 416 416 89 32.8 22.4 54.8% 16.42 21.05 73 38.1 38.1 46.70% 17.23 26.87| -18.8% 16.1% 70.0% -8.1% 4.9% 27.6%
651 Supplemental Biscontinued 17 17.9 8.7 60.9% 3.84 7.14 Discontinued Disconlinued
652 Supplemental 2 trips nja Yes 416 249 84 68.6 28.1  53.2% 19.97 23.08 136 119.3 715 58.97% 17.66 3008| 619% | 738% | 1546% | 58% | -116% | 30.3%
653 Supplemental 2 trips n/a No 416 341 new route in FY17-18 49 315 258 63.95% 11.48 19.98 new route in FY17-18
654 Supplemental 8 trips n/a Yes 1,664 1,131 329 58.6 253 61.4% 16.03 23.12 551 106.1 721 68.39% 16.20 30.82| 67.2% 81.1% 184.8% 7.0% 1.1% 33.3%
655 Supplemental 2 trips nfa Yes 416 330 69 53.8 34.7 55.0% 20.71 32.22 102 67.4 53.5 55.56% 25.57 37.48| 47.14% 25.3% 54.2% 0.5% 23.5% 16.3%
657 Supplemental 7 trips n/a Yes 1,456 1,109 223 385 279 50.9% 12.62 21.29 269 52.9 40.3 50.05% 10.97 19.60| 20.5% 37.2% 44.4% -0.8% -13.1% -7.9%
658 Supplemental 5 trips n/a No 1,040 936 157 25.9 16.7 41.7% 7.37 13.72 267 62.1 55.9 28.57% 11.60 24.21 70.3% 140.2% 235.6% -13.1% 57.4% 76.5%
660 Supplemental 2 trips nfa No 416 351 new route in FY17-18 52 326 275 60.79% 9.92 16.20 new route in FY17-18
662 Supplemental 2 trips n/a No 416 343 69 216 13.8 56.8% 8.15 10.23 67 429 354 60.15% 6.97 19.45] -214% | ©99.0% | 1566% | 3.4% -14.5% 90.1%
663 Supplemental 4 trips n/a No 749 470 60 28.1 19.9 67.9% 5.67 15.65 64 29.6 18.5 60.56% 9.62 17.80 6.9% 5.1% -6.7% -7.3% 69.7% 13.7%
667 Supplemental 4 trips n/a Yes 832 729 73 25.6 18.2 100.0% 7.7 15.68 96 28.8 25.2 0.00% 7.88 16.61 32.5% 12.6% 38.9% -100.0% 2.2% 5.9%
668 Supplemental 4 trips n/a Yes 832 586 90 30.3 225 50.0% 10.77 20.47 106 39.5 27.8  50.00% 9.26 16.92| 18.0% 30.2% 23.6% 0.0% -14.0% -17.3%
669 Supplemental 3 trips n/a Yes 624 508 55 214 18.3 n/a 11.67 18.03 93 40.0 32.6 #N/A 12.54 22.96] 69.9% 87.2% 78.1% #N/A 7.5% 27.3%
671 Supplemental 4 trips nfa Yes 832 460 96 41.0 23.9 67.5% 18.81 25.37 125 59.5 329 72.58% 16.70 22,071 31.1% 45.2% 37.4% 5.1% -11.2% -13.0%
672 Supplemental 2 trips n/a Yes 416 312 46 319 23.0 70.9% 15.46 22.02 31 21.8 16.4 60.33% 8.63 11.85] -=31.9% -31.5% -28.7% -10.5% -44.2% -46.2%
675 Supplemental 5 trips nfa Yes 1,040 818 103 26.4 20.7 0.0% 8.32 18.30 149 39.7 31.2 50.00% 8.91 20.89 43.9% 50.3% 50.8% 50.0% 71% 14.2%
676 Supplemental 4 trips nfa Yes 832 466 122 57.5 30.5 62.9% 20.56 30.54 137 63.9 35.8 76.32% i7.01 26.11 11.9% 11.2% 17.3% 13.4% -17.8% -14.5%
677 Supplemental 2 trips nfa No 416 290 65 52.1 32.3 44.0% 18.12 32.21 87 65.6 45.7 62.02% 19.89 37.47| 34.9% 25.9% 41.4% 18.0% 9.8% 16.3%
679 Supplemental 2 trips n/a Yes 416 256 42 338 20.8 73.5% 11.01 19.52 49 419 25.8 75.02% 10.15 19.64| 18.2% 23.9% 23.9% 1.5% -7.8% 0.6%
680 Supplemental 2 trips nfa Yes 416 264 54 425 27.0 62.6% 16.93 23.04 48 39.8 252 59.90% 19.56 25.78| -10.9% -6.5% -6.6% -2.7% 155% | 11.9%
681 Supplemental 2 trips n/a Yes 416 208 30 33.0 15.0 61.1% 6.87 12.16 33 35.0 17.5 50.39% 6.80 12.47 11.4% 6.1% 16.8% -10.7% -1.0% 2.5%
682 Supplemental 5 trips n/a No 957 546 168 61.5 42.0 68.5% 22.58 37.96 150 59.7 341  60.94% 24.85 37.07|  -10.9% -2.9% -18.8% -7.5% 101% | -2.3%
684 Supplemental 3 trips nfa Yes 624 471 78 36.2 26.1 64.6% 13.88 24.92 103 47.8 361 37.71% 12.83 25.20| 32.1% 32.0% 38.5% -26.9% -7.6% 1.1%
687 Supplemental 3 trips n/a No 624 274 99 753 33.1 73.2% 31.64 32.28 157 124.6 54.8 69.64% 37.79 38.02] 57.7% 65.5% 65.3% -3.6% 19.4% 17.8%
688 Supplemental 2 trips n/a No 416 343 49 279 247 64.9% 15.47 2475 30 18.8 155 58.64% 8.89 13.71]  -39.9% -32.4% -37.0% -6.2% -42.5% -44,6%
691 Supplementail Discontinued 7 6.0 3.3 43.3% 1.06 1.97 Discontinued Discontinued
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Total Averi ; = Average Average ; : Average Average | Average
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696 Supplemental 3 lrips n/a No 624 451 80 37.8 266 67.3% 15.27 25.38 91 438 31.7 60.37% 12.19 2282 13.8% 16.0% 19.3% -7.0% -20.2% -10.1%
800 owl nfa 60 Yes 3,024 4,027 308 19.2 256  55.0% 8.63 14.17 286 17.9 238 58.20% 8.46 13.79] -7.1% 74% -7.1% 3.2% -2.0% -2.7%
801 owi n/a 60 Yes 3,024 5,703 430 18.9 358 423% 13.42 21.67 396 175 33.0 43.10% 12.20 20.12| -7.9% -7.6% -7.9% 0.8% -0.1% -7.2%
802 owl n/a 60 Yes 2,772 1,348 99 18.6 9.0 558% 4.02 7.19 89 16.6 8.1 55.20% 3.37 6.22] -10.4% -10.4% -10.4% -0.6% -16.2% -13.5%
805 Oowl nfa 60 Yes 3,024 3,216 153 12.4 127 74.3% 5.32 8.99 i28 10.0 10.7 76.98% 4.19 7.74| -16.2% -1B.9% -16.2% 2.7% -21.2% -13.9%
840 owl n/a 60 Yes 3,024 1,472 128 220 106 69.0% 6.24 9.08 114 19.5 95 76.12% 5.52 8.24| -10.7% -11.0% -10.7% 71% -11.5% -9.3%
851 Owl n/a 60 No 2,520 2,444 136 14.0 13.6  60.3% 4,69 8.09 123 12.7 123  57.20% 4.20 7.39] -9.2% 9.1% -9.2% -3.1% -10.4% -8.7%
B Transbay 20-70 n/a No 3,276 2,357 268 26.8 206 508% 13.55 19.81 272 29.1 209 5271% T 13.90 20.28] 1.4% 8.7% 1.4% 2.0% 2.6% 2.4%
BSD Contract Shuttle 12 12-17 Yes 28,539 8,178 2,124 65.7 182 61.7% 7.81 12.53 1,859 57.3 16.4  70.97% 6.92 11.50] -12:5% -129% | -9.6% 9.3% -8.2%
BSN Contract Shuttle n/a 12 Yes 9,486 2,758 439 24.1 7.2 66.7% 3.11 5.51 260 23.8 6.9 75.77% 2.87 5.43| -40.8% -1.5% -4.0% 9.1% -7.7% -1.5%
o] Transbay 20-70 n/a No 3,276 3,077 387 35.3 321 71.2% 15.70 26.24 400 32.7 30.7 73.06% 16.66 28.70| 3.4% -7.3% -4.3% 1.9% 6.1% 9.4%
cB Transbay 20-40 n/a No 2,268 2,284 254 28.4 282  59.0% 16.35 26.68 247 27.3 275 60.99% 17.08 28.23| -2.6% -4.0% -26% 2.0% 45% 5.8%
E Transbay 30-60 n/a No 4,788 2,671 351 30.4 184  585% 12.68 17.99 379 35.8 20.0 56.02% 13.35 10.47]|  8.2% 17.7% 8.2% -2.5% 5.3% 8.2%
F Transbay 30 30 No 19,942 24,873 2,402 26.7 308 65.8% 10.67 19.35 1,833 18.6 232 70.66% 9.43 16,63 -23.7% -30.4% 247% | 49% [ -11.6% | -141%
FS Transbay 20-55 n/a No 2,942 2,778 463 46.0 414  625% 27.31 40.63 503 45.6 431  61.76% 29.58 4359 8.6% -0.8% 4.2% -0.8% 8.3% 7.3%
G Transbay 30-60 n/a No 2,990 3,642 423 34.3 385 658.9% 20.80 36.50 452 31.3 381  63.09% 21.01 38.05| 6.9% -8.6% -0.9% 4.2% 1.0% 4.2%
H Transbay 20-35 n/a No 4,318 5,457 592 30.1 347 482% 19.11 32.09 592 27.3 345 51.85% 18.54 3254]  0.0% -9.2% -0.6% 3.6% -3.0% 1.4%
J Transbay 20-60 n/a No 5,427 4,582 756 58.1 467  54.0% 26.97 42,78 836 46.0 38.8 60.12% 23.76 38.25| 10.7% -20.8% 168% | 614% [ -11.9% | -106%
L Transbay 15-50 n/a Yes 5,409 7,261 709 25.8 322  53.2% 18.48 31.73 668 23.2 311 57.49% 18.23 3091 5.8% -10.0% -3.5% 4.3% -1.4% -2.6%
LA Transbay 15-30 n/a Yes 6,804 6,789 473 20.6 175 56.1% 14.24 20.63 457 16.9 169 62.47% 12.65 18.98| -35% -17.6% -3.5% 6.4% 11.2% -8.0%
LC Transbay n/a 3 trips Yes 756 1,071 60 125 19.9 57.0% 6.65 16.45 56 13.2 18.7  63.06% 5.95 1419 6.2% 5.8% 6.2% 6.1% -10.5% 13.7%
M Transbay 35-40 n/a Yes 5,544 5,013 251 12.6 11.4  468% 7.50 10.02 224 1.2 102  48.56% 6.87 gaz| 1% | -iid% | 111% | 1.7% -8.4% -9.0%
NL Transbay 15 20-30 Yes 28,728 32,528 3,182 24.7 279 69.7% 10.58 18.18 3,022 23.4 265 69.80% 10.17 17.32] -5.0% -5.2% -5.0% 0.1% -3.9% -4.7%
NX Transbay 8-20 n/a No 2,520 2,340 318 36.3 318  68.0% 17.57 30.34 312 33.6 31.2 61.06% 17.71 30.76| -1.9% -7.4% -1.9% -6.9% 0.8% 1.4%
NX1 Transbay 15-20 n/a No 1,764 1,648 195 39.7 27.9  33.0% 21.04 27.54 200 30.6 28.6 39.82% 19.75 26.62| 2.4% -22.9% 2.4% 6.9% 6.1% -3.3%
NX2 Transbhay 10-25 n/a Yes 2,520 2,789 262 29.3 262  33.1% 19.67 25.32 265 24.0 26.5 39.65% 20.08 2591 1.3% -18.2% 1.3% 6.5% 2.1% 2.3%
NX3 Transbay 15-30 n/a Yes 3,276 3,762 324 226 249 61.5% 15.76 24.24 332 222 255 61.05% 15.76 24.93| 23% -1.8% 2.3% -0.5% 0.0% 2.8%
NX4 Transbay 15-35 nfa No 3,528 4,809 358 195 259 48.1% 15.06 25.28 368 19.3 26.3 52.42% 15.72 26.47| 2.6% -0.9% 1.6% 4.3% 4.4% 4.7%
NXC Transbay n/a 2 trips No 504 701 32 106 162 54.5% 6.39 15.14 33 1.8 164  67.55% 6.90 16.32[ 1.1% 1.1% 8.0% 7.8%
o Transbay 10-30 60 Yes 17,068 18,283 1,866 26.9 283  66.1% 14.35 24,14 1,822 25.1 269 70.41% 13.97 23.49| -2.3% -6.5% -4.8% 4.3% -2.6% 2.7%
0oX Transbay 10-30 n/a Yes 5,544 6,085 607 25.1 276 56.1% 17.15 25.66 625 25.9 28.4 56.49% 16.75 25.25| 2.9% 3.0% 2.9% 0.3% -2.3% -1.6%
P Transbay 8-30 n/a No 6,300 4,892 903 46.0 361 55.1% 26.94 35.21 926 477 37.0  60.97% 26.73 34.64| 26% 3.7% 2.6% 5.9% -0.8% -1.6%
s Transbay 15-60 nfa Yes 2,772 4,442 241 15.1 21.9  55.9% 12.03 19.27 225 12.8 204 57.64% 10.70 17.70| -6.7% -6.7% 1.7% -8.1%
sB Transbay 10-30 n/a Yes 3,528 5,580 420 19.8 300 59.5% 20.53 28.52 403 18.2 28.8 59.70% 19.98 28.23| -4.0% -7.9% -4.0% 0.2% -2.7% -1.0%
u Transbay 30-60 n/a Yes 2,772 3,778 396 28.1 36.0 60.4% 25.10 34.11 375 25.0 341  59.44% 26.35 3469| -5.4% -5.4% -1.0% 5.0% 1.7%
v Transbay 10-30 n/a No 6,048 6,580 788 31.3 328 59.3% 18.09 30.10 765 29.3 31.9 57.24% 18.64 30.66| -2.9% 6.4% -2.9% -2.1% 3.0% 1.9%
w Transbay 15-40 n/a No 4,788 5,399 577 27.4 304 66.1% 17.85 29,24 563 26.3 29.6 66.14% 16.80 27.45| -2.4% -4.1% -2.4% 0.1% -5.9% 6.1%
z Transbay 2 tips each way n/a No 1,008 974 57 14.2 14.2  56.7% 7.14 12,56 52 13.4 13.0  66.80% 7.48 12,74] -85% -5.3% -8.5% 10.1% 4.8% 1.4%
TOTALS 1,646,661 | 1,562,962 | 28.7 | 26.8| 689% | | | 266 | 250 | 69.68% | | | -129% | -6.9% 1.1% |
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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
Productiv : . Average Average Productiv Average
Route Route Type EAATtY Minorilty Revenue Ra:?:tl.le A;i:rfe ity :a:;s::f FE: :'::r::; A\:_t::ge Maximﬁm A;':I'?yge Productivity | Passengers On Time Atl;r:csl;e Maximgm A;&:;ss?e ity. P:rs;s::rg Fc')a r:f:irr::; A‘:;r:ge Maximgm
pcute e Hours |Ridership (Pa:_:’:?w Trip nce Factor Fl;?l:r Ridership EadReviin _perlripy | Ferformance Factor Fl;or;:r Ridership (Fa;:i!}-‘iev Trip nce Factor Fl;:::r
1 Trunk 10 Yes 11,554 12,382 | 9,330 41.6 428 | 66.1% 13.26| 22.01 9,161 39.2 420 | 65.84% 18.19| 27.33| -1.8% | -5.8% | -1.8% | -0.3% | 37.2% | 24.2%
6 Trunk 15 Yes 7,844 5797 | 3,604 33.1 24.4 | 72.5% 8.81 14.47 3,296 30.1 223 | 75.47% 794 13.42| -85% | -9.0% | 86% | 3.0% | -99% | -7.3%
7 Suburban Crosstown 30 No 2,332 1,776 416 12.4 9.4 | 77.6% 3.91 6.94 393 11.7 89| 7812% 4.08 7.43| -54% | -55% | -5.4% | 0.5% 4.3% 7.1%
10 Major Corridor 20 Yes 5,830 4,756 | 2,133 23.5 19.4 | 76.9% 7.49] 1214 1,966 | 219 17.9 | 73.34% 692 11.29| -78% | -6.8% | -7.8% | -3.6% | -7.6% | -7.0%
8 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 257 18.6 9.2 83.1% 4.14 7.19 Discontinued oL Discontinued
12 Urban Crosstown 30 No 3,710 5409 | 1,522 18.0 21.7 | 74.8% 587 11.80 1,642 16.1 235 69.60% 527 11.45] 79% |-105% | 7.9% | -52% | -10.2% | -3.0%
14 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,445 3,849 | 2,129 31.9 33.3 | 69.6% 9.24| 17.84 2,075 28.6 31.9 | 64.26% 8.46| 16.42| -25% | -10.4% | -4.0% | -5.4% | -8.4% | -8.0%
18 Trunk 20-30 Yes 5,618 6,248 | 3,924 28.1 37.3 | 62.4% 757 15.19 2,649 22,5 250 | 61.83% 6.13| 12.69| -32.5% | -20.1% | -33.0% | -0.6% | -19.0% | -16.5%
19 &[Tab] 30 Yes 3,498 2,566 442 7.7 6.7 | 81.5% 2.79 5.09 433 9.0 66| 73.26% 2.22 4.73| 21% | 156.7% | -2.1% | -8.2% | -204% | -7.1%
20 Major Corridor 30 Yes 4,028 4,156 | 2,262 29.9 29.8 | 66.8% 8.24| 1487 2,112 26.9 278 | 70.44% 760 13.64] -66% | 9.9% | -6.6% | 3.7% | -78% | -8.3%
21 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,074 3,318 | 1,220 20.3 21.0 | 67.7% 6.79( 11.99 1,220 19.5 21.0| 63.40% 6.64] 11.76] 0.0% | -41% | 0.0% | -4.3% | -22% | -1.9%
22 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 1,836 1,809 821 231 22.8 | 80.9% 727 1345 709|  200| 197 | 78.89% 6.74| 12.20) -13.6% | -13.6% | -13.6% | -2.0% | -7.3% | -9.3%
25 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 299 13.7 13.6 | 72.0% 4.91 9.37 Discontinued Discontinued
26 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 1,329 19.5 20.1 | 57.0% 5.27| 10.84 Discontinued T Discontinued
28 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 68 768 new route in FY17-18 324 8.6 95| 43.70% 5.58 5.61 new route in FY17-18
29 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,498 3,444 828 | 127| 125| 68.2% 2.73| 659 775 11.9 11.7 | 63.00% 347| 7.23| 6.4% | -6.4% | -6.4% | -5.2% 9.7%
31 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 736 18.3 10.5 | 69.3% 4.09 7.76 Discontinued Fs . it ' Discontinued =
32 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 1,377 1,358 359 13.5 13.3 | 70.0% 4.00 7.46 323 12.1 120 | 66.42% 3.79 6.98( -10.0% | -10.0% | -10.0% | -3.6% | -5.3% | -6.4%
33 Urban Crosstown 20 No 5,194 4,261 1,648 20.5 16.8 | 81.8% 520 11.12 1,428 17.8 146 | 75.08% 4.62 9.97| -13:3% | -13.3% | -13.3% | -6.7% | -11.2% | -10.3%
34 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 68 83 new route in FY17-18 374 9.0 11.0| 63.19% 3.34 5.71 new route in FY17-18
35 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 68 83 new route in FY17-18 544 13.1 16.0 [ 67.42% 555 11.17 new route in FY17-18
36 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,922 3,885 | 1,236 16.9 16.7 | 66.2% 5.48 9.45 872 11.9 11.8 | 63.77% 3.91 7.43| -29.4% | -29.4% | -29.4% | -2.4% | -28.6% | -21.4%
40 Trunk 15-30 Yes 6,943 6,998 | 4,938 37.4 37.7 | 74.0% 11.82| 19.84 4,767 36.1 36.4 | 73.42% 12.20 20.22| -3.5% | -3.5% | -3.5% | -0.6% | 3.2% 1.9%
41 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 68 59 new route in FY17-18 233 7.9 6.8 72.60% 3.21 5.25 new route in FY17-18
45 Urban Crosstown 40 Yes 2,650 2,696 926 18.9 18.5 | 84.0% 4.72 9.96 866 17.7 17.3 | 83.14% 4.83 9.94| -65% | -65% | -6.5% | -08% | 2.3% | -0.2%
46 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 848 432 94 11.8 59| 77.3% 2.79 507, 93 11.4 58| 77.59% 2.85 503| -1.2% | -27% | -1.2% | 0.2% 2.2% | -0.8%
49 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 670 13.6 17.6 | 68.5% 4.48( 10.02 . Discontinued _ | ' Discontinued s
51A Trunk 15-20 No 6,996 7,179 | 5,349 40.5 40.2 | 75.3% 11.03| 20.25 4,823 35.6 36.5| 76.70% 10.39( 18.81| -9.8% | -12.0% | -9.2% 1.4% | -5.8% | -7.1%
518 Trunk 15-20 No 7,257 5,857 | 5,488 50.0 40.7 | 77.6% 11.19| 21.59 5,303 48.0 38.7 | 78.03% 10.78| 19.73| -3.4% | -40% | -4.7% | 04% | -3.7% | -8.6%
52 Urban Crosstown 20 No 3,657 2,377 | 1,093 24.4 15.8 | 68.6% 5.38( 10.12 763 17.0 11.1 64.31% 4.12 7.57| -30.1% | -30.3% | -30.1% | -4.3% | -23.4% | -25.2%
54 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 2,544 1,231 741 31.9 15.4 | 90.1% 7.06| 12.82 675 29.0 14.1 89.49% 6.51 12.17] -9.0% | -9.0% | -9.0% | -06% | -7.8% | -51%
56 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 68 67 new route in FY17-18 147 4.4 43| 77.27% n/a n/a new route in FY17-18
57 Trunk 15 Yes 7,950 10,592 | 4,984 25.0 332 | 71.7% 8.67| 15.89 4,670 23.4 31.1 72.81% 7.88| 14.86] -6.3% | -6.4% | -6.3% 1.2% | -9.1% | -6.5%
60 Suburban Crosstown 40 No 2,250 778 246 17.8 59| 78.9% 2.96 478 232 15.8 55 78.52% 2.94 498| -6.0% | -11.2% | -7.0% | -0.4% | -0.7% | 4.2%
62 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,869 3,240 | 1,789 28.6 240| 75.1% 7.92] 1472 1,547 25.3 21.2| 71.86% 710 13.32| -13.5% | -11.4% | -11.8% | -3.3% | -10.4% | -9.5%
65 Suburban Crosstown 60 No 1,080 531 230 19.5 9.6 | 76.4% 4.90 7.74 198 16.8 83| 63.12% 450 7.29] -18.7% | -18.7% | -13.7% | -13.3% | -8.2% | -5.8%
67 Suburban Crosstown 30 No 2,332 1,077 264 13.0 6.0 | 74.0% 2.37 4.27 234 11.5 53| 74.89% 2.82 5.03[ -11.2% | -11.5% | -11.2% | 09% | 19.0% | 17.8%
70 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 1,537 1,110 494 23.6 17.0 | 68.3% 7.28| 11.36 458 21.9 158 | 66.56% 6.65| 10.46| -7.3% | -7.3% | -7.3% | -1.8% | -8.7% | -7.9%
71 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 1,590 1,975 608 16.3 20.3 | 78.4% 6.34 11.36 551 14.8 18.4 | 71.97% 575 10.26] -9.4% | -9.4% | -9.4% | -6.4% | -93% | -9.7%
72 Trunk 30-40 Yes 3,922 6,800 | 3,440 26.7 46.5 | 63.9% 10.44| 19.12 3,193 249 43.1 63.76% 9.77( 18.07| -7.2% | -6.8% | -7.2% | -0.1% | -6.4% | -5.5%
72M Trunk 30-40 Yes 3,975 6,531 | 3,045 25.2 40.9 | 63.1% 8.49( 16.36 2,782 22.6 37.1 64.78% 7.76| 15.04| -8.6% | -10.4% | -9.2% 1.7% | -8.6% | -8.1%
72R Rapid 15 Yes 5,194 7,165 | 3,690 28.3 37.7 | 75.1% 9.64| 16.67 3,418 25.3 349 | 73.42% 10.02| 16.60| -7.4% | -10.8% | -7.4% | -1.7% | 3.9% | -0.4%
73 Major Corridor 15-60 Yes 7,632 3,673 | 1,996 29.3 14.2 | 87.7% 5.15( 10.07 1,904 27.5 13.2 | 84.83% 5.02 9.77| -46% | -6.1% | -6.5% | -29% | -2.5% | -3.0%
74 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 2,756 2,584 553 12.6 11.2 | 72.7% 3.59 7.23 544 11.2 10.5| 69.11% 3.1 6.39| -1.7% | -11.2% | -6.4% | -3.6% | -13.4% | -11.6%
76 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 2,862 3,494 | 1,480 24.5 27.4 | 62.2% 9.02( 1464 1,477 224 27.3 | 62.90% 9.18 14.85| -02% | -8.6% | -0.2% | 0.7% 1.8% 1.4%
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Saturday SR 18-241 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
Total Average Pro«_:mctiv Passeng | On Time | Average Avelags Average o Average Avalra'ge- Average Proc_iuctiv Passeng | On Time | Average auernhe
Route Route Type Frequency N:::::‘y R:.:;:) r;ua Revenue Dailyg {Fa;:!yﬂev ers |:n’.trg Performa Lr.ua:;l Ma:';r;:;.lm Dail;vg l:;mi‘::;;?; Pa;:re%gi;rs Pe?ilf;rTr:'sr::ce Lr.-ac!i:J Malf;:':m l:)ailg:fl (Pa;:!yﬂev ers perg Performa Loac? Mal_x:::m
Hours |Ridership Hr) Trip nce Factor Factor Ridership : ; Factor Factor Ridership Hr) Trip nce Factor Factor
79 Urban Crosstown 30 No 3,074 3,003 793 14.0 13.7 | 66.0% 410 8.25 911 16.1 15.7 70.85% 6.08 11.20] 14.9% | 15.0% | 14.9% 4.8% 48.3% | 35.8%
80 Urban Crosstown 40 No 2,903 3,348 341 4.8 6.3 | 75.8% 2.41 4.36 320 51 5.8 71.10% 2.15 4.24] -6.1% 4.7% -7.5% -4.7% | -10.8% | -2.8%
81 Urban Crosstown 40 No 2,279 1,864 343 6.6 6.5 | 52.8% 2.75 419 269 6.2 5.1 67.47% 2.02 3.66| -21.5% | -5.7% | -21.5% | 14.7% | -26.5% | -12.6%
85 Suburban Crosstown 60 Yes 1,326 1,487 431 14.9 16.6 | 74.8% 5.00 8.86 423 14.5 16.3 75.66% 5.22 8.78] -1.9% | -2.6% | -1.9% 0.9% 4.4% -0.9%
86 Suburban Crosstown 35 Yes 748 292 81 10.9 3.4 | 85.3% 2.02 3.10 120 1.5 4.5 88.87% 3.30 5.23| 48.5% 5.3% 33.4% 3.6% 63.4% | 68.7%
88 Major Corridor 20 Yes 5,300 4,378 1,534 18.6 15.3 | 71.9% 5.38 9.56 1,487 18.0 149 66.53% 5.09 9.29] -3.1% -3.4% -3.1% | -5.4% -5.4% | -2.8%
89 Suburban Crosstown 60 Yes 1,275 1,675 528 16.1 21.1 | 52.7% 6.26 12.48 514 15.7 20.6 57.09% 6.48 12.93| -2.7% -2.5% -2.7% 4.4% 3.5% 3.6%
a0 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,498 1,753 512 15.4 7.8 | 87.9% 3.72 6.48 540 16.3 8.2 89.11% 412 7.01] 5.4% 6.1% 5.4% 1.2% 10.8% 8.2%
93 Suburban Crosstown 60 Yes 1,394 1,366 257 101 99| 63.1% 3.21 6.36 247 9.6 9.4 68.43% 3.04 5.79| -3.9% -5.0% -5.0% 5.3% -5.3% | -9.0%
95 Suburban Crosstown 30 Yes 1,770 639 178 9.6 3.8 | 79.9% 218 3.38 162 10.4 3.7 85.17% 217 3.25] -9.1% 8.5% -2.2% 5.2% -0.5% | -3.8%
96 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,498 3,465 934 28.3 14.2 | 69.3% 4.47 8.07 1,011 165 15.3 70.18% 5.06 0.39] 8.2% | -452% | 8.2% 0.9% 13.2% | 16.4%
97 Major Corridor 30 Yes 3,763 4,371 2,074 25.2 29.2 | 77.5% 9.46 15.44 1,913 23.2 26.9 77.86% 8.84 14.74| -7.8% -7.8% -7.8% 0.3% -6.6% | -4.5%
98 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,498 2,634 625 13.1 9.5 | 83.3% 3.99 6.70 651 13.6 9.9 83.80% 4.27 7.05] 4.1% 3.9% 4.1% 0.5% 7.0% 5.2%
99 Major Corridor 20 Yes 5,830 7,616 2,046 14.2 18.6 | 83.5% 6.31 10.33 1,720 12.0 15.6 83.72% 5.30 B.74| -15.9% | -15.9% | -15.9% | 0.2% | -16.0% | -15.4%
200 Suburban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,710 3,958 | 1,060 14.5 15.1 | 66.0% 5.66 9.50 915 12.3 13.1 65.34% 5.00 8.17| -13.7% | -15.8% | -13.7% | -0.7% | -11.7% | -14.0%
210 Major Corridor 30 Yes 2,756 2,710 1,245 24.3 239 | 63.9% 7.15 13.67 691 13.5 13.3 67.35% 4,73 8.76| -44.5% | -44.5% | -44.5% | 3.4% | -33,8% | -35.9%
212 Very Low Density 30 Yes 3,710 2,145 762 20.0 10.9 | 72.7% 5.27 8.54 515 12.7 7.4 72.69% 414 6.15| -32.4% | -86.4% | -32.4% | 0.0% | -21.4% | -28.0%
216 Very Low Density 60 Yes 1,378 1,312 294 11.5 11.3 | 69.0% 3.48 7.02 193 7.8 7.4 66.19% 2.96 5.75| -34.1% | -31.9% | -34.1% | -2.8% | -14.9% | -18.1%
217 Very Low Density 30 Yes 3,180 3,705 1,382 19.6 23.0 | 62.9% 9.26 14.25 596 8.5 9.9 56.51% 4.54 6.89| -56.9% | -56.4% | -56.9% | -6.3% | -51.0% | -51.6%
232 Very Low Density 60 Yes 1,378 1,443 267 9.6 10.3 | 79.4% 3.89 6.87 245 9.0 9.4 77.99% 3.55 5.97| -8.4% -5.9% -8.4% | -1.4% | -8.7% | -13.1%
251 Very Low Density 60 Yes 1,378 786 127 8.8 49 | 79.4% 2.79 4.38 122 8.2 4.7 81.05% 2.71 4.22| -4.3% -6.8% -4.3% 1.6% -29% | -3.7%
339 Feeder 30 Yes 2,862 1,415 372 13.9 6.9 | 71.6% 264 5.70 357 13.4 6.6 71.62% 2.57 5.58] -4.0% -3.9% -4.0% 0.1% 2.7% | -21%
376 Owl 30 Yes 1,590 1,541 316 11.0 11.4 | 61.3% 417 8.09 281 9.7 9.4 63.73% 3.54 6.49] -11.0% [ -12.2% | -18.0% | 2.4% | -15.1% | -19.8%
386 Very Low Density 53 Yes 624 275 189 17.9 7.9 | 83.4% 4.63 7.16 184 17.4 7.7 77.64% 4.43 6.69] -2.6% -2.9% -2.6% -5.8% | -4.3% | -6.6%
800 Owl 20 Yes 2,385 3,747 842 12.5 18.5 | 55.3% 6.89 11.57 780 11.0 17.3 56.76% 6.80 11.29] -7.4% | -11.9% | -6.4% 1.5% -1.3% | -2.4%
801 Owl 20-60 Yes 2,014 2,625 719 14.5 18.9 | 55.5% 7.33 11.81 686 13.9 18.1 54.45% 7.51 11.98] -4.6% -4.7% -4.6% -1.1% 2.5% 1.4%
802 Owl 60 Yes 583 284 80 14.9 7.2 | 55.7% 3.15 5.56 70 13.2 6.4 41.35% 2.71 498 -11.7% | -11.7% | -11.7% | -14.3% | -14.0% | -10.4%
805 Owl 60 Yes 636 703 118 9.6 9.8 | 70.7% 4.67 7.19 97 7.3 8.1 71.39% 3.32 5.99| -17.4% | -28.5% | -17.4% | 0.7% | -28.9% | -16.7%
840 Owl 60 Yes 636 316 112 19.1 9.3 | 63.3% 5.18 7.57 99 16.7 8.3 73.36% 4.64 7.06] -11.2% | -12.9% | -11.2% | 10.0% | -10.4% | -6.7%
851 Owl 60 No 530 514 136 14.0 13.6 | 61.4% 4.30 7.52 118 12.2 11.8 #N/A 3.91 6.77| -13.1% | -18.1% | -13.1% | #N/A -9.1% | -10.0%
BSN Contract Shuttle n/a Yes 560 166 495 23.9 71| 73.9% 2.93 5.49 502 242 7.2 77.54% 3.10 585 1.3% 1.4% 1.3% 3.6% 5.8% 6.6%
F Transbay 30 No 3,975 4,327 1,671 22.4 225 | 52.6% 7.96 13.26 1,239 15.2 16.5 66.53% 6.47 11.11| -25.9% | -32.2% | -26.5% | 13.9% | -18.7% | -16.2%
NL Transbay 30 Yes 3,975 3,910 1,420 19.2 18.9 | 59.0% 8.15 13.30 1,240 16.8 16.5 66.43% 7.26 11.78| -12.6% | -12.6% | -12.6% | 7.4% | -10.9% | -11.4%
0 Transbay 60 Yes 1,802 1,768 559 16.8 16.4 | 62.8% 7.68 12.70 503 15.1 14.8 74.18% 6.98 11.78] -10.1% | -10.2% | -10.1% | 11.4% | -9.1% | -7.2%
TOTALS 224,762 | 217,040 29.1 28.3 | 69.6% 211 20.4 70.61% -27.4% | -27.8% | 1.0%
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Sunday SR 18-241 Attachment 5_Route Performance (Sunday)

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
Total Average ., | Passeng | On Time | Average Ava'rage Average . Average fVaLags Average . Passeng | On Time | Average Ava‘rage
Route Route Type Etequenc “::“":“," H.er:fnue Revenue Daailyg (P;::g‘:mg ers pm-g Performa Loaz? Maf;?:m Da[lf ?;::;::;ﬁg iass:‘x;ﬁe Pegzlz?:ce Luat? Ma:g:'u;m Dall;J ?;::;ﬁ‘:g ers pe? Performa Loat!iI Ma{‘;:‘:m
y U ps Hours Ridership Trip nce Factor Factor Ridership porine Factor Factor Ridership Trip nce Factor Factor
1 Trunk 10 Yes 13,020 13,085 7,529 35.1 34.7 | 72.6% 11.26| 18.60 7,156 32.8 33.0| 67.47% 10.84| 18.08] -5.0% -6.4% -49% | -5.1% | -3.7% | -2.8%
6 Trunk 15 Yes 8,880 6,543 2,868 26.5 19.4 | 74.9% 710 11.85 2,540 23.3 17.2 | 76.51% 6.50| 11.11] -11.4% -12.0% | -11.5% | 1.6% -8.5% | -6.2%
7 Suburban Crosstown 30 No 2,640 2,010 386 11.5 8.8 | 76.8% 3.65 6.52 321 9.6 73| 75.53% 3.30 6.07| -16.9% -17.0% | -16.9% | -1.3% | -9.6% | -6.9%
10 Major Corridor 20 Yes 6,600 5,230 1,732 20.3 15.7 | 81.3% 6.41 10.42 1,638 18.8 14.9 | 75.08% 6.29 9.93| -5.4% -7.6% | -5.4% | -6.2% | -1.9% | -4.7%
11 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 138 10.0 4.9 | 771% 1.70| 3.65) Discontinued ' _ i _ Discontinued :
12 Urban Crosstown 30 No 4,200 6,124 1,213 14.4 17.3 | 74.8% 4.89 9.49 1,257 12.3 180 71.41% 4.31 9.30] 3.7% -14.3% 3.7% | -3.3% | -11.9% | -2.0%
14 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,900 4,331 1,654 26.4 25.8 | 69.2% 7.66| 14.41 1,637 22.7 25.2 | 72.20% 7.02| 13.69] -1.1% -14.0% -25% | 3.0% | -84% | -5.0%
18 Trunk 20-30 Yes 6,420 6,919 3,137 22.8 30.0 | 66.9% 6.33| 12.71 2,147 18.6 20.1 65.32% 5.18| 10.66| -31.6% -18.4% | -33.0% | -1.5% | -18:2% | -16.1%
19 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,960 2,905 348 6.0 53| 79.8% 2.23 413 372 7.7 56| 80.74% 2.16 413 7.1% 28.0% 71% 09% | -3.1% | 0.0%
20 Major Corridor 30 Yes 4,560 4,705 1,745 23.0 23.0 | 73.7% 6.42| 11.84 1,688 215 222 | 76.61% 6.18| 11.58] -3.3% -6.6% -33% | 29% | -83.7% | -2.2%
21 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,480 3,756 968 16.1 16.7 | 73.8% 5.51 9.81 970 15.5 16.7 | 73.21% 5.68 9.94] 0.1% -3.8% 0.1% -06% | 3.1% 1.3%
22 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 2,088 2,057 637 18.0 17.7 | 81.9% 5.88/ 10.70 548 15.5 15.2 | 83.38% 5.29 9.84| -13.9% -189% | -189% | 1.5% | -10.0% | -8.0%
25 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 214 9.8 9.7 | 73.8% 3.53| 6.1 Discontinued ' Discontinued
26 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 1,041 15.2 15.8 | 66.6% 3.91 8.19 Discontinued Discontinued
28 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 68 76 new route in FY17-18 285 7.6 84| 55.68% 3.31 6.04 new route in FY17-18
29 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,960 3,899 601 9.3 9.1 | 70.3% 2.04 5.01 623 9.6 94| 61.10% 2.58 5.68] 3.7% | 3.7% | 3.7% | 9.2% | 26.5% | 13.4%
31 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 619 16.2 88| 73.8% 3.77 6.94 Discontinued | | ~ Discontinued
32 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 1,666 1,645 287 10.8 10.6 | 78.6% 3.45 6.29 261 9.8 9.7| 75.95% 3.35 6.07] -9.1% -9.1% 91% | 2.7% | -29% | -3.5%
33 Urban Crosstown 20 No 5,880 4,826 1,294 16.1 13.2 | 82.1% 3.81 8.30 1,131 141 11.5| 75.84% 3.83 8.13| -12.6% -126% | -126% | -6.2% | 0.5% | -2.0%
34 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 68 83 new route in FY17-18 283 6.8 8.3 71.29% 1.66 4.25 new route in FY17-18
35 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 68 83 new route in FY17-18 399 9.6 11.7 | 77.33% 2.88 6.67 new route in FY17-18
36 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 4,440 4,398 1,123 15.3 15.2 | 68.4% 4,71 7.86 682 9.3 9.2 | 68.60% 3.06 6.00| -39.2% -39.2% | -39.2% | 0.2% | -35.0% | -23.7%
40 Trunk 15-30 Yes 7,860 7,305 4,145 32.2 316 | 72.7% 10.41 17.43 3,964 32.6 303 | 70.29% 10.25| 17.09] -4.4% 1.1% 4.4% | -24% | -1.5% | -2.0%
41 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 68 59 new route in FY17-18 229 7.8 6.7 | 68.12% 3.02 4.92 new route in FY17-18
45 Urban Crosstown 40 Yes 3,000 2,939 734 15.0 14.7 | 86.0% 3.84 8.22 696 14.2 13.9 | 86.41% 4,01 8.20| -5.2% -5.2% -5.2% | 0.4% 44% | -0.2%
46 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 960 489 75 9.4 47| 81.7% 2.36 412 74 941 46| 75.89% 247 432| -1.7% -31% | -1.7% | -5.8% | 4.7% 4.9%
49 Urban Crosstown Discontinued 534 10.8 14.1 | 72.6% 3.46 7.61 Discontinued B : Discontinued 'm0 Lai
51A Trunk 15-20 No 7,920 8,021 4113 32.6 31.0 | 75.8% 8.70| 15.98 3,656 27.4 27.7 | 81.30% 8.24( 15.09| -11.1% -16.2% | -10.8% | 5.5% | -5.3% | -5.6%
51B Trunk 15-20 No 8,208 6,507 4,380 46.2 32.7 | 78.4% 8.71 16.82 4,498 41.5 329 | 78.48% 9.27| 17.22| 2.7% -10.2% 0.6% 0.0% 6.4% 2.4%
52 Urban Crosstown 20 No 4,140 2,691 955 21.3 13.8 | 71.3% 455 8.61 641 14.3 93| 67.83% 4.05 7.34| -32.9% -33.0% | -32.9% | -3.5% |-11.0% | -14.8%
54 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 2,880 1,394 526 249 11.0 | 80.0% 477 9.25 525 22.6 109 85.18% 484 9.33] -0.1% -8.2% -0.1% 5.2% 1.5% 0.9%
56 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 68 67 new route in FY17-18 154 4.6 45| 80.08% new route in FY17-18
57 Trunk 15 Yes 9,000 11,313 3,961 21.0 26.4 | 75.8% 6.77| 12.69 3,697 19.6 246 | 72.58% 6.56| 12.37| -6.7% -6.7% -6.7% | -3.2% | -3.1% | -2.5%
60 Suburban Crosstown 40 No 2,544 875 200 14.4 48| 81.8% 2.58 411 186 12.8 44 79.70% 2.33 4.07] -6.7% -11.4% -7.6% | 21% | 9.7% | -1.0%
62 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 4,380 3,688 1,470 25.0 19.9 | 73.0% 6.80| 12.68 1,298 211 17.8 | 75.26% 6.34| 11.79| -11.7% -156% | -10.6% | 2.2% -6.8% | -7.0%
65 Suburban Crosstown 60 No 792 389 179 15.2 75| 73.6% 4.42 6.51 153 12.9 64| 63.46% 3.1 5.15| -14.7% -14,7% | -14.7% | -10.1% | -29.6% | -20.9%
67 Suburban Crosstown 30 No 2,640 1,219 216 10.7 49 | 75.5% 2.40 4.09 244 12.0 55| 75.25% 3.02 5.04| 12.8% 12.4% 12.8% | -0.3% | 25.8% | 23.2%
70 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 1,740 1,256 397 18.9 13.7 | 74.2% 6.05 9.56 369 17.6 12.7 | 75.02% 5.64 9.00| -7.0% -7.0% -7.0% | 0.9% -6.8% | -5.9%
71 Urban Crosstown 60 Yes 1,800 2,236 513 13.8 17.1 | 78.3% 5.75 9.98 468 12.6 15.6 | 76.85% 5.13 9.11] -8.7% -8.7% -8.7% | -1.5% | -10.8% | -8.7%
72 Trunk 30-40 Yes 4,440 7,485 2,885 23.6 39.0 | 70.8% 9.00| 16.40 2,594 20.8 35.1 69.59% 8.33| 15.30| -10.1% -11.8% | -10.1% | -1.3% | -7.4% | -6.7%
72M Trunk 30-40 Yes 4,500 6,757 2,570 23.1 34.5 | 66.6% 8.46| 14.62 2,305 20.5 30.7 | 63.72% 7.01 13.46| -10.3% -11.4% | -10.9% | -2.8% | -17.1% | -7.9%
72R Rapid 15 Yes 5,880 7,559 3,049 242 311 | 77.5% 8.46| 14.62 2,677 21.2 273 | 77.24% 7.87 13.36| -12.2% -122% | -12.2% | -0.2% | -7.0% | -8.6%
73 Major Corridor 15-60 Yes 8,640 4,158 1,681 24.6 11.9 | 89.3% 4.40 8.58 1,590 22.9 11.0 | 84.59% 4.32 8.34| -5.4% -6.8% -7.2% | -48% | -1.8% | -2.8%
74 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,120 2,925 442 10.0 89| 76.1% 2.76 5.75 416 8.5 8.0 | 69.66% 2.54 5.27] -5.8% -145% | -10.0% | -6.4% | -8.0% | -8.3%
76 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,240 3,955 1,279 211 23.7 | 66.7% 7.83| 12.88 1,172 17.8 21.7 | 7012% 7.51 12.43] -8.4% -15.7% -84% | 3.4% | 4.1% | -3.5%
79 Urban Crosstown 30 No 3,480 3,400 726 12.8 12.5 | 69.3% 3.59 7.18 674 11.9 11.6| 69.38% 3.90 7.22| -7.2% -7.1% -7.2% | 01% 8.6% 0.6%
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Sunday SR 18-241 Attachment 5_Route Performance (Sunday)

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
Average Average Average
Route Route Type Frequenc Minorlt},r Reu_enua R eTv:t:ll.r & A;::::yga Productivity F::s::f Fc')e ':fzi::; A\::r:ge Maxir:gm A;:';f‘?e Productivily | Passenge | On Time A:::ge M_aximﬂm A;::Tfe' Productivity P;:a::rg F?;:_,E::ﬂ A\If:,r::e Maxli:gm
y Route fripe Hours Ridership (Pax/Revr) Trip nce Factor Fl;:;gr Ridership (Pax/RevHr) |rs per Trip| Performance Factor Fl;ocl;gr Ridership (Baviswit) Trip nce Factor F:Oc?:r
80 Urban Crosstown 40 No 3,274 3,771 278 3.9 52| 71.5% 2.03 3.37 314 5.0 5.8 | 70.69% 2.20 4.10| 12.8% 26.5% 11.6% | -0.8% | 8.4% | 21.7%
81 Urban Crosstown 40 No 3,074 2,584 245 4.7 46 | 65.1% 1.43 2.89 256 5.7 48| 68.68% 2.44 4.32] 4.3% 21.9% 4.3% 3.6% | 70.6% | 49.5%
85 Suburban Crosstown 60 Yes 1,508 1,691 345 11.9 13.3 | 76.0% 4.23 7.49 350 12.0 13.5| 77.64% 4,52 7.73] 1.5% 0.8% 1.5% 1.6% 6.9% 3.2%
86 Suburban Crosstown 35 Yes 1,204 433 84 11.3 35| 85.1% 2.40 3.38 88 9.6 3.4| 89.58% 2.74 4.21] 5.1% -16.5% -1.6% | 45% | 14.2% | 24.6%
88 Major Corridor 20 Yes 6,000 4,957 1,274 15.5 12.7 | 67.7% 4.41 8.00 1,232 14.9 12.3 | 64.66% 4.42 8.15| -3.3% -3.6% -33% | -3.1% | 0.2% 1.9%
89 Suburban Crosstown 60 Yes 1,450 1,905 383 11.6 156.3 | 65.3% 4.98 9.60 416 12.7 16.7 | 65.37% 5.26] 10.53] 8.8% 9.0% 8.8% 0.1% 5.6% 9.7%
90 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,960 1,986 418 12.5 6.3 | 88.9% 3.18 5.47 454 13.7 6.9| 87.75% 3.58 5.92| 8.5% 9.6% 8.5% -1.1% | 12.6% | 8.2%
93 Suburban Crosstown 60 Yes 1,576 1,544 222 8.7 85| 71.5% 3.01 5.78 217 8.4 82| 71.17% 2.52 4.99| -2.4% -3.4% -3.4% | -0.3% | -16.3% | -13.7%
95 Suburban Crosstown 30 Yes 2,568 901 126 71 2.7 | 82.2% 1.82 2.80 154 10.2 36| B237% 2.29 341 221% 44.9% 31.6% | 0.2% | 25.8% | 21.8%
96 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,960 3,922 886 11.0 13.4 | 64.8% 3.99 7.45 861 13.2 13.0| 71.48% 4.38 8.07| -2.8% 19.6% -2.8% 6.7% 9.8% 8.3%
97 Major Corridor 30 Yes 4,260 4,936 1,709 20.7 24.1 | 84.3% 7.70( 1276 1,563 19.0 220 | 82.56% 7.57| 12.60| -8.5% -8.3% 85% | -1.8% | -1.7% | -1.3%
98 Urban Crosstown 30 Yes 3,960 2,862 511 10.8 7.7 | 85.1% 3.29 5.65 514 10.8 7.8 83.21% 3.37 5.74] 0.6% 0.3% 0.6% -1.9% | 2.4% 1.6%
99 Major Corridor 20 Yes 6,600 8,628 1,816 12.6 16.5 | 84.3% 6.00 9.69 1,554 10.8 141 82.05% 5.35 8.46| -14.4% -14.5% | -14.4% | -2.3% | -10.8% | -12.7%
200 Suburban Crosstown 30 Yes 4,200 4,487 850 13.1 13.6 | 72.7% 5.23 8.59 784 10.5 11.2 | 69.09% 4.71 7.51| -7.8% -20.0% -17.6% | -3.7% | -9.9% | -12.6%
210 Major Corridor 30 Yes 3,120 3,068 1,059 20.7 20.4 | 70.5% 5.99( 1153 632 12.4 122 | 69.24% 4.40 8.12| -40.3% -40.83% | -40.3% | -1.3% | -26.5% | -29.6%
212 Very Low Density 30 Yes 3,240 1,970 511 17.0 95| 75.1% 4.82 7.74 363 11.0 6.7| 71.51% 3.79 5.80( -29.0% -34.8% | -29.0% | -3.5% | -21.4% | -25.1%
216 Very Low Density 60 Yes 1,560 1,535 265 10.3 10.2 | 70.4% 3.13 6.21 168 6.6 6.4| 72.58% 2.56 4.64| -36.7% -36.6% |-36.7% | 2.2% |-18.2% | -25.3%
217 Very Low Density 30 Yes 3,600 4,200 1,111 15.7 18.5 | 63.4% 7.72| 1177 572 8.2 95| 56.32% 4.57 6.87| -48.5% -47.9% | -48.5% | -7.1% | -40.8% | -41.6%
232 Very Low Density 60 Yes 1,560 1,686 244 9.0 94| 77.0% 3.46 6.06 230 8.2 89| 79.84% 3.21 5.57| -5.8% -9.3% -5.8% 29% | -7.2% | -8.1%
251 Very Low Density 60 Yes 1,560 910 109 7.7 4.2 | 83.3% 2.39 3.69 88 5.8 34| 77.26% 2.05 3.19| -18.7% 241% | -187% | -6.1% | -14.2% | -13.6%
339 Feeder 30 Yes 2,040 1,080 241 13.4 71| 77.8% 2.90 591 220 12.2 65| 78.49% 2.72 5.49| -8.9% -9.3% -8.9% 07% | -6.2% | -7.1%
376 Owl 30 Yes 1,800 1,745 278 9.7 10.0 | 67.0% 3.56 6.87 249 8.6 83| 71.23% 3.06 5.85] -10.6% -11.5% | -16.7% | 4.3% | -14.0% | -14.8%
386 Very Low Density n/a Yes 1,080 477 156 14.7 6.5 | 82.8% 4.20 6.08 157 14.8 6.5| 80.95% 422 6.11] 0.8% 0.6% 0.8% -1.9% | 0.5% 0.5%
800 Owl 20 Yes 2,820 4,369 748 10.7 15.5 | 62.0% 5.49 8.96 768 10.5 16.3 | 62.02% 5.46 9.20] 2.7% -1.4% 5.8% 0.0% | -0.5% | 2.7%
801 Owl 20-60 Yes 2,518 3,277 949 17.5 227 | 58.2% 7.33] 13.12 1,055 19.3 25.1 57.97% 729 12.61| 11.1% 10.4% 109% | -0.2% | -0.5% | -3.9%
802 Owl 60 Yes 660 321 89 16.6 8.1 | 54.1% 3.50 6.03 77 14.3 7.0| 54.86% 2.68 5.10| -18.4% -13.4% | -18.4% | 0.7% | -23.4% | -15.4%
805 Owl 60 Yes 720 796 140 11.4 1.7 | 67.1% 4.94 8.31 114 8.6 95| 72.56% 3.85 7.05| -18.4% -24.1% | -184% | 5.4% | -221% | -15.2%
840 Owi 60 Yes 720 358 120 20.5 10.0 | 66.3% 5.67 8.32 116 19.4 96| 76.41% 5.65 8.41| -3.2% -5.1% -3.2% | 10.1% | -0.4% 1.1%
851 Owl 60 No 600 582 124 12.8 12.4 | 64.2% 4.29 7.36 107 11.0 10.7 | 68.86% 3.73 6.57| -13.6% -13.6% | -13.6% | 4.7% | -13.1% | -10.7%
F Transbay 30 No 4,500 4,899 1,385 18.5 18.6 | 62.4% 6.32 10.87 1,036 12.7 13.8| 71.53% 5.61 9.64| -25.2% -31.3% | -25.8% | 9.1% |-11.2% | -11.3%
NL Transbay 30 Yes 4,500 4,433 1,199 16.2 16.0 | 71.4% 714 1144 1,067 14.4 142 | 77.21% 6.77] 10.79| -11.0% -11.1% | -11.0% | 5.8% -5.2% | -5.7%
@) Transbay 60 Yes 2,040 1,997 498 15.0 14.7 | 68.3% 7.20) 11.57 428 12.9 12.6 | 79.63% 6.45| 10.56| -14.1% -14.1% | -14.1% | 11.4% | -10.4% | -8.7%
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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