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The Context of Transit Planning 
ÅWho are we?  

 

Urban, Suburban, or Rural  

Planner, engineer, developer, elected official, 

student, community activist, none of the above.  

 

ÅOne size does not fit all.  
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3 Scales of Transit Planning 

ÅTransit Network :  Transit Services provided over an 

entire system, or parts of a transit system.  

 

ÅCorridor :  How to improve a specific transportation 

corridor.    

  

ÅStation : Creating a new transit station. A light or 

heavy rail station with connecting bus service, a BRT 

station, or a larger multi -modal facility.  
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Network  Example ɬ SF Transit 

Effectiveness Project (TEP)  

ÅThe TEP is a long term prioritization and 

modernization process for the entire SF MUNI transit 

system.  

 

ÅThe goal is to get the system in balance  with 

current and future demand while increasing speed 

and reliability, all  within the constraints of projected 

operating budget budgets, fleet size, and facilities.  
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STEP 1:  Gather Data 

ÅThe TEP gathered ridership data from on -board 

automatic passenger counter technology (APCõs) 

on all MUNI routes at all times of the day.  

  

7 



Step 2: Analyze the data  

 

ÅWhere and when was the route structure insufficient 

to handle the demand, where and when does the 

system have extra capacity. What correctable 

factors contribute to slower speeds.  
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Step 3: Apply Tool Kit of Improvements  

a) Capital projects: bus bulbs, boarding islands,  

Transit signal priority , by -pass wires and extensions for 

trolley coach system,  BRT corridors.  
 

b) Route restructuring ð  re-route and/or  combine 

routes, peak period expresses over heaviest parts of 

routes, consolidate stops, combine some terminals .  
 

c) Eliminate turns/ route legibility : Convert portions of 

one -way streets to two way for transit.  Back to the 

future.  
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Step 4: Developed Preliminary 

Recommendations  

ÅPreliminary TEP recommendations involved  every 

route in the system.  
 

ÅPrioritized heaviest routes (TEP dubbed òRapid 

routesó) for capital improvements.  
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TEP Rapid Routes 
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Step 5: Community feed back 

Took preliminary recommendations through a series of 

public meetings in different parts of the city.  
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Step 6: Modify Recommendations 

Recommendations modified in some cases as a result 

of public in -put.   



Step 7: Environmental Review Process 

2-year process to environmentally clear all capital 

projects and major route changes. Will involve more 

public comment.   
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Step 8: Implementation 

If environmental document Okõd,  can move forward 

to implement changes and capital projects over time 

-   funding and staff resources permitting.  



Lessons 

ÅDepend on objective/ raw data , not previous 

assumptions .  

ÅTravel patterns change over time, as land uses 

change.  

ÅHave a variety of tools developed that can be 

applied appropriately to improve transit speed and 

reliability.  

ÅOften strategies to improve transit speed are not 

welcome in parts of the effected communities.  
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Challenges 

ÅParking reductions needed to implement  

improvements to transit service sometimes meet stiff 

resistance.  
 

ÅPassengers who loose service often object. But 

those who will get more service generally donõt self 

organize in favor.  
 

ÅNeed continuous outreach and political support  at 

every stage.  
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Corridor Planning  

ÅA specific long street or state route,  or several 

usually parallel streets within the same geographic 

area.  

ÅOne jurisdiction or many  

ÅOne transit route or several  

ÅShould involve simultaneous improvements to 

several transportation modes - implement 

òcomplete streetsó  principles where possible. 
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22-Fillmore/ 

16th St. Corridor 
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Lessons and Challenges 

ÅDeveloping a  careful balance of the needs of all 

stakeholders which often appear to compete:  

o  Between transit, pedestrians, bicycles, autos  

o  Between residents  who want calm streets,  and 

businesses,  who generally favor parking.  
 

ÅProactive coordination with local jurisdiction(s)  
 

ÅBe creative, patient,  and have political support   
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Station Planning 

ÅLight rail,  heavy rail, BRT station, or multi -modal hub.  
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Transbay Transit Center in S.F 
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Van Ness BRT Station  

21 



Station Planning Lessons 

ÅAccess by other modes critical  

ÅTransferring must be as seamless as possible  

ÅFollow ADA ð will benefit all  

ÅStation should be a memorable place  

ÅFare collection protocols can influence station 

design  

ÅUnderstand effects on surrounding land uses - work 

closely with local jurisdiction, community , and  

landowners.  
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METRO Orange Line 
Case Study: Balancing Corridor, Network, 
and Station Design Tensions on I-35W in 
Minneapolis-St. Paul 

 
Railvolution 2013 
 
Charles Carlson 
BRT/Small Starts Project Office 
Metro Transit 
 
 
 



Better Accessibility 
Real-time  

Information 

Improved Stations 
and Vehicles 

Congestion-free Ride Less Boarding Delay All-day, Frequent Trips 

Improved 
Experience 

Reliable  
Service 

Context: Planning for BRT on I-35W 
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25 Orange Line: Part of new METRO Network 
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Penn American District Future Vision 

Penn-American District 

Current Conditions- 1960s Retail 

Beginnings 
of TOD 
emerge 

2011-2013 



American Boulevard Station Options 27 

Existing Route 

Å18-minute 
travel time 

Å15 traffic 
signals 

ÅBacktracking 
required 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

P 

Penn American District 



Option A: 

Freeway Station 

ÅSaves 12 
minutes 

Å0 traffic 
signals 

ÅOn managed 
lane, widens 
freeway 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

28 American Boulevard Station Options 

Penn American District 
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Option B: 

Street Stations 

ÅSaves 7 
minutes 

Å7 traffic 
signals 

ÅAdds I-494 
underpass 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

American Boulevard Station Options 

 
 
 
 
 

Penn American District 
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Option C: 
Street Stations 
+Median Ramp 
ÅSaves 9 min 
Å4 signals 
ÅUnderpass + 
Wider freeway 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

American Boulevard Station Options 

 
 
 
 
 

Penn American District 


