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1 INTRODUCTION

The Salt Lake City Transit Master Plan is a blueprint for the future of transit in Salt Lake City. The
Transit Master Plan emphasizes providing choices in travel and reducing dependence on the
single occupant automobile. Numerous Salt Lake City plans in the last decade have identified the
availability of safe, high-quality, convenient transportation choices as a critical tool to support
achievement of broader outcomes, e.g., health, economic competitiveness, and quality of life. The
plan builds on this work and identifies key corridors for high-frequency transit; important
intermodal opportunities to significantly enhance linkages between the pedestrian environment
and key transit corridors, nodes, and centers; shared mobility options to improve access to transit
and serve lower demand neighborhoods and employment areas; and policies and programs that
will leverage investments in transit and support transit riderships The plan builds on the strong
partnership between the City and Utah Transit Authority (UTA).and aligns with short- and long-
term service design and operating principles.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Transit Master Plan helps Salt Lake City and UTA set priorities for the next 20 years and
guides decisions about the timing and location of service and capital investments. The planning
process included an in-depth analysis of city-wide'travel patterns, the existing transit system and
projections for future growth, extensive'public outreach, and a multi-phased evaluation process to
develop a set of recommendations that will.guide future transit investment priorities in Salt Lake
City.

The Plan was led by Salt Lake City‘and sought to identify citywide transit needs and investments
(rather than focusing on any‘ene neighborhood). It builds on other local and regional planning
efforts and was developed in close/coordination with UTA, City departments, and regional
agencies. The inclusive public process is described below and in Appendix B.

Why a Transit Master Plan for Salt Lake City?

= Increase safe, reliable, and affordable transportation options for city residents
= Foster business relationships and economic development

= Accommodate urban growth in a sustainable, cost-effective manner

=  Provide access to jobs, housing, and recreation

= Enhance partnerships with UTA

= Represent the community’s ideal network of buses, trains, and streetcars
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REPORT ORGANIZATION

The Transit Master Plan is organized into seven chapters (plus appendices) as follows:

Chapter 1: Introduction. Provides an overview of the Transit Master Plan process, including
plan goals and objectives. Includes a summary of community input and system gaps identified
throughout the planning process.

Chapter 2: Service. Provides recommendations for an expanded frequent transit network
(FTN) for Salt Lake City. Components include service design principles, an FTN service level
definition, maps, and descriptions of alternative local service models to support the FTN.

Chapter 3: Capital. Analyzes existing and potential transit corridors throughout Salt Lake City
to determine their suitability for capital investments and recommends potential transit mode(s)
for high-potential corridors identified through the corridor analysis.

Chapter 4: Access to the System. Provides recommendations for improving bicycle and
pedestrian access as well as first and last mile connections. Salt Lake City manages the streets that
connect people to transit which makes the City a key partner in improving access to the system.

Chapter 5: Program and Policies. Describes a range of programs and policies that can
support the Salt Lake City FTN and enhance the usability and attractiveness of the public transit
system. Recommendations address information and legibility; education and outreach, fare and
pass programs, and parking management.

Chapter 6: Land Use. Provides guidance for community,planning and design in the areas
surrounding transit stops and stations to support transit<oriented development and the
coordination between land use and transit in Salt Lake City.

Chapter 7: Implementation. Provides guidance and suggested phasing for implementing the
FTN, capital improvements, and transit-supportive programs and policies. Potential funding
sources and service delivery conditions are also discussed.

Appendix A: State of the System Fact Book. Describes the existing conditions for transit,
travel demand, and land use patterns thataffect the performance of transit in Salt Lake City.

Appendix B: Community,Outreach. Summarizes the community outreach conducted
throughout the Transit Master Plan process.

Appendix C: Gaps Analysis. Provides an analysis of the transit system gaps identified through
the Fact Book analysis and community outreach.

Appendix D: Corridor Analysis Results. Provides results from the corridor analysis that
informed Transit Master Plan recommendations.

The Transit Master Plan was developed in 2015 and 2016 using the best information available
at the time. The Transit Master Plan is a flexible, “living” document. The City can apply its
principles to address changing circumstances and needs, and adapt the plan to integrate the
outcomes of other planning processes.

SALT LAKE CITY TRANSIT MASTER PLAN | Introduction | 1-2



SALT LAKE CITY TRANSIT MASTER PLAN GOALS

The goals and objectives, shown in Figure 1-1 below, were developed through the refinement of
goals established by City officials, incorporation of public input, and initial evaluation of the
existing system. They support broader community outcomes that are important to Salt Lake City
and clearly define all the desired elements for improving the transit system in Salt Lake City.
These goals and objectives guided the evaluation of investment options and development of the
Plan’s recommendations.

Figure 1-1  Salt Lake City Transit Master Plan Goals and Objectives
Goals Objectives
1 Improve air quality. Reduce per capita vehicle miles traveled.
Increase transit ridership.
2 Inc_rease th_e number of people Make transit useful for more types of trips.
riding transit.
Improve the competitiveness of transit with auto travel.
Provide reliable, efficient, frequent transit service.
Provide service on a citywide network that serves a broad range of important
community destinations.
3 Provide a complete transit system Maintain stable servicedn the core transit network.
that supports a transit lifestyle.
Provide service on the core transit network during the evening and on weekends to
support all types of trips,including work and non-work trips.
Provide information.and maps that make the transit system easy to understand.
Provide a safe and comfortable Improve bicycle and pedestrian access to transit.
4 transit access and waiting Improve the transit waiting experience and universal accessibility of stops and
experience. stations.
_ : Design a transit network that supports access to jobs, education, daily needs, and
5 Provide access to opportunity for |\ services for transit-dependent populations.
vulnerable populations. : —— : :
Provide affordable transit options, particularly for low-income households.
_ _ Align transit investments with transit-supportive land use policies and development.
Create economically vibrant, : — - — -
6 livable places that support use of | Catalyze economic development and jobs in Salt Lake City by providing effective
transit. transit service that employers, businesses, and the development community can
depend upon.
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Benefits of an Enhanced Public Transit System

With changes in demographics, socioeconomic conditions, and transportation preferences, there's an increasing
need to reassess how transit service can best serve Salt Lake City's residents, employees, and visitors. The Salt
Lake City Transit Master Plan sets a vision to improve transit service to best meet changing preferences and
future needs.

L

Transit supports our growing population and economy

Expanded transit service is needed particularly during times of peak /
travel to maintain competitive commute times, retain and attract
businesses, and support the efficient movement of freight.

2

Transit carries more people, reducing emissions and improving air quality

On-road transportation accounts for over 15% of total emissions in Salt Lake City. If
current trends continue, vehicle miles traveled are expected to increase 1.4% per year.

> Bl

Source; Salt Lake City Community Carbon Footprint (2010).

THE MILLENNIALS ARE
TRAVELING DIFFERENTLY

The Millennial generation (approximately those born between 1981 F'fnszoifgg-t:'pﬁc
and 1997) is driving less and using transit, biking, and walking more. e @

Transit supports changing transportation preferences

Transit accommodates an aging population of Baby Boomers

As the City's Baby Boomers reach retirement, they
will require safe and affordable transit options to
stay active and engaged in their communities and
access daily services and medical appointments.

BIKING

IPS
MORE TRR

WALKING

9% 15%

Population Population 23%

Aged 65+ Aged B5+
FEWER

DRIVING
TRIPS

Source: Faderal Highway
2014 2040 Administration, “National Household

Source: 2014 ACS S-year Estimates and Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget Driving Trends,” 2001-2009.

Transit provides an affordable transportation option /—20%

Salt Lake City residents spend an average of 20% of their ﬁ transportation
household income on transportation; transit provides costs

2 : INCOME Source: Housing and Transportation
an affordabie Optlon for those that mOSt need It- Affordability Index, Transportation Costs as

% of Income. http://htaindex cnt.org/map/™

Transit keeps us healthy

Taking transit can help increase physical
activity and improve health. The current
obesity rate in Salt Lake County is 27%. {7

Saource: Utah Department of Health. Public e - “ - -
Health Indicator d Information System Public transit users walk an average

({IBIS). 2016. Ret | from https:/ibis health. of 19 minutes daily getting to and

utah.gov/indicator/complate_profile/Obe.html H § from transit StOD 5

Source: Besser, Lilah, and Andrew Dannenberg. “Walking to Public Transit: Steps to Help Mest
Physical Activity Requirements.” American Journal of Preventive Medicine 29:4 (2005): 273-80.
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SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY INPUT

The Salt Lake City Transit Master Plan public outreach process engaged a broad and diverse
segment of the population. Opportunities for public involvement included: stakeholder
interviews, mobile event outreach, public open houses, and online engagement. Public outreach
was conducted in all seven Council Districts of Salt Lake City. In addition to the general public,
numerous organizations were involved in the planning process, including:

= Breathe Utah = Salt Lake City Transportation
= Crossroads Urban Center Advisory Board (TAB)
»  Envision Utah = Salt Lake City’s UTA Trustees
=  Heal Utah * Salt Lake County
=  Salt Lake County Aging and Adult = South Salt Lake City
Services = Sugar House Chamber
=  Salt Lake City Chamber of = University of Utah
Commerce »  Utah Department of Transportation
= Salt Lake City Community Councils (UDOT)
=  Salt Lake City Council =  Utahransit Authority (UTA)
=  Salt Lake City Downtown Alliance = Utah Transit Riders Union
= Salt Lake City Planning Commission = » Wasatch Front Regional Council
= Salt Lake City School District = Westminster College

An overview of key outreach efforts is provided below; Appendix B provides a detailed summary.

Stakeholder Interviews

The project team met with several key stakeholder groups in the community during spring of 2015
to understand the needs of their organizations and constituencies. Interviews focused specifically
on their goals for the Transit Master Planyissues and opportunities for the current UTA network,
level of understanding of the'services provided, and any other issues such as accessibility,
affordability, etc.

Mobile Outreach Events

To develop a presence in the community, the team conducted 18 mobile outreach events during
the summer of 2015. This effort took advantage of existing city-wide and neighborhood events
and engaged members of the public that do not traditionally attend open houses.

Over 400 individual comments were collected via comment boards and a mapping exercise that
allowed attendees to geographically highlight routes in need of improved service, longer service,
or new service. A number of these events used a branded trolley-style bus to allow members of the
public to board, interact with members of the project team, and engage in the outreach activities.
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Public Open House

On September 23, 2015, a total of 60 people attended f“ 3
a public Open House held at the City Creek Harmons People work on Sunday and late at
. night, it is difficult to get where we

grocery store. The team presented the educational

. need to go when we cannot rely on
boards from the mobile outreach effort as well as :

. the transit system to run at the

boards that shf)we_:d k_ey gaps where !and us_e den5|t)_/ appropriate times.”
or demographics indicate a propensity to ride transit,

L . “Design Your Own T it
but where there is little transit use. esign four Lwn fransi

System” Survey Respondent

A total of 64 comments were provided via three ~
“conversation boards”—one for prioritizing goals, one for comments on service design principles,
and one for conversation on maps and information, fares, and access and station improvements.

Online Engagement

To engage Salt Lake City residents who were unable to attend one of the in-person public
outreach events, the project team developed a project website: SLCRides.org. The website
included detailed information about the project, outreach events planned and completed, project
reports and documentation, and online community input tools—Open City Hall Questionnaire,
Open UTA Questionnaire, and the “Design Your Own Transit.System” tool. In addition to the
available online community input tools, twenty-two participants wrote direct emails through the
SLCRides.org website.

Open City Hall Questionnaire

The Open City Hall online questionnaire asked respondents to identify their top choices regarding
key outcomes from the Plan, desired improvements, and “big ideas” related to transit. The
guestionnaire was available from July 30:;to October 1, 2015 through Open City Hall and the
project website.

Among the 535 responses, air quality (49%) and transit system convenience and reliability (41%)
were identified as the most important outcomes. Pedestrian and bicycle access to stops (28%) was
the highest ranking improvement and a citywide network of transit service was the most
important big idea.

Open UTA Questionnaire , ~\

The Open UTA online questionnaire asked “Buses should run on predictable
respondents to identify their top choices regarding FELLES S e Gles el dissey
service improvements, bus improvements, light rail CIEERE AT, 1l Elh7 5 6l ey

. the bus system should reflect that.
(TRAX) improvements, and FrontRunner Nowhere in fown should be more than
improvements. The questionnaire was accessible one transfer and a short walk away.”
from UTA'’s website during the summer of 2015 and “Design Your Own Transit
closed on October 1, 2015. A total of 461 responses Gt Sy RepareE
were collected, including 74 from Salt Lake City \ Y
residents.

Bus was identified as the most important mode for improvement (45%), followed by TRAX and
Streetcar (35%). Improving service span was the most important bus improvement (50%). Late
night service was the most important TRAX improvement (47%) and Sunday service was the top
priority for FrontRunner enhancement (59%).
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“Design Your Own Transit System™ Online Tool

Between November 2015 and April 2016, a “Design Your Transit System” tool was made available
to the public on the project website SLCrides.org. Over 1,400 people participated. Input
highlighted the key challenges and opportunities to improve the transit system in Salt Lake City.
Major findings from this outreach tool are described below.

Participants
— 1,412 people participated, of which 65% live in Salt Lake City.

—  The online tool reached a wide audience; however, seniors (65 or older), low-income
populations (earning less than $35,000 per year), and residents of western Salt Lake City were
somewhat under-represented as compared to their share of the general population.

Transit Use
—  40% of respondents ride transit multiple times per week and 60% ride at least once a month.
— The top reason cited for riding transit was environmental reasons (25% of respondents).

—  The top reasons for not riding transit more often were related to convenience, with more than
50% of respondents indicating transit takes too long or doesn’t go where they need it to go.

Service Coverage

—  The highest-priority destinations to serve were Utah’s top,job centers (52%) and mixed use and
major growth areas (49%). These two destinations were priarities for all groups regardless of
frequency of transit use, age, or income.

—  Service to LIMITED neighborhoods? was a particular priority for adults 65 or older (2" most
common response) and low income respondents (8™ most common response).

Service Periods

— Respondents most desired new service inthe evening (70%), followed by Saturday service
(58%) and finally Sunday service(39%). These priorities were identical, regardless of
respondents’ frequency of transit use, age, or income.

Capital Improvements

— The top capital improvement priority was to increase investments in a rail-based system (46%).
This was the top priority regardless of frequency of use, age, or income.

— Responses from Salt Lake City residents were similar to those of all people who responded,
though Salt Lake City residents were somewhat more likely to want to increase investment in
the bus system.

— Adults age 45-64, age 65 or older, and low-income respondents were somewhat more likely
than other groups to indicate a preference for a bus-based system or incremental
improvements to the current system.

Other Improvements (to support coverage, service period, and capital investment
selections)

— Increased investment in access to transit on foot or by bike was the highest priority
improvement overall (43%) and for all groups except those age 65 or older.

— Respondents age 65 and older indicated a preference for investments in benches, shelters, and
amenities at transit stops.

! Limited neighborhoods are neighborhoods with a high propensity to use transit.
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GAPS ANALYSIS

While portions of Salt Lake City are well-served by transit, some portions of the city experience a
mismatch in the existing transit supply and current demand, resulting in a “gap.” To determine
where gaps exist, an analysis was conducted to identify underserved corridors or markets, areas
with too much service, and areas ineffectively served by transit.

Key transit service needs and gaps identified in this analysis are highlighted below; the complete
Gaps Analysis is provided in Appendix C:

Transit service is limited outside of the standard commute. Frequent service is
very limited outside of standard commute times, such as midday, evenings, and
weekends. Some areas of the city with high propensity to use transit have a low transit
mode share and are not well-served by the existing transit system. For example, of the 44
transit routes that operate in Salt Lake, only about half operate outside commute periods
and provide midday service.

Transit is not the preferred option. Six percent of Salt Lake City residents take
transit to work; only 2% of all trips are made on transit.

Transit boardings outside of Salt Lake City are outpacing boardings inside
Salt Lake City. Total transit ridership on all lines that.touch Salt Lake City increased by
28% between 2011 and 2014 whereas boardings in Salt Lkake City on these lines only
increased by 13%.

Bus stop amenities are limited. There aredimited amenities for passengers at bus
stops—83% of bus stops do not have a bench orasshelter where people can more
comfortably wait for the bus to arrive.

Access to transit is a challenge. Accessito transit is challenging in Salt Lake City due
to the wide streets and large blocks.

System information is limited. Improved information (maps, online schedules, and
trip planning, etc.) is needed to helpiresidents, employees, and visitors understand how to
use the transit system.

Cost of transit is burdensome for some. The cost of transit is particularly
burdensome on large.familiges, youth, and transit dependent populations—low-income,
older adults, persons with/disabilities, and zero car households.

COMPLETE TRANSIT SYSTEM

The Salt Lake City Transit Master Plan sets a vision for frequent transit service throughout the
city, responding to community and policy direction to improve public transportation for the
benefit of all members of the community. However, getting more service to more people is not the
only answer. Enhancing transit quality and the transit passenger experience for Salt Lake City
residents and workers will take a coordinated, “complete transit system” approach.
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What is the “Complete Transit System?”’

A Complete Transit System is a unifying concept for complementary transit service quality and
land use elements (e.g., service levels and land use policies) and non-service elements (e.g.,
facilities, pedestrian and bicycle access, etc.) that function together to achieve the desired local
outcomes for transit in Salt Lake City.

The Salt Lake City Transit Master Plan provides strategies and recommendations for Salt Lake
City to develop a Complete Transit System that:

m Prioritizes expanded frequent transit service that is fast and
O (@) reliable, frequent, all day, every day, and permanent.
O lII Improves transit information and legibility.
N A
Ensures there is safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle
é) access to transit and from transit'to key destinations.
. Integrates on-demand ride services and bikeshare to serve

first-last mile needs and expand service span.

Builds stops and stations that are accessible, comfortable, and
convenient.

Offers fare and pass programs that are flexible and affordable.

Coordinates land use, parking, and placemaking policies
with transit investments.

Provides education and outreach to improve understanding of
the transit system.

Implementing the policies, programs, and service improvements that support a Complete Transit
System will require a strong partnership between UTA and Salt Lake City. These elements will
help the City and UTA fully leverage investments in transit service, maximize the benefits of
transit, and bring Salt Lake City closer to meeting the goals set forth in the Transit Master Plan.
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2 TRANSIT SERVICE

This chapter provides the Salt Lake City Transit Master Plan transit service recommendations. Transit
recommendations are grounded in an extensive existing conditions and gaps analysis that informed a
detailed evaluation of current and potential transit corridors in Salt Lake City. A multi-faceted public
outreach process complemented the technical evaluation and helped validate the recommendations.

A core service element of the Transit Master Plan is an expanded frequent transit network (FTN) for Salt
Lake City. The FTN is the City's long-term, 20-year vision for high-frequency transit service corridors in
Salt Lake City. The existing TRAX light rail system already provides frequent service; this Plan builds off
of this core network by identifying a high-frequency grid comprised of both rail and bus service. Defining
an FTN vision allows Salt Lake City to work closely with the Utah Transit Authority (UTA) to set priorities
for service provision now and in the future.

This chapter includes the following elements:
= Service Design Principles. Principles that can bewsed to design a network of transit routes
that will fulfil the FTN vision.

= FTN Overview and Service Level Definition. The definition of the standardized minimum
service level that will be provided on all FTN corridors, e.g., frequency, span (hours of operation),
and days of service.

= FTN Vision and Maps. The visionforwhere frequent service should be provided throughout
the city, including general phasing recommendations.

= Local Service Network. Recommendations for the network of local bus routes that provide
connections to the FTN.

= First-Last Mile Service Models. Examples of alternative service models to improve first- and
last-mile connections to the FTN and other transit services.
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SERVICE DESIGN PRINCIPLES FOR SALT LAKE CITY

The service design principles below guide the development of the frequent transit network in Salt Lake
City. These principles respond to the goals of the Plan, the gaps analysis, and input from stakeholders and
the public (described in Chapter 1).

= Convenient: Provide frequent, reliable daytime and evening transit service
= Connected: Provide simple, citywide connections on a high-frequency network

= Legible: Brand the core frequent transit network differently and design for ease of
understanding

= Easy to Use: Make the transit network easy to access and comfortable
= Demand Driven: Invest in transit where overall travel market demand is high
= Permanent: Provide stable service that riders and investors can rely on now and in the future

These service design principles inform the frequent transit network recommendations and can inform
design of specific transit routes that are developed to fulfil the vision. They also inform the
recommendations for capital investments, programs, policies, and other supportive investments which
are presented in subsequent chapters.

FREQUENT TRANSIT NETWORK OVERVIEW

What is a Frequent Transit Network?

A frequent transit network (FTN) is a set of designated transiticorridors that offer frequent, reliable
service connecting major destinations and neighborheod centers seven days a week and in the evenings.
The FTN can be comprised of both bus and rail technologies. Regardless of mode, the network should be
developed to provide a consistently high standard of capacity, reliability, frequency, and passenger
amenities. The FTN should be easy to understand and clearly communicated to riders and non-riders. The
FTN is just one element of a complete transit system—other local transit routes would provide well-timed
connections to the FTN and additional first and last-mile services would help passengers connect to
origins and destinations locatedeyond.a short walking or biking distance of the FTN.

Chapter 4 describes access improvements for people walking and biking to transit. Chapter 5 provides
recommendations related to branding the FTN.

Key Performance Characteristics of a Frequent Transit Network

To meet City goals to increase transit mode share and truly support residents’ ability to live a car-free
lifestyle, a frequent transit network should ideally have the following characteristics:

= Fast and Reliable: Operate transit on arterial streets/transit priority streets where it will be
most rapid and reliable; make improvements that reduce transit travel time and make it more
competitive with automobile travel.

= Frequent: Connect major destinations and neighborhood centers with 15 minute or better, all
day service. Service that operates every 15 minutes or less is considered the minimum service level
that allows people to use transit without consulting a schedule.

= All Day: 15 minute or better service frequency between at least 6 a.m. — 7 p.m. on weekdays and
Saturdays, with 30-minute service in the evening and on Sundays.

= Every Day: 7 day per week service that maintains a basic level of frequent service on weekends.

SALT LAKE CITY TRANSIT MASTER PLAN | Transit Service | 2-2




Stable and Permanent. Once adopted, it is critical that the FTN become a stable, relatively
unchanging part of the transit system so that riders can rely on it much as they do the TRAX
system.

What Investments are Typically Made on a Frequent Transit Network?

Once the network is defined, coordinated transit service and capital investments, bicycle and pedestrian
access improvements, and transit-supportive land use policy changes are needed to fully realize the value
of the FTN. A truly effective FTN must be developed as a partnership between the City’s multiple
departments, the transit agency (UTA), and the private sector. Once the City and its transit partners agree
on the definition of the FTN, they can work together to obtain funding and make the improvements
necessary to achieve the level of service that is envisioned. FTN investments and supportive policies

include:

Intersection and Signal Management: Signal management and right-of-way improvements
are a critical component of the FTN. Since these corridors carry the highest volume of transit
riders and have the greatest potential to capture more non-auto users, signal management at
intersections should favor transit vehicles; moving full, high-capacity buses through congested
commercial districts should be balanced with the need for on=street parking to support local
businesses; and integrated solutions should be sought to allow transit and bicycles to safely
coexist.

Transit Lanes: Providing transit with priority lanes on high-ridership corridors supports
investments in frequent service. Where sufficient right-of-way is available in these corridors,
dedicating part of the right-of-way to transit is justified based on transit’s higher person-carrying
capacity. Transit lanes also allow buses to bypass congested areas, making bus travel times
shorter and more reliable.

Stops/Stations: The quality of stop:and station amenities on FTN corridors is critical. Stops and
stations also represent an opportunity to brand the FTN network differently so that the location of
high-frequency service is clear to riders.

Multimodal Investments:Coordinated multimodal investments along the FTN provide safe,
high-quality walking and bicycling access to stops and stations on the FTN.

Land Use: Zoning and other Jand use policies must support high frequency service along the
FTN. The FTN designates which corridors will have the highest-quality transit service. Land use
policies will need to foster transit-supportive land use development along these corridors.

Figure 2-1 summarizes the primary components of an FTN.

See Chapter 3 for further discussion of transit capital investments, and Chapters 5 and 6 for further
discussion of stop/station amenities, multimodal investments, and land use policies that support the FTN.
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Figure 2-1  Frequent Transit Network (FTN) Summary

Feature Description

Mode Any mode that meets the service level definition is considered part of the FTN (e.g., could include
TRAX, BRT, Bus Plus/Enhanced Bus?, Streetcar, etc.).
Span Operates all day every day (see Figure 2-4 for minimum service level definition).
Erequenc Operates at sufficient frequency for most of the day so that riders don't have to consult a schedule
q y (see Figure 2-4 for minimum service level definition).
Operates throughout the city on relatively straight, east-west and north-south cross-city corridors
Route . . .
Spacin spaced approximately every ¥ mile so no passenger has to walk more than ~1/4 mile to access the
pacing FTN (see Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7 for FTN maps illustrating recommended phasing).
The FTN is branded in a clear, easily identifiable, and easily distinguishable way to make it easily
Brandin recognizable on the street, in print materials, and in online information.
g This includes stops, stations, vehicles, maps, schedules, wayfinding, and trip planning information.
(See FTN branding examples in Chapter 5).
. Investments are made and service is operated to maximize reliable headways (see capital
Reliable o
recommendations in Chapter 3).
Permanent/ Provides a permanent service option—e.g., residents, businesses, and developers can count on
Stable trunk bus lines to remain where they are, just like a TRAX line is permanent.
Ston Spacin Stop spacing varies depending on mode, but could range from ¥4 to % mile for bus and %2 to 1 mile
Popacing | o light rail. (See Chapter 3: Capital.)

T Bus Plus is a proposed network of high-frequency transit service defined in the UTA Network Study (2013). It is referred to as
Enhanced Bus in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Bus Plus service would include all of the amenities of Bus Rapid Transit
without the exclusive lanes. See Chapter 3 for more details. The State of the System Fact Book (see Appendix A, page 4-33) also
summarizes UTA’s proposed Bus Plus Network.
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FREQUENT TRANSIT NETWORK SERVICE VISION

A High-Frequency Grid System for Salt Lake City

There are two primary network designs that most transit systems utilize: radial or grid. Figure 2-2 and
Figure 2-3 describe these models and summarize their keys strengths and weaknesses.

Figure 2-2

Basic Transit Network Design Concepts

|/

intersect.

A Radial (Hub and Spoke) model has a single central
transit station that provides access to most, if not all, transit
routes. This model provides direct connections to
destinations located near the central hub and access to
most destinations outside of the hub with a single transfer.

A Grid system provides a more integrated network with
multiple options to connect between transit lines. This
network requires frequent.service to make transfers
convenient at major stops or transit centers where lines

Figure 2-3  Comparison of Transit Service!Models
| Radial (Hub and Spoke) Model | Grid Model
Strengths = Easy access'to destinations near a central hub Can be effective for short trips
in the downtownicore Can reduce out-of-direction travel
= Coordinated schedules where all routes leave Can provide good service to a wider range of
the hub at the same time allow access to most destinations, including those outside of downtown
qther destinations with no more than one well- Routes can be spaced farther apart; people wil
timed transfer generally walk longer distances to frequent service
Concentrating service on direct corridors serving
the grid helps provide resources to increase
frequency
Weaknesses/ | = Canincrease travel imes and out-of-direction Requires very frequent service to make transfers
Design travel for trips that don't naturally pass through convenient and avoid long wait times
Considerations the hub Routes serving the grid should be designed to
= Can be inefficient in a city with dispersed major ensure that most destinations can be accessed
trip generators with no more than one transfer
= As a city grows, maintaining coordinated
schedules can result in system inefficiencies

In practice, most transit systems are a hybrid combining elements from both radial and grid network
designs. For example, a central transit hub can facilitate well-timed connections to/from regional services
while high-frequency cross-town routes support convenient, flexible connections between branches of the
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radial network without requiring passengers to travel through the central hub. Developing secondary
transit hubs or high-quality major stops where high-frequency lines intersect help facilitate these
connections.

Current Salt Lake City Service Model

Salt Lake City’s current, centralized hub model is effective for regional connections. However, Salt Lake
Central Station is located in an area west of the downtown core that provides good connectivity to
commuter rail, but does not have considerable activity or density. Many of UTA’s routes currently
terminate at Central Station to take advantage of the centralized layover space that is available there. The
gaps analysis and public outreach indicated that this creates challenges for people who need to travel to
other destinations throughout the city, necessitating multiple transfers and/or indirect trips. Further,
requiring routes to go through Central Station despite a lack of demand undermines productivity in some
cases.

Recommended Salt Lake City Service Model

Developing a high-frequency network is best suited for Salt f . N
Lake City’s rapidly growing population and diversifying Buses. should run on Ipred'jf“ble s
transit demand needs. Salt Lake City’s strong linear street ) (R CIRE SR ANl

. . . . intervals. The city is a grid; the bus
grid is well-suited for a grid-based system. This change .

Id allow for more frequency on heavily used routes system Spould reflect that. Nowhere in

cou _q - y y town should be more than 1 transfer and
and/or offer.better service in currently under-servec_zl areas a short walk away.”
where there is demand. However, new layover locations
will need to be identified to make this model viablepboth to
support transfers and for operational reasons (e.g. layover), N\,
Potential secondary transit hub locations are discussed in
more detail below.

“Design Your Own Transit
System” Survey Respondent

FTN Corridor Analysis

The Transit Master Plan corridor analysis provided the basis for the FTN recommendations. In addition to
the service design principles and FTN performance characteristics described above, factors included:

= Population and employment density and industry-standard rules-of-thumb relating transit service
frequency to the minimum intensity of land use (e.g., household size, population, and employment)
required to support that level of service.

= Service to major activity centers such as the University of Utah, downtown Salt Lake City, or other
major anchors or activity centers at one or both ends of a line.

= Spacing between parallel corridors, e.g., approximately a half-mile as described above.
= Access to opportunity for vulnerable and transit-dependent populations

Appendix D provides more detail on the FTN corridor analysis.
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Frequent Transit Network Service Level Definition

High-frequency service is critical for a grid-based transit system because riders depend more on transfers
to access destinations. Based on the general principles described above, the level of service shown in
Figure 2-4 is recommended for the FTN. All designated FTN routes should operate according to these
parameters, which were designed to not only be frequent, but also to operate relatively consistently all
day, every day. A simple and easy-to-understand service design, along with clear branding, allows riders
to use an FTN route without referencing a schedule and provides a level of certainty and reliability on
which riders can depend.

Figure 2-4  FTN Minimum Service Level Definition

Frequency

15 minutes
{or better)

. 30 minutes

Monday - Friday

Saturday

Sunday

4 6 8 10 12 2 4006 8 10 12
AM PM AM

Hours of Service

Note: Appendix D provides additional detail on the relationships betdigen land use and frequency.
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Frequent Transit Network Recommendation and Phasing

The FTN is a long-range vision that is intended to be phased in over time, as described in Figure 2-5. UTA
currently has plans to provide frequent service consistent with the above definition on its Core Service
Network, although the specific corridors that will comprise this network are not yet finalized.

Figure 2-5  Phasing Approach for the FTN*

TIER 2: LONGER-TERM

» Upgrades to » Additional high- » Longer-term corridors
existing corridors priority corridors identified through the
with close to identified through TMP corridor analysis
frequent service the TMP corridor process

* Implementation analysis process » Justified based on
of UTA Network » Justified based future conditions and/
Study Bus on hear-term or community input
Plus Corridor conditions
recommendations

* Note: Some existing corridors have frequent service (at least every 15 minutes) on weekdays during the day (peak periods and midday), but
do not meet the FTN service level definition later in the evening or on weekends.

“Ideally I'd like a transit system that is everywhere, GN time, but until that happens, I'd
like people to get used to taking transit, whi ink would require very, very frequent
service in key areas.”

- “Design Your Own Transit ﬂ" Survey Respondent

FTN Phasing Maps

Figure 2-7 illustrates phased implementation of the corridors that are recommended to create a grid-
based FTN in Salt Lake City. The lines on these maps do not represent individual routes, but rather
provide a sense of the quantity, structure, and geography of coverage that Salt Lake City envisions for the
future FTN.

Tier 1 FTN Corridors — Short-Term Implementation: Figure 2-6
The recommended Tier 1 FTN includes two categories of corridors:

1. Existing and planned corridors where UTA already operates or plans to implement frequent
service. These include the Bus Plus Corridors recommended in the UTA Network Study (2013) that
were incorporated into the Regional Transportation Plan (2015) as Enhanced Bus corridors and are
also supported by the Transit Master Plan evaluation and outreach process.2

= 200 S performed strongly in the Transit Master Plan analysis and is recommended as a primary
east-west transit corridor for bus (and potentially future bus rapid transit and/or streetcar)
service between downtown and the University.

2UTA plans to designate a Core Network of routes that will have frequent service, but this network had not yet been finalized by
the time Salt Lake City’s Transit Master Plan was completed in fall 2016.
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= State Street, 500 E, 900 E, and 1300 E. Combined with existing TRAX service in the 200 W
corridor, frequent bus service on State Street, 500 E, 900 E, and 1300 E would provide north-
south connections with approximately half-mile spacing between southern city limits and
downtown, as far east as the University of Utah.

= North and South Temple Streets also performed strongly in the Transit Master Plan analysis,
and in conjunction with frequent service on 200 S and existing TRAX service in the 400 S
corridor, would provide quarter-mile spacing for frequent service through downtown.

= 2100S/2100E. This east-west and north-south corridor (currently served by Route 21), provides
a connection between the Central Pointe TRAX Station and the University along the southern and
eastern edges of the frequent grid.

= Redwood Road. While it lacks the density of other corridors, Redwood Road is an important,

continuous street for transit in west Salt Lake City. It would run along the western edge of the
recommended Salt Lake City FTN and would be linked with additional east-west FTN corridors.

2. Additional high-priority corridors that go beyond existing plans for frequent service (UTA
Network Study, Regional Transportation Plan, etc.). These corridors provide the following
enhancements to the existing or planned frequent service network:

* Provide additional east-west cross-town connections

— 400 S. This corridor would connect Redwood Road to the University of Utah.

— 1300 S/ 900 S. This corridor would begin to)build out the east-west frequent service grid
between the TRAX line along 400 S and southernycity limits. Due to an at-grade railroad
crossing on 900 S, this corridor transitions to 1300 S between 300 W and Redwood Road.
(At-grade freight railroad crossings can cause significant transit delays and bus bunching,
especially for high frequency service.) In‘the long-term, it is assumed that a separated
crossing could be implemented on 900 S (see Tier 2 FTN map).

= Extend north-south corridorsito better serve major activity centers and
neighborhoods north of. downtown

— State Street. Extend north-south frequent service to the State Capitol.

— 500 E and 900 E. Extend north-south frequent service to the LDS Hospital and into the
Avenues neighborhood.

= Provide better connectivity in Rose Park and Fairpark neighborhoods

— Provide frequent service on 200 W and 600 N that connects these two neighborhoods to
downtown Salt Lake City. These neighborhoods show high propensity to use transit, but are
not well served currently.
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Figure 2-6  Frequent Transit Network Vision: Tier 1
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Tier 2 FTN Corridors — Longer-Term Implementation (Figure 2-7)

Proposed Tier 2 corridors recommended for implementation in the longer-term are illustrated in Figure
2-7. These corridors complete the FTN vision of a well-defined transit grid with approximately half-mile
spacing in the portions of Salt Lake City where existing or future land use supports this level of service.
The following Tier 2 recommendations build upon earlier service enhancements:

Implement additional east-west cross-town corridors to provide approximately
half-mile spacing between frequent east-west corridors

— 900 S and 1300 S. Assuming a grade-separated railroad crossing has been developed on
900 S, both corridors would have frequent service between Redwood Road and 1500 E.

— 1700 S. Frequent service between State Street and the University (including 1500 E).

Extend north-south corridors to better serve major activity centers and
neighborhoods north of downtown

— 11t Avenue and 1200 E. Additional frequent service to Shriners Hospital and the Avenues
neighborhood.

Enhance service to Rose Park and Fairpark neighborhoods
— Provide frequent service on additional corridors, assumed to be 900 W and 1000 N.
Enhanced service on regional access corridors

— Foothill Drive. Foothill Drive is an important corridor for regional access to Salt Lake City
as well as a local corridor through the city’s eastern neighborhoods. The City, UTA, University
of Utah, UDOT, and other partners are working omian implementation strategy for
transportation and other enhancements for.the corridor.
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Figure 2-7

Frequent Transit Network Vision: Tier 1 and Tier 2
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FTN Access

Figure 2-8 illustrates a quarter-mile walking (network) distance from the completed frequent transit
network vision. A quarter-mile is a rule-of-thumb for the minimum distance people are willing to walk to
access transit, although people will typically walk longer distances to high-quality service.

By 2040:
= Approximately 73% of current residents would be within walking distance of a frequent
transit route.
= Approximately 73% of current jobs would be within walking distance of a frequent transit
route.

Figure 2-9 illustrates the recommended FTN in relation to populations with a high-propensity for transit
use, including low-income households, households without access to a vehicle, seniors, and persons with
disabilities.

As described in the Local Service Network section below, it is important to emphasize that local bus
routes would continue to serve parts of Salt Lake City that are not served by the FTN. In addition, the
Transit Master Plan recommends that the City implement first-last mile strategies to enhance access to the
frequent transit network

FTN Implementation Case Studies

In many cities, frequent transit service is implemented incrementally, while branding these services as a
high-quality frequent service network is often undertaken later. Chapter 5 highlights the branding
aspects of two such cities — Minneapolis and Portland. Chapter 7 describes the process that the City of
Seattle used to fund targeted increases in King County:Meiro service levels to expand frequent service
provided in the city. In Houston, as described below, the transit agency undertook a more comprehensive
restructuring to expand the frequent service network.

Houston METRO

The Metropolitan Transit Authority (METRO) in,Houston, TX recently transformed its bus network from a
low performing limited networkd#o a more expansive frequent network. The new network—launched in
August 2015—was designed to enable anywhere to anywhere travel with a single fast connection.

Houston has experienced decades of decentralized urban growth; however, most bus lines terminated in
one small section of the downtown core, where only 25% of the region’s jobs are located. Without
increasing operating costs, METRO was able to restructure the Houston bus network to:

= Increase the share of METRO's resources focused on maximizing ridership from 55% to around 80%
= Expand the reach of frequent service
= Expand weekend service, especially Sunday service!

To achieve this, METRO removed duplicative and low-demand routes. A small number of existing riders
(0.5%) were negatively impacted, as they were no longer located within a quarter-mile of bus service.2

Within the first month of the new service, weekend ridership dramatically increased, especially on
Sundays. Daytime and evening service levels on weekends are now almost identical to service on
weekdays. Ridership in the first month slightly decreased, which is commonly observed with any major
service change but by the third month of service, local ridership increased by 8%.3

1 Jarrett Walker. Houston: Great Ridership News on the New Network. 28 October 2015 Human Transit Blog. Retrieved from
http://humantransit.org/2015/10/houston-good-ridership-news-on-the-new-network.html

2 Jarrett Walker. Houston: Transit Reimagined. 9 May 2014 Human Transit Blog. Retrieved from http://humantransit.org/2014/05/houston-a-transit-network-
reimagined.html

3 Laura Bliss. How Houston's Bus Network Got Its Groove Back. 5 April 2016. City Lab. Retrieved from http://www.citylab.com/commute/2016/04/how-
houstons-bus-network-got-its-groove-back/476784/
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Houston Frequent Network — Before Change
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Houston transformed its bus network from limited span and frequency (above) to an expansive high frequency network (below).
Source: Human Transit, Jarrett Walker
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Figure 2-8

Frequent Transit Network Vision: Tier 1 and Tier 2 Quarter-Mile Walk Access
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Figure 2-9  Frequent Transit Network Vision: Tier 1 and Tier 2 with Transit Propensity Index
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FTN Branding

Based on outreach findings, the current UTA frequent transit network branding is not readily visible to
the average rider. UTA’s current service types are not defined primarily based on frequency, but on a
combination of service qualities including purpose, stop spacing, and frequency, e.g., types include local,
shuttle, flex, commuter, express, and fast bus. UTA is rolling out Bus Rapid Transit lines outside of Salt
Lake City and “Core Service”—branded high-frequency services with improved reliability, a higher level of
stop/station amenities, and protection from service cuts to provide customers with the same guarantee of
permanence associated with TRAX. UTA’s Core Service would likely be largely consistent with the FTN
corridors recommended in the Transit Master Plan.

Branding for the FTN should be coordinated with UTA'’s roll out of branded Core Service.

Chapter 5: Supportive Programs and Policies provides a more detailed discussion of service branding,
including examples of frequent transit network branding in other cities.

Proposed Secondary Transit Hubs to Support Grid System

Salt Lake Central Station, located on the west side of & - TS
downtown Salt Lake City on 600 W between 200 S and 400 l =
S, is the city’s primary intermodal transportation hub. It
connects TRAX, FrontRunner, numerous bus routes, and
interstate coach services like Amtrak and Greyhound.
However, Salt Lake Central requires out-of-direction travel
for some bus routes and is therefore not optimal as a
downtown layover location for these routes. In addition, its
bus layover facilities are at capacity and cannot
accommodate additional bus service at peak times.

. . . Source: Flickr Matt' Johnson

The concept of developing additional transit centers and

layover facility locations has been studied in the past, although locations previously studied in downtown
are no longer available. Proposed locations identified as part of the Transit Master Plan analysis include:

= East Downtown, vicinity of 200 S and 700 E. An additional, centrally-located facility would
support current, high transit demand in east downtown and provide additional layover capacity to
support implementation of the FTN. A high-frequency bus service grid would in-turn make
transfers at a secondary transit center more convenient.

= The University of Utah campus. The University of Utah is one of the city’s largest trip
generators. However, UTA does not currently have dedicated layover facilities on the campus and
existing facilities lack capacity to expand service to/from the University.

The areas stretching from downtown to the University of Utah are the most common origins/destinations
for trips in Salt Lake City. Corridors serving these proposed transit hub locations (including Route 2 along
200 S) have some of the highest bus ridership in Salt Lake City. In addition, routes operating on 500E and
900E could benefit from close proximity to an east downtown transit hub. With implementation of the
FTN, increased ridership on these routes and corridors would be better served with these additional
transit hubs. Finally, creating more layover space for UTA buses is a major factor in enabling additional
transit service to be provided in Salt Lake City, including implementation of the envisioned FTN network.

SALT LAKE CITY TRANSIT MASTER PLAN | Transit Service | 2-17



LOCAL SERVICE NETWORK

The FTN is designed to serve long, direct citywide corridors. This includes TRAX light rail, Bus Rapid
Transit, and other frequent bus modes that are oriented to serve longer-distance trips and have a longer
spacing between stops. Local transit service extends the reach of transit to neighborhoods and
employment areas that are not within walking distance of the frequent transit network. While the FTN
serves long, citywide corridors, other local service is designed to connect neighborhoods and employment
areas to the FTN. Traditional fixed-route local bus service and first-last mile services are recommended to
extend local transit access in Salt Lake City.

This chapter focuses on local service strategies. Other strategies to provide “first-last mile” access to
transit are discussed in Chapter 5: Access. These include car share, park-and-rides, bicycle sharing, and
secure bicycle parking.

Local Fixed-Route Transit Service

Local fixed-route bus service that connects to the FTN and provides neighborhood circulation is an
equally important element of the complete transit system. Coverage rather than speed is the goal for the
local network. Stop spacing as close as 600 feet can be acceptable in some cases. As with the FTN, transit
access improvements are critical to maximizing usefulness of the local services and providing equitable
access to transit service for all populations.

The local network that feeds the FTN is not a key focus of this plan since the City’s limited transit
resources will be focused on the development of the FTN.{However, the City should support UTA actions
to:

= Maintain a basic or “lifeline” level local serviceito within %2 mile of most residents. This level of
service is defined by a minimum of 60-minutefrequency for 12 hours per day. If a route cannot
support this level of service, then alternative local service models should be considered to provide
access to a FTN station. Alternative service models can also be considered to provide access to the
FTN during early morning or laterievening hours when basic local service does not operate.

= Asthe FTN is implemented;the local service network should be adjusted to ensure it
complements and supports new frequent services.

There are a variety of additional appreaches that Salt Lake City could promote to complement the
frequent transit network. The remainder of this chapter describes these strategies.

First-Last Mile Services

The “first-last mile” concept was informed by findings in the UTA First/Last Mile Study (2016) and
recognizes the need to get people to and from the transit system efficiently in areas that lack sufficient
density, demand, or street connectivity to justify providing FTN or even a basic level of traditional local
fixed-route service, as defined above. Public outreach efforts for this plan have identified a significant
need for improved first and last-mile connections in Salt Lake City.3

Where Could First-Last Mile Services be Used?

The gaps analysis conducted as part of the State of the System Fact Book (Appendix C) identified
geographic areas and times-of-day where parts of the city lack convenient or any access to transit service.
The recommended FTN would help meet these needs; however, first-last mile services could be used to
provide cost-effective access to the FTN in parts of the city where geographic or temporal gaps would

3 UTA conducted a First Mile/Last Mile Study in 2016, but this system wide study only covered TRAX stations in Salt Lake City.
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remain. Figure 2-10 illustrates conceptual zones where first-last mile services could be explored. These
include:
=  Western Salt Lake City, west of Redwood Road or 1-215 (primarily employment-oriented demand)
= University of Utah Research Park (primarily employment-oriented demand)
= Southeast Salt Lake City, including the East Bench (primarily residential)
= Glendale/Poplar Grove neighborhoods (primarily residential)
= Rose Park/Fairpark neighborhoods (primarily residential)
= Northern part of Greater Avenues neighborhood (primarily residential)
These conceptual zones were defined based on a quarter-mile walking distance of the recommended FTN,

illustrated in Figure 2-11. The defined zones include areas that would be served by Tier 2 FTN corridors,
which may only be implemented in the longer-term time frame.
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Figure 2-10  First-Last Mile Service Zones
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Figure 2-11  First-Last Mile Service Zones with Quarter-Mile Walking Distance from FTN
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How Do First-Last Mile Services Work?

The graphics below illustrate how first/last mile services could be implemented to extend the reach of
transit service for both employment areas in west Salt Lake City and residential neighborhoods by
enabling seamless connections to the frequent transit network.

1. Employment Areas: Employers beyond the reach of transit in industrial areas in West Salt Lake City can
partner to fund a shared shuttle service. Shuttle schedules would be coordinated with employee working hours
and serve one or more major transit stations.

W
TRANSIT
pan

STATION

Employee takes bus
to transit station

2. Lower-Density Residential Areas: Some

neighborhoods in Salt Lake City lack sufficient .
density or demand to make it cost-effective to ;;2?2:,
provide FTN and/or local service but still.have - :
important transit needs. On-demand ride service :

companies, such as Lyft and‘Uber, can provide

cost-effective demand-responsive shared ride

service in these areas. They can also help meet

citywide needs to connect to the FTN outside of

local transit operating hours. The City and UTA

would partner with these companies to provide a

discounted fare on trips to transit stations or

other identified neighborhood destinations such

as a grocery store. For example:

= Aresident eligible for a discounted trip
requests an on-demand ride from their
home.

= The on-demand ride service company
schedules a shared ride to/from
designated transit stations or
neighborhood services.

=  The resident uses the FTN to travel

to/from their destination. ... On-Demand Frequent Transit
Ride Services Network
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First-Last Mile Strategy Success Factors

Factors that contribute to success for these local service strategies should be considered as these
approaches are implemented. Alternative local services should strive to achieve the following:

= Ensure cost effectiveness. Target popular origins and destinations that will allow the service
to reach critical mass rather than having underutilized capacity.

= Connect to existing services. Integrate and coordinate effectively with other transit services
to ensure the service will successfully provide a first-last mile connection.

= Leverage partnerships. Developing the service as a partnership, between multiple public
agencies or between public and private organizations, can distribute management and operation
of the service as well as associated costs.

Examples of First-Last Mile Services

This section provides specific examples of first-last mile services that have been developed around the
country to extend the reach of transit service. These types of services fall into two general categories:

=  Community shuttles to complement fixed-route transit service.
These shuttles can serve fixed-routes or may provide service on-
demand. Shuttles can be operated by transit agencies, non-profits,
or public-private partnerships. Shuttles may also be sponsored by
major employers or a Transportation Management Association
(TMA) to connect major employment areas to transit'service.

= On-demand ride services companies offer on-demand, point-to-  Source: Ride Connection
point transportation that passengers can use to'access the frequent
transit network. These companies use an online-enabled application
or platform to enable booking a trip'on a computer or smartphone. ]
This means that a ride can be summoned.easily when and where |

o

transit is not available. The difference between on-demand ride v !

services companies and taxisis that passengers are connected to i [E
|

drivers who use their personal vehicles rather than those owned by =
the taxi company. Uber and Lyft are currently operating in Salt Lake ;‘_"__m-;

—

City. =

Figure 2-12 summarizes characteristics of these types of services. Successful >/

case studies of each type of strategy are detailed in subsequent sections.

Figure 2-12  First-Last Mile Service Strategy Characteristics and Applications
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Fixed-Route Community Shuttle Case Studies

Fixed-route community shuttles, sometimes described as neighborhood circulators, are used
effectively in some cities to serve short trips within communities, feed major transit routes (e.g.,
rail, BRT, or frequent bus service), shopping, employment, and other activities. Community
shuttles often use smaller-capacity vehicles, such as 20 to 25 passenger mini-buses, to provide
local transit service in lower-density residential neighborhoods or areas of challenging
topography that are more difficult to serve with conventional fixed-route transit service. Some
communities have maximized the cost-effectiveness of this model through special contracted
rates for community shuttle operators (e.g., Vancouver BC case study) or services operated by
non-profits (e.g., Ride Connection case study).

Shuttle Bug—Chicago, IL

In operation since 1996, the Shuttle Bug program
offers convenient door-to-door and fixed-route
service from Metra Commuter Rail stations to
employer sites on accessible Pace buses. The
program is a public-private partnership between
the TMA of Lake Cook (covering the Chicago
suburbs of Buffalo Grove, Deerfield, Glenview,
Northbrook, Des Plaines, Lake Forest, Lincolnshire,
Mettawa, and Riverwoods in Cook and Lake
County, lllinois), Pace Suburban Bus, Metra
Commuter Rail, and local area businesses.

Regular fare is $2.00 per trip, but employees ‘of
member businesses ride free with a company-
issued Ventra card.! Currently, there are 14 routes
connecting about 40 companies with,eightsMetra
stations and serving about 1,200 daily.trips.2
While operations are managedientirely by the
Lake Cook TMA, operational costs'are shared by Pace, Metra, and area businesses. Funding
sources include federal grants, local municipal funding, state funding, foundation funding, and
private contributions. Companies'contribute funds based on ridership as well as company
headcount.

Source: TMA of Lake-Cook

By sharing operating costs and leveraging private-public partnerships, the Shuttle Bug program
has become nationally-recognized in successfully providing a first-last mile solution as well as
numerous benefits to participating employers.
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Ride Connection—Portland, OR

Ride Connection is a non-profit, community service organization in the tri-county area of
Portland, Oregon that is mostly focused on meeting the transportation needs of older adults and
people with disabilities. The organization is made up of a network of over 30 agencies,
providing a variety of transportation services such as Community Connector Shuttles for rural
communities where regular fixed-route transit service is limited or unavailable.

< = Open to the general public,

1 r ' Community Connector Shuttles are
currently available in the cities of
Tualatin (Tualatin Shuttle), Forest
Grove (Grovelink), and Hillsboro
(North Hillsboro Link). These shuttles
are intended to provide
transportation for commuters to and
from TriMet stations, including WES
Commuter Rail in Tualatin, TriMet
(regional transit operator) Line 57 in
Forest Grove, and Orenco Station in
Hillsboro. Ride Connection operates
S [l Cofmesian Community Connector shuttles,

providing drivers, vehicles, and
scheduling. Planning for a Community Connector shuttle includes close coordination with
communities being served as well as collaboration withyTriMet.3

Ride Connection receives funding from a variety of sources, including federal and state grants
from the Oregon Department of Transportation, TriMet, private foundation grants, and
corporate and individual donations. Programs are largely supported through volunteer hours—
including volunteer drivers—who are typically members of the community recruited by Ride
Connection. Success of these shuttles has/dbeen possible by targeting specific communities and
connecting directly to regional transit'service.

TransLink—Vancouver, BC

TranslLink, the transit providerifor the Vancouver BC region, has a community shuttle program
that serves a number of neighborhoods in the city of Vancouver and communities in outer
suburban areas. Shuttle routes were created to provide more economical transit service to low-
ridership areas but have been implemented in a variety of operating environments from quiet
suburbs to dense, urban areas. Coast Mountain Bus Company (CMBC)—a wholly-owned
subsidiary of TransLink—operates the shuttles. Routes complement downtown transit service,
provide feeder service from outer neighborhoods to downtown-bound rail or BRT service, and
operate as circulators within the University of British Columbia (UBC) campus.

For the Vancouver region, community shuttles have proven to be a lower-cost option for
providing transit services to underserved areas. Operating cost per service hour is about 36%
lower for CMBC-operated shuttles than regular bus service, and about 54% lower for
contracted shuttle service. This is partially due to lower labor costs, as community shuttle drivers
are part of a separate component of the bus union and have a different motor vehicle licensing
requirement since no air brakes are used in shuttle vehicles. Additionally, these shuttles tend to
travel shorter distances, reducing maintenance costs. Overall, the program has been impactful in
providing a link from outer suburban communities to central transit service more cost-effectively
than conventional fixed-route service.

SALT LAKE CITY TRANSIT MASTER PLAN | Transit Service | 2-25




Mountain View Community Shuttle—Mountain View, CA

The Mountain View Community Shuttle circulates throughout the City of Mountain View,
connecting residences, offices, park and recreational facilities, medical services, shopping
centers, and entertainment venues. Currently still a pilot program, the service was developed as
public-private partnership between the City of Mountain View and Google.

This fareless service operates Monday through Friday between 10 a.m. to 6 p.m. and between
12 p.m. and 8 p.m. on weekends and holidays. Two routes—one clockwise and one
counterclockwise—serve the same loop and operate at a frequency of approximately 30
minutes. Transit connections are available to the regional commuter rail (Caltrain), employer
commuter shuttles, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), and other Mountain View
shuttles provided by the local Transportation Management Association, mvgo.3
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Google is funding the pilot program operating costs for two years. The purchase of four new
all-electric buses—produced by Motiv Power Systems—was made possible through California
Energy Commission (CEC) grants.® Ridership for the service has continued to increase since the
launch of the service in January 2015. The service captured 3,393 riders in the first month of
operation but monthly ridership for all of 2015 was an average of 8,089 with a total of
97,079 riders. Ridership for January through March of 2016 totaled 30,977 riders, a 60%
increase from the same months in 2015.7

1 Ventra Cards is a fare payment system for Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) and Pace.

2 TMA of Lake-Cook. About the Shuttle Bug Program. 2016. Retrieved from http:/tmalakecook.org/shuttle-bug/about-the-shuttle-bug
3 Ride Connection. Retrieved from  https://rideconnection.org/ride/services/community-connectors

4 SDOT. Transit Master Plan Appendix D: Community Shuttles. April 2012.

5 Mountain View Community Shuttle. Retrieved from https://mvcommunityshuttle.com/

6 Stephen Hall, 9 to 5 Goggle. Google Launches 100% electric, WiFi-powered Mountain View Community Shuttle Program. January 2015.
Retrieved from http:/9to5google.com/2015/01/13/google-mountain-view-community-shuttle/

7 Mountain View Community Shuttle. Operational Statistics Summary. March 2016. Retrieved from https:/mvcommunityshuttle.com/statistics/
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On-Demand Shuttle Case Studies

On-demand shuttles, operated by a public or private entity, provide a flexible end-to-end or first-last
mile transit option that is often more cost-effective than fixed-route service. This type of service could be
considered to serve employers in Western Salt Lake City.

VTA FLEX—San Jose, CA

In January 2016, Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) began a new pilot program in North San Jose,
called FLEX, which offers on-demand transit service between regular transit stops and high-density
employment centers and /or retail centers.

FLEX is not a fixed-route service and does not make scheduled stops. It operates in a 3.25 square mile
service area that surrounds VTA's Tasman Light Rail Station. Travelers can request a ride using their
smart phone or on the VTA website. A driver is then dispatched to pick up the passenger, who is
provided with directions to the pick-up location. Other riders with similar travel destinations are picked
up and dropped off during the course of the ride. Although the wait time is dependent on the number of
trip requests at the given time, the software interface provides an estimated arrival time based on the
driver’s GPS location and trip load.'This service is still in the pilot phase’but has received positive
feedback from users, who have experienced shorter travel times to dndfrom VTA light rail stations.2
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RTD Call-n-Ride-Denver, CO

The Regional Transportation District (RTD) runs

Call-n-Rides for 21 service areas in the

Denver region. Passengers can request a ride
up to two hours in advance by directly calling
the driver’s cell phone. Advanced reservations

(up to 2 weeks ahead of time) can also be

made via the RTD Call-n-Ride website. Some

Call-n-Ride service areas also provide

scheduled stops, where riders can wait to be

picked up and then be dropped off
anywhere within the service area.
Additionally, some communities have
coordinated with RTD to provide deviated

fixed-route service to better meet the needs

of the community.3

Funding for the service is primarily by federal
grants and RTD’s operating budget but many

local partners also help fund the service in

their area. Call-n-Ride has been a successful

first and last mile connection to other RTD
services and final destinations. RTD service
standards specify Call-n-Ride areas to be
between four and 10 square miles with two
to four persons per acre and one to three
employees per acre. Productivity of Call-n-
Ride services typically ranges from about
three (minimum standard) to 10 daily
boardings per revenue hour. Productivity in

the range of four to six boardings per hour is

considered to be successful.

208
B

Source: City of Golden

RTD Call-n-Ride for the City of Golden includes a

fixed-route deviated service.

Sources:

1 VTA. FLEX. 2016. Retrieved from http://www.vta.org/getting-around/vta-flex
2 Five Stars for FLEX!. January 2016. Retrieved from http://www.vta.org/News-and-Media/Connect-with-VTA/Five-Stars-for-FLEX#.VwrW3RMrL-Y
3 City of Golden. Community Call-n-Ride Bus. Retrieved from http://www.cityofgolden.net/live/transit-services/community-call-n-ride-bus/
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On-Demand Ride Services Case Studies .
On-demand ride services refers to on-demand, point-to-point
transportation services that are scheduled and paid for using an online- VIO
enabled application or platform, such as smart phone apps (e.g., Uber :
and Lyft). Unlike taxis, passengers are connected to drivers who use their
personal vehicles rather than vehicles associated with a company. These
companies tend to cater to individuals traveling across town or to the
airport but some are specifically designed as a carpool service. Some
services are also catering to older adult populations by partnering with
third party internet providers. These partnerships allow people without
access to a smart phone to request a ride via the internet instead via a
smart phone. Transit agencies, employers, and communities are also v
beginning to use these companies to serve first and last-mile gaps in the '
transportation system.

Via—Chicago, IL and New York, NY

Q- q q . Source: Via
Via is a privately-operated on-demand ride service company that

transports multiple passengers heading in the same directionThe service is available in Chicago
and New York City. Users can access the service via a smartphone, app where they enter their
origin and destination and are then directed to a nearby pick-up location. Passengers are
dropped off close to their final destination. Riders who pre-pay for their ride are charged a
flat fee of $5. Riders who choose not to pre-pay incuria’$2 surcharge. This service operates in
dense areas of Chicago and New York, strategically targeting first and last-mile connections for
transit users within the service area.!

Split—Washington, DC

Split operates an on-demand ride sérvice to multiple passengers traveling in the same direction
in central Washington DC, including fitst- and last-mile connections for transit users. Users must
access the service via a smartphone appiywhere they enter their origin and destination and are
then directed to a nearby pick-upilocation. Riders are charged a $2 base fare and $1 per
extra mile but are able to split the fare with other riders, making the cost more affordable.?

SunRail Uber Partnership—Altamonte Springs, FL

The City of Altamonte Springs is the first city in the country to subsidize Uber rides to and from
transit stations. Uber users starting or ending a trip at the Altamonte Springs SunRail station
receive a 25% discount on their fare. Additionally, users traveling anywhere within the city limits
via Uber have 20% of their fare paid for by the city. The city hopes that this pilot program will
encourage SunRail ridership, reduce traffic congestion, and provide a more affordable travel
option for all residents and visitors. Users must access Uber using the mobile app and enter a
promo code to receive the discount on their ride.3
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Lyft’s Friends with Transit Campaign

According to Lyft, 25% of its riders use the service
to connect to public transit. Lyft is beginning a
campaign to bridge the first and last mile gap, | woT sTOP.
connecting its service with transit. In October 20135,
Lyft began its first official partnership with a transit
agency, Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART). The
partnership allows users to access Lyft as a :.._ -
transportation option within DART’s mobile — : — —
application. Through the application, users are able 0V L/t

to view the location of Lyft vehicles and request a ride, enabling an on-demand ride service.
Lyft and DART made an agreement that lets users get $5 off their first ten Lyft rides.

Jurisdictions and agencies across the T':I E so LUTI ON

country are beginning to coordinate e
with on-demand ride services
companies in a variety of ways, m
ranging from software collaborations to
allocation of passenger loading space
at transit stops (or other designated
zones) to subsidies. In addition to Lyft
(above), DART also partnered with
Uber and Zipcar to connect mobile
apps. Users who access the DART
GoPass app have direct access to
Uber, Lyft, and Zipcar mobile Source: Livable City

applications. DART riders still have toyarrange and pay separately for the ride share service.
A San Francisco non-profit, Livable City, partnered with Lyft to designate loading zones for
rideshare users at the San Francisco regional commuter rail (CalTrain) station to promote the
connection between ridesharing and transit.>¢ Livermore-Amador Valley Transit Authority
(LAVTA) in California is pursuing.@ subsidy program with Lyft to promote demand-responsive
ridesharing as an alternative to low-performing LAVTA routes that provide access to Bay Area
Rapid Transit (BART) stations. The Denton County Transportation Authority (DCTA) in Texas is
also in the process of providing subsidies for first and last mile trips made with Uber.”

CAN'T STOP,

Other Partnership Examples

TAXI

1 Via. 2015. Retrieved from http://ridewithvia.com/

2 Split. 2016. Retrieved from http://split.us/

3 Veronica Brezina, Click Orlando. Altamonte Springs Uber discounts begin. March 2016. Retrieved from
http://www.clickorlando.com/news/altamonte-springs-becomes-first-us-city-to-partner-with-uber-hopes-to-increase-sunrail-ridership

4 Bill Zeeble, Kera News. DART Works With Lyft, Uber, Zipcar To Ease Your Trip. October 2015. Retrieved from http://keranews.org/post/dart-
works-lyft-uber-zipcar-ease-your-trip

5 11" Hour Project. December 2015. Retrieved from http://www.11thhourproject.org/press/the-11th-hour-project-announces-winners-of-the-just-
transit-sf-challenge-de

6 Livable City. Curbing the CalTrain Cluster. December 2015. Retrieved from http:/livablecity.org/curbthecluster/

7 Bj Lewis, Dallas Morning News. DCTA plan to add options. May 2015. Retrieved from http://www.dallasnews.com/news/community-
news/lewisville-flower-mound/headlines/20150531-dcta-plans-to-add-options.ece
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Applicability of First-Last Mile Service Types and Case Studies to Salt Lake City

Services similar to those described in the above case studies are recommended to improve local
transit connections to the retail/employment centers and residential areas in Salt Lake City as
identified above. Each of the case studies targets connections to a retail/employer oriented area, a
residential-oriented area, or both. Figure 2-13 summarizes the target markets for each of the case
studies.

Figure 2-13  Summary of Target Areas for First-Last Mile Service Types and Case Studies

Retail/Employer Residential

Service Type Case Study Oriented Oriented
Pace Shuttle Bu X
) Ride Connection X
Fixed-Route Community Connector
Community - -
Shuttle TransLink Community Shuttles X
Mountain View X X
Community Shuttle
On-Demand VTA FLEX X
Community ]
Shuttle RTD Call-n-Ride X X
Via X
On-Demand Ride Split X
Services On-Demand Ride Services X X
Partnership (Various)

Non-vehicular connections, such as bike share, can also serve as a viable option for improving connections
to transit. Bicycle /pedestrian first-last mile sttategies are described in Chapter 4.
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS -
SERVICE IMPROVEMENTS

The following table outlines specific service improvements that are recommended in the Transit
Master Plan. High priority strategies are highlighted in blue.

Figure 2-14  Service Improvement Recommendations

Recommendation What is the Who is When should
Category recommendation? Why do it? responsible? it happen?*
Develop an FTN ina
phased approach.
Implement high priority - . —_—
Frequent Transit corridors for Salt Lake City ;ﬁfé'ngigggﬂor;g Ll Lead: UTA
Network (FTN)-Tier 1 2.1 | thatare already identified in - di%ions thatpwill - e Near-Term
Existing/Planned the UTA Network Study and | o' Support: City
supported by the Transit '
Master Plan analysis and
outreach.
Develop an FTN in a
Frequent Transit phased approach. Tier 1 corridors have
Network (FTN)-Tier 1 99 Implement highest priority conditions new or in the Lead: UTA Near-Term to
Transit Master Plan ’ corridors for Salt Lake City. near-term that will merit Support: City Medium-Term
Recommendations beyond those already FTN status.
planned by UTA.
Develop an FTN inla Tier 2 corridors are
Frequent Transit phased approach. prole_c_ted fo have .
. conditions that merit FTN .
Network (FTN)-Tier 2 23 Implement longer-term status in the future. The Lead: UTA Lona-Term
Transit Master Plan ' priority. corridors.for Salt imolementation of fhe FTN | Support: City g
Recommendations Lake City.beyond those P .
will serve long, direct
already planned by UTA. L .
citywide corridors.
Construct additional transit | To support current transit | Lead: UTA
. centers in the vicinity of 200 | demand and the Support: City, -
New Transit Hubs = S and 700 E and on the development of the high- University of Medium-Term
University of Utah campus. | frequency grid network. Utah
As the FTN is implemented,
adapt local routes to support :
the FTN. Maitan a basc or | A COMPIte tansi system
“lifeline” level local service orﬁente d routes (or g
. ithin % mi , . Lead: UTA ,
Local Service Network 2.5 ig:ivc;?ggs/(zamnl:m;l:nn?sotf 60 alternative services) that . Ongoing
minute frequencies for 12 provide connections to the | SUPPOrt: City
hours per day) or consider F.T . and neighborhood
. : circulation.
an alternative service
model.

1 Uber for Business and Lyft for Work allow companies to set up a specific business account for their employees to request and pay for rides seamlessly within the
organization. These services also include ridesharing functions.

*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long term = 6-10 years. Chapter 7: Implementation will provide corridor-level phasing guidance.

High priority strategies
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Recommendation What is the Who is When should
Category # recommendation? Why do it? responsible? it happen?*
Employers beyond the
reach of transit in
Consider implementing an | industrial areas can fund a | Lead: UTA
employer-oriented shared shuttle service Support: City,
First-Last Mile Service 26 community shuttle pilot from major transit stations | |ocal businesses, Near-Term
Strategies ’ program to serve to help retain and attract employers,
employment sites in western | employees. Partnerships University of
Salt Lake City. across multiple employers | Utah
can be particularly cost
effective.
Some neighborhoods in
. Salt Lake City lack
Develop pilot programs . .
and/or partnerships with SUTICIENt Censity or
cor p P demand to justify providing i
private or non-profit . Lead: City
transportation providers FTN or local service but S - UTA
ransp p e still have transit needs. upport: ’
including on-demand ride Citywide, there are transit private or non-
First-Last Mile Service services companies such as T 5 profit service
. 2.7 o needs eutside of transit . Near-Term
Strategies Lyft gnd Uber, to fill in | opératingours. On- providers, on-
spatial and temporal gaps in demand rid®services demand ride
transit service. This includes compani . services
: . . panies can provide a .
first-last mile connections iy . i companies
. cost-effective demand
generally, shift workers, off- . .
eak entertainment, etc IR
P i areas beyond the reach of
transit.
Conduct outreach to tlimployer:s ;ntzy ill:eﬂl?lgyond
empig yfmagy of ast ingurset?igl ;)reas suchlgs Lead: City
_ _ _ mile connections to educate western Salt Lake City: by Support:.On-
First-Last Mile Service them on theopportunity to . . demand ride
. 2.8 Qo . partnering with on-demand _ Near-Term
Strategies fundilast mile trips for their ride services companies services
employees using tools like employers can facilitate | companies,
W for Business and Lyf employees taking transit to | €MPIOYers
for Work!
work
Foster creation of a Such an organization can
. help the City and UTA Lead: City
Transportation Management devpelop alttgrnative multi- | Support; UTA
Other 2.9 | Association (TMA) lover firstlastimil PROrt-UTA, | Near-Term
comprising west Salt Lake | EMPIOYEr first-las "l" € " employers and
City employers. é(ietr)\lnces in west Salt Lake | |ocal businesses

1 Uber for Business and Lyft for Work allow companies to set up a specific business account for their employees to request and pay for rides

seamlessly within the organization. These services also include ridesharing functions.

*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long term = 6-10 years. Chapter 7: Implementation will provide corridor-level phasing

guidance.
High priority strategies
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3 CAPITAL

This chapter defines the capital elements of the Salt Lake City Transit Master plan, which include
investments in transit corridors and facilities. The capital recommendations will support
implementation of the frequent transit network (FTN) by enabling transit to run faster and more
reliably and improving facilities to make it more comfortable and convenient to access transit.

CAPITAL INVESTMENT PRINCIPLES/FRAMEWORK

The City’s goals (see Chapter 1) prioritize operating and capital investments that increase the
number of people riding transit; improve air quality; connect transit-dependent populations with
jobs, education, and services; and create economically-vibrant, livable places. Transit capital
investments help Salt Lake City accomplish these goals by making transit travel highly efficient
and reliable, treating transit as a priority in the street rights of way, and developing safe and
comfortable transit access and facilities.

The following principles were used, along with the Transit'‘Master Plan’s analysis of current and
potential transit corridors, to guide where Salt Lake City should prioritize capital improvements
to make service faster and more reliable.

= Ridership potential—enhanced transit'experience for existing riders and attract new
riders

= Cost-effectiveness—investment-per,passenger (accounting for corridor length)

» Land use—corridor land use (including density, street connectivity, etc.) that supports a
particular mode or level ofiinvestment

= Corridor conditions—Paotential (need) for travel time savings and right-of-way
opportunity or constraint

The assessment of capital priorities also documents alignment between existing UTA, Wasatch
Front Regional Council and City plans and priorities, Transit Master Plan goals, and public input
received through the plan’s outreach process.

TRANSIT MODES AND AMENITIES

UTA provides a variety of transit modes in Salt Lake City including bus, streetcar, TRAX light rail,
and FrontRunner commuter rail. Figure 3-1 describes characteristics of transit modes already
operated by UTA and others recommended in this plan that do not currently operate in Salt Lake
City:

= Enhanced Bus. Enhanced Bus uses features like transit signal priority (TSP) or queue
jumps to help buses avoid delay at traffic signals and bypass congestion. Figure 3-3
illustrates typical features of corridors. The UTA Network Study (2013) recommended a
set of these corridors (referred to as Bus Plus), including many of the FTN corridors
identified in Chapter 2 and the Transit Master Plan priority corridors discussed in this
chapter.
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Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). UTA operates one BRT line outside of Salt Lake City and
there are several proposed BRT projects in the UTA service area. BRT includes the
features of Enhanced Bus, but is distinguished by dedicated lanes to provide fast, reliable
travel times. It is often described as light rail with rubber-tire vehicles.

Community Shuttle. Community shuttles are flexible services designed to meet
specific transit market needs. The employer shuttles recommended in Chapter 2 are a
form of community shuttle service. Other types of community shuttles may be
appropriate to meet future potential needs in Salt Lake City. Key success factors for
Community Shuttles include large trip generators and well-defined markets.
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Figure 3-1  Salt Lake City Existing and Recommended Transit Modes

Recommended

Service Level

Existing and Planned

Access: Station | Vehicle Features

Running Way

Station Amenities

(Frequency) Services Spacing [1] | Capacity Features [2]
Commuter | = 30 minutes = Provo- Central Station - N. 5-10 miles Locomotive = Grade-separated Fully-featured
Rail Temple — Ogden pulls variable running-way stations
number of Enhanced fare
coach cars collection
with 100-135 Real-time
seals each information
FrontRunner
capacity
currently at
500
TRAX Light | = Frequent = Red Line: South Jordan - % -1 mile 400 = Dedicated Fully-featured
Rail Service (15 Downtown - University of (assumes 4 running-way stations
min. or better Utah carswithup | = Transit signal Enhanced fare
all day - see = Blue Line: Draper, Sandy - to 100 person priority (TSP) for collection
Chapter 2) Downtown capacity) entire corridor Real-time
= Green Line: West Valley - _ Branded information
Downtown - Airport P Y vehicles
Sgurce: Nelson\Nygaard
Streetcar Existing S-Line Ya- Yz mile 100 = Mixed-traffic Fully-featured
Planned S-Line Extension (as)sumes 1 (cmljld use . stations
car exclusive or semi- Enhanced fare
Planned Downtown Streetcar Branded exclqsive running collection
vehicles way in congested Real-time
corridors) information
BRT None in Salt Lake City 13— Y mile 40-90 = Dedicated running Fully-featured
One line (outside of Salt Lake (articulated) way.in congested stations
City): UTA MAX between Branded corridors Enhanced fare
Magna, the West Valley vehicles = Transit signal collection
Central TRAX Station, and the priority (TSP) for Real-time
Millcreek TRAX station in — entire corridor information
South Salt Lake souree: UTA
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Recommended

Service Level Existing and Planned Access: Station | Vehicle Features Running Way Station Amenities
(Frequency) Services Spacing [1] | Capacity Features [2]
Enhanced None in Salt Lake City Yy - Y mile = Typically 40 Similar to BRT, but | = High-end
Bus Planned corridors include Bus foot bus without dedicated shelters and
Plus Corridors identified in * 40-60 lanes amenities at
UTA Network Study (see Spot high ridership
Figure 3-8) improvements stops
and/or TSP) at = Quality rider
congested information
intersections
Enhanced bus stop in Glendale, CA.
Source: NACTO
Local Bus | 30 or 60 minutes | 21 local routes within Salt Ve =Ya mile = 40-60 Typically runs in = Prioritized
Lake City mixed-traffic based on
ridership
thresholds (see
Chapter 6)
Community | 30 minutes (may | None in Salt Lake City Variable fixed- | = 15-30 N/A = Branded
hours) recommended to serve based on land small

employment areas in west
Salt Lake City

Community Shuttle in Portland, OR.
Source: Wikimedia Steve Morgan

use, or on-
demand

standard bus

[1] See Figure 3-4 for additional detail on stop spacing. [2] Additional detail on recommended station amenities is provided in Chapter 6.
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Transit Modes, Features, and Supportive Land Use

Land use density and transit service should be developed in concert to ensure their mutual benefit and
success. High-quality transit modes that provide frequent service and a high-level of amenities require
supportive land use to generate enough riders to be cost-effective. As shown in Figure 3-2, light rail and
streetcar services require a relatively high density of population and jobs to warrant their higher
passenger-carrying capacity and capital cost. BRT and Enhanced Bus service have a lower capital cost,
operating cost, and passenger carrying capacity than rail and can be successful with a more moderate level
of density. In addition to population and employment density, street connectivity and safe pedestrian and
bicycle access are also important to support ridership across all modes.

Figure 3-2  Salt Lake City Transit Modes, Land Use Conditions, and Capital Features
AVERAGE LAND USE DENSITY FEATURES

'i‘l'a\ antire corridar
46+ people and/or - Branded chicles

30+ employees * Enhariced far: collection

per acre = e Tnformation

000

sEEEEEm ...-;" STREETCAR

[ ] [ | * Fully featured transit stations
Py » Branded vehicles
e « Enh f llecti
20-80 Brmplossoes nhanced fare collection

* Real time information

RS « Line level branding

CAPITAL INVESTMENT

BUS RAPID TRANSIT

= Fully featured transit stations

» Dedicated running way in congested corridors
36-45 people and/or » Transit signal priority for entire corridor
20-30 employees * Branded vehicles
e * Enhanced fare collection

* Real time information
24-44 people and/or - Spot improvemen a; eznngested tntersectinns
16-25 employees | = Transit Signal Prlori‘tg at congested !ntersectluns
per acre = High-end shelters/amenities at high ridership st

Quality rider information -
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Two proposed transit modes for Salt Lake City are Enhanced Bus and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). The main
difference is that BRT includes dedicated lanes. Both types of bus service make transit run faster and
more reliably and provide high-quality amenities at bus stops and stations. Figure 3-3 highlights the key

elements of these types of high-quality bus corridors.
Figure 3-3  Elements of High Quality Bus Corridors

TRANSIT SIGNAL PRIORITY

Intersection improvements
including transit signal priority
(TSP) allow buses to bypass
congestion. TSP gives buses
earlier and/or longer green
lights.

ENHANCED STATIONS

Enhanced amenities include
raised platforms, off-board

fare payment, real-time arrival
information, larger shelters, bike
parking, and other passenger
amenities.

BIKE PARKING

Bike parking and GREENbike
bike share at stations increase
the reach of transit.

=) RUNNING WAY

BRANDING AND VEHICLES 4
Unique designs make buses and /\
stations more visible, raising — -
awareness and increasing
customer expectations for
higher levels of service.

Martijn van Exel, Flick

ENHANCED FARE
COLLECTION SYSTEMS
Off-board fare collection using
ticket vending machines, card
readers, and other tools at
stations allow passengers to
load without waiting in line to
pay their fares.

IMPROVEMENTS

Could include bus-only lanes
that separate transit from traffic
and are clearly marked or queue
jumps.
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Stop Spacing

Stop spacing refers to the distance between stops on a transit route or corridor. The number of stops is a
tradeoff between access and speed. A shorter distance between stops increases access to a transit line, but
reduces speed. This tradeoff often varies by mode, as shown in Figure 3-4. Access is a priority for local
service — stops can be spaced as close as /s mile apart. Services along the FTN, however, place a greater
emphasis on speed. Bus Rapid Transit and Enhanced Bus corridors that serve relatively straight corridors
across the city should have longer stop spacing. Higher-quality stops spaced ¥4 to %2 mile apart on
average mean that few passengers have to walk more than about ¥4 mile to a stop along these corridors.
TRAX serves longer-distance regional connections and therefore has longer stop spacing. In areas with
dense destinations, such as downtown, FTN stop spacing can be more frequent.

Figure 3-4  Stop Spacing Guidelines by Mode

1/8 - 1/4 mile Stop Spacing

LOCALBUS e—eo—eo—o—o—o—o—o—o—0—0—0¢—0—0—0—0—@

FREQUENT TRANSIT NETWORK

114 - 1/3 mile Stop Spacing
BUS PLUS/ .
ENHANCED BUS

® ® [ [ [ ® ) ] ] [ ]
1/3 - 1/2 mile Stop S¥&cing

BUS RAPID

1/2 - 1 mile Stop Spacing

LIGHT RAIL

Stop Spacing Case Studies

Reducing the number of stops on a route can result in significant actual and perceived time savings
along a route, particularly where spacing is less than every 1,000 feet. Savings can range from 5 to
20% of the total running time on a route.

= Seattle, WA: King County Metro designed RapidRide stops to be about a half-mile apart. Stops
are between 500 and 1,000 feet apart in some downtown locations. Metro does not operate
parallel local service along RapidRide corridors, although some route segments have other local
service.

= Kansas City, MO. Kansas City Area Transportation Authority MAX BRT service has quarter-mile

average stop spacing. KCATA phased out local underlay service on its Main Street BRT line; most
passengers were boarding at BRT stations.

SALT LAKE CITY TRANSIT MASTER PLAN | Capital | 3-7



Bus-Rail Integration

Transit agencies use various techniques to integrate bus and rail services to improve the passenger
experience. Because UTA operates both rail and bus services, Salt Lake City does not have some of
the inter-agency coordination challenges that exist in other cities, such as fare integration.
Opportunities to improve bus-rail integration in Salt Lake City include timed connections, signage
and wayfinding, shared stops, and transit information.

|-v¥r--—

= Timed Connections. Bus and rail schedules can be e —

coordinated to enable efficient connections for key travel
patterns served by bus and rail modes.

= Signage and Wayfinding. Maps and wayfinding signage
can be designed to help passengers easily navigate
between bus and rail stops. In Portland, OR, TriMet uses
both techniques to facilitate bus and light rail transfers
along the 5th/6th Avenue Transit Malll.

= Transit Information. Real-time information displays and
apps can help passengers decide or make connections
between modes. TriMet shows both bus and light rail
arrival at Orange Line stations. In Minneapolis, Metro
Transit’s app directs riders to the closest bus and rail stops
based on their GPS location.

= Shared Platforms. Shared bus and streetcar stops enable
convenient transfers and may allow passengers to take Wayfinding on the Portland Transit Mall.
either mode for some trips. Station platforms can be Source: TriMet
designed to accommodate both bus and rail vehicles. Key
design considerations include platform height, which/needs
to accommodate wheelchair ramps, and providing
sufficient platform length to avoid delays. Buses and s [—
streetcars share stops in Minneapolis‘and Portland. = cc,:::1E IR

Lk e Ll
Lo LA mg

A, g Sl
Meglroiek Do

I Note Bupagy
@oogle [ ¢

Metro Transit app identifies bus and rail stops.
Source: Metro Transit
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Transit Master Plan Transit Corridor Analysis

Figure 3-5 illustrates a set of transit corridors that were evaluated to inform the frequent transit network
(Chapter 2) and the capital recommendations provided in this chapter.

" Phase | of the evaluation analyzed current and/or potential arterial roadway segments, created using
logical breakpoints (e.g., key intersections).

® Phase Il of the evaluation analyzed the corridors, or combinations of segments, shown in Figure 3-5.

® For the purposes of evaluation, all corridors were assumed to use a bus mode and operating
characteristics (service span and frequency).

® The metrics analyzed in Phases | and Il included:
Phase | and Il

Existing ridership
Transit Propensity Index (TPI)

Land use density current (population and employment)
Land use density future (population and employment)

Lack of access to a vehicle

Phase Il Only

Anchor /generator strength and accessibility

Potential for travel time savings and/or
improved reliability

= Ridership potential (current and future year)

Redevelopment Potential
Cost effectiveness

= Additional considerations related to capital investments included corridor right-of-way and

congested /uncongested travel time.

Appendix D provides additional detail on the evaluation.

Figure 3-5 Phase Il Corridors

—Salt Lake City— M

TRANSIT
MASTER |
PLAN

West Valley City N‘
l

Salt Lake City |“
International Airport

INDIANA AVE

CALIFORNIA AVE

South
Salt Lake

o

L1c)

W
1300 §
Y
|| Walmare Smiths’
Balpark
o

‘IF-;_,

UTA Transit Service
& FrontRunner
Strzel

(SRS

3 ofita
==

9005

Analysis Corridors

1ol cat/TRAX o snalysic Corridars

it Conter

Anchors and Destinations
) Hospital
& Collaga/University
6) Shopping Center
) Entertairment
@ Civic Building
Q) Library/Researeh Faeility
ED Religious Center
& Stadium
University of Utah

T City Limits

1l
Hedical Center

21005

Y escarch fnk

Data Saurces: UTA, Utah AGRC/ESRI
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TRANSIT CORRIDORS

The Transit Master Plan corridor analysis, which was used to develop the recommended frequent transit
network, was also used to develop priorities for capital investments in transit corridors. This section
addresses three categories of corridor projects:

= Transit Master Plan Priority Corridors. High priority corridors for the City to support with
capital investments in transit speed and reliability improvements and amenities. The plan
includes an assessment of viable mode(s) for these corridors.

= Additional Corridors Aligned with the Plan’s Goals. Additional corridors planned by UTA
or the City and supported by the Transit Master Plan.

= Other Capital Projects. Additional corridors planned by UTA or others, but with more of a
regional emphasis and not necessarily supported by the Transit Master Plan analysis.

Transit Master Plan Priority Corridors for Capital Investments

Transit Master Plan capital investment recommendations support investments in frequent service and
long hours of operation on key travel corridors and help address challenges identified through the plan’s
gaps analysis.

Figure 3-6 illustrates Salt Lake City’s highest priorities for transit corridor capital investments, including
facilities and corridor management strategies that enhance transit speed and reliability and amenities that
improve passenger comfort. These priorities are grounded in the plan’s transit corridors analysis (see
sidebar above) and an assessment of high performing corridors based on the capital investment principles
defined above. In many cases these corridors are aligned with and support the recommended FTN
described in Chapter 2. Figure 3-7 identifies these corridors.in a table along with an assessment of
compatible modes. A first step in developing capital improvements on these corridors would be to conduct
a more detailed corridor study to refine the made, specific alignment, and design.

= 200 S. 200 S is a key east-west transit corridor for bus (and potentially, future Bus Rapid Transit
and/or streetcar) service between downtown and the University. Following the City and UTA'’s
previous capital investments inimproved amenities the corridor saw an increase in transit
ridership. Developing 200,S as.a major transit corridor is envisioned as an initial implementation
priority for the City and UTA:

* North-south corridors. Several Enhanced Bus corridors are recommended to create a north-
south transit grid with approximately half-mile spacing between corridors, including the existing
TRAX line in the 200 W corridor. These corridors extend from southern city limits through the
downtown core to major destinations further north, including the State Capitol, LDS Hospital,
and into the Avenues neighborhood.

— State Street. An Enhanced Bus corridor or Bus Rapid Transit on State Street, currently
served by UTA route 200, would connect to the State Capitol.

— 500 E and 900 E. Enhanced Bus corridors on 500 E and 900 E would extend beyond the
downtown core to serve the Avenues neighborhood, including LDS hospital. One or both
corridors would serve a recommended transit center in the vicinity of 200 S.

= 400 S. A continuous east-west bus corridor along 400 S would connect Redwood Road and the
University. A bus corridor along 400 S would run parallel to TRAX between Main Street and the
University.

= 900 S and 1300 S/California. Continuous east-west cross-town bus corridors in the center of
the city would provide service to the Poplar Grove and Glendale neighborhoods, link major retail
centers along 300 W, and help develop the frequent service grid. (An at-grade freight railroad
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crossing currently precludes using 900 S as a continuous bus corridor; freight crossings can cause
significant transit delays and bus bunching, especially for frequent service. In the near-term, the
recommended FTN corridor could connect 1300 S/California and 900 S using 300 W. In the
long-term, this plan supports providing a grade-separated crossing on 900 S that would enable
continuous frequent transit service on this corridor).

North/South Temple. A combination of N. Temple and S. Temple Streets is recommended as a
continuous east-west bus corridor, supporting development of the frequent service grid. Nand S
Temple, 200 S, and 400 S provide east-west corridors approximately a third-mile apart (i.e., less
than a quarter-mile walk) through downtown and connecting to the University.

Redwood Road. Redwood Road is a significant regional and local transit corridor on the
western side of the city. It has an important role connecting neighborhoods with high transit
propensity to the frequent grid, including recommended east-west FTN corridors. Redwood Road
also serves employment areas west of Redwood Road, between 1-80 and south city limits, that are
expected to grow in the future. This corridor is recommended as an Enhanced Bus corridor.

Foothill Drive. Foothill Drive is an important regional and local transit corridor serving the
University, Research Park, and Medical Center, and serving neighborhoods in the southeastern
part of the city. Current land use patterns and accessibility are challenging to serve effectively
with local transit service. This corridor is recommended as‘an Enhanced Bus corridor, including
treatments to optimize transit travel in the congested peak travel periods. The Foothill Drive
Corridor Study was completed in 2008; the City, UDOT, UTA, the University of Utah, and other
partners are currently (2016) conducting an Implementation Strategy for the corridor.

Additional Local and Regional Capital Investment Priorities

UTA and Salt Lake City have already developed plansfor a subset of the corridors included in the Transit
Master Plan analysis and identified as Salt lsake City’s priorities for transit corridor investments. These
corridors were not directly included in the plan’s mode assessment because they emerged from local or
regional plans that have already conducted:a detailed study to refine the preferred transit mode for the
corridor. This section identifies additional priority capital investments and assesses how well additional
planned projects align with SaltdLake City’s transit investment priorities, based on the capital investment
principles identified above.

Additional projects supported by Salt Lake City include:

TRAX improvements including the Black Line and other downtown network
enhancements. These enhancements would resolve capacity issues necessary to enable direct
TRAX service between the Airport and the University, two of Salt Lake City’s major travel demand
generators.

Extended Enhanced Bus or BRT corridors south of Salt Lake City limits, e.g., on State
Street, 500 E, and 900 E.

Additional Enhanced Bus corridors consistent with the UTA Network Study and the
Regional Transportation Plan, e.g., on 1300 E (including south of city limits) and 2100 E/2100 S.

400 West (South Davis Corridor), where a locally preferred alternative has been selected,
with BRT through South Davis County and Enhanced Bus in the 400 W corridor. In addition to
improving regional connections to Salt Lake City, this project could provide infrastructure that
would support additional Enhanced Bus service to the University of Utah.

Downtown Streetcar connecting to the University of Utah. The Transit Master Plan
corridor analysis supports transit investments in a downtown streetcar including a connection to
the University. The analysis showed strong demand for east-west travel between Downtown and
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University of Utah. The locally preferred alternative includes portions of 200 S (west of W Temple
Street), 100 S, and S Temple Street. An additional consideration for the project could include
coordination with the plan’s recommendation to develop a transit center in the vicinity of 200 S
and 500 E.
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Figure 3-6  Transit Master Plan Priority Corridors for Capital Investments
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Figure 3-7  Transit Master Plan Priority Corridors for Capital Investments and Compatible Modes
Recommended Mode Options [1] i
Corridor | Corridor Notes Previously P;eI;/:%lésdly Primary Source Plans or
# Name SEE Planned Project d Studies
Bus Mode
1 200S N 200SE E”Er;md UTA Network Study [3]
2 South - X n/a n/a n/a n/a
Temple
Continuous bus corridor from Redwood
Road to University; TRAX extension 400 S TRAX Downtown in Motion;
3 4005 TRAX X also identified in corridor (see additional H Extension TRAX Sustainable Salt Lake City
projects, Figure 3-9)
A continuous connection to Redwood
Road on 900 S is not possible in the
900'S and near-term due to an at-grade freight rail
4alb, 7 - X crossing. Portions of these ¢orridors n/a n/a n/a n/a
1300 S . ;
implemented in the near-term‘could be
connected using 300:W (see Chapter
2).
State Street . .
8 State - X C Enhanced Bus / BRT Downtown in Motion; UTA
Network Study
BRT
9alb 500E - X j | S00EEnhanced | Enhanced |\ Newyork study
Bus Bus
1l 900E . X | SO0EEnhanced | Enhanced | \;y nenyork study
Bus Bus
12 Foothill i N 0 Currently under Enhanced | Foothill Drive
Drive study Bus or BRT | Implementation Strategy
14a Redwood : X o | NorthRedwood | Enhanced | \r neonyork Study
project Bus
West Side Master Plan;
14b Redwood - X Bl Redwood BRT BRT UTA Network Study
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Corridor
#

Corridor
Name

Black Line

Recommended Mode Options [1]

m

TRAX

Capital improvements to signals and
existing track would provide a fourth
TRAX line connecting the Airport and
University of Utah and would increase
frequency on the 400 South TRAX
segment (assuming no changes to other
lines). This would require additional
operating funds and training. Adding
lines, revising termini, or increasing
frequencies on existing lines thereafter
would require duplicative N-S and E-W
rail connections and additional study.

Previously
Planned Project

Black Line TRAX

Previously

Planned
Mode

TRAX

Primary Source Plans or
Studies

nla

1&2

Downtown
Streetcar

Streetcar

Not specifically analyzed, but 100 S
corridor performed well in plan’s
analysis.

Downtown
Streetcar

Streetcar

Downtown in Motion;
Sustainable Salt Lake City;
UTA Network Study

Notes: [1] Compatible modes based on Transit Master Plan corridors analysis and capital investmentiprinciples; recommendation to be refined in a more detailed study of each corridor. [2] See
Figure 3-8 illustrating the relationship between Transit Master Plan priority corridors and previous plans. [3] Bus Plus is equivalent to Enhanced Bus.
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Figure 3-8 Relationship of Transit Master Plan Priority Corridors to Other Local and Regional Capital Improvement Plans
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Figure 3-9  Assessment of Capital Investments in Other Corridors and Compatibility with Transit Master Plan Goals

Corridor | Past Plans Previously Supportive of Primary Source
# MAP ID Planned Project the plan’s Goals Plans or Studies
Additional Projects Supported by Transit Master Plan
10 L 1300 EBEunshanced EnhBaLnsced Aligned Part of the recommended FTN. UTA Network Study
2100 S/2100 E shows strong demand in this analysis and is part of the
2100 S/1700 S Enhanced . . UTA Network
5 M Enhanced Bus BUS Aligned recommended. FTN. 2100 S west of I-15 did not ghow strong local demand Study: WFRC RTP
in this analysis, but could have regional utility.
This is a regionally-significant project that has been studied by UTA. The UTA Network
Transit Master Plan focused on local needs and therefore did not consider Study: Davis SLC
nla D South Davis BRT BRT Aligned this corridor; however, the local portion of the project, which recommends Y .
X \ . Community
Enhanced Bus along the 400 W corridor, supports the plan’s local transit Connector Stud
recommendations. y
, , , . Downtown in
3 H 400 S TRAX TRAX Aligned Part of recommended.FTN, the Transit Master qun will support evolving Motion: Sustainable
Extension capital recommendations over time. .
Salt Lake City
TRAX "outer loon" Part of recommended FTN; but not included in capital recommendations; Downtown in
n/a G of Downtown [1F]) TRAX Aligned the Transit Master Plan will support evolving capital recommendations over Motion; UTA
time as development patterns and market demand changes. Network Study
Included as an element of the 900 E corridor in the Transit Master Plan
corridor evaluation. The 900 E corridor is part of the FTN and is also Sudar House
. included in the Transit Master Plan capital recommendations for Enhanced 9 ,
S-Line Streetcar . . . . Master Plan;
i Bus. The plan will support evolving capital recommendations from the .
11c F Extension (Phase Streetcar Neutral . . " . Sustainable Salt
) Sugar I-_iouse Streetcar project that‘ would improve utility of Fhe line, eg.an Lake City; UTA
extension to 1700 S (consistent with Regional Transportation Plan) with a Network étu d
connection to the 900 E FTN corridor. A future extension along 900 E could y
connect to TRAX service at 400 S.
Regionally-Significant Projects with Limited Local Transit Implications
This is a regionally-significant project that has been studied by UTA. The
n/a A 5600 West BRT BRT Neutral Transit Master Plan focused on local needs and therefore did not consider | UTA Network Study
this corridor.
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Corridor
#

Past Plans
MAP ID

Previously

Planned Project

Enhanced

Supportive of
the plan’s Goals

This is a regionally-significant project that has been studied by UTA. The

Primary Source
Plans or Studies

n/a P 2700 W Corridor Bus Neutral Transit Master Plan focused on local needs and therefore did not consider WFRC RTP
this corridor.
Mountain . . I . . . . . Sustainable Salt
na “ Transportation N/A Neutral Thisis a reg|onally-.3|gn|f|cant project that is qurrently being studied, but is Lake City; UTA
outside the scope of the Transit Master Plan
System Network Study

Notes: [1] TRAX lines on 700 South from 200 West to 400 West, and then continuing north on 400 West connecting to the existing system near Gateway — completing outer loop that serves

Downtown and the emerging southwest quadrant.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF BUS PRIORITY CORRIDORS

Transit Priority Toolbox

Figure 3-10 provides a list of potential roadway, stop, and vehicle treatments for Salt Lake City that can reduce system inefficiencies and improve
the functionality of the transit. This toolbox can help guide future investments along the identified Transit Master Plan corridors. The toolbox is
generally consistent with the NACTO Transit Street Design Guide,! which provides additional design options and implementation details.

Figure 3-10 Transit Priority Toolbox

Treatment Definition Benefits Constraints
Roadway Treatments
Transit signal priority | At traffic signals, vehicles Reduces travel time Less effective when
(TSP) communicate with the traffic signal and delay for buses at | signals are"operating at
system to provide a green signal intersections. This capacity.
indication to an approaching vehicle. could be particularly
This often works better in conjunction | beneficial given long
with a far-side transit stop. traffic signal times.
Queue jump lanes At signalized intersections, a bus is Buses “jump” the Lane must be as long as
provided with a lane adjacent to queue of waiting'cars, | the typical queues. TSP
general purpose traffic and an reducing travel times: “jumakes these much more
advanced green signal indication to effective, particularly if
bypass congested areas. there is no far-side
receiving lane. May
increase pedestrian Queue jump lane.
crossing times. Source: Nelson\Nygaard

1 http:/ /nacto.org/publication/transit-street-design-guide /
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Treatment

Dedicated bus lanes

Definition

Alane is reserved for exclusive use by
buses. It may also be used for general
purpose traffic right-turn movements
onto cross streets and for access to
adjacent properties.

Benefits

Reduces travel times.

Constraints

Conflicts with right-turn
and delivery vehicles.
Potential opposition from
businesses that may lose
on-street parking.

Dedicated bus
median lanes

A median lane is reserved for
exclusive use by buses. This treatment
speeds bus travel times.

Reduces travel times.

Conflicts with left-turning
vehicless Signalization
challenges.

Reversible or contra-
flow lanes

A reversible transit lane is a dedicated
transit facility that operates in the peak
travel direction. A contra-flow bus lane
is a dedicated lane of an otherwise
one-way street reversed for buses and
other mass transit. Contra-flow lanes
can also be reversed to add capacity
in the peak travel direction.

Helps transit get
around bottle-necks or
access limited access
facilities. Applies
roadway capacity to
meet peak-direction
travel needs.

Loss of roadway
capacity. Pedestrian
safety considerations.
Signalization challenges.
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Left: Peak-hour business-access-and-transit signage in Seattle,
WA. Right: Bus-only lane in New York City.

Sources: Left - Flickr user Oran Viriyincy; Right — Nelson\Nygaard

Tmn . v,

Contraflow bus lane in Boston, MA.
Source: Nelson\Nygaard



Treatment

Transit priority streets

Definition

A street that is dedicated to transit or is
designed primarily as a transit corridor.

Benefits

Highly effective for
moving high volumes
in urban centers,
particularly during
peak hours.

Constraints

Loss of roadway
capacity. Limited number
of streets in
geographically
constrained areas.

Limited or time
prohibited general
public (GP) turning
movements

GP turning movements are restricted
at all times or during peak periods.
May be implemented with queue jump
or dedicated bus curb lanes.

Helps implement peak
period queue jump
lanes or transit only
lanes.

Can also benefit
pedestrian safety.

Impacts oniother
roadways from.diversion
of GP traffic/turning
moyements.

Innovative bus-bike
treatments

Treatments to provide bicycles with
safe routes along high-volume transit
corridors, manage bicycle-transit
vehicle interactions, and allow bicycles
to share transit lanes. Examples
include shared lane markings, colored
pavement, and bicycle-only signals.

Reduce transitdelay
on busy:bicycle
corridors and improve
bieycling experience.

Highly contextual and
must be considered
within balance of person
travel delay/benefit for
specific street or corridor
conditions.
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Treatment

Stop Treatments

Definition

Benefits

Constraints

Curb extensions/bus
bulbs/boarding
platforms

Sidewalks are extended into the street
so that buses would stop in the lane of
traffic. This prevents buses from
getting trapped by passing vehicles,
unable to return to the flow of traffic.

Minimizes delays from
merging back into
traffic lane. This also
reduces the pedestrian
crossing distance.

Only applicable where an
on-street parking lane
exists. Impacts to traffic
flow must be taken into
account.

Boarding islands

A transit access point constructed in a
lane that allows buses to use the faster
moving left-lane of a roadway.

Removes side friction
caused by right-turning
vehicles, parking
maneuvers, and
delivery vehicles.

Pedestrian safety and
ADA access
requirements. Effects on
overall traffic due to
taking an additional lane.

Bus boarding island in Seattle, WA, also routes cyclists
around the stop.

Source: Nelson\Nygaard

Level boarding
platforms

A boarding platform that is level with
the bus to enable easier and faster
boarding, particularly for passengers
with mobility impairments, using
wheelchairs, or bringing a stroller on-
board the vehicle.

Reduces dwell times
and travel times.

Mostly applicable to BRT
and rail systems where
vehicle and platform
design is standardized.

Defined platform
loading locations

Defining the locations where doors will
open allows passengers to wait in
nearest proximity to their bus or train.

Reduces dwell times.

May be most effective in
a proof-of payment
system where
passengers may board
through any door.
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Treatment

Defined bus loading
positions

Definition

Defining the platform loading locations
at a stop allows passengers to more
quickly find/walk to their bus and
ensure that a bus is correctly
positioned to be able to depart before
a bus in front of it.

Benefits

Reduces dwell times.

Constraints

Most effective with
“platooned” bus arrivals
(e.q., buses timed to
leave a common origin
point at the same time).

Bus stop
consolidation

Reduces the number of stops on a
route, particularly where spacing is
less than one stop every three blocks.

Reduces dwell times
and travel times.

ADA and elderly/disabled
access. Grades must be
taken into account.

Off board fare
payment

Users can pay their fare before
boarding the vehicle. On-vehicle fare
payment typically delays the loading
and unloading of buses, as only one
door may be used.

Speeds boarding and
allow full utilization of
all doors.

Capital and O&M
expense of off-hoard
payment machines.
Passenger safety at
night.

Vehicle Treatments

AN

Low-floor, wide-door
vehicles

Low-floor vehicles (including in
conjunction with level boarding
platforms) allow passengers to board
more quickly without climbing steps,
particularly for passengers with
mobility challenges.

Wheelchair lifts on
low-floor vehicles
operate more quickly.
Wide-door vehicles
allow passengers to
enter and exit vehicles
more efficiently.

Wide-door vehicles are
most effective if
implemented in
conjunction with prepaid
fare payment.

On-vehicle perimeter
seating

On heavily loaded routes, increases
standing capacity, makes more
efficient use of seating capacity, and
allows passengers to exit the vehicle
more quickly.

May increase vehicle
carrying capacity and
reduces dwell times.

More appropriate for
shorter-distance routes.
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Defined platform loading locations for SWIFT BRT in Snohomish
County, WA. Longer stop spacing often accompanies Enhanced
Bus or BRT lines. Industry experience is that passengers are
often willing to walk longer distances to high-quality stations with
good amenities. Amenities at SWIFT stations include off-board
fare payment.

Source: Nelson\Nygaard

Low-floor vehicle in Los Angeles, CA.
Source: Wikimedia User METRO96



Application of Transit Priority Toolbox

Figure 3-11 identifies which treatments might be applicable to Transit Master Plan priority corridors (Figure 3-7) identified as likely bus corridors
and provides examples of locations where treatments have already been implemented or could be applied. Treatments that require construction
should be simultaneously completed with other street reconstruction projects. A corridor study would need to be conducted to develop a detailed
plan for each corridor. General phasing recommendations are provided in Chapter 7.

Figure 3-11 Treatments for Transit Master Plan Priority Bus Corridors

Potential Treatments

n n

2| &5 |58 5

Elg 282 |5|c8 =

S| 2| =2d| g Slx3 =

Corridor o % % % g e £ u@é 9 %

Corridor Name | Specific Examples F | & alx 3 F 5|3% (&)
1 2005 X | % x X | x| x | x
2 South Temple X
3 400 S Queue jump at 700 E X | X X
4a/b, 7 | 900 S and 1300 S X | X X X
8 State X | X | X X | X X
9alb 500 E Queue jump at 400 S X | X X X X
11a/b 900 E X | X X | X X

S Queue jump at Sunnyside; Stops at Kensington

12 Foothill Drive Ave S & Bryan Ave S are less than 500 feet apart X | XX X X
14alb Redwood Queue jump at N. Temple X | X X
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS -
TRANSIT CORRIDOR AND FACILITY CAPITAL INVESTMENTS

High priority strategies are highlighted in blue.

Figure 3-12 Transit Corridor and Facility Capital Investment Recommendations

Recommendation What is the Why do it? Who is When should
category recommendation? y : responsible? | it happen?*
Develop design standards for | Provides a distinctive identify N
. . ; Lead: City
Priority Corridors | 3.1 Enhanced Bus and BRT for high-quality transit S N Near-term
"~ | corridors, including branding | services that offer faster, o] Jplels
for vehicles and stations. reliable travel times UTA
Engage with City traffic
ineeri identi ' Lead: Cit
Priority Corridors | 3.2 engineering staff'to.|dent|fy Develop a TSP standard with y Near-term
the level of transit signal staff-level support. Support: n/a
priority that can be provided.
Develop a pilot Enhanced
Bus corridor project with Demonstrate the benefits of .o
) . : ' Lead: City
Priority Corridors | 3.3 coordinated frequent service | frequent service and capital S N Near-term
"> | and capital investments. 200 | improvements in‘a corridor upport:
S has been discussed as a with near-term readiness. UTA
potential project.
. . Work'out detailed concepts
:;?i?]iur%to%(gnadl(i) rnsr::fr:(tesafr? q for each corridor and engage | Lead: Cit.y or | Near to long-
Priority Corridors | 3.4 de, alg ; the public to work through UTA (varies) | term (varies
other design elements for . .
. design tradeoffs and secure Support: nfa | by corridor)
each corridors .
broad community support.
Develop a coordinated
approach to implement
priority cortidors, including -
A Develop a realistic
coordination with other modal | . | on plan for th Lead: City or
. : lans, targeting three mplementation plan for the Y
Priority Corridors | 3.5 | PN Transit Master Plan priority UTA (varies) | Near-term
corridors every two years. . " )
o : corridors (additional guidance | Support: n/a
Focus initial investments in is provided in Chapter 7)
corridors that do not require P P
major service restructuring or
other logistical challenges.
Endorse the NACTO Transit
Street Design Guide and -
. . ; . Ensure that facilities are d: Ci
. . incorporate its guidance into : . . Lead: City
Facility Design 3.6 . hPRE designed consistent with Near-term
design of transit facilities and | . . Support: n/a
. . industry best practices.
bicycle and pedestrian
access to transit.

*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long term = 6-10 years

High priority strategy
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4 ACCESS TO THE TRANSIT SYSTEM

A safe and connected network of pedestrian and bicycle facilities is a foundation of a complete
transit system. Providing safe, comfortable access to public transit is critical to attract new riders
and improve the overall travel experience for existing riders. While Salt Lake City does not
manage transit service, it does manage the streets that connect people to transit.

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE ACCESS

The need for safe, convenient, and comfortable
pedestrian and bicycle access to transit stops and
stations has been identified through public outreach
efforts for the Transit Master Plan and past Salt Lake
City planning efforts. Forty-three percent (43%) of
participants in the Design Your Transit System Tool
identified “improved access to transit on foot and by
bike” as a priority.!

Pedestrian Access

Every transit trip begins and ends as a pedestrian trip.
Safe, comfortable sidewalks that connect directly to
destinations can be a deciding factor for' transit riders
when choosing whether or not to.take transit at all,
especially for those with the©ptionito drive. A quality
pedestrian network includes sidewalks that are well-lit
and buffered from traffic and streets with well-marked
crossings at frequent intervals. Compared to other U.S.
cities, Salt Lake City has long blocks (see graphic at
right). For example, Portland’s blocks are 200 feet by
200 feet, while Salt Lake City blocks are more than
three times as long—660 feet by 660 feet. Salt Lake

Salt Lake City

New York City

Phoenix Chicago

Denver Partland

Salt Lake City has much larger blocks than cities
like New York, Phoenix, and Chicago.
Source: http://greatergreater.com/files/2010/gridposter.pdf

City’s long blocks have been identified as a key barrier to pedestrian mobility in the Pedestrian
and Bicycle Master Plan and through community outreach for the Transit Master Plan.

“My motivation for taking transit is so | can bike to work and get physical exercise; otherwise
it is cheaper, quicker, and more convenient for me to drive. | am a big advocate of
alternative modes of travel, but it has to make economic sense for the users.”

- Design Your Own Transit System” Survey Respondent

T Of note: for Salt Lake City residents that took the survey, this number jumped to 48% who selected improved access to

transit on foot and by bike as a priority.
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Characteristics of good pedestrian access to transit are outlined below; specific recommendations
for improving pedestrian access in Salt Lake City are presented in Figure 4-1.

Well-marked intersection and mid-block crossings that provide a safe and visible
place for pedestrians to cross the street. Mid-block crossings are especially important
where blocks are long to provide more opportunity for pedestrians to cross the street
safely and cut down on walking time to reach transit stops. Pedestrian-specific signals,
such as RRFB (Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons) and HAWK (High-Intensity
Activated Crosswalk), are traffic control devices used to stop traffic and allow pedestrians
to cross safely either at intersections or mid-block.

» Traffic calming measures such as curb bulbouts and median refuge islands reduce
crossing distances, vehicle speeds, and the number of travel lanes pedestrians must
negotiate to cross the street.

= Exclusive pedestrian phases at intersections with high walking activity allow
pedestrians to cross the street in both directions at the same time. A leading
pedestrian interval (LPI) gives pedestrians a 3-7 second head start entering an
intersection to increase their visibility to turning motorists.

= Street lights near transit stops improve safety and comfort.

=  Wayfinding along the frequent transit network improves access to transit and helps
passengers connect to key destinations from transit (alse;see Recommendation 5.4
Wayfinding in Chapter 5).
Pedestrian accommodation is most important within a’quarter-mile radius of transit stops.
Taking into account bus stops as well as rail, this includes most of the downtown, business areas,
and neighborhoods of Salt Lake City. The map in Figure 2-8 in Chapter 2 highlights the quarter-
mile buffer around the frequent transit network.

Pedestrian flashing beacons (left) and high-intensity activated crosswork (HAWK) signals (right) alert drivers to crossing
pedestrians.

Source: Salt Lake City
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Bicycle Access

Safe and direct bicycle facilities that connect to transit increase the catchment area of transit
service by providing important first mile/last mile connections — extending up to three miles for
routine travel such as commuting. The on-street bicycling environment must be safe and
comfortable for people with a broad range of skills and for all ages. On-street bicycle
improvements and off-street facilities should be prioritized along the FTN.

Key components that comprise good bicycle access to transit are outlined below; specific
recommendations for improving bicycle access in Salt Lake City are presented in Figure 4-1.

= Protected bike lanes provide a dedicated space for bicycling that is separated from the
roadway by a physical barrier, such as the curb, a flexible plastic post, and/or plantings.
Salt Lake City built its first protected bike lanes on Broadway (300 South) and 200 West
in 2014 and 2015.

= Protected intersections improve safety and visibility when bicycle facilities cross a
roadway. Features can include bike ramps, forward waiting areas, corner refuge islands,
setback crossings, and bike signals. In 2015, Salt Lake City built the second protected
intersection in the U.S. on the corner of 200 West and Broadway (see photo below).

= Bicycle lanes and boxes are another technique to provide dedicated space in the street
for cyclists and to increase driver awareness to the presence of cyclists. Increasingly, cities
are using colored pavement treatments to designate bike lanes, either by coloring the
beginning of the lane, the entire lane, and/or boxes at intersections. Cities are also
providing a striped buffer to provide more separation between the bike lane and the
roadway.

= Neighborhood byways are low-traffic'streets that have been optimized for use by both
pedestrians and bicyclists. A variety of traffic calming elements and signage are used to
reduce car volumes and speedsfostering a safe bicycling environment. Additionally,
signals and other pedestrian@and bicycle-specific treatments provide safe crossings of
major streets.

= GREENDbike bike sharesprovides’an important mobility option for people taking
transit—either by extendingthe reach of transit, allowing riders to complete the first and
last segments of theirtrip easily, or by providing a transportation option for other short
trips during the day.

= Smart placement of transit stops near bike facilities help bicycles access transit
seamlessly.

Bicycle signal treatment along 600 E

RS i -
ﬁ-’)—’ e e o o e M

In 2015, Salt Lake City opened a protected intersection on the corner of

200 West and Broadway. neighborhood byway.
Source: Salt Lake City Source: Salt Lake City
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UTA First/Last Mile Study Demonstrates Need for Improved Access to Transit

A survey conducted in 2014 as part of UTA’s First/Last Mile Study demonstrates passenger
priorities for improved access to transit. Priorities identified included bike paths, improved
crosswalks, improved passenger waiting areas, and UTA shuttles as the most important features at
or near rail stations. Additional access strategies are needed to support first/last mile access to the
FTN.

Bicycle Amenities

Bike parking, end of trip facilities such as showers and lockers, and bike racks on buses also help
passengers seamlessly connect to transit by ensuring cyclists have a secure place to park their
bikes at the transit stop and/or by allowing them to bring their bikes on board.

€ Cimusa

| @Parking

[T > |
Covered bicycle parking is provided along the SelectBus BRT line in New York City.

Source: Wikimedia Commons, User Jim Henderson

Key components that comprise good bicycle amenities are outlined below; specific
recommendations for improving bicycle amenities in Salt Lake City are presented in Figure 4-1.

= Bike parking allows transit riders to use bikes for the first and last mile of a transit trip
without needing to transport the bike on bus or rail vehicles. Solutions range from simple
outdoor “U” racks that are suitable for short-term parking to secure parking in locked,
covered cages. Bike lockers are available at most TRAX and FrontRunner stations. Salt
Lake City’s bus stop guidelines specify basic bicycle parking at every stop. Chapter 6
recommends policy guidelines for bike parking at different types of transit facilities,
including secure parking at Intermodal Hubs, Transit Centers, and Mobility Hubs, and at
TRAX or BRT stations as appropriate based on the station land use context. The City’s
existing guidelines recommend increasing bike parking capacity at stations and stops to
meet the level of demand. Design guidelines should also ensure that parking is attractive.
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= Bikes on transit allow passengers to bring their bike on board transit vehicles. All UTA
buses are equipped with a bicycle rack and bicycles are allowed on TRAX and
FrontRunner trains even during peak commute times. Providing bike parking at stops
and stations helps ensure that on-vehicle capacity is available for riders who need their
bike on both ends of their transit trip.

=  Other end of trip facilities such as bike maintenance stations allow passengers to do
routine bike maintenance right at the transit stop. Amenities include repair tools and a
bike pump. Showers and changing facilities can also help improve the biking experience.
The City can work with employers to add these amenities and could provide them at high
ridership locations.

A bike maintenance facility —called Bike Fixtation—is provided at Metro Transit Lake Street/Midtown LRT Station in Minneapolis.
Source: Bike Fixtation
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS -

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE ACCESS

The following table outlines specific improvements that are recommended for improving bicycle
and pedestrian access. High priority strategies are highlighted in blue.

Figure 4-1 Pedestrian and Bicycle Access Recommendations

Recommendation What is the Why do it? Who is When should
category recommendation? y : responsible? | it happen?*
Per the Salt Lake City Blocks are long in Salt Lake
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master | City; mid-block crosswalks
Plan, create pedestrian and can help create a more
bicycle routes using mid-block | well-connected, fine-grained
. crossings and passageways, street network that enables .o
E:A;gsgﬂdg 4.1 | wide sidewalks, and signage;! | shorter and more direct Lead: ley Ongoing
g prioritize mid-block crossings | walking connections, Support: n/a
along the Frequent Transit provides greater choice of
Network; designate routes, and is easier to
neighborhood byways to serve with cost-effective
connect to the FTN transit
Treat bike share as an k?jaEnEi’;lnbr;lc()?th?ts proven to
extension of the transit system éomplement to Salt Lake Lead: _
GREENbike and prioritize expansion of bike 4 o e oo GREENbike .
; 4.2 ] City’s transit system, Ongoing
Integration share to provide access and allowing people to take Support:
COMEETE 10 e s transit and ride the restof | City and UTA
Transit Network )
the way by bike
In partnership with the City’s
Pedestrian and Bicycle
Program, designate awell- Paths of travel to and from
Bike/Transit connected network of multiuse | transit facilities should be .
Integration 43 paths;"buffered and protected | comfortable, safe, and Lead: City Ongoing
| hike lanes; neighborhood direct to expand the Support: n/a
byways; and regular bike lanes | catchment area of transit
that provide direct connections | service
to local destinations and the
Frequent Transit Network
Per the Salt Lake City
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master
Plan, encourage installation of Bike parking at fransit stops .
bicycle parking spaces, parking PS | Lead: City
. . . and stations allows
including secure parking, such passengers to easily and UTA
Bike Parking at as bk|_cycle Iockershgnr? gecure d connect to transit by bike, Support:
Transit Stops 44 | parking areas, at high-demand | iine o safe and Private sector | NearTerm
transit stops Work with UTA to , as
ensure cost for secure bicycle convement. plqce for them devel
et y to park their bike before evelopment
parking is affordable and riding transit occurs
commensurate with the cost g
and site footprint of providing a
vehicle parking stall.

1 Salt Lake City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan (2015).
*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long term = 6-10 years

High priority strategy
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What is the
recommendation?

Who is
responsible?

Recommendation
category

Why do it?

When should
it happen?*

Coordinate with UTA to
continue to provide bicycle
storage on buses and light rail

Ample capacity for bikes on
transit vehicles facilitates

first and last mile Lead: UTA

Bikes on Transit 45 . , , . Near Term
vehicles and ensure continued | connections by allowing Support: n/a
accommodation of bicycles on | passengers to take their
future commuter rail trainst bikes with them
Establish an ongoing funding
program that identifies and A Safe Routes to Transit Lead: City

Safe R_outes to 46 constructs bicycle and program prioritizes safety Support: Medium Term

Transit Program pedestrian safety improvements along the
improvements along the Frequent Transit Network UTA
Frequent Transit Network
Strengthen the City's existing L
Complete Streets Ordinance EZ;C;ZGS gt):lesgtr; g Lead: City

Complete Streets 4.7 | (per the Salt Lake City or dir?ance does not include - Near Term
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master : Support: n/a

. : . transit
Plan) by integrating transit
Support bike access to transit
by including connections to low
stress and other bikeways as a
criterion for locating bus stops
. along the FTN, particularly LoCating transit stops near
Silo Sl NEEl when the transit street lacks a | lowsstress bikeways Lead: City
Low Stress and 48 | . . : . Near Term
. bike facility. Incorporate supports bike/transit Support: n/a

Other Bikeways d . . .
proximity to connecting integration
bikeways as a design critefion
in the City's Bus Stop
Guidelines{(Design-Element
#12).

1 Salt Lake City Pedestrian and Bicycle Magter®lan (2015).
*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medifi,term = 3%8\years; long term = 6-10 years
High priority strategy

Beaverton Transit Center Bike SPA: Beaverton, OR

Beaverton Transit Center’s Bike Secure Parking
Area (SPA) offers a secure bike parking facility
at the transit station. The large facility is
conveniently located at the transit center and is
secure. There are a total of 100 bike parking
spots that are accessed using a BikelLink card.
This keycard allows a rider to pay a one-time $5
activation fee and then pay $.30/hr. 8am-8pm
weekdays; $.01 /hr. all other hours.

Source: TriMet
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OTHER ACCESS TO TRANSIT SOLUTIONS?

Car share and park-and-ride facilities are another opportunity to improve access to transit:

= Car share service, particularly point-to-point service, allows passengers to connect to or
access transit. The point-to-point model, such as Car2Go, allows passengers to pick up a
shared car near their home (for example) and drop it at the nearest transit stop.
Enterprise car share is currently offered in Salt Lake City, although this is a fixed point
system where members are required to pick up and drop off the car in the same location.

= Park and ride facilities allow people to use transit for some or most of their journey,
especially for express bus and commuter rail services. Ideally, park and rides should be
located between where people live and where they are traveling to avoid out-of-direction
travel that increases total travel time. For transit users who need to commute by car for a
portion of their trip, park-and-rides can be a useful option. They are not the sole solution
for encouraging transit ridership as they combat the air quality benefits that taking
transit helps to provide. To reduce automobile trips, park-and-rides can also provide high
quality bike parking and bike share stations to connect bicyclists to transit. See Chapter 6
for further details.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS -
OTHER ACCESS TO TRANSIT SOLUTIONS

The following table outlines specific improvements that are,recommended for improving access to
transit.

Figure 4-2  Other Access to Transit Solutions Recommendations

Recommendation " What is the
category recommendation?

Car sharing needs to
Explore the feasibility of | be flexible; point-to- _
implementing a point-to- | point options, such Lead: City

point car sharing as Car2Go, allow Support:

Car Share 49 service that allows users to reserve cars | Private car Near term
usersito'pick up and up to 30 minutes in share
drop off shared cars advance and drop off | companies

within the “home” zone | cars anywhere within
the “home” zone

Park and Rides See Recommendation 6.12 in Chapter 6

*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long term = 6-10 years

2 Note: Other first/last mile strategies such as on-demand ride services and shuttles are discussed in detail in Chapter 2
Service.
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5 SUPPORTIVE
PROGRAMS & POLICIES

Access to clear information about public transit improves system legibility, helps customers
navigate the system, and allows informed transportation choices. Knowing where and when
transit operates, when the next bus will arrive, how long it will take, and how to integrate with
other modes like bike share makes it easy for people to take transit. Good information can
increase and sustain ridership when paired with easy-to-use tools and targeted and tailored
education and outreach programs and messaging campaigns. Fare and pass programs
provide a seamless and often more affordable way for passengers to access the transit system.
Finally, parking management strategies, such as parking pricing and availability, are needed
to fully leverage the City’s transit investments.

This chapter describes recommendations for a range of programs and policies that support the
frequent transit network and enhance the usability and‘attractiveness of the public transit system
in Salt Lake City.

TRANSIT INFORMATION AND LEGIBILITY

For people to be able to use transit, they must first know what services exist and understand how
to use those services. Providing clear.and concise information in multiple formats is a
fundamental element of a high-quality,transit'system.

Branding

Effective branding of transit service can
improve awareness and understanding of the Elements of a Branded Transit System
transit system. A consistent brand that
visually unites transit vehicles, stops, and
stations with print and online information
reinforces the value of the service and
improves system legibility. In April 2016,

Salt Lake City’s Frequent Transit System should
be branded, including:

= Logo and overall look and feel
= Marketing campaigns

UTA underwent a comprehensive “brand " Online engagement

refresh and update” effort. UTA published its * Customer feedback systems

Customer Information Standards brand = Information systems (e.g., website, real-
guide and is in the midst of updating all time information, and mobile apps)
existing materials and signage as well as = Buses

adding new customer information materials. = Stops and stations

As the City and UTA implement the frequent "  Maps and trip planners

transit network and enhanced services such
as bus rapid transit and enhanced bus (see
Chapters 2 and 3), a unified branding

approach will reinforce existing UTA
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branding efforts to create a dynamic, attractive public image for these high-quality transit
services, and help the City and UTA retain and attract riders and cultivate support in the
community.

One branding opportunity is to clearly delineate the network of transit services that meet
standards for high frequency and a long service span, as defined in Chapter 2. The FTN provides
an opportunity to create a recognizable subset of services that communicates quality, comfort,
and convenience, regardless of mode. Establishing a distinct brand for the FTN will also
communicate that the city’s highest quality transit network is a permanent, integrated part of city
infrastructure. The FTN brand should be implemented across vehicles, stops, stations, and
schedule information, but could also be consistent with regional branding for high-frequency
service and will need to recognize that frequent service on some routes may not extend the full
length of all routes, e.g., outside of Salt Lake City limits.

The UTA website indicates which bus routes have a frequency of 15 or 30 minutes but this is not
as visible to users riding the system. While UTA currently identifies 15 minute routes with green
signs and a “15 minute” marking, comments from the general public indicate that it is not readily
understood. Visible branding paired with accessible information improves awareness of the
system and helps riders navigate and understand how to use the FTN. This could include an FTN
map, logo, bus stop signage, or bus wraps. In addition, the UTA website uses colors to distinguish
bus route frequency, but these colors could be confused with the,colors used to identify rail lines.
Other agencies with bus and rail systems use icons to distinguish frequent service routes.

The sidebars below provide examples of frequent service branding in Portland and Minneapolis.

= i
Ay A b e i e e

b im e e

Fpa
il

indicator on the sign. More prominent frequent service branding that is visible to both

people driving and walking helps promote the service and improve awareness of transit.
Source: Salt Lake City
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Frequent Transit Network Examples

The frequent transit network maps provided below highlight the subset of each transit agency’s
bus and rail lines that provide high-frequency all-day service. In most cases these maps integrate
frequent service branding used on bus stop signs or vehicles to help establish a unique branding
for the service. UTA has studied many peer examples and discussed implementing such a system,
highlighting that there is a shared goal between UTA and SLC. Two examples are described
below—-Portland and Minneapolis.

TriMet — Portland, OR

TRIGQMET

Frequent Service

5T. JOHNS

AIRPORT

MAX Fod Ling

FOREST
GROVE MAY. Bisa Line MAX Bluo Ling

HILLSBORO \
Tuakatin valiay Hwy 2

BEAVERTON

(vision

—

J
GRESHAM

MAX Green Line

0

TICARD
E Chackamps
TriMet's Frequent Service bus lines and 2
MAX Light Rail run every 15 minutes or
better most of the day, every day. QRECON
CITH)

Portland’s transit agency, TriMet, provides a separate map to easily highlight frequent bus and rail lines that operate every 15
minutes or better every day. The “Frequent Service”branding is also applied to other printed and online material and signage at
bus stops. TriMet's frequent bus routes carry about 55% of all bus riders. In 2014, weekday ridership on frequent service bus lines
increased by over 10%, and over 11% on weekendst By comparison, overall bus ridership increased by slightly less than 7%.

Source: TriMet
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Metro Transit, Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN
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Hi-Frequency Service Network

HI-FREQUENCY PROMISE Colored lines chow whera HiFroquancy service Is available.

Service every 15 minutes (or better) All of Route 54 and METRO Blue Line and METRO Green Line
offer Hi-Fracuancy service.

=
oo

AININDIE4

Weekdays: 6 a.m. 10 7 p.m.
Service on these routes—5, 6, 10, 11, 18, 19, 21, 64, 84 and 515 —

Saturdays: 9 a.m. to & p.m. continues outside the areas shown, but operates lass fraquently. i

call 612.373-3333.

Metro Transit in Minneapolis operates high-frequency bus and rail routes. Some
routes operate at a lower frequency outside of the map area. Metro Transit's five
highest-ridership bus routes are part of the high-frequency network.

Source: Metro Transit
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A second branding opportunity is to provide unique branding for the enhanced bus services that
UTA plans to develop in Salt Lake City. UTA already has a distinct brand for MAX Bus Rapid
Transit service. It could similarly develop a unique brand for Enhanced Bus service. Both of these
services would also be part of the frequent transit network, but would have additional transit
priority features to improve bus speed and reliability, along with other amenities to enhance the
passenger experience. Just as TRAX and FrontRunner are highly recognizable brands that
communicate the regional role of these services, distinct branding would differentiate these two
families of bus services. The sidebars below describe the RapidRide brand in Seattle and UTA'’s
existing MAX BRT line.

RapidRide, Seattle, WA

RapidRide is one of Seattle’s bus rapid transit systems, including fully branded vehicles, stations,
and maps. Corridor improvements are geared toward reducing passenger travel time and
increasing convenience. There are five existing lines (A, B, C, D, and E) and additional lines are
planned. King County Metro implemented RapidRide service and capital improvements in three
Seattle corridors between 2010 and 2014. All corridors have been successful in attracting new
riders to the system, with increases in weekday ridership as high as 75% over the baseline
service.
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Source: King County Metro, http://metro.kingcounty.govitravel-options/bus/rapidride/
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MAX, Salt Lake City, UT

UTA launched MAX Bus Rapid Transit service in Salt Lake City in 2008. The current 10.8 mile
route along 3500 South connects Magna and West Valley City with the 3300 South TRAX
station. The route operates every 15 minutes between 5:30 a.m. and midnight. Using bus-only
lanes between 2700 West and 5700 West and transit signal priority, MAX BRT has increased
ridership by a third, reduced travel times by 15%, and linked MAX to TRAX to provide
passengers with an efficient bus to rail connection. The service has a distinct look and feel to
improve awareness and highlight its distinguishing features.

"-H___“\

Sources: UTA Fact Sheet, | sa.org/awards-medialpress-releases/779-smart_solution_spotlight winner-
salt_lake city%E2%80%99s max 3500 south bus nsit_(brt) Yine

Information and Tools

Information and tools are a critical component of a legible transit system. UTA currently has two
real-time information tools available at bus stops. The RideTime SMS texting service allows riders
to text their stop ID to UTA-UTA (882-882) and receive a response with the next three bus
departures at that stop. Information about RideTime is at http://www.rideuta.com/Rider-
Tools/Ride-Time and signs are posted at bus stops. The signs also include a QR code! so people
can simply scan the code and receive the information. The new Vehicle Locator feature on UTA'’s
redesigned website (launched Feb 2016) also allows users with a mobile device to see where their
bus is in real time.

In addition to the real-time information tools available at bus stops noted above, the City can
work in partnership with UTA and the business community to install real-time information
displays at bus stops. These should be prioritized along the FTN and other high ridership stops.

T A “QR code” is a machine-readable code consisting of black and white squares typically used for storing URLs or other
information that can be read by a camera or on a smartphone.
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS -
TRANSIT INFORMATION AND LEGIBILITY

Below are specific recommendations to improve transit information and the overall legibility of
the transit system in Salt Lake City. High priority strategies are highlighted in blue.

Figure 5-1 Transit Information & Legibility Recommendations

Recommendation
category

What is the
recommendation?

Provide real-time information
displays at bus stops along
the FTN; partner with the
business community to help

Why do it?

Real-time information allows

Who is responsible?

When
should it
happen?*

. o . i Lead: UTA
Real-Time sponsor real-time information pEE i travellwnhout a ,
Information 5.1 signs (see Chapter 6 for schedule by letting them Support: City Near term
Stops and Stations know gxac;ly when the next | businesses
recommendations in Figure SIS TS
6-3 and Bus Stop Guidelines
in Figure 6-4)
Establish a frequent transit
network (FTN) brand that is Yiod. Uni isual
highly visible and o il W HEuE
27 representation of the FTN
distinguishable from other .
: } on the street and in all
SSRGS QFEEER BN STl rintedfonline materials will
Frequent Transit 59 expand UTA's existing Eel oxisting passenaers Lead: UTA Near term
Network Brand "= | frequent service branding to un dperstan dngI)were frg uent Support: City
include: printed and web/app- . TN ot
. transit service is and will
friendly mapssand schedule i o
information, branded 2l rgc,iogmtmn among
vehicles, and branded stops! polie fe e
(seesRapidRide side bar)
As the FTN is implemented,
it will be important to clearly
. communicate where service
. Partner with UTA 10 add FTN | ;100210 10 existing and Lead: UTA
Transit Maps 5.3 | level services to existing . L ) Near term
Mans potential transit riders, Support: City
P especially in neighborhoods
with a high propensity to ride
transit
Implement on-street On-street wayfinding is an
P finding to direct et initiative that the City can
waylinding 1o direct peopie 101 1004 to help people access | Lead: City
. transit service; integrate with : .
Wayfinding 5.4 GREENbike wayfinding and transit and help passengers | Support: Downtown | Medium term
connect to other businesses

Downtown and Sugar House
parking wayfinding initiatives?

destinations in the
community

1 It will be important to coordinate with UTA to determine how the FTN brand will be implemented on routes that extend beyond Salt Lake City boundaries.

2 The Downtown and Sugar House Parking Study (2016) recommends a parking communications plan focused on wayfinding, information, and branding.

*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long term = 6-10 years

High priority strategy
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Recommendation
category

What is the
recommendation?

Support development of a
mobility platform that pushes
real-time transit, rideshare,
car share, bike share, Uber

Why do it?

A comprehensive mobility
platform that integrates real-
time information for transit,
bikeshare, and car share
helps people understand the

Who is responsible?

Lead: App developers
Support: City and

When
should it
happen?*

55 and Lyft, and other mobility various transportation UTA to provide open Medium term
service data to web and options available and how source data
mobile platforms; integrate they can be linked together
with the GREENbike app to serve their transportation
needs
Mobility Platforms
& Transit Screens Transit screens displayed in
the lobbies of major
employers, hotels, the
Work with private developers | airport, residential
to install real-time transit developments, and at local Lead: City
5.6 | screens at central locations eating establishments help Support: Developers | Medium term
to display mobility platform improve awareness of and businesses
data transportation options
throughout the:ecommunity
and.improve the usability of
the transit system
Work with UTA to developa | A Multimodal trip planner
multimodal trip planner that, | &loWSipassengers to better
. . helps transit riders plan trips gjsunderstand how biking, Lead: UTA
Multimodal Trip 5.7 | that link seamlessly betweer walkmg, or driving can help S - City and Long term
Planner modes: inte : them link to the transit upport: City an
; integratewith the s . app developers
GREENbike &pp systt.em,.espeually if transit
service is not available at
their front door
Promote development of
integrated technology, With increased reliance on
including.mobility kiosks, technology, transit agencies | | aaq: private
Integrated reader boards to assist and partners will need to developers
Technology 5.8 | travelers with mobility keep abreast of emerging Long term

Development

planning, shared payment
opportunities, and opportunity
for other evolving technology
applications

technology, providing tools
that help travelers transition
seamlessly between modes

Support: City and
UTA

L1t will be important to coordinate with UTA to determine how the FTN brand will be implemented on routes that extend beyond Salt Lake City

boundaries.

2 The Downtown and Sugar House Parking Study (2016) recommends a parking communications plan focused on wayfinding, information, and

branding.

*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long term = 6-10 years

High priority strategy
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EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

Education and outreach programs that strategically distribute transit information and resources
to target audiences are another fundamental element of a complete transit system. A lack of
knowledge and understanding are often the greatest barriers to transit use. Continuing to build on
Salt Lake City’s “transit culture” and improving the availability, effectiveness, and delivery of
transit information through education and promotional programs is a powerful way for Salt Lake
City to increase the number of people riding transit for more trips.

“We should do more to encourage students using mass transit. This saves parents time, helps
with air quality and creates new habits of using mass transit for future generations.”

- “Design Your Own Transit System” Survey Respondent

Salt Lake City has had great success with its 2014 Smart Trips Program in the Sugar House
neighborhood. Building off of this success, the City can develop a broader transit marketing,
education, and outreach program that educates the public on the benefits of transit. Strategies
might include targeting specific neighborhoods along the frequent transit network as service
enhancements are made and engaging in partnerships, such as economic development
organizations and schools, to promote transit use.

Salt Lake City SmartTrips Program

Sugar House households on the benefits of transportation options.
The goal was to get at least 15% of targeted households to use
public transit and active transportation.

In 2014, Salt Lake City launched a Smart Trips campaign to educate e
(A

SmartTrips
Salt Lake City

Residents were provided with customized information kits on how to ride the bus, bike, and
walk. Drive-alone trips decreased by 21% among SmartTrips participants.
Source: Salt Lake City, http://www.slcgov.com/ and httpse#SRarttripssic.Wgrdpress.com/

LA Metro “Naughty/Nice” Campaign, LostAngeles, CA

In August 2008, Los Angelés Metrolaunched an aggressive public information campaign to

educate people about the benefits of transit and the social ills resulting from auto dependency.
LA Metro created an in-house ad agency that focused exclusively on communicating the benefits
of public transit and improving the

vy 7 Ia
passenger experience. The goal was Ha @ & ® (Naug““\

Bitter

to improve the public’'s perception of

transit and increase the number of Problem Solution

discretionary riders. : @\
Metro’s “Opposites” campaign &a‘%‘ Strass. @ Relief @ ( :
included online content, billboards, t- Sweet Nice

shirts, and on-board graphics to create
a consistent brand. The brand communicated that Metro was the solution to many of the
community’s problems (congestion and greenhouse gas emissions, for example). Estimates show
that the newly branded system and information campaign resulted in an increase in
discretionary ridership from 22% to 36%.

LA Metro also sponsors a public art campaign in which they contracted with over 200 artists to
beautify transit stops and stations.
Source: LA Metro “Promoting Mass Transit” Video.
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS -
EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

Below are specific recommendations for developing an education and outreach program for the
transit system in Salt Lake City. High priority strategies are highlighted in blue.

Figure 5-2 Education & Outreach Recommendations

Recommendation

category

What is the
recommendation?

Why do it?

Who is
responsible?

When
should it
happen?*

Establish a transportation Egrliicciﬁlgﬂ atr(])de?:tﬁagg’s Lead: City
Centralized options program that provides gn d schocﬁs can %e);\ _
Transportation 5.9 information, education, and owerful Wa' 10 increase the Support. Near term
Options Program resources to residents, P y . Business
employees, and visitors number of people taking community
' transit
Expand on UTA'’s existing Lead: City
Public public information campaigns s _
Information 510 | toeducate Salt Lake City Lack ofinformation is often a up{)ort. UTA, S
o ' residents, employees, and key barrier totiding transit emphog erﬁ, ’
paig visitors on the benefits of L e
transit EIOE
Individualized marketing
Continue to develop alt programs are proven to shift
S . travel behavior; aligning
individualized marketing/. N
: targeted marketing with
SmartTrips pregram that ;
. service enhancements e
targets neighborhoods along leverages transit Lead: City
Targeted the frequentitransit network . g ; . Support:
; 5.11 g investments; a new resident pp Near term
Marketing as service imprevements are d ’k : Neighborhood
de- Ment targeted marketing program
gF = eW residen provides information on groups and UTA
program is also an effective bikina. walking. takin
waysto reach residents when Y d r? . %
the mve to the city transit, and sharing rides
before new travel behaviors
are established.
Develop a SmartTrips for Cities like Portland, OR, .
Business program that ha\(e had great success_wnh
o : their SmartTrips for Business N
provides information and . : Lead: City
resources to Salt Lake Ci programs; commute trips are :
Business 5.12 | employers related to transt,)ilt often the easiest to influence Srtqupﬂo;tésLarge Medium term
Outreach ' carpooling, bicycle parking ' because they are p(edlqtable Dovr\)/nt)(/)wn'
ki d biki ' and often occur during times ,
walking and biking routes, that auto travel is least Alliance
and other transportation . )
options information attracuv_e due to traffic
congestion

*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long term = 6-10 years

High priority strategy
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Recommendation

category

Other Outreach

513

What is the
recommendation?

Engage with other key
partners such as tourism
organizations, high schools,
and the University to educate
people about transit options
and incentivize use of the
transit system. This should
include education and
outreach to help people
access transit trip planners,
real-time information, and on-
demand ride services on both
desktop and mobile devices

Why do it?

Partner with tourism
organizations to promote use
of transit for visitors starting
from the airport; partner with
high schools to develop
student passes like at West
High to get students riding
the bus at an early age;
partner with universities to
include transit information as
part of new student
orientation; partner with non-
profits who work with
populations that may not be
comfortable with transit
technology applications.

Who is
responsible?

Lead: City

Support:
Tourism groups,
high schools,
universities, and
non-profits

When
should it
happen?*

Medium term

*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long term = 6-10 years

High priority strategy
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FARE AND PASS PROGRAMS

Fare and pass programs can provide a seamless and more affordable way for individuals and
families to ride transit. Improving the affordability of UTA fares for intra-Salt Lake City trips,
large families, youth, and low-income residents was identified as a high priority for Salt Lake City
residents during public outreach.

Salt Lake City’s Hive Pass program has been a success to date. Hive Pass holders take more trips
by transit. In a before and after survey conducted at the conclusion of the first year of the Hive
Pass Program, the percentage of respondents who rode transit daily doubled once they had a Hive
Pass. After improvements were made to the program in the second year, the number of daily
riders jumped from 20% before the pass to 50% afterward. Similarly, the survey showed that
people who rarely or never used transit before the pass were riding at least three days per week
once they had a pass.

“l would not be able to keep my job and get to work every day without [my Hive Pass]. |
would not be able to afford the bus fare every day to get to and from work. The Hive Pass
has really helped me to be successful.” — A Hive Pass holder

Current UTA Payment Methods &

Currently, UTA riders can purchase tickets at ticket vending machir;é , at Pass Sales Outlets, or online. Riders can also
purchase a reloadable FAREPAY card to pay their fare. FAREPAY users simply tap the card reader when they board and tap off
when they alight the vehicle.

Source: Nelson\Nygaard
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS -
FARE AND PASS PROGRAM

Below are specific recommendations for improving fare and pass programs in Salt Lake City. High
priority strategies are highlighted in blue.

Figure5-3  Fare and Pass Program Recommendations
Recommendation What is the Why do it? Who is When should
category recommendation? y : responsible? | it happen?*
Promote the HIVE Pass The HIVE Pass Program '
HIVE Pass 514 Program to get more passes | provides an affordable option | Lead: City Near term
Expansion ’ into hands of people who are | for people to ride transit in Support: UTA
not currently using transit Salt Lake City
The standard $2.50 fare is
high for many Salt Lake City
Explore fare affordability: families, especially for short
work with UTA to determine trips within Salt Lake City.
. next steps for establishing This un@ermmes the . Lead: UTA :
Fare Affordability | 5.15 | - 0ra affordable fare options compehtweness of trans[t Sy G Medium term
for intra-Salt Lake City tripst | 29ainst Othier transportation
options; espegially in areas
where parking isifree; a
simpler and more equitable
fareSystem is needed
Mobile ticket applications
Work with UTA to develop a ?:;rlr;tltb?/vjﬂ)\?v?;éer toride
— ile ti Lead: UTA ,
Mobile Ticket App | 5.16 mobile ticket app that allows passengers to download , Medium term
people to download all types | . K hei h Support: City
of passes.on a smart phone? tickets on their smart phones
at the click of a button — no
exact change is needed
Work with, UTA to develop an
integrated fare payment
system.that allows public
transit, bike share, and car A truly multimodal
share users to use a single transportation system would
Integrated Fare ticket or pass and/or launch a_IIow tr_avelers to use a Lead: UTA
5.17 | a multimodal access pass single ticket or payment Long term

Payment System

that integrates mobile
ticketing and membership for
transit, bike share, car share,
etc. (see Recommendation
5.8 Integrated Technology
Development above)

method for bike share,
transit, car share, and
parking

Support: City

1 UTA's 2020 Strategic Plan highlights the need to “develop new fare products and equitable fare policies.”
https://www.rideuta.com/uploads/2020StrategicPlanFinalWebVersion.pdf

2 As of August 2016, UTA s in the process of procuring a vendor to develop mobile ticketing capabilities as well as developing a comprehensive
strategic plan regarding all the fare payment options available (cash, paper, FAREPAY, electronic fare payment systems, mobile ticketing, etc.).

*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long term = 6-10 years

High priority strategy
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What is an Integrated Fare Payment System?

Fare integration between transit, bike share, and other transportation services reduces barriers to using
transit by enabling the use of one payment media on multiple public and private transportation services.
Simplifying fare payment can reinforce transit, bike share, and car share as an easy-to-use transfer option.
Some systems coordinate fare policy—such as a discounted fixed-route transit fare for passengers who use
bike share to access the route—to drive revenue and improve connections. These types of strategies are
being investigated throughout North America and have been implemented in Europe and Asia. Several
European examples are outlined below:

Location Description
Paris, The Navigo pass is an integrated transit fare payment method
Francel infroduced in the lle-de-France region (which includes the city of

Paris) in 2001. Bike share rental fees are structured similar to those
of U.S. systems, however all membership types can be attached to a
Navigo transit card as well. Both annual-subscription RFID cards and
_ the Navigo transit card can be used at card readers at Velib
Ei@ E stations. A separate bike share pass must be purchased, but it can

3

be stored on the same physical card as a transit pass/ticket. Navigo
uses the Calypso standard? and is an account-based system.
Individuals can also rent a bike using direct debit (their personal
debit card); a €150 fee is held against their card until the bike is
returned (within 24 hours)s

Source: Navigo

Montpellier,
Franced

The Velomagg system has 50 stations, with several hundred bicycles
available for short=term use, which are operated by and co-
branded with the transit agency. The fully integrated fare structure
offers free day use'for transit pass holders. Users can track their
account information enline by using an account number and date of
birth. The Velomagg program also includes electric bicycles, trailers
: for children, . @nd'long-term (12-month) rentals. Transit rides more
Source: Transports de than doubled over a 10-year period with the fare and branding
I'Agglomération de Montpellier integration.

Bordeaux, Bordeaux’s bike share system—Vcub—has 1,500 bikes and nearly
France? 150 stations. It was designed in conjunction with transit, with 90% of

‘m + stations co-located with transit stops. The regional RFID transit card
can also be used to check out bikes at a discounted subscription
rate. The bike share launch was held back five months to wait for
the new bus and tram lines to launch at the same time.

Source: Tram et Bus de 1a'Qub

London,
England®

Transport for London (TfL) is considering adding Santander Cycles to
their transit smartcard (the Oyster Card). The Oyster Card has been
in use for over a decade. To make this integration work, TfL would
require Oyster Card users who use the bike share system to store a
deposit on their cards to secure against stolen bikes.

Source: Transport for London

http:/Mww.bikearlington.com/tasks/sites/bike/assets/File/Arlington_County_Capital Bikeshare_TDP_FY2013-2018_Nov2012.pdf
2 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Calypso_(electronic_ticketing_system)

3 Darren Buck. “Transit with Bike Sharing: Overview of Practice and Potential.” October 16, 2012. Presented to Rail~Volution Conference.
https://bikepedantic.files.wordpress.com/2012/08/railvolutiondgboct2012.pdf

4 http://bike-sharing.blogspot.com/2010/02/bordeauxs-new-v-bike-sharing-flirts.html
5 http://cycle.travellcity/london/news/hire_a_boris_bike_with_your_oyster_card
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PARKING MANAGEMENT

The quantity, location, and price of parking has a significant impact on the use of all
transportation infrastructure. Large amounts of low-cost or free parking incentivizes travelers to
drive and park, rather than walk, bike, or take transit.

Parking management policies that support transit use include pricing parking relative to demand
and availability of transportation options, shared parking between uses, unbundled parking from
unit costs in housing developments, and removing minimum parking requirements for new
development or even implementing maximum requirements in higher-density neighborhoods
with ample transportation options available.

Salt Lake City already has several parking policies in place that support transit:

No minimum parking requirements in Transit Station Area districts: Within
the “core” of Transit Station Area (TSA) districts, no minimum number of parking spaces
is required for any use.

Shared parking: The zoning code recognizes that different land uses have different
periods of peak demand, and different uses can share parking supply to reduce the overall
number of spaces provided. Chapter 21A.44.040.B.1 provides the required methodology
for determining shared parking supply based on land use, time of day, and day of the
week.

Parking reductions for pedestrian-friendly development: Chapter
21A.44.040.B.8 also allows for a reduction inarking spaces if the proposed development
includes elements that improve walkability nearithe project. The provisions only apply to
“recreational, cultural or entertainment” or “retail'goods and services” land uses in the
CB, CN, RB, MU, R-MU, R-MU-35, and R=MU-45 districts.

Parking reductions for proximity to mass transit: The minimum number of
spaces can be reduced by 50%if the project (new multi-family residential, commercial,
office or industrial land uses are gligible) is located within 1/4 mile of a fixed transit
station.

Parking reductions foritransportation demand management plans: To reduce
the number of single=occupant vehicle trips, the parking code (Chapter 21A.44.050)
allows for adjustments to.the parking requirements if TDM programs are included. The
provisions only apply to uses requiring at least five parking spaces. A 25% reduction or
increase in parking is allowed if “major” or “minor” strategies are utilized.
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS -
PARKING MANAGEMENT

The figure below includes a recommendation to improve parking management policies to support
the recommendations of the Transit Master Plan. High priority strategies are highlighted in blue.

In addition to these new recommendations, the Salt Lake City Downtown and Sugar House
Parking Study includes a number of transit-related recommendations (see sidebar below).

Figure 5-4 Parking Management Recommendations

Recommendation What is the Why do it? Who is When should
category recommendation? y : responsible? | it happen?*
. Initiate additional parking .
Parking : Model new studies on the Lead: Cit
Management 5.18 gg\?\)ﬁ; \fl\(l)l’: Z;za;kj)geg:)nd Salt Lake City Downtown and Supp'ort'yn n Near term
Studies House to support the FTN Sugar House Parking Study :
Consolidate management of
the City’s parking functions
Parking {0 improve overall . Effectively utilize parking
coordination of parking L e
Management e . assets and support the City's | Lead: City
4 5.19 | policies, align parking . Near term
Oversight and . overall transportation and Support: n/a
2 supply with demand, and '
Coordination : mode choice goals
enhance the convenience
and ease-of-use of parking
systems

*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long terfi¥&6:10 years
High priority strategy

Salt Lake City Downtown and Sugar House Parking Study (2016)

The Downtown and Sugar House Parking Study (which is scheduled to be completed in Fall 2016) includes
several strategies that supporttransit:

=  Ensure that parking.is appropriately regulated with effective parking enforcement near transit
stations and stops.

=  Prioritize active space over parking in the areas immediately around transit stops; effective
enforcement is a critical element.

= Coordinate transportation policies across modes to support parking management. Put transit,
bicycle, and pedestrian considerations on equal footing with decisions about parking in
transportation impact review and other land-development processes.

=  Ensure that decisions about parking requirements, pricing, and design are coordinated with overall
mobility goals and multimodal investments.

= Revise minimum and maximum parking requirements to simplify the parking code, incentivize
shared parking, and modify electric vehicle and bicycle parking requirements.

= Require a TDM program for any new residential development with 10 or more units and any new
non-residential development with more than 20,000 SF of net new space in the D1-D4, TSA, and
G-MU districts.

= Require that all shared parking be “priced” in D1-D4, TSA, and G-MU districts via unbundling and
direct pricing.

Source: Draft Salt Lake City Downtown and Sugar House Parking Study (2016)
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6 LAND USE & PLACEMAKING

Continued investment in Salt Lake City’s transit system is critical to providing equitable,
affordable mobility options for residents, workers, and visitors. Transit also supports economic
development and opportunity to create safe, walkable, and vibrant neighborhoods. This chapter
supports existing City goals and policies to coordinate community planning and design efforts in
the areas surrounding transit stops and stations.

TRANSIT-SUPPORTIVE LAND USE AND DESIGN

Attractive and convenient transit service is not just about how often the bus arrives and where it
goes; it also depends on the attractiveness of the street, the density and mix of land uses, and a
connected street network and safe and convenient crossings that allow bicyclists and pedestrians
to easily and safely access transit service. Past Salt Lake City‘planning efforts have prioritized the
connection between transit, land use, and community design, including the following:

= Encourage transit-oriented development (Plan Salt' Lake, 2014)

= Create a system of connections so that residents may easily access employment, goods
and services, neighborhood amenitiesfand housing (Plan Salt Lake, 2014)

= Encourage development of transit oriented development (TOD) through form-based
codes and allowed increased density within a 10-minute walk of TRAX, streetcar and
high-frequency bus routes (Salt Lake City Downtown Community Plan (2014)

= Support transit-oriented development as well as adequate, reliable public transportation
so that residents may.easily access employment, goods and services, and housing (City
Council Philosophy:Statements, 2012)

Land Use and Design - Key Concepts

Building off of existing plans and policies, the Salt Lake City Transit Master Plan recognizes the
importance of land use, street connectivity, and placemaking to implement a well-used and
attractive frequent transit network (FTN). The FTN must be supported by a concentration of land
uses, connections to key destinations, a rich mix of uses, and interconnected streets. The Transit
Master Plan embraces these concepts to help achieve the City’s goals to increase transit ridership
in Salt Lake City. Key land use and design concepts are described below.

SALT LAKE CITY TRANSIT MASTER PLAN | Land Use & Placemaking | 6-1



Concentrate and intensify activities near frequent transit. High
density development should be encouraged in areas served by the FTN.
There is a strong correlation between land use density and transit demand.
Residential densities should be at least 10—12 households per acre for
corridors that receive high-frequency transit investments and/or have more
than 12—16 jobs per acre (see Figure 6-1). For example, the dense market
between the central business district and the University support high
ridership on multiple bus and rail lines.

Align major destinations along reasonably direct corridors served
by frequent transit. An efficient transit route connects multiple high-
demand destinations in a reasonably direct line to minimize out-of-direction
travel. It connects major trip origins and destinations along the route and
has major activity centers at each endpoint, providing a steady flow of
passengers boarding at all points. The proposed FTN was identified based in
part on the presence of major activity centers along transit corridors. Transit
must efficiently connect to destinations and be accompanied by a walkable
street environment, a mix of uses, and safe and convenient access to transit
service.

Provide a rich mix of uses that'support street-level activity
throughout the day and night. A diversity of land uses (including
residential, commercial, industrial, institutional, and recreational uses)
promotes walking and transit ridership, and reduces driving. A mix of land
uses allows more daily needs to'be met within shorter distances, encouraging
people to walk and take transit for more trips. Land use diversity also creates
a more interesting'and active'urban environment that makes walking and
taking transit feel saferrand more attractive at all times of the day and night.

Support transit access by providing safe and convenient
crossings. Every transit rider is at some point a pedestrian, whether they
are dropped off at a park-and-ride or walk from their home to access transit.
Research published by Transit Center in July 2016 (see sidebar) found that
80% of transit riders walk to transit. Safe and convenient access to transit is
essential to building transit ridership. Of utmost importance is to ensure that
crossings are conveniently located and well-marked. Strategies include
interior block connections and mid-block crossings, in addition to other
strategies discussed in further detail in Chapter 4.

Interconnect streets in a grid pattern shorten distances between
transit stops and destinations. Intersection density strongly influences
transit ridership. Short blocks and well-connected streets make it easier and
faster to access transit and contribute to a high-quality pedestrian
experience. Block length is a challenge in Salt Lake City; the
recommendations in Chapter 4 support safer and more accessible streets
that will help people access transit more easily and feel safe doing so.
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Who’s On Board 2016: What Today’s Riders Teach us about Transit that Works

A study published by Transit Center in July 2016 supports the importance of comfortable and
convenient access to transit and locating transit near a mix of uses:

= 80% of “all-purpose” transit riders walk to transit

= All-purpose ridership — or those who ride transit for all types of trips — is stronger where it is
easy to walk to transit and where transit is frequent and provides access to many
destinations within walking distance

Source: Transit Center. “Who's on Board 2016: What Today’s Riders Teach us about Transit that Works.” http://transitcenter.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/07/WOB-2016-7_12_2016.pdf

Transit service and land use should complement each other. Transit service is most efficient in areas that have a moderate-to-high
density of people and jobs, a variety of destinations, and good bicycle and pedestrian access.

Source: Lance Tyrrell

Land Use Density and Transit in Salt Lake City

The value of investment in the frequent transit network is exponential when supported by land
use policies and strategies that facilitate activity density where transit service quality and capital
investment is highest. In any growing city, the success of transit in attracting riders is dictated by
the type and density of development and the other characteristics of urban form. Similarly,
higher-density development depends on high-quality transit service to move large numbers of
people efficiently on limited street right-of-way. Therefore, it is advantageous to develop land use
and transit policies in concert to ensure their mutual benefit and success. Salt Lake City should
work with UTA to ensure quality transit will be available when land use and street design take
transit-oriented forms.
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While transit service and infrastructure investment are primarily controlled by UTA, Salt Lake
City can influence development along the FTN. Furthermore, Salt Lake City can work with UTA to
ensure that transit service levels are adequate to support areas as they grow and become more
transit-oriented. The Transit Master Plan does not dictate priorities for land use plan updates;
rather it provides information for coordination of land use plans, to ensure that future land
development patterns are supportive of Transit Master Plan goals.!

The thresholds outlined in Figure 6-1 relate density of households and jobs to transit service
quality (based on industry standards for when service and capital investments are justified).
These thresholds were used to develop FTN recommendations and can be adjusted over time as
land use changes. The densities outlined in Figure 6-1 should occur on average in an area; there
may be much higher concentrations adjacent to stations and lower concentrations further from
station areas. As areas in Salt Lake City reach certain densities, service levels should be adjusted.

Figure 6-1 Transit Mode & General Frequency by Gross Density
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Source; Adapted from TCRP Report 100: Transit Capacity and Quality of Service manual, TCRP Report 102: Transit-Oriented Development in the
United States, and other sources; employment is converted from household density based on a typical relationship of 4 jobs: 1 dwelling unit.

T Note: The Transit Master Plan does not include any specific land use or zoning recommendations; area master plans
could be re-visited to bring density to match desired transit service levels.
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Standards for New Development

Salt Lake City also plays an important role in working with developers to set standards for new
development. These standards can help ensure land uses support the FTN, including:

Parking management policies: The number of parking spaces and whether or not
parking is free for employees and visitors (see Chapter 5).

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) policies: Integrating TDM plans
and strategies into the approval process for new development can ensure that
developments of certain sizes, that meet certain thresholds, or that are located in certain
places implement TDM strategies (such as subsidized bus passes, on-site transportation
coordinators, etc.).

Bicycle, pedestrian, and transit improvements: Depending on the size or location
of the development, the City could require specific bicycle and pedestrian improvements
or bus stop improvements be implemented as a requirement of development approvals.

Pedestrian-oriented design: Identify design standards that promote pedestrian-
oriented urban design features, such as active frontages‘built right to the street with
parking located at the rear of the building and landscaping that provides a buffer between
the sidewalk and the street. See Chapter 4 for further details,on pedestrian improvements
to the right of way.

LANGE TYRRELL

City policies that promote pedestrian-oriented design support use of transit.
Source: Lance Tyrrell
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS - LAND USE

The recommendations below provide guidance for how land use policies can support success of

the Transit Master Plan. High priority strategies are highlighted in blue.

Figure 6-2 Land Use and Placemaking Recommendations

Recommendation

category

Land Use

# | What is the recommendation? Why do it? Uit 1S When should
responsible? | it happen?*
Concentrate and intensify uses L . Lead: City
6.1 | along the Frequent Transit t[:aer?:iltt):ildse?sﬁg driver of Support: Ongoing
Network Developers
Establish density thresholds that Lead: Cit
6.2 indicate when.c.ertam frequency | Density isa key |nd|cator — Near term
= | levels are justified (see Chapter | for transit ridership el
2 Service) UTA
Continue to monitor zoning Zoning can help support
along the FTN to ensure transit | transitservice with mixed .
is supported by a mix of uses, use development, Lead: City
6.3 e : Near term
adequate densities, parking streetscape elements, and | Support: n/a
requirements, and other transit #| transit-supportive parking
supportive elements! reéquirements
Praviding a mix of housing
options along the FTN is
Provide a mix of housing options | critical to affordability and
iversi ' Lead: Cit
6.4 anng the FTN tols.upport dlve(sny of residents, y Medium term
housing affordability and leading to better, more Support: n/a
diversity active public spaces and
the creation of an
equitable city

1 Zoning around the FTN could include: inefgased development capacity, maximum zoning setbacks, outdoor seating, active frontage buildings, increased bicycle
parking requirements, reduced minimum patkingg#€quirements, and limitations of driveways that cut across sidewalks where pedestrians access transit. Salt
Lake City's Transit Station Area Development'Guidelines (which has been successfully applied along North Temple and 400 S) provides guidance for
development near transit stations, including mix of uses, housing affordability, development density, accessibility, parking, and other urban design elements.

*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long term = 6-10 years
High priority strategy
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REETT SN # | What is the recommendation? Why do it? Uiz 1S When should
category responsible? | it happen?*
Provide interior block
connections, mid-block
crossings, and a pedestrian and A v(\j/ell co nnec(tjeg. | Lead: Cit
6.5 | bicycle network that connects to pedestrian and bicycle - Ongoing
destinations and transit stops network supports access | Support: n/a
(See Chapter 4 Access, o transit
recommendation 4.1)
Direct economic development Lead: City
activities to locate transit- These types of uses
6.6 | supportive uses, such as cafes, | contribute to an attractive Support: Near term
restaurants, shops, etc. along streetscape BETESS
the FTN community
. Create community gathering
Placemaking & places around transit stops and
Design stations (such as plazas, Community gathering Lead: City
6.7 parklets, squares, or parks), places’near transit make Support: Ongoing
" | consistent with the City’s Parklet | transit a more attractive Business
Pilot Program Design Option community
Guidelines.2 (See also parklet
sidebar)
Invest in shade treatments,
weather protection, pedestrian= Provision of these '
scaled lighting, street furnitdre, Lead: City
bus shelters, street trees, and elements makgs the street Support:
6.8 public art to 'enhance the’ amore attracpye and safe Busiﬁess: Near term
attractivenessiand safety of the Q?C%ig?g tfg:rlléti?tes community
street environment surrounding
the FTN
Integrate transportation demand | TDM Plans ensure that
management (TDM) strategies | transit-supportive Lead: City
Development 6.9 into the development review programs and Support: Medium term
Standards " | process by either requiring or infrastructure are Development
incentivizing TDM Plans for new | implemented as service community
developments3 enhancements are made

2Salt Lake City Outdoor Design Guidelines & Parklet Pilot Program, Parklet Pilot Program Design Guidelines, Summer 2013, p 9 of PDF.
http:/www.slcdocs.com/planning/projects/odpf.pdf

3 This would require an assessment of which new developments would be required to develop and implement TDM Plans (either based on
geographic location and/or number of employees, number of residential units, or square footage).

*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long term = 6-10 years
High priority strategy
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Seattle’s Parklet Program

A concept originated in San Francisco, parklets re-purpose street space for people instead of
cars by providing space for the general public to sit and enjoy the street where existing narrow
sidewalks would preclude such occupancy. The City of Seattle launched its Pilot Parklet Program
in summer 2013 to evaluate how well parklets would serve neighborhoods and businesses in
Seattle. The evaluation showed that the pilot program was a resounding success. Today, the
now permanent program has enabled dozens of parklets across the city. Parklets are paid for
by the businesses that sponsors them, including design, materials, construction, and maintenance
costs, as well as review and permit fees (about $1,000 for the first year). Additionally,
businesses pay $1.56 per square foot for the use of the space each year (the same fee as for a
sidewalk café) since the business is making money by using the right-of-way. If the parklet is in
an area with paid parking, there is also a fee of $3,000 per space per year for the recovery
of lost parking revenue.

Temporary parklet created in the 21st and 21st business district under Salt Lake City’s pilot program. A permanent design is being
developed for this location.

Source: Salt Lake City
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STOPS AND STATIONS

Transit stops and stations are important destinations that can bring people together and build
community. More than just a connection to the transit system, stops and stations must be
comfortable, weather-protected, and well-lit.

Figure 6-3 and Figure 6-4 provide recommendations for a range of transit facilities in Salt Lake
City, including:

= Intermodal Hubs. Existing facilities at Salt Lake Central and North Temple Station
support connections between FrontRunner, TRAX, and local and regional bus routes, as
well as with intercity transit providers at Salt Lake Central. A small park-and-ride facility
is located at Salt Lake Central. UTA plans to develop a small park-and-ride facility at
north Temple Station; this would be integrated into new development.

= Transit Center. As described in Chapter 2, two transit centers are recommended to
support transfers on the FTN. These include one in East Downtown, in the vicinity of 200
S and 700 E, and on the University of Utah campus.

= Mobility Hubs. As described in the sidebar below, mability hubs facilitate transfers
between intersecting bus lines and other mobility optionsiincluding car and bike sharing.

= Transit Stations. Transit stations provide a higher level of passenger capacity and
investment in amenities at TRAX light rail and Bus’Rapid Transit stations. For TRAX
stations, the UTA First-Last Mile Study differentiated between Multimodal and
Urban/Institutional Stations based onurban context; existing park-and-ride facilities are
located at several of the Multimodal TRAX stations, including Ballpark and Central
Pointe Stations.

» Transit Stops. While stop amenities are better in Salt Lake City than throughout the
UTA system, of the over 1,200,bus stops in Salt Lake City, only 17% of bus stops have a
bench or a shelter for people to wait for transit to arrive. Salt Lake City recently adopted
Bus Stop Guidelines{which were adapted from the UTA guidelines); see Figure 6-6. The
Transit Master Plan'supports the implementation of these guidelines for prioritizing stop
improvements based ridership levels and also recommends prioritizing improvements on
a corridor basis along the Frequent Transit Network.

There is also an opportunity to leverage support from the private sector; for example, as new
developments are built, the City can provide business owners and developers with incentives if
they sponsor and/or build transit stops and stations.
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Figure 6-3 Facilities Hierarchy and Amenity Prioritization Guidelines

Station Typology

Existing /

TRAX/
Streetcar

Access (Context-Appropriate)

Park & Ride

Other Amenities [2]

Shelter and

Information and

Facility Type

(1]

Location(s)

Proposed

Bike Parking [2]

Seating

Fare Technology

Real time information;
pre-board fare
payment

Schedule; real-time
info. access panel

Intermodal Multimodal Salt Lake Existing X X X X X Bike racks and Custom
Hub Central secure parking shelters
Multimodal N. Temple Existing X X Future X X
Transit Center | Urban/Institutional |200S & 700E | Proposed - X - X X
Urban/Institutional | Univ. of Utah | Proposed X X - X X
Mobility Hub | Urban/Institutional | Various — see | Proposed X X - X X |Bike racks and/or |Based on stop
map secure parking guidelines
Transit Station | Multimodal Various Existing or X X Context X X Bike racks and/or | Custom
(TRAX/BRT) Future Appropriate secure parking shelters
Urban/Institutional | Various Existing or X X - X X Bike rack
Future
Transit Stops | Tier | (= 200 Various Various X - - X |Bike rack Custom Shelter
2] boardings per day)
Tier I1 (150t0 199 | Various Various X - - X 16" ADA shelter
boardings per day)
Tier Il (100 to 149 | Various Various X - - 12" ADA shelter
boardings per day)
Tier IV (15t0 99 Various Various X - - 8’ ADA shelter
boardings per day)
TierV (1to 14 Various Various X - - Bench or
boardings per day) Simme Seat [3]

Real time access
information panel

Notes: [1] A station typology for TRAX and FrontRunner stations was a key outcome of the UTA First-Last Mile Study, including Urban, Multimodal, and Institutional station types in Salt Lake City.
These designations are based on the built environment are each transit station. A map is provided in Figure 6-5 of the Fact Book (See Appendix A). [2] The Salt Lake City Bus Stop Design
Guidelines, adapted from UTA’s bus stop guidelines, prioritize stop amenities based on boarding thresholds and provide additional details on the types of amenities recommended for each stop tier.
Amenities are also prioritized based on available funding. [3] A seat that is incorporated into the bus stop sign.
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Figure 6-4 Facilities Map
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS -
STOPS AND STATIONS

Recommendations related to improving stops and stations are described below. High priority

strategies are highlighted in blue.

Figure 6-5 Stops and Stations Recommendations

REETT SN What is the recommendation? Why do it? i 1S When ShOUI*d
category responsible? | it happen?
Implementing stop
enhancements along an
entire corridor in
conjunction with
. enhancements to the
Stop and station upgrades )
. o frequency of transit
Stop and Station should be prioritized along the . .
S : service and other UTA/City
Upgrades Along 6.10 | FTN, in alignment with the o ET—— Y Near term
the FTN Network priority corridors recommended PP P
for service upgrades coherent quk and fee!
along a corridor work in
concertto allow transit
service tohe more
accessible, comfortable,
and attractive
In:(t;a::rﬁ ;rainsllltofvieelxterrivate Transit stops and stations | Lead: Private
Transit Shelter prog apt .. | are’improved and company .
6.11 | company to own/maintain transit LT Medium term
Program o maintained at no cost to Support:
stops and stations in exchange UTA or the City
for advertising space UTA
Create incentives/for.developers | This program ensures Lead: Cit
. ) . . , - ity
Developer to build or improve transit stops | transit stops are built and
. 6.12 . Support: Near term
Incentives as part.of the development improved where new
review process development occurs UTA
Lead: City
. Support:
Implement mobility hubs along .
the FTN that integrate high i'\rfwoﬂlrlttgnﬁl;gza?reoints for UTA,
Mobility Hubs 6.13 | ridership stops, bike sharing cofnmuni an dp Wasatch Long term
stations, bike fixit stations, and | -~ ortz?t/ion Sctivi Front
car sharing options P y Regional
Council
(WFRC)
Context-appropriate park
: Integrate shared use park and & rides at intermodal hubs | Lead: UTA
Park and Ride 6.14 ride into new development at helb commuters access _ Lond term
Facilities ' North Template intermodal hub e ?onal fransit. e Sypport. g
as opportunities arise. 9 €9 City
Frontrunner

*Note: Near term = within 2 years; medium term = 3-5 years; long term = 6-10 years

High priority strategy
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Salt Lake City Bus Stop Design Guidelines

Salt Lake City developed guidelines for bus stops and bike share stations in 2014. These guidelines
are aligned with UTA standards and ridership thresholds for prioritizing improvements.

Figure 6-6 Salt Lake City Bus Stop Guidelines and Ridership Thresholds

# of Average

Tier ‘ Bus Stop Amenity Daily Boardings

Tier | Custom shelter with bench; bike rack; trash receptacle; shielded = 200 boardings
lighting; current bus schedule; real-time bus data; pre-board fare pay | per day
facility; vegetationt

Tier I 16" ADA compliant shelter with bench; bike rack; trash receptacle 150 to 199
shielded lighting; current bus schedule; real-time bus data; pre-board | boardings per day
fare pay facility; vegetation!

Tier Il 12’ ADA compliant shelter with bench; bike rack; trash receptacle; 100 to 149
shielded lighting; current bus schedule; real-time bus data; pre-board | boardings per day
fare pay facility; vegetation?;

Tier IV 8’ ADA compliant shelter with bench; bike rack; current bus schedule; | 15 to 99 boardings
route information panel with instructions on accessing real-timearrival | per day
data; vegetation!

TierV Seating (bench or Simme Seat?) on hard surface; bike rack; route 1to 14 boardings
information panel with instructions on accessing real-time arrival data | per day

Notes: [1] Shade tree, or planter at least 36" diameter and 24" tall with maintained vegetation within 10" of primary bus stop feature. [2] A
seat used by UTA that is incorporated into the bus stop sign. See guidelinesifor examples.

Source: Adapted from Salt Lake City Bus Stop Design Guidelines, whihwaie based on UTA Bus Stop Design Guidelines

What is a Mobility Hub?

The goal of a Mobility Hub is to fully,integrate the transit network with multimodal access and
connections at the intersection of Frequent Transit Network corridors. Mobility Hubs include pedestrian
and bicycle improvements and other sustainable modes (e.g., car or bike sharing) designed to connect
transit passengers to adjaéent neighborhoods and nearby land uses. Key elements of a Mobility Hub
include:

= Accessible, universal design allows people of all physical abilities to access transit
stops/stations and nearby destinations

= Shared mobility services—including bike share stations, car share vehicles, and loading space
for other private or shared mobility services—enable access outside of the stop walkshed

= |ntegrated mobility technology—including kiosks, reader boards with real-time information on
transit and other modes, and shared payment interfaces—assists travelers with trip planning
and arranging shared rides, and provides opportunities for other evolving applications

=  Placemaking elements, such as public art and seating, active street environments with a mix of
land uses, and strong land use anchors invite social interaction and vibrant business
opportunity

= Secure, covered bicycle parking and access to the surrounding bicycle transportation network
= Excellent pedestrian infrastructure within a quarter- to half-mile walkshed
= Context-appropriate parking, including shared and/or paid on- and off-street parking
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Transit Shelter Program, San Francisco, CA

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) was one of the first transit agencies to
develop a formal shelter program in 1987. The purpose of the program was to replace old
shelters in San Francisco with new shelters that provide improved travel information, seating,
lighting, and weather protection and to maintain the shelters on an ongoing basis to keep them
in good repair. Previously, many shelters were not well maintained and had become covered in
graffiti.

SFMTA initiated its shelter program through an innovative arrangement with a private
contractor, CBS Outdoor. Under the arrangement, the contractor owns and maintains the shelters
and pays for improvements. SFMTA does not pay the contractor to manage the shelters; the
contractor pays for the improvements by selling advertising, which is placed prominently in the
shelters. In 2007, SFMTA entered into a 15-year contract with Clear Channel with the option of
one 5-year renewal after 2017. The contract with Clear Channel requires that the company
install between 1,110-1,500 new shelters over five years, replace 39 kiosks, provide 1,500
traffic controllers, and install 3,000 solar-powered customer-information signs. It stipulates that
the contractor make a one-time signing payment of $5 million and pay $500,000 for
administration costs. In addition, they will make minimum annual payments to the agency during
the duration of the contract—for example, they will have to pay $8.6 million to SFMTA in 2010.

Note: In these types of partnerships it is important to have clear guidelines written into the contract
that indicate where stops are upgraded to make sure these shelters,are equitably distributed to
neighborhoods based on Salt Lake City’s prioritization scheme not based on advertising markets.

SFMTA bus shelters are made of recycled materials and include energy efficient LED lighting, wireless internet, real-time
arrival information through NextMuni, and Push to Talk capabilities for customers with low vision.

Source: Jamison Wieser on Flickr
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7 IMPLEMENTATION AND FUNDING

This chapter highlights key strategies to implement the service, capital, and programmatic
recommendations and policies in the Transit Master Plan. It provides additional guidance on
implementation and outlines potential revenue sources the City and UTA can use to fund these
enhancements and programs, and options for structuring the relationship between the City and
UTA to most effectively meet Transit Master Plan goals.

IMPLEMENTATION

The previous chapters of the plan summarize the implementation strategies. This section
highlights the overall priorities for the City, identifies key strategies to build momentum for the
plan in the first year following adoption, and provides additional guidance on how the City and
UTA can implement the frequent transit network (FTN) and employer and residential-oriented
local shuttle and ride services partnerships to improve connections to the FTN.

Key Transit Master Plan Strategy Areds

Salt Lake City Transit Master Plan strategies fall'into four basic categories. Within each strategy
area, the City and UTA should look to implement relatively quick “wins” that are achievable given
current funding levels, make the transit,system mare usable, and demonstrate the benefits of
faster, more reliable, and frequent sefvice that operates all day every day.

= Implement a frequent transit network to provide reliable, efficient, and frequent
transit service all day€very day that takes advantage of the City’s strong street network
grid. The FTN would,be implemented through enhanced or new fixed-route service,
including longer hoursof operation on weekdays and on weekends, increased frequency,
service on new corridors, and route extensions to more directly serve key destinations.

Initial priorities include:

—  “Buying up” evening service on key routes. One of the most significant gaps in
transit service is on weekday evenings (see Appendix A, State of the System Report,
Figures 4-5 and 4-11). Providing service longer into the evenings makes transit more
usable for both work and non-work trips. (The concept of buying up service is
described below.)

— Implementing frequent service in the 200 S corridor, in coordination with
capital improvements (see below for more detail).

= Develop pilot programs and partnerships for employer shuttles and on-
demand ride services that extend the reach of fixed route service for employment
areas or neighborhoods that lack sufficient density or demand to support cost-effective
frequent transit service.

= Develop enhanced bus corridors that help transit run faster and more reliably and
offer high quality stop amenities that make riding transit comfortable and attractive. An
initial priority is to implement more frequent service and capital
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improvements on 200 S, a primary east-west transit corridor for bus (and potentially
future bus rapid transit and/or streetcar) service between downtown and the University.
The City and UTA have already partnered to enhance stops on 200S and UTA provides a
relatively high level of service (15-minute weekday service from about 6 am to 8 pm).
Enhancing service and facilities on this corridor is a key step in implementing a grid
transit network since it enables convenient transfers from routes serving north-south
transit corridors.

Implement a variety of transit-supportive programs and transit access
improvements that overcome barriers to using transit in terms of information,
understanding, and access (including pedestrian and bicycle facilities and affordability).
Initial plan priorities include: Developing a highly visible frequent service brand and
focusing access improvements, rollout of real-time transit information, and targeted
transit marketing programs on corridors that will be prioritized for FTN service
enhancements.

Implementation of the Frequent Transit Network

FTN Implementation Strategies

There are three basic approaches that Salt Lake City could follow to implement frequent service
on the corridors identified in Chapter 2, as well as coordinated capital improvements and transit-
supportive programs and policies. UTA already plans to implementfrequent service on its “Core
Route Network,” which will overlap with a number of the corridors identified in the Salt Lake City
FTN. These approaches may be focused to develop frequent service where UTA does not provide
the City’s desired minimum level-of-service. lllustrative examples are given below; further
analysis will be needed to determine actual routing:

Restructure existing service. Redesighing existing routes, e.g., changing the streets
on which they operate or modifying routeterminal locations, is the most cost-effective
approach to providing frequent service: The City will work with UTA to consider ways to
use existing operating funds to implement the plan’s priorities. For example, UTA
operates service on N¢'Temple Street, 100 S, and 200 S, which are each 500 feet apart.
Route 220 serves 100.S between 1300 E and State Street. Route 209 operates on S.
Temple Street between' 900 E and State Street (it turns west from 900 E onto S. Temple).
Route 6 also serves N. Temple Street, east of 900 E. A potential scenario where Route 220
would move from 100 S to N. Temple Street, illustrated in Figure 7-1, would have the
following benefits:

— Provide a continuous route on N. Temple Street connecting downtown and the
University with approximately a quarter-mile separation from 200 S; this is a more
appropriate spacing between routes (consistent with recommendations in Chapter 2).

— Focus ridership on N. Temple Street stops, allowing those stops to meet ridership
thresholds for a higher level of amenities.

— Provide better service along the southern edge of the Avenues neighborhood and
potentially enable better service to LDS Hospital by allowing Route 209 to be
extended north (given a frequent service grid that offers convenient transfers, e.g., on
N. Temple and 200 S).

— Potentially support future implementation of a downtown streetcar, which is planned
to run on 100 S between W. Temple Street and 500 E.

Some changes could be cost-neutral or reduce costs (as with N. Temple and 900 S), while
others may require additional operating cost and/or vehicles.
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= City service buy-up. Salt Lake City could provide UTA with a financial contribution to
increase frequency or span of service on a route. If the change does not require additional
vehicles, i.e., increasing midday or evening service to the same level of service provided at
a different time period, no additional vehicles would be required. For example, Routes
205, 209, and 220 already provide frequent service on 500 S, 900 S, and 1300S,
respectively, during weekday daytime hours; increasing frequency on weekday evenings
would not require additional vehicles. However, Route 228, which provides service along
400 S between the University and Salt Lake Central, only operates with 30-minute
frequency and additional vehicles would be required.

Where the City desires to buy-up service on routes that extend beyond Salt Lake City
limits, the City would invest only in service that is within city boundaries. UTA would be
responsible for how that service is connected to the rest of the system. For example,
service increases that the City buys up could terminate at/near city limits. It is anticipated
that once service is demonstrated to meet UTA service standards, the agency would take
over provision of that service, as funding allows. UTA and the City would need to
document any such agreements in a memorandum of understanding.

= Introduce new service. Service on new transit corridors that cannot be achieved
through restructuring existing routes would be the most costly option in terms of both
operating and capital costs. For example, extending Route 228 to provide continuous
service along 400 S between Redwood Road and thedUniversity would likely require
additional operating resources for the Redwood Road to 600 W portion of the route, as
well as to increase service to frequent levels. Additional vehicles would also likely be
required. Providing service when and where theré wasn't service before requires an
analysis and possible implementation of paratransit service as well.

Figure 7-1  Service Restructuring Example: Existing Service'on S. Temple, 100 S and 200 S

3JRD AVE

2NDAVE

100 S

200 § o
= = <
= = E 3008
— =T G FrY
= g 8 g = s =
UNIVERSITY BLVD 4005 g -
e 1
\g‘?lekgav ?{era?g only) UTA Transit Service
a oardin us On
y 9 y «Om TRAX
Dec 2014 —— Bus Routes

10 500 1,000
0 025 05
o Lessthan 10 © Zero Boarding Miles

UTA Routes 2, 220, and 209 serve 200 S, 100 S, and S. Temple Street, respectively. As described above, restructuring Route 220
to serve S. Temple Street is an example of cost-neutral or low cost changes to existing service that can help implement the FTN.
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Figure 7-2 summarizes needs and applicability of implementation strategies to FTN corridors
along with key considerations.

FTN Cost Estimates

In 2016, UTA provided a cost estimate of $6 per vehicle-mile for additional service that could
be operated by the existing bus fleet, such as midday, in the evening, or on weekends. The
number of buses required to operate a route is typically driven by peak periods when service is
the most frequent. The estimated cost is $7 per vehicle-mile if additional vehicles are required,
such as to operate new service on a corridor or increase frequency during peak periods.

The net incremental cost to provide frequent service on the Tier 1 FTN is $4.1 million
annually, and $3.6 million annually on the Tier 2 FTN ($7.7 million total), based on an
order-of-magnitude estimate using the latest information available at the time of analysis
(Spring 2016). This cost does not include portions of the FTN corridors where UTA had existing
plans to provide frequent service, i.e., the estimate represents the additional cost to extend
frequent service beyond existing plans, nor does it include costs for any additional paratransit
service that may be required.

For example, the total annual cost to provide frequent service6n a one-mile route segment of
an existing transit corridor would be approximately $240,000 (roughly 40,000 annual vehicle
miles at a cost of $6 per mile), comprised of approximately $180,000 for weekdays, $40,000
for Saturdays, and $20,000 for Sundays. For service on a new corridor, this cost would be $1
per mile higher, or an additional $40,000 per year.<The net cost accounts for existing or
planned service on some corridors, and may be significantly lower than the total cost if only
enhancements to midday, evening, or weekend are required.

Figure 7-2 Incremental Cost Estimates to Implement FTN Vision

‘ Daily Vehicle Miles J

Incremental Annual Costs*

Tier | Weekday | Saturday | Sunday | Weekday Saturday Sunday Total

1 1,800 2,100 800 | $3,000,000 $800,000 | $300,000 | $4,100,000
2 1,500 1,800 700 | $2,700,000 $700,000 | $300,000 | $3,600,000
1+2 3,300 4,000 1,500 | $5,700,000 | $1,500,000 | $600,000 | $7,700,000

Notes: * Based on $6 per vehicle mile for service if no additional vehicles are required, or $7 per vehicle mile if
additional vehicles are required, and 40,000 annual vehicle miles.
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Figure 7-3  FTN Implementation Considerations

Potential

Primary

FTN Service Needs Potential Implementation Strategies

UTA Core Service New

Corridor Time Frame | Route(s) Network* | Buy-Up | Restructure | Service Key Elements / Considerations

200 S (Transit Tier 1 2 X X X X Possible initial joint City-UTA project

Spine) Incorporate clean vehicles (UTA “No-Low”
Emission vehicle grant)
Bulb-outs, other amenities, community-oriented
features

North/South Tier 1 220,3,6 X X X X Consider restructuring 220 to consolidate east-

Temple west service on North-South Temple
Consider restructuring Route 3 to terminate at
North Temple Station, or serve SLC Central via
600 W

500 E /900 E; to Tier 1 205, 209 X X X X X Identify potential layover location near LDS

LDS Hospital and Coordinate with 200 S and N. Temple corridors

Avenues (frequent east-west connections)

Neighborhood

State Street; to Tier 1 200 X X X X X Part of larger BRT project; could SLC portion be

State Capitol advanced as the initial segment of a broader
project
Consider rerouting Rt 200 to serve State Capital
in the shorter-term, e.g., in conjunction with
200S transit spine
Identify potential layover location

400 S Tier 1 228, 500 X X X X X X X Identify Redwood Road terminus options (e.g., N.
Temple)
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FTN Service Needs Potential Implementation Strategies

Potential Primary UTA Core Service New
Corridor Time Frame | Route(s) Network* | Buy-Up | Restructure | Service Key Elements / Considerations

California / 300 W/ | Tier 1 9 X X X X X X X Identify Redwood Road terminus options (e.g., N.

900 S Temple)

Indiana (west of Tier 2 Consider modifying Rt 9 to serve California

300 W) segment (e.g., split tail of Rt 9 between California

1300 S (east of Tier 2 and 300W portion, 1300S - Central Pointe

300 W) Station, or serve via alternative route). West end
of Route 17 could also potentially be rerouted to
serve 300W between 1700S & Central Pointe
Station
Western segment of 900 S contingent on grade-
separated freight rail crossing

1300 E Tier 1 220 X X X X See also N./S. Temple

Rose Park Tier1l/2 519, 520 X X X X X X X

2100 S /2100 E Tier 1 21 X X X X

Redwood Road Tier 1 217 X X X See also 900 S/ California and 400 S corridors

1700 S Tier 2 17

Foothill Drive Tier 2 228, X X X

313,354
TRAX Tier 1 X X 15 minute weekend service

*UTA is in the process of defining its Core Route Network.
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Implementation of Alternative Service Pilot Projects

Establishing partnerships with employers and ride services companies are key steps in developing
pilot projects to provide employer- and residential-oriented services to extend the reach of fixed
route service in Salt Lake City. The City and/or UTA will need to foster partnerships with
employers and non-profits and develop agreements with private transportation providers to
develop these pilot projects. The following sections outline key implementation steps and
parameters that should be addressed in these agreements.

Employer-Oriented Service

The City and/or UTA will need to work with employers to structure effective shared ride shuttle
services to employment sites that cannot be served effectively by the FTN. As described in
Chapter 2, Transportation Management Associations (TMAS) are often effective ways to organize
employers to coordinate schedules and provide funding for shuttle programs. Key information
required to plan an employer-oriented shuttle program includes:

=  Primary employee shift times (start and end)

= Employee origins (home locations) and the rail or FTN station(s) that would most
efficiently provide connections for the most employees

A TMA can also provide the City and UTA with a more centralized way to facilitate education and
outreach to employers and employees, and foster incentives to use transit including company-
sponsored passes (such as the Hive Pass) which can be supported by an employer-sponsored
guaranteed ride home program. Although employees use guaranteed ride home programs
relatively infrequently, they remove a key barrier to use of transit and employee shuttles; if a
participating employee unexpectedly needs to leave work early or late, the program would cover
the cost of a taxi or shared ride home or to the transit station.

Residential-Oriented Service

As described in Chapter 2, residential-oriented ride services would extend the reach of the FTN in
Salt Lake City. A number ofissuesand concerns emerged in early discussions of the concept of
partnering with ride services companies to offer subsidized shared ride services. These concerns
could be addressed through the contracting/procurement process for such a partnership, i.e., ride
services companies would need to be able to address these concerns in order to be eligible for the
subsidized ride program. Figure 7-3 summarizes the likely service parameters and
issues/concerns along with potential resolution of those issues.

UTA would need to determine whether this model is specific to Salt Lake City or could be applied
elsewhere in the UTA service area.

Residential-Oriented Shared Ride Cost Estimate

The cost to subsidize an on-demand shared ride service in the conceptual residential service
zones identified in Chapter 2 would vary depending on contractual arrangements with ride
services companies, service parameters (geographies and hours of availability), and residents’
demand for the service. Based on rough assumptions, the net cost to Salt Lake City could be on
the order of $500,000 to $900,000 to subsidize rides for such a service for the full operating
hours of the FTN (17 hours Monday-Saturday and 12 hours on Sundays) in the identified zones.
Assumptions include that average daily rides would total 1% of residents in the zones and that
residents would pay a small premium over the cost of a transit fare. The current, unsubsidized
cost of a single person on-demand ride to a nearby transit station ranges from $5 to $8 for
each of the zones.
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Figure 7-4 Ride Services Partnership Service Parameters/Concerns

Issue/Concern

Principle or Contractual Stipulation to Address

Service Parameters, e.g., where and when is the service available?

Eligible Origins

= Defined areas outside of the geographic coverage of the FTN (see Chapter 2)

Eligible Destinations

= Rail and FTN stations (i.e., connections available to Salt Lake Central or other major transit
stations)

= Potentially direct access to other key nodes defined within each service area, e.g.,
neighborhood shopping area

Eligible Hours of Operation

= Hours of FTN service, i.e., 17 hours per day Monday-Saturday and 12 hours per day
Sundays (see Chapter 3)

= |f an area has only partial frequent service, e.g., daytime but not evenings, trips could be
made eligible for a subsidy only outside of actual frequent service hours (the model could
also potentially be used in this way to extend service hours in other neighborhoods in Salt
Lake City)

Other Considerations

Fare Payment

= Desirable to integrate with Hive Pass

Fiscal Sustainability

= Program availability would need to be constrained by available funds and estimated costs;
testing the program in a pilot neighborhoad or zone would help refine the budget

Environmental Sustainability

= The service would balance shared rides (to maximize sustainability) with efficient travel times
in order to avoid the perceptionthat the service offers single-passenger rides

= Align with SLC Sustainability'Goals, i.e., shared ride, clean vehicle requirements or
incentives

= A premium subsidy arpreferential allocation of rides could be offered to incentivize clean-
fuel vehicles

Equity

= Address potential or perceived equity implications of providing shared ride services program
in some neighbarhoods that may be generally higher-income than others, i.e., providing
better (door-to-door);service to a higher-income area than is available in lower income areas

= Address potential equity concerns related to accessibility for people without smart phones
(e.g-"partner with a third party to allow riders to schedule via the web instead of a smart
phone)

Accessibility

= Availability of accessible vehicles

Technology

= Desirable to integrate into development of a shared mobility platform
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FUNDING STRATEGIES

Implementing the service, capital, and programmatic recommendations of the Transit Master
Plan will require the City and UTA to develop new, sustainable transit funding sources. This
section describes potential funding mechanisms including federal, state, and local sources as well
as public-private partnerships.

Existing Funding Sources

Existing funding for transit in Salt Lake City is primarily provided by UTA. UTA revenue sources
for the FY 2015-2016 budget year, illustrated in Figure 7-4, total approximately $347 million and
include:

= Local option sales tax: Largest revenue source for UTA, imposed by service area and
varies by county—Salt Lake County: 0.6875 cents per dollar in retail sales; Weber, Davis,
Box Elder counties: 0.55 cents; Utah County: 0.526 cents; Tooele County (select cities):
0.3 cents. Sales tax revenues were projected to increase by 4.2% from 2014 to 2015.!

= Federal grants: UTA has secured nearly $1.7 billion in discretionary and formula
federal grants over the past decade.?

= Passenger revenue: UTA recovers 17% of transit operating costs from fares.3 This
percentage is an average and includes all modes. Fare revenues are projected to increase
based on growth in ridership.

= Advertising: From lease of exterior space on'the sides and rear of bus and light rail
vehicles.

= Investment income: Interest earned,on invested operating funds not yet expended and
funds held for future capital expenditures.

= Other income: Income from rents and'leases on the right-of-way.4
Salt Lake City pays for transportation investments using primarily general funds—there are no
funds dedicated to public transit. Funding contributions from the City for FY 2015-2016 include: 5
= $2.2 million for Transportation Operations including one HIVE program administrator®
= $50,000 of general funds for Ground Transportation
= $1.8 million for Bikeway Infrastructure projects including:
—  $1.77 million of general funds
—  $46,000 of impact fee funds

Additionally, the City dedicates $7,500 to a Rail~Volution Partner level membership, which
further supports future transportation investments in Salt Lake City.

1 UTA. 2015 Budget Document. Retrieved from http://www.rideuta.com/uploads/2015MasterBudgetDoc.pdf

2 Utah Transit Authority. UTA Year in Review 2014. Retrieved from
https:/ /www.rideuta.com/uploads /UTAYearinReview2014.pdf.

3 National Transit Database.
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites /fta.dot.gov /files /ntd /tap /201 3_Utah_Transit_Authority_ID8001.pdf

4 UTA. 2015 Budget Document. Retrieved from hitp://www.rideuta.com/uploads/2015MasterBudgetDoc.pdf

5 Salt Lake City. Capital and Operating Budget Fiscal Year 2015-2016. Retrieved from
http://www.slcdocs.com/budget/bookFY 16.pdf

¢ The Hive Pass is a program provided by Salt Lake City through an agreement with UTA that allows residents to
purchase reduced cost monthly or annual transit passes.
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Figure 7-5 2015 UTA Operating Budget
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Potential Funding Sources

A variety of funding sources exist to help suppo blic transportation. Program eligibility,
match requirements, and use of fundi ary by program and whether distributed at the federal,
state, or local level. This section describes the funding sources available, some of which the City
already receives, and some which would be new sources of funding.

Federal

On December 4, 2015, Preside ama signed into law P.L. 114-94, the Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST) Act. Funding surface transportation programs at over $305 billion for
fiscal years (FY) 2016 through 2020, the FAST Act continues many of the streamlined and
performance-based surface transportation programs established in the Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21). Federal transportation funding is generally formula or
discretionary-based. Formula-based programs have a pre-determined amount of funding
allocated each year to states and metropolitan planning organizations, whereas discretionary
programs are competitive and provide grants to communities that submit funding applications.

The following formula-based programs for urbanized areas are relevant to Salt Lake City, and
unless otherwise noted, generally require a 20% local match for capital assistance and a 50%
match for operating assistance (if applicable). Revenue from these funding sources is typically
allocated at the regional level; UTA is the recipient for these funds.

Urbanized Area Formula Program (FTA Section 5307). This program is primarily
intended to fund fixed-route transit projects. For urbanized areas over 200,000 in population,
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5307 funds can only be used for capital expenditures, including preventative maintenance.” In
addition, certain expenses associated with mobility management programs are eligible and some
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) complementary paratransit service costs are considered
capital costs. Up to 10% of 5307 funds can be applied to ADA Paratransit service; up to 20% of
program funds can be used for complementary paratransit service if certain conditions are met. A
20% local match is required for all capital expenditures; the local share may be lowered to 10% for
the cost of vehicle-related equipment attributable to compliance with the ADA.

Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program (FTA
Section 5310). This program provides formula funding for services to seniors and persons with
disabilities that go beyond traditional fixed-route services and ADA paratransit. It can be used for
operating and capital costs. In general, this funding source requires a 20% local match for capital
and a 50% local match for operating expenditures, however only a 10.27% match is required for
purchased transportation services.

A sub-component of this program created in the FAST Act is a new discretionary pilot program
for innovative coordinated access and mobility. This pilot program is open to 5310 recipients to
assist in financing innovative projects for the transportation disadvantaged that improve the
coordination of transportation services and non-emergency medical transportation (NEMT)
services; such as: the deployment of coordination technology, projects that create or increase
access to community, One-Call/One-Click Centers, etc. In thefirst year of the discretionary
program (2016) Congress appropriated $2 million, followed by $3':million in 2017, $3.25 million
in 2018, and $3.5 million in 2019.

Buses and Bus Facilities Grants Program (FTA Section 5339). There are three
components to this program. The first is a continuation ofithe formula bus program established
under MAP-21 that provides funding to states and:transit agencies to replace, rehabilitate, and
purchase buses and related equipment and to construct bus-related facilities. The FAST Act added
two new components: a bus and bus facilities competitive grant program based on asset age and
condition and a low or no emissions bus deployment program. Both the formula and competitive
funding require a 20% local match and,are only eligible for capital expenditures.

A pilot provision in the FAST Actiallows designated recipients in urbanized areas between
200,000 and 999,999 in population to participate in voluntary state pools to allow transfers of
formula funds between designatedrecipients during the period of the authorized legislation.

Capital Investment Grant Program. This program is the primary federal funding source for
development of new major transit capital investments. The program funds fixed guideway transit
projects including: commuter rail, light rail, heavy rail, bus rapid transit, streetcars, and ferries.
There are three components to the program: New Starts, Core Capacity, and Small Starts; projects
can be grouped into “Programs of Interrelated Projects” that are comprised of any combination of
two or more New Starts, Small Starts, or Core Capacity projects.

= New Starts projects must have a total capital cost over $300 million or request $100
million or more in funding.

7 Capital projects include: planning, engineering, design and evaluation of transit projects and other technical
transportation-related studies; capital investments in bus and bus-related activities such as replacement, overhaul and
rebuilding of buses, crime prevention and security equipment and construction of maintenance and passenger facilities;
and capital investments in new and existing fixed guideway systems including rolling stock, overhaul and rebuilding of
vehicles, track, signals, communications, and computer hardware and software. In addition, associated transit
improvements and certain expenses associated with mobility management programs are eligible under the program. All
preventive maintenance and some ADA complementary paratransit service costs are considered capital costs.
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= Core Capacity projects are major capital investments in existing fixed guideway systems
that increase capacity on corridors that are at capacity today or will be in five years.8

= Small Starts projects must have a total capital cost of less than $300 million and seek less
than $100 million in funding.

Local match requirements are 20% of that total cost; in recent years the FTA has been pushing
recipients to pay closer to a 50% local match.

Communities seeking funding under the capital investment grants programs must complete a
series of steps over several years to be eligible for funding. New Starts and Core Capacity projects
have two phases: (1) Project Development: the evaluation of alternatives leading to the selection
of a locally preferred alternative, and (2) Engineering: during which cost and designs are finalized
and environmental issues are addressed. The process can take five or more years from initiation
of an alternatives analysis (AA) to execution of a full funding agreement.

A pilot program in the FAST Act allows communities seeking funding or that recently received
funding under the Capital Investment Grants programs to apply to the Pilot Program for Transit-
Oriented Development Planning. This program funds local community initiatives to integrate
land use and transportation planning to improve economic development and ridership, foster
multimodal connectivity and accessibility, improve transit access for pedestrian and bicycle
traffic, engage the private sector, identify infrastructure needs,and enable mixed-use
development near transit stations.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Program. Administered by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), this program funds.a wide variety of surface transportation
projects — including transit — that contribute to air quality.improvements and provide congestion
relief in areas that do not meet federal air quality.standards (non-attainment) or former
nonattainment areas that are now in compliance (maintenance areas). Funding is provided to the
State, which has discretion to prioritize and fund projects. Salt Lake County is a non-attainment
or maintenance area for some pollutants, making it eligible for funding under this program.

Surface Transportation Block Grant Program. Also administered by the FHWA, this
program can be used by the State.and larger metropolitan regions to fund a wide variety of
transportation projects. A percentage of the program is set aside for bicycling and walking
projects (called “Transportation Alternatives”) and there is a requirement that at least half of each
state’s funding be provided to geographic areas in proportion to their relative shares of the State’s
population.

TIGER Discretionary Grants. The U.S. Department of Transportation’s Transportation
Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Discretionary Grant program invests in
projects that address national objectives in safety, economic competitiveness, state of good repair,
quality of life, and environmental sustainability. DOT also evaluates projects on innovation,
partnerships, project readiness, benefit cost analysis, and cost share. The eligibility requirements
of TIGER allow project sponsors to obtain funding for multi-modal, multi-jurisdictional projects
that are more difficult to support through traditional federal programs. There have been rounds
of funding each year since 2009. However, since the program is not authorized, it is subject to the
annual appropriations process year to year. A TIGER grant was used to develop the Sugarhouse
Streetcar (see sidebar).

8 FTA calculates capacity for light rail and heavy rail projects as useable space per passenger in the peak hour in the
peak direction. Levels below 5.7 square feet are considered to be at capacity now or within 5 years and is eligible.
More information on the calculations can be found on page 85 of the Final Capital Investment Grant Program Interim
Policy Guidance, June 2016 available at

www.transit.dot.gov /sites /fta.dot.gov /files /docs /FAST Updated Interim Policy Guidance June%20 2016.pdf
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Public Transportation Innovation (FTA Section 5312). This program provides annual
discretionary funding to develop innovative products and services to better meet the needs of
transit agency customers. For the first round of the program, the FTA announced $8 million in
funding for Mobility on Demand Sandbox. The FTA seeks to fund project teams to innovate,
explore partnerships, develop new business models, integrate transit and mobility on demand
solutions, and investigate new solutions, enabling technical capabilities such as integrated
payment systems, decision support, and incentives for traveler choices. Future grant
opportunities could be pursued to help develop the recommended on-demand ride services
partnership to extend the reach of frequent transit service.

Sugarhouse Streetcar Funding Partnership
The S-Line was funded through a partnership between Salt Lake City, South Salt Lake, and UTA.
= UTA received a $26 million TIGER Il grant in 2010 and provided the three streetcar vehicles

(valued at $12 million) and the right-of-way (valued at $6.3 million) at no cost to the cities of
South Salt Lake and Salt Lake City.

= The gap in funding to complete the project ($11.18 million) was shared between Salt Lake City
($5.38 million), South Salt Lake ($4.2 million), and UTA ($1.6 million). Salt Lake City and South
Salt Lake also shared in the cost of operating the line along with UTA for three years.
Source: http:/iwww.shstreetcar.com/files/IMasterStreetcarTransmittal. pdf

State Funding

State funding for transit operations and capital projects can be a good local match for federal
sources and also provides stable funding over many years.

Gas Tax. During the 2015 General Session, the State of Utah passed H.B. 362 which increased
the statewide gas tax by 4.9 cents from 24.5 cents per gallon to 29.4 cents per gallon.® In addition,
beginning in 2016, there is an additional.12% sales tax on wholesale gas that will fluctuate based
on the statewide average wholesale pretax price of a gallon of regular unleaded motor fuel during
the previous three fiscal years, not to exceed 40 cents. The new taxes provide an annual
adjustment as the statewide average wholesale price of fuel fluctuates within the floor ($2.45) and
ceiling ($3.33) prices.

These revenues are deposited into the state Transportation Fund and Transportation Investment
Fund and project funding decisions are made by the Transportation Commission each year.
Utah'’s transportation commissioners are appointed by the governor and serve as part of an
independent advisory committee. The local option sales tax provision of H.B. 362 is discussed
below under Local Funding.

Sales Tax. Counties within the Utah Transit Authority service area assess sales taxes that are
earmarked for transit, including both operations and for the local share of capital expenditures.
Approved local option sales taxes include:

= Salt Lake County 0.6875%

= Davis County 0.5500%

=  Weber County 0.5500%

= Box Elder County 0.5500%

= Utah County 0.5260%

= Tooele County 0.3000%

9 http://www.wfrc.org/new wfrc/index.php /resources/house-bill-362-transportation-infrastructure-funding
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Salt Lake City SmartTrips

Salt Lake City’s SmartTrips program is an on-the-ground effort to educate and encourage local
residents to use public and active transportation for their travel needs. This program targeted
households and businesses in the Fairmont and Westminster neighborhoods of lower Sugar House.
Residents were educated on the importance of decreasing polluting activities associated with
driving. One goal of the program was to empower at least 15% of the targeted households to
successfully negotiate barriers to adopt and sustain the use of public and active transportation to
reduce vehicle emissions.

The Salt Lake City Sustainability Division applied for a Utah Clean Air (UCAIR) grant to support
six activities of this program:

Community Listening and Collaboration Cultivation
Business Recruitment

Participant Recruitment

Participant Engagement

o> @ =

Community Partnering Events
6. Evaluation/Feedback
Of the $29,424 originally granted to SmartTrips by UCAIR, $8,852 (approximately 30%) was

spent on personnel costs. The remaining $20,571 (approximately’70%) was used for program
materials.

Source: 2014 SmartTrips Salt Lake City UCAIR Final Grant Report

Local Funding Options

Many recent capital projects in the United States have relied largely, if not solely, on local funding
for construction and operations. Avoiding complex-requirements associated with federally-funded
construction projects has allowed many cities to implement more cost-effective and rapid
construction and implementation of service. The following are some of the potential local sources
of funding for constructing and operating transit projects.

General Obligation Bonds..Bonds areia primary source of funds for constructing major capital
improvements. Voter-approved bonds are sold to provide up-front funding for transportation
projects, including street andtransit corridor improvements. A set of projects may be grouped
into a “bond package” that goes before the public for voter approval. General obligation bonds
could be supported through the city’s existing property tax base, or backed with incremental
increases in universally-applied city taxes, such as those on sales or property, or parking meter
revenues.

Taxes

Sales Tax

General sales taxes can provide a large source of funding for transit operations or capital projects,
though revenues tend to fluctuate with the overall economy introducing uncertainty year to year.
While transit agencies have traditionally relied on sales tax commitments from local
governments, many agencies are moving to diversify their revenue sources after the economic
downtown in 2008 severely impacted operating budgets, service levels, and fares. As described
above under the statewide sales tax section, H.B. 362 allowed counties to impose a 0.25% general
sales tax for transportation, with voter approval. Salt Lake City (urban area) and UTA would each
receive 0.10% (a tenth-cent) of the sales tax increase, and Salt Lake County would receive 0.05%
(0.05 of a cent); however, Salt Lake County voters did not approve Proposition 1 on November 3,
2015 so this potential funding source is currently not available to UTA and Salt Lake City.
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Payroll Tax

In this scenario, a payroll tax is imposed directly on employers served by transit. It is based on
payroll for services performed within a transit district, including traveling sales representatives
and employees working from home. This tax applies to covered employees and self-employed
workers. Advantages include flexibility of revenues (capital and operating purposes),
administrative ease, and equity.

Employee Head Tax

While not a common source of transit funding, employee head taxes can be a way to tie transit
benefits to employment and economic growth. Head taxes charge employers a flat tax on each
worker, typically annually. An example is the Employers’ Expense Tax in Chicago, which applies
to employers with more than 50 employees. The rate is $2.00 per employee per month. (This tax
was repealed in 2014.)

Usage Fees

Congestion Pricing and Toll Revenue

Congestion pricing and toll revenue can provide a potential funding source for transit when
coupled with improvements to transit services along the same corridor. It also increases the cost
of driving, which can make transit more cost-competitive. Revenues are often flexible (operating
or capital purposes) but in some cases their use is limited to a specific corridor or zone. Typically,
tolls are only implemented on new roads or roads that have recently‘undergone major
improvements.

Vehicle-Miles Traveled (VMT) Fees

The recently passed H.B. 362 included provisionsidirecting the Utah Department of
Transportation to study the feasibility of a mileage-based user fee. VMT fees have been
considered by many states and municipalities, butnone have been implemented for personal
vehicles in the United States. Unliketolls,,VMT fees are distance-based fees that are not facility-
or zone-specific.

Vehicle Registration Fee

Many communities levy a fee'on residents who register a car within the jurisdiction to cover the
costs associated with using the local transportation system. The revenues from this fee can be
directly tied to improvements in the transportation network that benefits drivers, including
transit projects and service improvements. Utah currently levies a uniform fee based on the age of
the vehicle between $10 and $150 as well as a registration fee based on vehicle type, fuel type, and
county.

Travel and Tourism Fees

Visitors traveling within the Salt Lake City region place demands on the transportation system.
This fee would assess a tax on rental cars or hotel rooms to account for these costs and provide
revenues to operate the transit system. Utah state law allows a county, city, or town to impose a
transient room tax on the rental of rooms in hotels, motels, inns, trailer courts, campgrounds,
tourist homes, and similar accommodations for stays of less than 30 consecutive days.

Transit Access (Utility) Fee

A transit access (utility) fee is paid by households and businesses and is a stable source of support
for the transit agency over time. While only a handful of cities have adopted this revenue source, a
transit access fee could be assessed for all households within the city and generate significant
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revenues. Transit access fees are typically a monthly charge of between $1 and $5 per household.
For equity reasons, a discounted rate for low-income households would need to be considered.

Corvallis Transit Operation Fee

In the City of Corvallis, Oregon the Transit Operation Fee (TOF) is a monthly charge to City of
Corvallis utility customers to generate revenue for the exclusive purpose of funding Corvallis
Transit System (CTS) operations. This revenue source was developed to replace property tax
funds that previously supported transit operations and transit fares revenues. Single-family
residential customers are charged $2.75 per month and multi-family residential customers are
charged $1.90 per housing unit per month. Fees for commercial and industrial customers are
based on the type of business.

The fee has generated consistent revenue with $1,200,000 in FY 2013-14 and slightly less than
$1,200,000 in FY 2014-15. This approach provides significantly more revenue than the
property tax revenue, which previously provided about $400,000 in annual revenues.

Source: City of Corvallis. Transportation Operations Fee. January 2016. Retrieved from
http://www.corvallisoregon.gov/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4248

Development Impact Fees

Municipalities often tax developers based on the impact of anewdevelopment on the
transportation system. These fees are used to pay for infrastructure improvements that will
mitigate the level of service concerns brought by the new development. This is a common fee used
for road infrastructure but is increasingly being used to'fund transit or transportation demand
management (TDM) measures associated with new development. San Francisco, for example,
collects fees to ensure the new development receives,adequate transit service. Depending on local
implementation, use of this revenue source can be'flexible, paying for operating or capital
improvements. Salt Lake City has an impact fee mechanism with funds eligible for streets, parks,
and public safety projects, but not for maintenance of existing facilities. A one-year moratorium
went into effect in Fall 2015 while the City updated policies to ensure funds are used within six
years, as required by the impact:fee ordinance.

Utah Foundation Report: Fueling Our Future, 2013-2040:
Policy Options to Address Utah’s Future Transportation Needs

The Utah Foundation published a report in February 2013 (Report Number 71 3: Fueling Our
Future, 2013-2040: Policy Options to Address Utah’s Future Transportation Needs) that outlined
the following potential transit funding options:

=  Sales tax increase of 0.25% ($3.8 billion over the next 30 years)
= 1% increase in hotel taxes ($139 million over the next 30 years)
= 1% increase in rental car tax ($71 million over the next 30 years)

=  Transit property tax of $0.1 for counties in the UTA service area ($5.8 billion over the
next 30 years)
Source: UTA Network Study, p. 91
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Special Districts

Business Improvement District

A business improvement district (BID) is an area within which businesses pay an additional tax to
enhance the area within the district’s boundaries. Often used to support streetscape
improvements and to activate parks and open spaces, some BIDs have funded circulator buses,
transit shuttles, and bus stop amenities that improve access and enhance the sense of place in the
area.

Parking Benefit Districts

Pricing parking provides a stable revenue source and also reduces reliance on single-occupant
vehicles. Parking meter revenue may be prioritized to support transit services in the area where
the parking fees were collected. Many cities are exploring these funding approaches for downtown
areas, universities, and employment centers that have specific transit service needs.

City of Seattle Transit Benefits District

In 2010, the Seattle City Council authorized the creation of a transportation benefit district —
the Seattle Transit Benefits District (STBD). Voter approval of the STBD in November 2014
authorized a 0.1% sales tax increase and a $60 annual vehicledicense fee (VLF) per registered
vehicle. The current VLF stands at $80 per year, with a $100<ap.

Based on state legislation, funding sources that may be used without voter approval include an
up to a $20 annual VLF and a transportation impact feé on commercial and industrial buildings.
Subject to voter approval, the following additional révenue sources are available:

=  Property taxes (one-year excess levy or an excess levy for capital purposes)

= Sales and use tax (up to 0.2%)

= Annual VLF of up to an additional $80 ($100%otal) per vehicle registered in the district

= Vehicle tolls
This funding mechanism is expecteddo raise $45 million per year to address overcrowding and
reliability issues with Metro service and to add frequency to meet demand for more transit.

Source: SDOT. Seattle Transit Master Plang200§s Retrieved ¥om http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/docs/TMP/final/TMPSupplmtALL2-
16FINAL.pdf

Public-Private Partnerships

Public/private partnerships are agreements between public and private partners that can benefit
from the same improvements. While traditionally considered primarily for the construction of
large transit projects, they have been used in several places around the country to provide public
transportation amenities within the public right-of-way in exchange for operational revenue from
the facilities, such as sidewalks, bike lanes, and multi-use trails, in addition to transit services.
Transit agencies can work with major employers and trip generators to help pay for transit service
and facilities.

Advertising/Sponsorships

UTA permits the sale and placement of ads on many of its vehicles as a means to generate
additional revenue. Revenues from advertisement currently make up approximately 1% of total
revenues.

Institutional Partners

Institutions can provide financial contributions by helping fund transit operations, partnering on
capital projects, and purchasing transit passes. The University of Utah is a significant demand
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center for transit in Salt Lake City with more than 30,000 students and more than 17,000 faculty
and staff. Four TRAX stations and more than 15 bus routes serve the campus and approximately
35% of University trips are made by transit. The University operates eight free campus shuttles,
an express shuttle to Salt Lake Central Station, and provides staff, faculty, and students with
transit passes.10 The University can partner with the City and UTA to develop a recommended
transit hub with layover space for UTA buses. UTA and City could also work with the University to
identify high trip generators on campus and throughout the city that might warrant additional
levels of service, such as the University of Utah Research Park and the University of Utah Health
Sciences Center.

Other institutional partners could include the VA Salt Lake City Health Care System, state and
county government offices and city agencies, or other educational institutions, such as
Westminster College. Finally, the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, with locations
throughout the city could be an important potential service partner with UTA, particularly for
special events and major functions.

Transit Oriented Development and Joint Development

Property access fees, and benefit assessment districts are approaches to sharing transit costs with
owners of property located near a transit resource (e.g., a transit station or a park and ride) who
benefit directly from proximity to the transit resource. These funding mechanisms, sometimes
referred to as land value capture, provide a way to finance transitthrough taxes or fees paid by
nearby private development, where property values are expected to increase as a result of transit
investments. Implementing strategies to capture a portion.of the increase can be used to help
fund public transit infrastructure. These revenues can be'used for operations, administration, and
capital expenses.

10 State of the System Fact Book, Appendix A. See p. 4-20.
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Summary of Existing and Potential Funding Sources

A number of the potential transit funding sources that have been used to fund transit in other
cities and regions are currently available or could be available to the City and UTA. Some of the
potential options may be less appropriate for Salt Lake City. Figure 7-5 displays a conceptual
assessment of these options, organized based on their revenue potential and likely ease of
implementation (estimates for revenue potential are based on high-level assumptions for
illustrative purposes).

A number of the “easy” sources are already in use for existing services and programs, but a
package of relatively small and easy sources is likely to be the best path to increase funding for
transit in the near term. The “big and challenging” sources shown in the upper left quadrant are
likely to be challenging to implement for various reasons, but could be longer term sources to
contemplate. The “small and challenging” sources shown in the lower left would likely be low on
the City’s list of potential transit revenue sources.

Qualitative considerations affecting ease of implementation include:

= Cost (initial and ongoing operation) and complexity of implementation
= Time frame to implement
= Need for partnerships

= Potential need for local government (e.qg., City Council), state government (Legislature),
and/or voter approval

= Likely political support

Issues of affordable, accessible transportation, affordable,accessible housing, and strengthening
the local economy are interrelated. As funding options are considered, their applicability to a
variety of City plans will allow for a more comprehensive, cost-effective approach.
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The illustration of potential transit revenue sources is based on funding mechanisms used in other regions.
Some of the options may be less appropriate for Salt Lake City.

Figure 7-6  Conceptual Illustration of Funding Sources by Revenue Potential and Ease of Implementation
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Assumptions used for conceptual purposes in developing order-of-magnitude estimates of revenue potential included:

Utility fee: Monthly fee of approximately $3 per housing unit (range of $1 to $5 monthly possible based on peer cases.

Gas Tax: Rate of 2 cents per gallon; current Utah statewide gas tax is 24.5 cents.

Property Tax: Rate of 0.01%,; current tax rate is 0.015288%.

Sales Tax: Rate of 0.01%. As noted above, H.B. 362 allowed counties to impose a 0.25% general sales tax for transportation, with voter
approval. Salt Lake City (urban area) and UTA would each receive 0.10% (a tenth-cent) of the sales tax increase, and Salt Lake County would
receive 0.05% (0.05 of a cent); however, Salt Lake County voters did not approve the tax.

Payroll Tax: Rate of 0.01%, applied to covered private employment (i.e., subject to the National Labor Relations Act).

Employee Head Tax: Rate of $12 per employee annually at firms of 100 people or more.

Congestion Pricing & Toll Revenue: $0.50 charge per vehicle within a downtown zone for 250 days per year.

VMT Fee: Rate of 1 cent per mile, applied to per capita VMT of about 9,339 (Source: Salt Lake City Carbon Footprint Report, 2010).
Development Impact Fee: $75 per new residential unit and $0.25 per square foot of new commercial development.

Parking Benefits District: Assumes 25 cents per hour over 12 metered hours per day with parking occupancy of 60%.

Motor Vehicle Registration: $5 fee per year. As noted above, current fees in Utah range from $10 and $150.

Business Improvement District, Public Private Partnerships, Institutional Partners, and TOD & Joint Development: Revenue potential
is highly dependent on specific cases.
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TRANSIT SERVICE DELIVERY

Cities around the country are investing resources in their transit systems and expect greater
accountability from their transit provider. A key outcome of the Transit Master Plan is to define
an approach to delivering local service that is more responsive to Salt Lake City’s needs and
desired outcomes. A focus of the Transit Master Plan has been to build on the strong existing
partnership between the City and UTA, and implementation of the Transit Master Plan relies on
continued collaboration and partnership between the City and UTA. This section explores a range
of options for how the City could structure its relationship with UTA and influence the delivery of
transit to achieve the plan’s goals — most importantly, to achieve the highest quality public transit
services for current or potential future passengers.

Transit Master Plan Recommendation

Given the already strong City-UTA partnership that the plan has built upon, the Transit Master
Plan recommends developing a local service delivery approach that strengthens this relationship
and provides the City with additional accountability. The City and UTA should develop an
agreement or memorandum of understanding (or a set of agreements) that comprehensively and
clearly outlines mutual responsibilities, decision-making structure, and commitments to promote
transparency and ensure accountability. The FTN, which represents the City’s policy vision for
frequent service corridors and service levels, is a key area that could be addressed in such as
agreement. The City can provide local funding support to,increase frequency and hours of
operation on high priority corridors and implement capital.improvements that enhance transit
speed and reliability; the City controls management of streets and public right-of-way and is well-
positioned to take on such a role. UTA can commit to maintain frequent, stable, and consistent
service on FTN corridors once implemented, provided service standards are met. The City and
UTA can also partner to implement specific services such as the recommended on-demand ride
services partnership. Funding partnerships, described above, would help the City work with UTA
to support implementation of the plan vision, similar to what cities such as Boulder and Seattle
have done to support their priorities.

On the other hand, contracting local service would entail a host of complex funding and
governance issues that Salt Lake City would need to resolve, and risks making the transit
passenger experience more complex. These issues include:

= Lack of a substantial dedicated local funding source for transit operations, which is
necessary to ensure stable and consistent service; the operating cost for local bus routes
serving Salt Lake City was nearly $16 million in 2014 1

= State or other legal restrictions, including restrictions on accessing federal funds

= Service coordination/integration between local and regional services, including service
that crosses city limits.

= Fare/fare policy implications, including transfers and revenue sharing

= Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) implications, including responsibility for bus stops
and complementary ADA Paratransit service

= Significant cost and staffing requirements
= Control over decision-making and plan implementation

11 State of the System Fact Book, Appendix A.
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City-UTA Collaboration

The City and UTA have been working in close collaboration throughout development of the
Transit Master Plan. Continuing to build on this working relationship, grounded in a mutual
commitment to providing high-quality transit service will be critical to carrying out and securing
funding for the plan’s recommendations.

Several of the key areas identified in the plan where a range of City departments and UTA will
need to work together include:

= Jointly develop the 200 S corridor as an initial, pilot branded bus corridor, with coordinated
service, capital facility, and transit-supportive improvements

= Develop an approach for improving service on FTN corridors (i.e., where the City would like to
prioritize frequent service) that are outside of the UTA Core Network of frequent service
routes

= Develop a standardized branding approach for frequent service corridors, including an
approach for routes/corridors that extend beyond Salt Lake City

= Prioritize implementation of the next phases of frequent service, enhanced bus, and/or BRT
corridors

= Define the parameters for and work to establish partnerships for pilot employer- and
residential-oriented shared ride services

= Rollout real-time information and improve pedestrian and bicycle access to transit stops along
the FTN and other corridors

= Develop (or support private sector development of) afmultimodaltrip planner that helps
people link seamlessly between modes

= Pursue a potential funding measure to provide funding for transit operations, capital
improvements, and supportive programs

The City and UTA will need to define areas of mutualtagreement and areas that will require
joint decision-making. While some of these areas can be anticipated, most importantly the City
and UTA will need to adapt to changing circumstances throughout the life of the plan, and
address issues and concerns as they emerge:

Potential Service Delivery Options

A range of potential service delivery structures are available in Salt Lake City. Options range from
maintaining regional agency operations (the status quo), strengthening a City-Transit Agency
partnership (recommended approach), and contracting all local service (to UTA or a third-party).
Operating transit in-house is not considered. These options are briefly described below including
the key benefits and challenges, and peer examples.

Regional Agency Operation (Status Quo)

Similar to today, a single regional agency, UTA, would operate both local and regional transit
service in Salt Lake City. This service delivery option would maintain the benefits of the current
service delivery structure. It would not entail a significant effort to reorganize transit governance
and operations, as would be required with some other options. It is important to recognize that
UTA has been an engaged and closely involved partner throughout the City’s Transit Master Plan
process and shares many aspects of the City’s transit vision and goals. However, UTA must also
balance meeting regional obligations and manage its own internal constraints, such as union
rules.
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Description

Key Benefits

Key Challenges

Peer Examples

UTA, the regional transit agency for a six-county service area, operates local and regional transit
service within and to/from Salt Lake City

= UTA has been a willing and engaged partner in the City’s Transit Master Plan process and
shares many aspects of the City’s transit vision and goals

= City staff can focus efforts on implementing Transit Master Plan recommendations rather than on
a potentially major reorganization of transit service delivery and governance; the City does not
need to take on the large-scale infrastructure and staffing needed to directly operate transit

= Trips across city boundaries are transparent to the customer; people focus on where they want to
travel to and from

= Maintains a unified local and regional system, including fare policy and transit information

= More limited opportunity for the City to influence service planning, design, and implementation
compared to a City-led local service delivery model

= As a regional provider, UTA must balance regional obligations with Salt Lake City's needs

= UTA may not be able to overcome organizational or institutional barriers that prevent it from
being more responsive to Salt Lake City's needs

= |n Denver, CO, the Regional Transportation District (RTD) provides local and regional service in
the city.

= This service model is prevalent in many cities and regions. Additional examples highlighted
within the discussion of other models include a large’number of cities and regions where cities
have developed incremental transit programs or.€ontracting approaches, often in partnership
with the regional provider.
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City-Transit Agency Partnership (Recommended)

In various cities where the local and regional transit system is primarily operated by a regional
agency (i.e., UTA), cities have incrementally expanded oversight and management of selected
local transit routes or services. This provides the city with more influence over these services and
ability to meet local transit needs. It also creates potential challenges such as multiple fare
systems, local and regional system coordination, additional responsibilities for existing staff or
additional costs for new staff, and more complex governance of transit service. In some cases,
cities partner with regional transit agencies to implement this type of structure, which can reduce
the barriers and complexity.

Description City provides targeted local service through an interlocal agreement with the transit agency
or a third-party contractor. (This is similar to the GREENBike model used in Salt Lake City or
the peer models highlighted below.) UTA would continue to operate other local and regional
service.

Key Benefits = City has more control over selected local transit services
= City may be able to deliver local services at lower cost if operated by a private contractor

Key Challenges = Potential issues include local and regional service coordination
= Additional responsibilities for existing city staff and more complex governance

Peer Examples In Seattle, WA, SDOT (City) owns and operates the Seattle Streetcar through an interlocal
agreement with a regional transit provider, King County,Metro. The City of Seattle
developed a transit master plan to articulate,local transit priorities and developed local
funding sources to support these priorities: The City partners with King County Metro to
invest in bus service frequency and service span. The City developed the Seattle Transit
Benefits District (STBD) to provide funding for. service investments. SDOT pays for
additional Metro service throughuthis local funding source, purchased on a per-hour basis
(with a fully-loaded cost including capital)., City staff also plan and implement transit capital
improvements, working in close caordination with King County Metro.

In Boulder, CO, RTDsprovides both'local and regional transit service. The City of Boulder
developed the CommunityTransit Network (CTN), which includes seven local bus routes
operated primarily by RTD, but with smaller, community-oriented buses and a high level of
service. TheCity subsidizes, or buys-up, service on selected routes. When high service
levels are'warranted based on RTD's service standards, the agency has assumed financial
responsibility. The City contracts operation of one CTN route, the HOP, to a local non-profit,
VIA.

In Portland, OR, TriMet provides local transit service within the city of Portland and regional
service to in a tri-County area. The City of Portland owns and operates Portland Streetcar, in
partnership with TriMet. The City contracts with a non-profit entity, Portland Streetcar, Inc.,
that manages and operates the Streetcar. Operations staff include both City and TriMet
personnel.
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City Contracts Operation of All Local Service

Salt Lake City could assume responsibility for all local service and contract it out. This would
maximize its control over local transit service delivery, but entails a variety of practical issues.
There are two potential options, contracting service to UTA or contracting to a third-party
contractor. (Alternatively, Salt Lake City could operate service in-house instead of contracting to a
third-party; this option is not discussed in detail, but entails a significantly greater level of effort
and commitment than contracting service). Related to all of these options, it should be
emphasized that Salt Lake City lacks a dedicated, long-term transit funding source, an essential
element to make any of these approaches feasible given the need for service to be stable over time.

City Contracts Operation of Local Service to UTA

If the City contracts with UTA to operate local service, UTA would continue to operate the
majority of local and regional service. The City would be able to define how service is provided,
but as a single provider UTA could determine how to provide it most efficiently.

Description City contracts with the regional transit agency (i.e., UTA) to operate all local service through a
formalized procurement process, resulting in a contract between government agencies known
as an interlocal agreement; this is a more formalized agreement and requires legislative
approval.

Key Benefits = City exercises more control over local transit service provision
= Maintains local and regional transit service under a single provider
= Passengers experience little change in transit service operations
= Maintains a unified regional fare system and4ransit information

[CASENCHLESE = Additional responsibilities for existing City staffand more complex governance

= Requires development of a dedicated‘Jocal transit funding mechanism; funding and potential
legal and legislative issues are likely'to be significant and require extensive study

Peer Examples
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City Contracts Operation of All Local Service to a Third-Party

Alternatively, the City could contract all local service to a third-party transit provider, either a
non-profit or a private operator. UTA would continue to operate regional service. The City would
have more control over local service but it would likely be challenging to integrate multiple
providers to ensure a seamless passenger experience, including local/regional service
coordination, fares, and transit information.

Description City contracts with a third-party to provide local service through a formalized procurement
process (e.g., Request for Proposals). UTA continues to provide regional service. UTA could
also bid on and be awarded the contract, which would result in the previous option.

Key Benefits = City exercises more control over local transit service provision through a formalized
procurement process

LGOI = With multiple providers, need to resolve issues including service across city limits, i.e.,
UTA routes currently provide local service within Salt Lake City

= Increased complexity of local and regional service coordination, fare policy, responsibility
for ADA Paratransit service, and responsibility for bus stop conditions and ADA
accessibility

= Significant expanded responsibilities for City transit program staff and additional
administrative staff time and resources would be needed to transition to a City-led local
service delivery model

= Requires development of a dedicated local transit funding mechanism; funding and
potential legal and legislative issues associated are likely:to be significant and require
extensive study

= A competitive hidding process carries the,risk that the lowest bid may not provide the best
value from a customer perspective; the procurement process should incorporate a best
value selection approach.

REEIASE [ = In Phoenix, AZ, Valley Metro provides regional and local transit (bus and rail). It has
statutory authority to allocate some funds to separate municipal transit providers. On
behalf of Valley Metro, First Transit provides bus service for the City of Tempe. First
Transit utilizes the Valley Metro fare system and brand, providing a seamless travel
experience for users across the region.

= |n Alexandria;,\VA, the DASH System operates local service within city limits. Arlington
County-also operates transit service to several other cities within the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) service area. A regional fare collection
system is in place to ensure revenue sharing between the transit providers.

= |n Chapel Hill, NC, Chapel Hill Transit (CHT) provide bus service to the cities of Chapel
Hill and Carrboro as well as the University of North Carolina (UNC) campus while regional
transit is provide by Triangle Transit.

= |n Los Angeles, CA, LADOT (City) operates a local and commuter express bus service
known as the DASH that supplements the regional transit system. This service has been
incrementally expanded, replacing transit routes formally served by the regional transit
provider, the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro).

= |n both the Portland, OR, and Minneapolis, MN regions, state and/or regional
legislative mechanisms have been developed that allow smaller jurisdictions to withdraw or
opt-out of the Metro Transit service district. These providers have the option of contracting
service or operating it in-house. None of these jurisdictions are comparable in size to Salt
Lake City, however.

Note: Some of the peer examples include cities that operate local transit in-house. These options are instructive as to the benefits
and challenges of operating local service; however, Salt Lake City does not desire to operate service in-house due to the significant
staff and financial resources required to become a full-service transit provider.
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MEASURING SUCCESS

Salt Lake City will work closely with UTA to develop a performance monitoring process that
documents continued progress toward the vision laid out in the Transit Master Plan. Building off
of UTA’s Year in Review, which provides an overview of system performance, special projects, and
upcoming initiatives, Salt Lake City should publish an annual Report on Transit Master Plan
Progress.

Some measures will track the quantitative performance of the UTA transit system in Salt Lake
City, while others will more qualitatively track how transit has supported economic development
and placemaking. Capturing the complete picture of success — how transit supports vulnerable
populations, job access, environmental goals, and overall quality of life — will help communicate
progress to the public and position the City and UTA to continue to invest in a high quality transit
system in Salt Lake City.

Figure 1 provides a summary of the goals outlined in Chapter 1 and associated performance
measures and data sources to document progress toward Transit Master Plan goals.

Figure 7 Transit Master Plan Performance Measurement Process

Performance Measure (S) Data Source

Improve air Reduce vehicle miles = Per capita vehicle miles Federal Highway Administration or best
quality traveled per capita traveled (VMT) local source for VMT estimates; e.g.
= Transit mode share regional model, SLC Carbon Footprint,
etc. (VMT)

Census (transit commute mode share)

Increase the Make transit useful for = Percent of transit trips for UTA On-Board Survey
number of more types of trips worltor school (If a question does not already exist,
people riding =uPercent of transit trips for consider adding a question about trip
transit non-commute or school type)

Improve competitiveness of | ® Ridership UTA (ridership, on-time performance,

transit with auto travel = On-time performance service hours)

= Service hours in Salt Lake Google (travel time competitiveness)
City

= Travel and access time for
transit trips compared to
auto trips for 3-5 key
origin/destination points

Provide a safe | Improve hicycle and = % of streets that have Salt Lake City
and comfortable | pedestrian access to transit sidewalks within % mile of a
transit access frequent transit network stop
and waiting = % of frequent transit network
experience stops that are within %2 mile
of a bikeway or low-stress
bikeway
Improve the transit waiting | ® Passenger comfort rating UTA On-Board Survey
experience and universal | = % of frequent transit network | (if a question does not already exist,
accessibility of stops and stops (that meet ridership | consider adding a question about the
stations threshold) with shelters transit waiting experience)
Salt Lake City & UTA
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Transit Master
Plan Goal

Provide access

Goal Description

Design a transit network

Performance Measure (s)
% of transit dependent

Data Source
Salt Lake City & UTA

to opportunity | that supports daily needs populations that live within 2 | American Community Survey
for vulnerable | including access to jobs, mile access to frequent
populations education, etc., for transit- transit network
dependent populations % of transit dependent
populations that work within
Y, mile access to frequent
transit network
Provide affordable transit Cost of transit fares UTA
options, particularly for low- Discount pass usage
income households
Create Align transit investments % of new office, mixed-use, | Salt Lake City
economically with transit-supportive land and multi-family housing
vibrant, livable | use policies and development within ¥ mile
places that development of a frequent transit stop
support use of Catalyze economic Job growth within % mile of | Salt Lake City

transit

development and jobs in
Salt Lake City by providing
effective transit service that
employers, businesses,
and the development
community can depend
upon

the frequent transit network

Amount of new or
redeveloped square footage
within % mile-of frequent
transit network
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