





Front and inside cover images from Nelson\Nygaard









Table of Figures

Figure 1-1
Figure 1-2
Figure 1-3
Figure 1-4
Figure 1-5
Figure 1-6

Figure 1-7
Figure 1-8
Figure 1-9

Figure 2-1

Figure 2-2

Figure 3-1
Figure 3-2
Figure 3-3
Figure 3-4
Figure 3-5
Figure 3-6
Figure 3-7
Figure 3-8

Figure 3-9

Figure 3-10
Figure 3-11
Figure 3-12
Figure 3-13
Figure 3-14
Figure 3-15
Figure 3-16

Figure 3-17

Figure 4-1
Figure 4-2
Figure 4-3
Figure 4-4
Figure 4-5
Figure 4-6

Seattle Population and Employment Growth 1-6
Projected Growth in Seattle Urban Centers and Villages, 2008-2030................. 1-7
King County Metro - Sales Tax Revenue Shortfall 1-8
Auto Ownership 1-10
Transit Reliance Index 1-1

Center City Commute Mode Share, % of Trips by Mode for Employees

Starting Work between 6 am and 9 am, 2010 1-12
GhG Emissions per Passenger Mile 1-16
Why People Ride METRO Transit 1-16
Household Income of METRO Transit Riders (Systemwide).......coccoueeeeeurreeeeseanas 1-16

Relationship between Complete Transit System elements and TMP sections2-3

Impact of Selected Employer-Based TDM Strategies 2-8
Seattle Long-Range High Capacity Transit Vision 3-3
Accounts used in Multiple account evaluation Process 3-4
Multiple account evaluation process 3-5
Priority corridors for capital investmentS 3-7
Corridors Evaluated for High capacity transit 3-12
HCT Corridor Mode Options and Preferred Mode 3-13
Corridor 6 Project sheet: Central Area-First Hill-Downtown.........ccocoeerueessenenees 3-16
Corridor 8 Project sheet: Roosevelt - University District -

South Lake Union - Downtown 3-18
Corridor 11 Project sheet: Loyal Heights-Ballard-Fremont-

South Lake Union-Downtown 3-20
HCT Corridor Evaluation Results 3-22
Priority Bus Corridor Summary 3-28
Priority Bus Corridors 3-29

Priority Bus Corridor Evaluation Results And Key Improvements/Actions... 3-44

Center City Transit Corridors 3-49
Center City Priority Bus Corridors 3-53
Proposed Center City Connector Alternatives and

Corridor Alignment Options 3-55
Center City Connector Evaluation Results 3-56
Frequent Transit Network 4-3
Transit Network Design Concepts 4-4
Major Origin-Destination Travel Pairs between Seattle and Region .................. 4-6
Service Targets for the Frequent Transit Network a4-7
Frequent Network Corridors Prioritized for City Service Subsidy.......ccccoeeeueeuu. 4-7
Effective Mapping Sample 4-12

Table of Figures



Figure 4-7 Sample Route-Level Map 4-12

Figure 4-8 Examples of Frequent Service Network Branding 4-13
Figure 4-9 1963 Electric Trolley Bus Network Prior to North Seattle Annexation.............. 4-17
Figure 4-10 2011 Electric Trolley Bus Network 4-18
Figure 4-1 Proposed Electric Trolley Bus network improvements 4-19
Figure 4-12 Possible Vehicle Enhancements 4-21
Figure 4-13 Features For Enhancing Bus Comfort, Capacity, And Accessibility........ccccecuu... 4-22
Figure 5-1 6D’s of Transit-Oriented Neighborhood Design 5-2
Figure 5-2 Thomas/Harrison Mobility Hub 5-16
Figure 5-3 Design Elements At Conceptual Priority Access Node 5-17
Figure 5-4 Transit Facility Typologies 5-18
Figure 5-5 Key Proposed Intermodal Facilities 5-20
Figure 5-6 Frequent Transit Network and Multimodal Catchment Area........ccoeeovereuseennenne 5-21
Figure 5-7 Access Hierarchy 5-22
Figure 5-8 Mobility Corridor Sphere of Influence 5-23
Figure 5-9 Conceptual Mobility Corridor Example: Bike and Streetcar Integration.......... 5-25
Figure 5-10 Conceptual BRT Corridor Tradeoffs 5-27
Figure 5-11 Appropriate Access Investments by Transit Access Location Type......cccoucu... 5-30
Figure 5-12 Best practices in bicycle and pedestrian access to transit 5-33
Figure 6-1 Major Local And Regional (Metro And Sound Transit) Funding Sources ......... 6-3
Figure 6-2 Estimated Capital Costs for HCT and Priority Bus Corridors 6-4
Figure 6-3 Estimated Annual Operating Cost for HCT Options 6-11

Figure 6-4 Relationship between TMP & King County Metro Performance Monitoring 6-19

Table of Figures









The City of Seattle plays an important role in building capital im-
provements that allow buses to provide fast and reliable service, as

well as provide safe access to transit stops and stations.

Imagc from SDOT

1. Continue Implementation of
Priority Bus Corridors

The Seattle Department of Transportation's (SDOT) Transit
Program builds capital projects and implements programs to
improve transit speed and reliability in Seattle's busiest bus
corridors. SDOT projects also help make transit stops and
stations easier and safer to access. The TMP recommends 16
bus corridors throughout the city that merit speed, reliability,
and transit stop upgrades. However, funding for this important
work may be diminished with the expiration of the Bridging
the Gap levy in 2015. To ensure continued implementation of
transit priority projects, the City should:

¢ Renew and increase funding so more priority bus cor-
ridor projects can be implemented more quickly.

e Continue strong partnerships with Metro to enhance
speed and reliability where service investments are
greatest and most passengers benefit.

» Engage partnerships with neighboring cities to ensure
that transit quality improvements continue outside city
limits.

ii Priority Strategies

Redesigning the 3rd Avenue Transit Mall would make this key
downtown corridor more efficient for buses and a more comfortable,

attractive place to walk and wait for the bus.

Image from Flickr user Oran Viriyincy

2. Develop Center City Transit to
Support Downtown Growth and Vitality

In the next 20 years, Center City jobs and population are
expected to increase by 60 percent. Meanwhile, there is no
room to widen streets or increase capacity for automobiles.
Accommodating growth in the Center City will require space-
efficient, sustainable modes of transportation, particularly
transit, walking, and cycling, to provide needed access and
mobility. Priority TMP projects that will help support a growing
economy and residential population include:

e Connect the existing South Lake Union and First Hill
streetcar lines to create a highly visible and effective
Center City circulation system. The City has received a
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) grant to further
study the best alignment for the "Center City Connector.”

« Engage businesses and community members to
redesign the Third Avenue Transit Mall, making it a
safer, cleaner, more functional, and engaging civic space.

¢ Use a “transit first” approach that prioritizes throughput
for transit, bicycles, and pedestrians on downtown streets
where space is limited.

« Create strong bicycle and pedestrian connections
between the Central Waterfront and key transit stops
and stations on First Avenue, Third Avenue, and the
Downtown Seattle Transit Tunnel.



Creating a transit station at or near Colman Dock would help ferry
passengers make easy transit connections to destinations in the Cen-

ter City and elsewhere in Seattle.
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3. Plan, Fund, and Build Priority
High Capacity Transit Projects

The Transit Master Plan identifies five corridors where
investment in higher capacity modes of transit—such as rapid
streetcar, bus rapid transit, or light rail—are needed to support
population and job growth while maintaining the quality and
character of local neighborhoods. In addition to the Center
City Connector, two corridors through downtown that have
immediate potential and deserve further study and investment
are:

e Capitol Hill - Downtown — Waterfront, via Madison Street

— Partner with King County Metro to further evalu-
ate operational and design alternatives to improve
service quality and reliability on this busy route.

— Create a Central Waterfront transit station that
provides an easy transit transfer to bus and rail transit
for Washington State Ferry and West Seattle Water
Taxi passengers.

« Ballard - Fremont — South Lake Union — Downtown

— Partner with Sound Transit to further evaluate
mode, alignment, and design alternatives. This cor-
ridor is identified in Sound Transit’s Long Range Plan
as a potential future high capacity transit corridor.

— Develop a coordinated transit-land use strategy
that allows for compact and vibrant growth in this
corridor while maximizing the value of this future
investment.

Dexter Avenue is a major corridor for bicycle access to the Center City

and an important transit corridor.

Image from SDOT

4.Enhance Walk-Bike-Ride Access
where Needs are Greatest

Many of Seattle’s low-income residents, seniors, and other
vulnerable populations live in neighborhoods distant from the
urban core; many of these areas were annexed by the City
and had not been originally constructed with full sidewalks.
Improving sidewalks, adding bicycle facilities, and providing
safe crossing treatments near bus stops can help more
Seattleites use transit with a sense of safety and security. The
TMP recommends that the City:

¢ Increase coordination between the Transit, Bicycle, and
Pedestrian Master Plans, including development of a
“Mobility Corridor” approach that focuses on developing
integrated mobility solutions in the city’s most traveled
corridors.

« Ensure the Capital Improvement Plan recognizes
transit access as a priority pedestrian and bicycle project
need. Updates of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plans
offer good opportunities to incorporate connectivity
to transit stops and hubs as a criterion for prioritizing
projects.

« Develop Transit Community land use policies that
incorporate best practices for developing compact
neighborhoods that promote walking, biking, and transit
for more types of trips.

Seattle Transit Master Plan iii



The TMP recommends that Seattle partner with transit providers to
create a comprehensive system of maps and signs that provide consis-

tent transit, pedestrian, and bicycle navigation.

Image from Flickr user Oran Viriyincy

5.Improve Transit Information and
System Usability

Transit service offerings for Seattle residents are improving
and changing every year. New light rail, bus rapid transit, and
streetcar lines are being added to complement or replace
historic bus services. These improvements mean more choices
and more trips that involve multiple modes and/or service
providers. To ensure that transit system legibility is keeping
pace with new transit offerings, the City should:

o Lead the development of an inter-agency design work-
ing group to develop transit wayfinding and transit facility
design standards.

o Use high-quality, tactile transit station design as the
nucleus of great Transit Communities.

o Work with Metro and Sound Transit to open source
data, allowing private innovators to create new applica-
tions and tools that enhance user information.

o Expand efforts to provide electronic schedule informa-
tion at bus stops.

iv Priority Strategies

Local funding from Bridging the Gap has been used to enhance tran-
sit stops and bike/pedestrian facilities along key transit corridors,
such as this boarding island and bike lane treatment along Dexter

Avenue (prior to completion of the bus shelter).
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6.Pursue Funding to Enhance
Transit Service and Facilities

Transit agencies nationwide, including Sound Transit and

King County Metro, are struggling to overcome declining tax
revenues and uncertain state and federal funding support. In
addition to organizing land uses to make transit more efficient,
Seattle needs to grow funding to provide the level of service
and capital investment required to support growth and provide
high quality service that attracts people away from private
auto use. To secure funding, the City should:

« Renew and seek new local funding sources to imple-
ment TMP capital and service priorities.

+ Work with partners to lobby for new transit funding
mechanisms such as tax increment financing, dedication
of tolling revenues, and other locally- or regionally-based
transit funding sources.

« Create partnerships and leverage private investment to
help fund priority capital investments.

e Continue to aggressively seek federal and state grants,
in coordination with other transit agencies, to maintain,
improve, and expand Seattle’s transit service and facilities.















KEY OUTCOMES

The TMP lays out an aggressive plan for transit capital and pro-
gram improvements that can start immediately, but may take
20 years or more to realize in full. Further, the plan addresses
a number of other important outcomes identified through

the work of the Transit Master Plan Advisory Group (TMPAG),
a group of stakeholders that worked closely with SDOT and
the consultant team to develop the TMP. The following TMP
outcomes were prioritized by the TMPAG:

« Identify the city’s most important transit corridors that
carry high ridership today and have the greatest potential
to serve transit needs that will emerge as Seattle’s
population and job base grows.

« Make transit more competitive with the private auto by
enhancing transit speed and reliability and increasing
service frequency in priority bus transit corridors. These
corridors represent the City’s most immediate oppor-
tunity to provide meaningful improvements in service
quality for passengers.

« Expand the Seattle rail system. This was a strong senti-
ment among stakeholders as well as members of the
public that responded to the TMP survey. Residents were
attracted to the reliability and ride quality of rail and
emphasized that Seattle should speed the development
of its rail system.

« Improve Center City circulation. Many stakeholders want
Seattle to prioritize expansion of the Center City street-
car, improve wayfinding and real-time information at
transit stops, make right-of-way modifications to improve
bus speed and efficiency, and improve coordination of
transfers.

« Leverage transit investments to support urban develop-
ment, enhance placemaking, and achieve environmental
goals.

« Elevate the integration of transit capital development
with the expansion of walking and biking infrastructure.
In particular, use TMP priority transit corridors to guide
multimodal corridor investment (see Chapter 5: Mobility
Corridors) where corridor access, placemaking, and linear
mobility investments are made simultaneously, using a
“transit project” as the means to holistically transform a
corridor.

« Coordinate with Metro and Sound Transit to create a
seamless, fully integrated, and user-friendly network of
transit services.

« Develop design standards for transit stops and stations
to make the user experience safe, comfortable, enjoyable,
and convenient.

« Develop or enhance education and financial incentive
programs that support transit use in Seattle.

« ldentify transit funding options for implementing TMP
priorities while helping support existing local transit
services.

« Create performance measures to allow the City to
monitor TMP implementation and changes in transit
performance levels and quality.

CHANGING TRANSIT LANDSCAPE

In 2010, the King County Council formed the Regional Transit
Task Force (RTTF) to develop a policy framework to guide
service investments or, if necessary, service reductions. The
RTTF identified short-term and long-term objectives for
transit service investment and developed policy guidance for
service implementation based on those objectives. Among
the most important for Seattle was the elimination of a
formula approach to expending new operating dollars in three
King County geographic subareas.” The new policy no longer
identifies specific formulas for adding, reducing and managing
service, but rather emphasizes that service reduction and
service expansion decisions be made based on the following
priorities:

1. Emphasize productivity due to its linkage to economic
development, land use, financial sustainability, and
environmental sustainability

2. Ensure social equity
3. Provide geographic value throughout the county

By approving a temporary $20 vehicle license fee in August
2011 to supplement declining operating revenues, the King
County Council prevented dramatic cuts to transit service in
late 2011 and 2012 that would have been necessary to deal
with operating fund shortfalls. This funding measure allowed
Metro to avoid deep service cuts in 2012, but does not fully
address longer-term financial challenges. In light of continued
funding challenges, the City should consider expanding its role
in funding service operations and capital development, the
tradeoffs of which are discussed in Chapter 6 (Funding and
Performance Measurement).

Approval of the $20 vehicle license fee carried the condition
that the Downtown Seattle Ride Free Area (RFA) be eliminated
in 2012. Elimination of the RFA will require significant changes
to downtown transit fare collection and creates opportuni-
ties for Metro and the City of Seattle to rethink how transit
operates in downtown. Elimination of the RFA will require

a number of mitigation measures to ensure that new fare
payment and boarding policies do not create undo congestion
and transit delay. Mitigations on surface streets and in the
Downtown Seattle Transit Tunnel may include further restric-
tions on vehicular traffic, increases in bus zone capacity, and
changes to bus bay assignments. Elimination of the RFA could
provide an opportunity for King County Metro, in partnership
with the City of Seattle and Sound Transit, to consider more
significant restructuring of bus route operations in downtown
Seattle and enhancements to passenger amenities, informa-
tion, and fare payment technology.

1 The 40/40/20 funding split refers to a King County policy that was developed
by Metro Transit to balance transit operating funds between Seattle, which had

a well developed transit system, and the remainder of the county, where transit
services were more limited. Specifically, "40/40/20" referred to the percentage
split of new transit operating funds between South King County (40%), East King
County (40%), and Seattle/Shoreline (20%).
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Transit Priority Corridor Improvement Program

Bridging the Gap and a vehicle licensing fee provide funding
for street, signal, bus stop facility, and ITS improvements that
will increase bus speeds and improve passenger comfort in
key corridors. SDOT is currently improving four corridors, two
of which are planned Metro RapidRide lines. All four are part
of the backbone of the Metro system, are identified as TMP
Priority Bus Corridors, and are critical elements of the Seattle
Frequent Transit Network. Routes that serve these corridors
carry high numbers of transit trips, connect Seattle’s most
populous neighborhoods, and are key routes to support sus-
tainable growth. These corridor projects include West Seattle,

Ballard-Uptown, Rainier/Jackson, and NW Market/45th Street.

SDOT's investments in key transit corridors are aimed at improving
transit speed/reliability and pedestrian access conditions along the
corridors and at major stations. In 2011, SDOT installed nine raised
bus stop platforms with passenger amenities and buffered bike lanes
on Dexter (above) in conjunction with street resurfacing funded by
Bridging the Gap.

Image from Nelson\Nygaard

Station Area Planning and Permitting

SDOT and the Seattle Department of Planning and
Development (DPD) are the lead departments in access and
land use planning, development review, and permitting for
light rail station areas on the existing Sound Transit Central
Link line and planned University and North Link extensions. A
key focus of DPD activities in recent years has been to update
Neighborhood Plans in areas where stations have been built,
including areas along Martin Luther King, Jr. Way S and on
Beacon Hill, and areas where RapidRide lines are planned,
such as along Aurora Avenue. Rezoning, however, has lagged
somewhat in taking full advantage of the opportunity to lever-
age transit-oriented development in station neighborhoods.

Notice of proposed land use action for developing a 4-story mixed-
use building on Rainier Avenue near the Mt. Baker Link station. No
parking is proposed.

Imag‘e from NelSon\Nygaard
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stressed the importance of high-quality, high-frequency
corridor transit service also noted the important social
human service aspects of transit that is delivered by pro-
viding good fixed-route coverage and paratransit service.
Figures 1-4 and 1-5 illustrate two of the metrics used

in assessing social equity as part of the TMP—an index

of transit reliance and auto ownership rates in Seattle,
shown at the Census block group level. Social equity con-
siderations were fundamental in understanding Seattle’s
transit needs and developing TMP recommendations.

Developing a well-integrated, complete system in an
environment with multiple non-City operators: Seattle
residents generally have access to high quality transit in
most urban neighborhoods and major travel corridors.
Most local transit services are provided by diesel bus or
electric trolley bus. However, recent ongoing construction
of regional light rail transit by Sound Transit and the
development of Seattle Streetcar lines in South Lake
Union and on First Hill/Capitol Hill (nearing construction)
demonstrate that the transit landscape in Seattle is
changing. It is imperative that the City of Seattle take an
assertive role in coordinating the design and develop-
ment of intermodal facilities and station access projects.
Chapter 5 (Places: Access and Connections) sets a policy
framework and identifies priority projects to improve the
intermodal experience for transit travelers in Seattle.

TRANSIT AND
CLIMATE CHANGE

The update to the Seattle Climate Action Plan currently
under development identifies four types of impacts on
GhG emissions from the recommended transit invest-
ments of the Transit Master Plan:

+ Reduced vehicle miles traveled (VMT) from
private vehicles. Improved bus and rail service
reduce emissions by encouraging travelers to shift
some trips from driving to transit.

+ Increased and decreased energy consumption
from transit vehicles. Service expansions require
additional electricity for rail and trolley bus opera-
tions and new diesel fuel consumption for diesel
bus operations. At the same time, the conversion
of some diesel bus services to electric operations
and service changes that make some routes more
efficient reduce energy consumption.

¢ Increased emissions from construction. Building
new transit facilities and vehicles uses materials
that are energy-intensive to produce, resulting in
significant up-front emissions.

¢ Reduced VMT due to land use change. Expanding
high-capacity transit will change how Seattle uses
land in the coming decades, with more homes and
businesses able to locate in compact, walkable
neighborhoods near high-frequency transit modes.
The impact of land use changes could generally be
expected to significantly increase the GhG reduction
potential of transit expansion.

Viewed in isolation, transit-related GhG emission
reductions justify only a fraction of the cost of high
capacity transit (HCT) investment. The main reason to
invest in HCT corridors in Seattle is that they provide
benefits for mobility, transportation choice, and livable
neighborhoods. The mobility benefits of these invest-
ments are necessary for the City to effectively pursue
other transportation-sector strategies for GHG reduc-
tion—some of which are very efficient on a cost-per-ton
basis—including land use and transportation demand
management strategies.
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Transit Supports Events at Seattle Center,
Waterfront, and Stadiums

Transit supports Seattle’s ability to host multiple large events
in the Center City and the University District while allowing
people to go about their daily lives. Seattle’s many sporting
and entertainment events enhance quality of life in Seattle and
support business activity and jobs:

« Seattle Center attracts 12 million visitors per year, gener-
ating $1.15 billion in business activity and $387 million in
labor income for King County.”

« Waterfront attractions are a major draw for visitors. The
Seattle Aquarium had over 835,000 visitors in 2009,
including about 535,000 state residents and 300,000
out-of-state visitors.™

Transit reduces the need for long-term auto storage, making space
for more productive economic uses. Parking garages do not add visual
interest, contribute to an attractive walking environment, or increase

pedestrian activity and “eyes on the street.”

Image from Flickr user Eric Kornblum

Link light rail service from SeaTac to downtown Seattle and Amtrak
Cascades service to Union Station offer travelers convenient transit

connections to the Center City.

Image from Flickr user Michael @ NW Lens

114 Chapter 1 - Introduction

« Seattle’s stadiums attract large numbers of people to
sporting and other special events. Safeco Field seats over
47,000 people and CenturyLink Field and Husky Stadium
both seat up to 72,000 people. A 2002 survey (predat-
ing Link service) found that 25% to 30% of those who
attended events at the SODO stadiums used non-auto
modes of transportation. In 2008, Sounder trains served
an average of nearly 2,500 passengers for 26 sporting
events. The Link Stadium Station has additional tracks to

store trains for post-game departures.”

Attractions and events at Seattle Center are a draw for both Seattle

residents and visitors.

Image from Flickr user Transcendental

Link and Sounder trains provide train service to SODO special events
from the Stadium and King Street Stations. Without transit, profes-
sional sporting events would create more significant traffic delays and

require more parking.

Image from Flickr user Oran Viriyincy



King County Metro operates 14 electric trolley bus routes using 70 miles of two-way trolley wire and 159 vehicles.

Image from Nelson\Nygaard

Transit supports sustainable, healthy, and
equitable growth

Transit Encourages Compact Development

Numerous studies demonstrate that people living in compact
communities where they can easily walk to basic services
and recreation drive less than people living in more “sprawl-
ing” areas. Higher residential and employment densities and
integrated land uses are associated with lower per capita miles
driven.> The 2010 U.S. Census shows that residents living

in larger multifamily buildings increased far faster than any
dwelling type and single family living is declining as a percent
of all residents. Concurrent with this trend, and as the overall
number of housing units increased by 30,000, total average
daily vehicle trips declined in Seattle.

Compact Development has Environmental
and Public Health Benefits

Compact development reduces carbon emissions, lowers
particulate levels, decreases water pollution, and reduces
overall land consumption. Studies show that people living in
compact neighborhoods drive 40-50% less miles annually
than suburban neighbors. A report by the Urban Land Institute
explores the connection between driving and CO, emissions
and conservatively assumes that a 100% reduction in miles
driven is associated with a 9o% reduction in CO, emissions.*®

Transit and Clean Energy Make Seattle’s
Neighborhoods Cleaner and Quieter

A person riding transit in Seattle produces lower per-
passenger emissions than a driver or passenger of a

private vehicle. Electric transit vehicles have even lower
per-passenger greenhouse gas (GhG) emissions than a
diesel bus. Implementing TMP-recommended corridors and
electrifying some of the city’s existing diesel bus corridors
would reduce GhG emissions by about 2,700 metric tons
annually.” Electrification of all diesel Metro bus routes
within the city of Seattle would reduce GhG emissions by
about 62,000 metric tons annually.”® Electric trolley bus ser-
vice has the additional benefits of being quiet and providing
fast acceleration on steep Seattle hills. SDOT should work
to increase the number of electrified transit routes.

Transit Makes Seattle More Affordable

According to research by the Center for Neighborhood
Technology (CNT), households in cities where jobs and
services are readily accessible by transit are better able to
respond to gas price increases.’® Access to transit helps
reduce household transportation costs, saving families
money and helping make Seattle a more affordable place

to live. CNT’s research shows that transportation costs can
range from 15% of household income in compact, accessible
neighborhoods to over 28% in locations with auto-oriented
land patterns and limited access to public transit.
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TRANSIT SUPPORTIVE PROGRAMS

While capital and service improvements are a necessary focus
of City transit investments and policy development, there is
great opportunity to leverage the value of the existing system
and services. Educating the public and providing incentives

for residents and workers to change their travel patterns to
transit and other environmentally friendly modes is an impor-
tant part of the equation. The TMP recommends continued
development and funding of programs that support transit use
through improved pedestrian safety, better customer informa-
tion and education, service enhancements, facility improve-
ments, and strengthened policies—land use designations,
zoning and development standards—that can be used during
development review to achieve transit-supportive urban form
and development patterns.

STRATEGY: INVEST IN PROGRAMS
THAT BUILD TRANSIT RIDERSHIP

Many of the most cost effective ways to build transit rider-
ship and create mode shift are not direct service or capital
investments, but development of supportive programs. SDOT
should identify resources to develop programs and policy
initiatives that would improve transit use in the city. The TMP

recommends that programmatic funds be identified and
allocated to a suite of programs that improve access to transit
service, improve customer knowledge, overcome major safety
obstacles to transit access and use, improve transit supportive
policies, and leverage Seattle’s investments through partner-
ships with transit providers.

A combination of investment in programs that are already in
place, development of new programs, and use of staff time

to develop transit supportive policies is recommended. The
strategies and programs listed in this chapter should be priori-
ties for the City of Seattle.

Develop a Safe Routes to Transit (SR2T)
Program

Strategy PP1:

The goal of a SR2T program is to reduce physical barriers to
transit use, making access to public transit easier and more
convenient. The program should be designed to improve
pedestrian, bicycle, and motor vehicle movement around high
volume transit stops and stations. (The TMP provides facility
design guidelines and multimodal transit access policies and
strategies in Chapter 5). SR2T could also provide an op-
portunity for neighborhoods to submit projects for funding

The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) is
developing a multimodal transportation system that sup-
ports all Seattle residents’ mobility needs. SDOT is striving
to shift the focus of the transportation system from one
that is auto-oriented toward a system of facilities, programs,
and services that makes walking, biking, and taking transit
easier and the preferred means of travel for most trips.
Increasing travel choices is good for people—it generally
saves money, time, and frustration and can increase physical
activity. Getting more people walking, biking, and taking
transit means fewer vehicle emissions and cleaner air. And
with fewer people driving alone, it also means that transit
and freight can get around more efficiently.

Important plans and documents that support and comple-
ment the TMP include:

o The Seattle Comprehensive Plan identifies an Urban
Village Strategy to promote job and housing growth
in concentrated centers that can be efficiently ac-
cessed and connected by a multimodal transportation
system, including high quality, frequent transit. The
Comprehensive Plan sets mode shift goals that promote
a transition to non-single occupant vehicles. A major
update to the Seattle Comprehensive Plan is underway.
Elements of the Plan will be updated incrementally
through 2015. TMP recommendations will be considered
as one element in a framework for sustainable growth.

The Transportation Strategic Plan (TSP) provides
more detailed policy and investment direction for pres-
ervation, maintenance, and development of Seattle’s
multimodal transportation system. The TSP is currently

SEATTLE MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION POLICY FRAMEWORK

being updated with a shifting focus from an auto-
oriented approach to one that makes walking, biking,
and taking transit easier, safer, and more enjoyable.

The Seattle Transit Plan was developed in 2005 to
support the creation of transit connections between ur-
ban villages. This concept was referred to as the Urban
Village Transit Network (UVTN). The plan focused heav-
ily on service policy and performance measurement.
The TMP will replace the Seattle Transit Plan, providing
more detailed direction for capital investments over the
next five years and through 2030. The UVTN remains
an organizing concept of the TMP, but the term UVTN

is dropped in favor of a more detailed approach to cor-
ridor development; the TMP uses the Frequent Transit
Network as the organizing framework for transit service
in Seattle.

The Seattle Pedestrian Master Plan and Bicycle
Master Plan were developed in 2009 and 2007,
respectively, following completion of the 2005 Seattle
Transit Plan. The TMP has been developed with close
attention to project priorities and policies established in
these companion modal plans. The TMP recommends
an approach to transit projects that is complemented
by coordinated pedestrian and bicycle access and
parallel mobility investments. The Bicycle Master Plan is
being updated in 2012 to reflect rapidly changing best
practices in urban bikeway design.

o Chapter 3 of the Transit Master Plan Briefing Book
describes Seattle’s transit, transportation, and land use
policy framework in greater detail.

2-4 Chapter 2 — Policies and Programs




CASE STUDIES AND
BEST PRACTICES

Case studies and best practices related to these strategies
and programs are described in Chapter 7 of the Transit
Master Plan Briefing Book. Specifically, see:

e 7-14 to 7-16: Local Government Standards for Transit
Agencies

« 7-17 to 7-20: City-Based Transportation Demand
Management Strategies

o 7-26 to 7-27: Transit-Supportive Policies and Programs
(Transit First Policy)

consideration each year. Funding for a SR2T program could
leverage local match funds from neighborhood groups or pri-
vate developers interested in improving transit access around
station areas or in priority bus corridors. A SR2T program
could be structured to complement development incentives
in transit station areas or priority corridors. Activities could
include the following:

« Secure bicycle storage at transit stations and stops

« Safety enhancements for pedestrian and bicycle access to
transit hubs, stations, and stops

o Removal of pedestrian and bicycle barriers near transit
stations

o System-wide transit enhancements to accommodate
bicyclists or pedestrians

« Provide clear wayfinding to key transfer points and transit
information (preferably real-time) to facilitate convenient
transfers at these locations

Strategy PP2: Develop Transit Information and Wayfinding
Standards

Challenging topography, multiple transit providers, and
recently introduced rail transit modes have created significant
variability in public information for accessing transit and
navigating a complex network of services in Seattle. The TMP
(see Chapter 5) identifies guidelines and design standards

for enhancing public information and wayfinding. SDOT
should build on the work of the TMP and develop a detailed
set of standards to govern transit wayfinding in Seattle and
to coordinate with other modal and neighborhood-specific
wayfinding programs. This effort would:

« Develop design standards and specifications for wayfind-
ing improvements including intermodal transfers, pedes-
trian access to transit, and bicycle access to transit. These
improvements could include simplified maps and signs
to help orient transit users and others toward facilities in
specific areas (e.g., Center City, near a rail station, in an
urban village commercial district)

« Develop an interagency working group and facilitate
coordination between Sound Transit, Metro, and other
transit operators regarding public information provided at

Maps at existing downtown wayfinding kiosks depict transit routes
and stations. Downtown and transit wayfinding maps and directional
signage could be integrated and expanded in scope to help passengers
and pedestrians more easily navigate to transit facilities and other

destinations.

Image from Flickr user Oran Viriyincy

intermodal hubs such as King Street Station, Downtown
Seattle Transit Tunnel stations, and transfer points

« Ensure transit information is included in Center City and
neighborhood wayfinding programs targeting pedestrians
and cyclists

« Develop standards for providing real-time transit informa-
tion and ORCA card readers at key stops and/or transfer
points

NEW YORK CITY DOT SAFE
ROUTES TO TRANSIT

The New York City Department of Transportation
(NYCDOQOT) Safe Routes to Transit Program is comprised
of three programs that work to improve access to transit
facilities, with an emphasis on pedestrian access:

o Bus stops under the Els (elevated subway
structures)

o Subway/sidewalk interface

« Sidewalks to buses

For additional information, see the TMP Briefing Book,
page 7-46.
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A LONG-RANGE VISION

FOR SEATTLE’S HIGH CAPACITY TRANSIT NETWORK

WHAT IS HIGH CAPACITY TRANSIT?

High capacity transit (HCT) refers to transit corridors that
deliver service with high levels of capacity, frequency, and
design quality linked by effective transfer facilities. HCT
consists of both rubber-tired (e.g., bus rapid transit or BRT)
and rail modes and fills a need for service between Link light
rail and local bus service. A more detailed description of HCT
for Seattle is provided on page 3-8.

WHY DOES SEATTLE NEED A LONG-RANGE
VISION FOR HIGH CAPACITY TRANSIT?

The Transit Master Plan (TMP) articulates a long-range vision
for a Seattle where most residents can walk or bike to high-
quality, high-capacity transit and where a network of routes
moves residents, visitors, and workers swiftly between major
neighborhoods. The TMP is structured to help City staff and
elected officials implement the vision and measure progress
toward its achievement. A clear, long-range vision provides a
tool to:

« Build consensus for action and priorities among local
stakeholders and partner agencies

« Guide investment of limited resources to achieve the
greatest benefit

« Develop a phased implementation approach for Seattle-
focused high capacity transit (HCT) corridors that
support the system of urban centers and villages set forth
in the City’s Comprehensive Plan

« Meet key City economic, environmental, equity, and liv-
ability goals, such as a significant reduction in greenhouse
gas (GhG) emissions

WHAT WOULD IT TAKE
TO REALIZE THE VISION IN 40 YEARS?

Realizing the vision will require sustained action by the City to:

« Develop new local funding sources to support both
transit operations and significant transit corridor capital
investments

« Provide initiative, staff capacity, and funding support
for leading design and construction of rail and bus rapid
transit (BRT) projects in priority citywide corridors

« Coordinate with Sound Transit (ST) to prioritize study
and construction of HCT in western Seattle neighbor-
hoods in the ST long-range mass transit plan

« Continue to funnel growth to key urban centers and
urban villages served by the long-range HCT network

LONG-RANGE HCT VISION:
TARGETED TO SERVICE QUALITY

The long-range HCT network illustrated in Figure 3-1 goes
beyond the existing regional vision for Link light rail and the
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Seattle Streetcar Network Concept for Center City neighbor-
hoods. It defines a citywide network of bus rapid transit and
rail corridors that will deliver transit service with high levels
of capacity, frequency, and design quality linked by effective
transfer facilities.

THE LONG RANGE HCT VISION GUIDES

The Long-Range HCT Vision can help to guide Seattle’s land
use and transportation investments and policy decisions to
ensure that they are supportive of the Transit Master Plan. The
Vision guides the City to:

« Coordinate with partner agencies: The Vision communi-
cates Seattle’s priorities for transit corridor connections
to regional transit agencies.

« Phase and prioritize investments: The Vision ensures
that major transit capital investments in Seattle move the
City toward a clear goal, even as investments are phased
toward full system development.

« Focus all development around transit-oriented
neighborhood principles (see Chapter 5): The Vision
recognizes where growth is planned and guides transit
investments to meet future needs.

o Coordinate modal investments: The Vision informs the
City’s other modal investments by implementing the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plans and supporting
seamless transfers where major transit facilities meet.

THE LONG RANGE HCT VISION INSPIRES

The Vision is a means for Seattle to come together around
building the transit system that will help the City attain its
economic, environmental, equity, and human health goals.
Achieving the Vision is a powerful tool for fostering an eco-
nomically healthy, low-carbon city. Specifically, a high quality
HCT network will inspire:

« A new mobility paradigm where walking, bicycling, and
taking transit are the most convenient ways to travel
for most trips in the city: Seamless connections to the
regional transit system will make transit the best option
for Seattleites accessing other Puget Sound communities
and for workers and visitors traveling to Seattle.

« Most new development designed and constructed based
on transit-oriented neighborhood principles: Pedestrian-
friendly transit nodes are the focal point of neighborhood
centers and community interaction.

« Low-carbon neighborhoods centered around transit
nodes: Transit helps Seattle achieve emissions reduction
goals. It helps to shape development patterns that reduce
the number and distance of driving trips.

« A healthy, active lifestyle for Seattle residents of all
ages: Increased levels of walking, bicycling, and transit
trips allow residents of all ages to incorporate physical
activity into their daily routines.












PRIORITY INVESTMENTS IN THE FREQUENT TRANSIT NETWORK

WHAT IS THE FREQUENT TRANSIT NETWORK?

The Frequent Transit Network (FTN) is a vision for a network
of transit corridors that connect the City’s urban centers and
villages with high-quality transit service within a short walk for
most residents. This chapter identifies priorities for corridor
capital investments, while Chapter 4 describes FTN service
characteristics.

The FTN builds upon the city’s Urban Village Transit Network
(UVTN)—a service investment concept used in the 2005
Seattle Transit Plan. The UVTN provided a framework for mea-
suring transit performance on important arterial corridors, but
it gave limited direction for how the City should invest capital
resources in operable, end-to-end transit corridors. The FTN
replaces the UVTN by developing a program of coordinated
transit corridor capital investments, with project-level detail
on how to implement speed and reliability improvements. The
TMP Briefing Book, page 4-16, provides a map of the UVTN,
while pages 4-34 to 4-36 of the TMP Briefing Book illustrate
UVTN performance measures.

Chapter 4 (Service) provides a detailed description of the
service design principles, service levels, and performance
characteristics of the Frequent Transit Network (FTN).
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PRIORITY CORRIDOR CAPITAL INVESTMENTS:
BUILDING THE FREQUENT TRANSIT NETWORK

Making capital investments in priority transit corridors that
develop and enhance the FTN is a key focus of the TMP.
Investments in the 15 citywide corridors and additional Center
City corridors identified through the TMP have the highest
potential benefits to Seattle and its residents.

Priority corridor investments in the FTN fall into three general
categories, summarized below and illustrated in Figure 3-4.
The following three sections describe each category of
corridors in detail.

- High Capacity Transit Corridors: These represent
the top tier of citywide corridors that were evaluated for
suitability for rapid streetcar and BRT modes.

 Priority Bus Corridors: The remaining citywide
corridors were considered for transit priority and infra-
structure improvements, assuming rubber-tired transit
would continue to be the dominant mode.

. Center City Corridors: These corridors include a focus
on Center City circulation, broadly benefiting transit
service operating in and through downtown, and serve
critical connections between many of Seattle’s densest
neighborhoods.

In addition to these corridors investments, priority investments
in the FTN include:

- Support Link light rail, which serves important regional
connections but is not funded or developed by the City.

- Eliminate or reduce impacts of traffic bottlenecks
where they impact transit operation (i.e., constrained
arterials entering downtown, bridge entries, and freeway
ramp locations).

. Coordinate with neighboring jurisdictions to ensure
that transit speed and reliability improvements on Seattle
streets are carried across city boundaries. This is par-
ticularly important in corridors where predominant travel
demands are between northern, southern, or eastern
Seattle neighborhoods and neighboring jurisdictions.












INTRODUCING THE RAPID STREETCAR MODE VIA EUROPEAN STREET RAMS

Modern streetcar development in the United States is often
characterized by low-speed urban circulators designed to
make short connecting trips in dense urban districts. It is

not surprising, then, that people’s vision of “streetcars” is of
a mode designed more like the South Lake Union streetcar
than the urban tram lines over which U.S. travelers to Europe
marvel. The rapid streetcar mode considered in the TMP
models the European street tram more than the Portland or
South Lake Union streetcars.

COMPARING RAPID STREETCAR TO
LOCAL STREETCAR CIRCULATORS

“Rapid streetcar” is a term coined to differentiate the high-
capacity transit rail mode identified in the Seattle TMP from
modern U.S. streetcar lines that typically serve downtown
circulation, are low speed, and operate in mixed traffic with
limited priority over general traffic. These lines consequently
have short stop spacing and operate at relatively low average
speeds.

Cities are attracted to the lower capital costs of building
streetcar lines relative to light rail; lighter weight streetcar
vehicles require less extensive street reinforcement and
utility relocation. Although they operate at much lower
speeds in urban environments, streetcar vehicles are capable
of traveling at a comparable speed to light rail—44 miles per
hour for vehicles manufactured by United Streetcar. Design
features of Rapid Streetcar that differentiate it from local
streetcar models include:

o Use of dedicated rights-of-way, where conditions allow

« Provision of high levels of traffic signal priority and other
transit priority treatments to allow transit to bypass
general purpose traffic in intersections and congested
parts of the transit corridor where rail cars mix with
traffic

o Use of larger or coupled vehicles to accommodate high
passenger loads

o A higher level of station investment design and amenity
development

o A higher level of investment in station access and
wayfinding

These features produce a traveler experience that is more
comparable to what Americans think of as urban light rail.
The following European street tram examples are instructive
as to the potential for Rapid Streetcar in Seattle.

* Wikipedia, http://frwikipedia.org/wiki/Lignes_d%27azur; http://
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tramway_de_Nice. Lignes d’Azur. http://www.
lignesdazur.com/ftp/lignes_FR/tram%20horaires%»20%2821%2004%20
10%29.pdf

+ Wikipedia, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lyon_tramway

3-10 Chapter 3 — Corridors

EUROPEAN STREET TRAMS
AS A MODEL FOR SEATTLE

Dozens of mid- and large-sized European cities have built
new surface-running tram lines in the last decade; the mode
has become popular due to its modest cost compared with
subways and popularity with riders. These European trams
provide context for the Rapid Streetcar mode identified for
HCT corridors in the TMP. European trams that have longer
spacing between stops and make use of exclusive right-of-
way are able to attain higher average speeds than is typical
of U.S. streetcar systems. Many lines carry large passenger
volumes. Several examples of such tram lines or systems are
described below.

Nice*

The Nice T1 tram line uses Alstom Citadis 302 5-section
trains that are about 100 feet long and hold up to 56 seated
and 144 standing passengers. (The Citadis trains include
versions with up to seven sections that are about 130 feet
long and hold 70 seated and 230 standing passengers). The
nearly 5.5 mile line, which opened in 2007, replaced four bus
lines and carries about 90,000 passengers per day. Trains
run from 5 am to 2 am seven days per week. During peak
service hours of 8 am to 9 pm, Nice T1 trams run every five
minutes on weekdays, every six minutes on Saturdays, and
every 10 minutes on Sundays.

As illustrated in the photo, trams in Nice are visibly branded
and operate in dense urban neighborhoods, including travel-
ing through busy pedestrian plazas and crossing at-grade
intersections with high volumes of pedestrians and cyclists.
A strength of the European Street Tram/Rapid Streetcar
model is that it puts transit where people are and want

to be, breaking down the challenge of directing people to
grade-separated stations that can be challenging to reach.

Lyont

The modern tramway network in Lyon consists of four lines,
all built since 2001, and complements the city’s four-line
metro system. The simple fact that a network of four lines
covering 31 miles of the city was built in a 10 year time
frame is instructive. The ability to contextually integrate
tram lines into the existing urban fabric allows for relatively
rapid development. The nine-mile T3 line, completed in
2006, initially used the 5-section Citadis train, although
7-section Citadis 402 trains have been ordered. The line
runs at a maximum speed of 43 mph and averages 23

mph; some of the line operates in relatively low-density
areas where higher speeds are attainable. An extension of
the T4 line is planned. The Lyon tramway is designed to
complement intercity and regional transit systems as well
as the higher capacity Lyon Metro system. Following the
completion of a four line metro system in the 1970s and
1980s, the city has transitioned to the development of a
surface tramway system as the more cost effective way to
serve mobility needs.





















Sample Cross-Sections

Segment A

Madison/Marion, Alaskan Way to 6th: The Madison/Marion Couplet is a primary option; a 2-way Madison is also
feasible (keeping 1-way general auto traffic). Parking removal would be required on Marion and Madison to provide
dedicated lane operations. No substantial engineering issues are anticipated with shared-lane operation on Madi-
son, but dedicating a travel lane for exclusive BRT could increase traffic delay for general purpose traffic.

Segment B Segment C

Madison, I-5 to Broadway: This segment features Madison, Broadway to 23rd: The easternmost Madison segment is
lanes as narrow as nine feet for cars. Frequent signal- 42’ curb-to-curb and has no left turn lanes, which places a premium
ized cross-streets, alleys, and driveways are likely to on space for automobiles. Exclusive BRT could be harder to imple-
keep speeds down. BRT is shown in curb lanes that ment within the existing cross-section for this reason. The diagonal
could be used for business access as well as BRT, or if nature of Madison (which leads to many intersections and odd traffic
buses with left-side doors are used in conjunction with movements) and the frequency of signals will keep speeds low in this
shared-lane operation, center platforms could also be segment.

used in this segment.

Note: All cross sections are representative of a possible design option for a corridor segment. Right-of-way widths, utility
constraints, and competing street use needs vary in each of the representative segments.
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Sample Cross-Sections

Segment A Segment B Ballard Ave Leary Ave
Rail Rail
BRT BRT

Ballard/Leary Couplet: Traffic on Ballard Avenue and Leary Way would remain
2-way (with the exception of the northernmost block of Ballard Ave, which is one-
way just S. of Market); rail would operate a 1-way couplet. There are no signals and
few traffic impacts would be expected. Signalization/sequencing for rail on the short
segment of Market between Leary Avenue and 24th Ave. NW would require further

24th Avenue NW: This neighborhood collector is
low-volume and has a 3-lane section with bike lanes and
parking on both sides. Adding rail to the auto lanes is not
expected to have a substantial impact, but the center
platform station in the vicinity of 64th Street could ben-
efit from parking removal to allow cars to pass stopped

] ¢ analysis.
transit vehicles.
Segment C Segment D
Rail Rail
BRT BRT

Fremont to 15th Avenue: The Fremont bridge
can accommodate a streetcar in mixed traffic.
There are several alternatives to simply adding
streetcar tracks to the existing bridge, including
replacing the Fremont Bridge with a wider span,
adding a second adjacent span, or continuing
the streetcar line to the west on Nickerson and
adding a new transit and non-motorized bridge
near Seattle Pacific University. The cost of a new
bridge is not likely to be offset by substantial
travel time savings associated with either an
exclusive crossing or the alternative Nickerson
alignment; however, it would provide benefits for
bikes, pedestrians, and buses.

36th Avenue NW and Leary: Center-running/
center platform on 36th, Leary Way, and po-
tentially Nickerson are all straightforward.

Westlake, Valley to Nickerson: Westlake has very wide ROW in this segment,

and could support an exclusive guideway configuration to optimize safety, speed/
reliability and traffic operations. Redesigning the public space east of the current
Westlake Alignment (mostly parking) would provide sufficient space for a rail guide-
way without sacrificing the traffic capacity on Westlake. There is opportunity for a
joint multi-use path project, along with numerous possible ROW configurations.

Segment E

Rail Westlake: This segment would

BRT

operate in the path of the exist-
ing SLU streetcar and would be
double tracked. This could use

a new center median alignment
as shown below (preferred) or
utilize the existing southbound
track with a new northbound
track on the eastern curb. Terry
track could be maintained for the
SLU streetcar.

Operates in exclusive lanes on Aurora
Avenue,Wall St / Battery St, and 3rd Avenue

Note: All cross sections are representative of a possible design option for a corridor segment. Right-of-way widths, utility
constraints, and competing street use needs vary in each of the representative segments.
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Transit, and service providers from surrounding counties.
Rail and bus modes are vertically separated between
surface streets and the Transit Tunnel. Transit legibility is
challenging and must be addressed at a system level to
optimize service investments in the Center City.

CENTER CITY SERVICE DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TMP recommendations for Center City transit investments are
based on analysis and principles that make downtown transit
easy to understand and use for both infrequent and regular
riders, including:

« Operate routes on the same street in both directions.
If this is not possible, operate service in a limited set of
linear corridors. Limit turning movements from linear
corridors to make transit service more predictable.

« Avoid running couplet service more than one block apart.

« Operate common service types and destinations on the
same streets and/or at common stops. For example,
regional service on 2nd and 4th Avenues, service to
common sectors of the City (e.g., NW Seattle) stop on
the same block, etc.

« Develop a strong, high-capacity Center City circula-
tion system that connects all major multimodal hubs
(Westlake, Colman Dock, and King Street/International
District) to limit the need for regional bus throughput and
increase the usability of regional high capacity transit.

Third Avenue Transit Mall
Image from Nelson\Nygaard

OPTIMIZING KEY
CENTER CITY TRANSIT CORRIDORS

Specific Center City transit enhancements to make transit
more user-friendly and improve operational efficiency are
discussed in several categories and illustrated in Figure 3-14.

3rd Avenue Transit Mall

The following steps would help simplify transit routing
through downtown and would facilitate (though not ensure)
the shift of bus volumes from the Downtown Transit Tunnel
to 3rd Avenue. They would need to be accompanied by strong
branding and clear customer information and signage.

« Eliminate turns where feasible (between Stewart and
Yesler) to create a linear transit mall. This configuration
would:

— Allow downtown passengers to board with certainty
that buses would not turn off of 3rd Avenue

— Eliminate conflicts with pedestrians at the city’s
highest-volume pedestrian intersections

« Route all north-south running rapid, frequent, and local
buses serving Seattle on the Transit Mall to the extent
possible; regional services would use 2nd and 4th
Avenues as a north-south transit corridor.

Throughout much of the day, passenger queues to board
buses on 3rd Avenue in the vicinity of Pike and Pine Streets
are overwhelming to through pedestrians. To maintain a vital
business environment and function effectively for transit
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Corridor Overview

« Primary east-west pedestrian and transit corridor linking
downtown Seattle and the Westlake Transit Hub with
Capitol Hill (as identified in City of Seattle Center City
Access Strategy and Metro Transit Strategic Plan and
Transit Blueprint)

Key Connections
« Westlake and Convention Place DSTT Stations
e Third Avenue Transit Mall

« First Hill Streetcar

Primary Routes and Potential Restructuring
« KCM Routes 10, 11, 14, 43, 49

« Some of these routes turn between Pike/Pine and Third
Avenue. These routes should be revised to operate
common routings the length of Pike/Pine as far west as
First Avenue

Completed Improvements

« Pike/Pine Transit Access Improvement Project (2009)
included the following improvements:

— Updated signal equipment with greater potential for
transit signal priority

- In-lane bus stops and coordinated pedestrian
improvements

« Bus stops have been consolidated and re-spaced for better
service and operations

Corridor Enhancement Opportunities*

« Continue to implement access and transit priority treat-
ments to avoid transit delay at congested intersections or
corridor segments

« Improve bus stop facilities with real-time schedule
information, off-board fare payment equipment, and other
amenities

Corridor Overview

« East-west bus corridor that provides important direct
service to Downtown and First Hill from Harborview
Medical Center, Yesler Terrace, and dense residential
neighborhoods

Key Connections
o Pioneer Square DSST Station
e Third Avenue Bus Mall

« First Hill Streetcar

Primary Routes and Potential Restructuring
« KCM Routes 3,4

« Reroute service from James to Yesler west of gth Ave
(reflected in map)

« Consider terminating route service at new Central
Waterfront Transit Station (to be shared with Madison
BRT), providing connections to Colman Dock

Completed Improvements

« Some bus stops have been consolidated and passenger
facilities upgraded

« The City of Seattle is investing heavily in improved
midday service in the corridor

Corridor Enhancement Opportunities*

« Electrification of Yesler (2nd to gth) and oth (Yesler to
Jefferson) to reduce turning movements off of Third
Avenue and to avoid freeway-related congestion on
James Street

Enhance pedestrian access, particularly around medical
center and at key intersections

Provide in-lane bus stops

Provide transit signal priority with new interconnected
traffic controllers and vehicle detection where needed

Add transit-only lanes or peak period parking restrictions
in congested segments of the corridor, particularly where
I-5 ramps create peak period traffic congestion

Improve bus stop facilities with real-time schedule
information, off-board fare payment equipment, and
other amenities

Corridor Overview

« Most direct bus corridor serving the main Seattle Center
entrance on 5th Avenue N. and dense, high ridership
markets in Belltown, Denny Triangle, Uptown, and Queen
Anne

Key Connections

« Third Avenue Transit Mall

o Westlake DSTT station

« King Street Station

« International District Station

Primary Routes and Potential Restructuring
« KCM Routes 3, 4, and 16

« These routes should be consolidated to follow a single
pathway to the south end of Downtown and serve the
same downtown bus stops

Completed Improvements

« Third Avenue Transit Mall has been designated transit-
only during peak hours

« Some bus stops have been consolidated and passenger
facilities upgraded

« City of Seattle investments help provide better weekday
and evening frequency on Routes 3 and 4
Corridor Enhancement Opportunities*

« Extend Third Avenue transit-only restrictions north to
Denny Way

« Extend hours of Third Avenue transit-only restrictions

« Engage in comprehensive effort to improve the Third
Avenue streetscape and pedestrian/bus rider experience

« Maintain a smooth Third Avenue street surface for a
higher-quality bus experience

« Continue to implement access and transit priority treat-
ments to avoid transit delay at congested intersections
or segments

« Improve bus stop facilities with real-time schedule
information, off-board fare payment equipment, and
other amenities
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SEATTLE TRANSIT
SERVICE PRIORITIES

Transit service in Seattle is largely funded and operated by
King County Metro Transit and Sound Transit. The Seattle
Department of Transportation (SDOT) manages local streets
and transportation facilities and is best positioned to improve
transit service by making capital investments that speed buses,
improve reliability, and improve access to transit stops and
stations. However, ensuring delivery of high-quality service is
a priority for the City of Seattle, and the City has established a
role in funding transit service by subsidizing additional service
on high ridership or overcrowded bus routes. Given Metro’s
large service area and financial challenges, the City should
prepare to play an increasingly active role in funding service
over the next 20 years.

« The City’s primary transit service objective is to ensure
mobility in Seattle. During periods when transit revenues
are in decline, the City may need to focus on maintaining
service on high ridership routes. In better economic times,
resources should be dedicated to expanding the Frequent
Transit Network (FTN).

« The second City objective is to develop and expand the
FTN to provide high-quality, high-frequency service
between urban villages and urban centers for at least 18
hours per day and to reinforce walking, biking, and riding
transit as the preferred modes of travel for in-city trips.

« A third City service objective is to develop the local
transit network to effectively feed and support the FTN
and to take advantage of high capacity rail a-—-nd bus
services. Local service should not run in parallel to FTN
routes for long distances, unless those services are part
of route combinations that provide FTN service and/
or there are topographical or other barriers that impact
access.

Effective partnerships with Metro and Sound Transit must be
in place at the staff and executive level to ensure these objec-
tives are achieved. These partnerships will support successful
inter-agency collaboration, exemplified by recent efforts that
have shaped the RapidRide program, operation of Seattle
Streetcar, stop consolidation on Metro routes operating in
Seattle, and simplification of downtown transit pathways.

THE FREQUENT TRANSIT
NETWORK

What is the Frequent Transit Network?

The Frequent Transit Network (FTN) guides service priorities
in Seattle and gives direction for where capital investment
would provide the greatest community benefit. The FTN
should offer frequent, reliable service on designated corridors
connecting urban villages and urban centers throughout the
day, every day. Figure 4-1illustrates the FTN that is in place
today, with additional elements envisioned by 2030. The FTN
will be developed with

4-2 Chapter 4 — Service

both bus and rail technologies. Whether an FTN corridor is
to be served by bus or rail, the network should be developed
to provide a consistently high standard of capacity, reliability,
frequency, and customer service amenities. Seattle must
continue to work with King County Metro to deliver the FTN
vision and realize its value by fostering supportive land use
development and high-quality pedestrian access.

The FTN represents the service element of the Complete
Transit System and provides a guide for the City in:

- Mobility Corridor Development: Guides where the
City should make coordinated transit, access, and land
use investments (as described in the Mobility Corridors
section of Chapter 5 on page 5-22). These corridors are
the primary connections—and carry the most travelers—
between key destinations and neighborhoods in Seattle.

. Intersection and Signal Management: Guides how
signals and rights-of-way are managed in FTN corridors.
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; on-street parking uses
should be reduced in the interest of moving full, high-
capacity buses through congested commercial districts;
and integrated solutions should be sought to allow transit
and bicycles to safely coexist.

« Service Investment: Guides where the City should
invest limited operating funds. FTN corridors were
developed through an extensive evaluation of travel
patterns, for all trip types, within and to and from the City
of Seattle. This work is summarized in the Transit Master
Plan Briefing Book, Chapter 2. Arguably, the urban village
connections made by the FTN are the most important
travel connections for all modes.

Service Design Principles for the
Frequent Transit Network

The following service principles were used to guide transit
investment priorities for the Transit Master Plan (TMP):

« Demand Driven: Invest in transit where overall travel
market demand is high

« Direct: Provide direct connections between urban
villages and centers

. Connected: Develop a frequent service grid and create
high-quality places for people where lines intersect

« Simple: Design for transparency and ease of use

In conjunction with the corridor evaluation process (see
discussion in Chapter 3), these principles were used to design
the network of corridors recommended for capital investment,
service investment, and restructuring.

Appendix C provides background on development of the
FTN map and the classification of the FTN corridors.







The diagrams in Figure 4-2 illustrate three basic concepts in
transit network design: a point-to-point, a grid, and a radial
(aka “hub-and-spoke”) model.

While a point-to-point model may provide the most direct
connections between the most destinations, in a radial or grid
model, fewer lines are required. Fewer vehicles and opera-
tors are needed, allowing providers to deliver more frequent
service on some or all routes and overall trips that are shorter,
even factoring in transfers.

While in practice, most transit systems combine different
models, the radial pattern predominates in Seattle. Radial bus
and rail routes are overlaid with a number of point-to-point
type services. Long radial routes have the best frequency

and highest ridership but not always because people want to
travel to the Center City. Crosstown routes, such as Metro’s
Route 48 (see sidebar), also have very strong ridership. The
TMP proposes service restructuring that moves Seattle transit
toward a more grid-oriented design. This is best illustrated

by the proposed FTN investments that link services between
the Rainier Valley and the University District and between
Beacon Hill, Capitol Hill, and the University District. Rather
than traveling to downtown, routes would be modified to
cross multiple FTN lines that offer convenient transfers to
downtown (Link light rail, Madison BRT, and east-west priority
bus routes). While some downtown-bound passengers would
need to connect (transfer) to Link, others would have direct
connections that did not previously exist (e.g., Rainier Valley to
Central District and Beacon Hill to First Hill/Capitol Hill).

Certain sectors of the City are better suited to a FTN grid than
others. In the north, a grid is achievable and many important
elements are planned or in place. In the south, challenges are
much greater due to topography; physical barriers such as

I-5, Boeing Field, and the railroads; and disconnected land use
patterns. An important decision for developing a better grid
pattern in south Seattle involves the routing of West Seattle
RapidRide and Delridge bus services through SODO. The TMP

FIGURE 4-2 TRANSIT NETWORK DESIGN CONCEPTS

recommends that strong consideration be given to routing
these services to not use an SR 99 approach, but rather to use
a pathway on 4th Avenue (some segments of 1st may need

to be used as well to allow bi-directional access to Spokane).
Although speed and reliability challenges need to be resolved,
a focus of Chapter 3 (Corridors), this routing decision allows
for the development of a high-quality connection between
4th Avenue, the E-3 Busway, and SODO stations. It recognizes
the diverse demand patterns of residents; most trips (of all
types, not just transit trips) made by southeast and southwest
residents do not go downtown, but rather are oriented to
other south Seattle neighborhoods and to Burien, Tukwila,
Renton, and other southern neighboring cities (see Figure 4-3).

Performance Characteristics of the
Frequent Transit Network

To meet City goals to increase transit mode share, the
Frequent Transit Network must be:

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

« Frequent: Connect urban centers and urban villages with
15 minute or better, all day service.

In addition to implementing the capital projects specified for
FTN corridors (see Chapter 3), a top priority for the City of
Seattle is to work with Metro and other regional transit provid-
ers to deliver the following level of service on all FTN corridors:

- Frequent All Day: 15 minute or better service frequency
all day

« Long Hours: 18- to 24-hour service span (6 a.m. to
midnight, or later)

« Every Day: 7 day per week service

Point-to-Point

Source: Nelson\Nygaard
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STRATEGY AREA:
IMPLEMENTING THE FREQUENT TRANSIT NETWORK

« FTN 1: Partner with Metro and other regional transit providers
to deliver the following level of service on all Frequent Transit
Network corridors:

— 15 minute or better service frequency all day (between 6 a.m.
and g p.m., or later)

— 18- to 24-hour service span (6 a.m. to midnight, or later)
— 7day per week frequent service

« FTN 2: Develop local funding sources to support additional service
subsidy (see also Chapter 6 - Funding).

« FTN 3: Target any City transit operating funds/subsidies to meet
or surpass minimum service levels on routes that comprise the
Frequent Transit Network, particularly where Frequent Transit
Network corridors regularly exceed loading standards.

« FTN 4: Work with Metro to develop performance agreements that
ensure service hours gained through City capital investments will
be reinvested in routes serving the Frequent Transit Network in
Seattle.

« FTN 5: Work with Metro to develop a transit system restructur-
ing study, or studies, for all Seattle bus routes (and possibly key
services extending beyond Seattle).

« FTN 6: Use a Multiple Account Evaluation (MAE) approach (see
Chapter 3) to reassess priorities for expansion of the Frequent
Transit Network every 5 years.

« FTN 7: Work with Metro to develop a late-night service program
on top of performing Frequent Transit Network routes. (Secondary
to establishment of minimum service levels - FTN 1).

« FTN 8: Manage operations of arterial transit streets to provide
priority to transit vehicles carrying high passenger volumes.

« FTN 9: Set policies that encourage all land uses with high transit
trip generation to locate within ¥z mile of a Frequent Transit
Network route.

« FTN 10: Provide input to Metro on specifications for the new
Electric Trolley Bus fleet and consider funding vehicle features that
support Frequent Transit Network design and service levels and
enhance ride quality and passenger comfort.

« FTN 11: Coordinate FTN service level standards and operations
with relevant land use codes.
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strategic restructurings that allow service hours to be rede-
ployed within the LTN and (2) enhancing service in areas with

SEATTLE

LOCAL TRANSIT NETWORK

Local Transit Network

King County Metro provides a network of fixed-route bus
services to lower-density areas of Seattle that are not directly
served by the FTN. Referred to as the Local Transit Network
(LTN) in this plan, this includes routes that provide access to
the FTN, express service from neighborhoods to downtown,
and neighborhood circulation. The LTN is also supplemented
by demand responsive public transportation services and
private and institutionally operated shuttles that provide
services targeted at specific populations.

The LTN 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 Metro actions to:

« Maintain a basic or “lifeline” level of LTN service to within
Y5 mile of most Seattle residents. This level of service
is defined by a minimum of 60 minute frequencies for
15 hours per day. If a route cannot support this level of
service, then redeployment and/or provision of alterna-
tive service concepts should be considered.

o Restructure LTN services as new FTN services come on
line (e.g., the opening of the University Link and North
Link will provide an opportunity to eliminate duplicative
downtown-bound services and redeploy services to bet-
ter feed Sound Transit light rail stations or FTN corridor
stations).

e The extent of LTN service will change over time, becom-
ing a smaller share of the City’s overall system as:

— New rapid transit lines are implemented and replace
express routes (less LTN service, more FTN service).

— The FTN expands.

— New local service or private shuttles are added to
support new rapid transit lines.

— Demand grows for local services feeding rail sta-
tions or transportation centers, allowing them to be
upgraded to FTN service.

— Service consolidation occurs to improve service
efficiency and effectiveness.

Coverage rather than speed is the goal for the LTN. Stop
spacing as close as 600 feet can be acceptable in some cases,
but transit access improvements are, like the FTN, critical

to maximizing its usefulness. The City should consider the
elevated need for access to LTN stops in prioritizing pedestrian
and bicycle investments.

Local Transit Network Priorities

The City should focus efforts to improve the LTN—through
funding or policy—on areas with the highest ridership and
those areas that do not have convenient walking access to
the FTN. The TMP recommends that the City focus on LTN
improvements in two areas: (1) partnering with Metro on

limited FTN access.

- Restructuring Opportunities: The following are areas
where the City should work with Metro to continue to
refine or restructure the LTN in conjunction with com-
pleted or upcoming FTN service improvements:

— Southeast Seattle: Many LTN routes in this area
have been restructured to provide connections with
Link light rail stations between Mt. Baker and Rainier
Valley. However, challenging topography and wide
light rail stop spacing make it challenging for many
residents to access light rail.

— University District/North Seattle: Sound Transit
University Link (Husky Stadium) and North Link
(Roosevelt, Northgate) extensions will open in 2016
and 2021, respectively. Both will provide opportuni-
ties to redeploy LTN service to feed this high-capacity
link to the Center City. Opening of the Northgate
station, in particular, will provide opportunity to
discontinue downtown-bound, peak-only express bus
service. Service redeployment in this section could be
allocated to improve LTN service in neighborhoods,
such as Pinehurst, that don’t have convenient walk
access to the current or planned FTN.

— NE Seattle: The planned opening of RapidRide lines
D (Northgate — Ballard - Downtown) and E (Aurora
Village — Downtown) will present an opportunity
to consider service restructuring in NE Seattle. In
particular, this is an opportunity to consider enhanc-
ing services that intercept FTN corridors on Aurora
Ave, Lake City Way, and 15th Ave NE and eliminating
expensive express bus services to downtown.

« Priority Areas for LTN Investment: The following
are areas of the city where FTN services are more than a
¥4 mile walk and, therefore, LTN routes should be con-
sidered for increased service levels through reallocation
from lower-productivity LTN routes. LTN routes must also
have the following characteristics to be considered for
added service: (1) be well utilized and (2) be designed to
provide access to the FTN and/or multimodal hubs.

— West Seattle: north of Alaska Junction and along
35th Ave SW

— Georgetown/South Park
— Magnolia

— NE Seattle: east of 25th Ave NE and north of NE 45th
Street

— North Seattle: east-west services in the vicinity of N
125th Street and N 145th Street

The TMP Briefing Book, pages 4-9 and 4-10, illustrates the bus
network in Seattle.
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coordination with other agencies and transportation
providers.

« Improve access to information by fully integrating the
needs of older adults, persons with disabilities, and non-
English speaking people in planning and design of transit
facilities, offering fully accessible public information
options, and employing state of the art technology that
aids disabled residents in navigating streets and accessing
transit facilities.

« Provide enhancements to public transportation vehicles
such as low-floor buses, kneeling buses, wider doors,
improved interior circulation, additional stanchions and
grab bars, ergonomic seating designed for older riders,
and accessibility features either required or encouraged
by ADA, such as ramps, larger letters on head signs, and
stop announcements.

« Provide programs to help older people take advantage
of existing services, such as information and assistance
programs to connect older people with appropriate
services and outreach and training programs.

« Expand supplementary services including flexible route
and community transportation services, ADA complemen-
tary paratransit, non-ADA demand-responsive services,
taxi subsidy programs, and volunteer driver programs.

« Apply universal design strategies at transit facilities, bus
stops, and on streets and sidewalks in the immediate
vicinity of transit facilities and stops.

e Support information programs that help policy makers
recognize the range of benefits to make transportation
improvements such as: keeping people healthy, improving
affordability of transportation, maintaining independence,
improving public health, and reducing costs to public
agencies responsible for implementing ADA paratransit.

These actions are critically important, but they are not the
only actions needed. Other important actions include assuring
supportive services to caregivers who provide transportation,
encouraging further development of unsubsidized private
transportation services, increasing the availability of acces-
sible taxicabs, and coordinating with non-emergency medical
transportation provided under Medicaid and Medicare.
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Private Shuttles and Transportation

Seattle has many private companies and institutions that
provide shuttle or bus service in the city or to and from the
city to major employment sites. These providers carry a small
number of daily passengers compared with public transporta-
tion, but fill important niches or special services. In many cases,
comparable trips are available on the public transit system, but
employers want a faster, more private, or exclusive service for
their employees or students. The City’s role in supporting such
services should be limited to ensuring vehicles have access to
customers at the curb or at major transit nodes.

« Allow shuttles to access curb space for pick up and drop
off.

« Encourage facility designs at rail stations and transporta-
tion centers that include pick-up/drop-off space for
private shuttles.

« Consider establishing a fee for use of curb space by
private shuttle operators that charge a fee for use of their
vehicles.

Operating shuttle services is a cost to hospitals and universi-
ties that may support their core missions. In the long run,
development of high-quality, high-capacity public transit will
provide the greatest benefit to Seattle’s major companies and
institutions.















Image from Nelson\Nygaard

Strategy 1

Destination Accessibility: Coordinate land uses and the transit network

People choose to travel by transit more often
when transit provides fast and direct access to
their destinations. A destination could be work,
home, school, a shopping or entertainment center,
a civic institution, or anywhere else someone
might wish to travel. The key to maximizing transit
access to the city’s key destinations is to ensure
that most development occurs along the Frequent
Transit Network (creating transit “corridors”) and
especially in urban villages and at arterial crossings
where high frequency transit lines intersect (creat-
ing “priority access nodes”).

Policy ToN1.1: Locate transit intensive land uses in urban
villages and along priority transit corridors
so they can be efficiently served by frequent
transit.

« Locate major destinations as anchors at both ends of
transit corridors and at priority access nodes.

« Avoid pressure for transit to make time-consuming route
diversions from main arterial corridors by selecting loca-
tions for land uses that generate high travel demand that
are within walking distance of Frequent Transit Network
(FTN) stations or stops.

« Avoid long gaps between destinations by discouraging
“leap frog” development or development far from
established developed areas.

« Avoid locating major destinations in cul-de-sacs: select
locations that can be accessed from multiple directions.

Policy ToN1.2: Direct most development within urban
villages, urban centers, and along the FTN.

« Use zoning and public investment to encourage develop-
ment along FTN corridors. Strategies for directing
development toward transit corridors may include:

— Building community centers, schools, courthouses,
and other civic buildings along transit corridors.

— Investing in the public realm to help catalyze de-
velopment along transit corridors. For examples of
transit-supportive public realm investments, see the
‘Best Practices for Station and Stop Access’ section
on page 5-32.

— Identifying partners for “location efficient” programs
(such as mortgages) that account for reduced
transportation expenditures in locations accessible to
jobs and services.

Policy ToN1.3: Design transit nodes, stations, and corridors
to maximize their value to neighborhoods.

« Develop standards to define how far a transit corridor
extends from the rail or bus line itself.

« Consider the walking network and topography when
designing standards for a quarter-mile walkshed from a
transit corridor.

« Avoid unnecessary setbacks at major destinations.
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Seattle has many areas where the local street grid is disconnected by water, freeways, and other man made barriers. Making most efficient use of

the limited connective corridors means moving more people on transit.

Image from SDOT

Strategy 2

Distance: Create a transit-supportive urban structure & street network

A key to making transit, bicycling, and walking more attractive
is minimizing distance between destinations by providing
direct connections at the neighborhood scale. The relationship
between street design and modal network planning defines
the quality of the traveler experience and the viability of
alternative options that influence where people choose to live,
whether they own a car, and how they travel for different types
of trips. These policies and strategies directly support the
multimodal transit access policies at the end of this chapter
(see page 5-36).

Policy ToN2.1: Provide a fine-grained pedestrian and bicycle

network that connects to transit.

« Create dense networks of streets, stairways, and paths so
that pedestrians and cyclists have multiple direct paths of
travel.

« Minimize walking and cycling distances to transit by creat-
ing complete sidewalk networks and encouraging bicycle

and pedestrian “cut-throughs” or alleys where roadways
do not exist.

Encourage mid-block connections through superblock
developments, and where warranted, ensure safe mid-
block street crossings.

Design station areas so that vehicular traffic is dispersed
along multiple streets rather than concentrated on a few
wide, and typically congested, roadways.

Policy ToN2.2: Orient transit facilities towards the street.

Locate transit facilities in accessible locations.

Ensure that transit stops and station entrances are
clearly visible from the street and pedestrian and bicycle
access is direct and convenient (see the Transit Facility
Guidelines on page 5-10 for more information).

e« Land Use Code

A number of other City of Seattle plans and documents provide detailed policy guidance related to the
strategies discussed in this chapter. These documents include:

« Design Guidelines, such as the Downtown and Citywide Design Guidelines, and the Seattle Right-of-Way Improvements

Manual (ROWIM)

o Seattle Transit Communities (November 2010)

« Seattle Bicycle Master Plan and Pedestrian Master Plan
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The South Lake Union area is growing rapidly and, if upzone proposals are approved, will be set to accommodate much more job and residential

growth over the next 20 years.

Image from Nelson\Nygaard

Strategy 3
Density: Concentrate and intensify activities near transit

A sufficient density of residents, jobs, and services helps to
establish a market for transit service, and increased density
increases ridership, supporting higher frequency of service.
While the form of development will vary from neighborhood
to neighborhood, having as much development as possible
concentrated near frequent transit stops and stations will
shorten walking distances to more places for more people.

Policy ToN3.2: Use land near transit nodes and corridors as
efficiently as possible.

« Make roadways near transit nodes and corridors only as
wide as necessary to meet vehicle and transit circulation
needs and provide bicycle access.

« Promote strategies to reduce off-street surface parking
and other low-density land uses near transit nodes and

However, density on its own is not enough. To maximize the corridors.

usefulness of density for supporting transit, Seattle must pair
density with each of the remaining “D” principles highlighted in
this section. Combined with density, these strategies not only
help to support transit; they also support the development of
walkable, low-carbon neighborhoods.

« Encourage housing development that uses space ef-
ficiently near transit nodes and corridors, balancing the
goals of maximizing the number of housing units and
providing a range of unit sizes and types appropriate for

both families and smaller households.
Policy ToN3.1: Use zoning to focus the highest densities

closest to transit corridors and nodes. Policy ToN3.3: Plan for density that responds to the charac-

ter of existing development.
« Concentrate the highest density of homes, jobs, and

services around the immediate station or stop area (less
than 1/4 mile) to create shorter walking distances and

« Plan for buildings of a similar scale and character to exist-
ing structures to ensure successful integration of land use

allow for multiple trip purposes to be served easily on
foot and by transit.

« Scale down or “taper” densities farther from the sta-

tion area (1/2 mile to 1 mile) to match the character of

surrounding neighborhoods.

« Plan for densities that match the type and frequency of

transit provided.

« Consider establishing target residential densities for
transit nodes and corridors.

« Consider establishing thresholds for commercial, retail,

and employment densities.

intensification.

Prioritize increased density near existing activity centers,
such as schools, shopping centers, job centers, or medical
facilities.

Encourage appropriate transitions between the immedi-
ate station and the surrounding neighborhoods through
transitional tapering of building heights and use of
landscaping and context-appropriate building design.

Policy ToN3.4: Identify opportunity sites for increased

densities on the FTN.

Identify corridors and stations that are priorities for
densification.
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« Work with owners of vacant and likely redevelopment
parcels in station areas and priority transit corridors to
encourage infill development.

« Encourage partnerships with transit agencies to catalyze
TOD projects through property acquisition and/or
redevelopment.

« Ensure public agencies do not hold property where
redevelopment is feasible.

« Explore the potential of converting existing surface
parking lots into future redevelopment sites.

« Focus development at the best-connected transit nodes.

« Encourage development opportunity at modal inter-
changes and station areas.

o Encourage the location of major destinations at the
intersection of transit lines.

The building fagade on the Olive 8 building (at Olive and 8th) in
downtown Seattle is well designed to provide shelter for waiting transit
passengers outside the pedestrian zone and away from main building

entrances.

Image from Nelson\Nygaard
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Providing pedestrian pathways and stairways as part of superblock de-
velopments creates permeability, adds visual interest, puts more eyes

on the street, and aids access to transit.

Image from Nelson\Nygaard

Strategy 4
Diversity: Encourage a mix of uses

A rich diversity of land uses and high quality places that attract
pedestrians are part of any transit-friendly neighborhood. It

is equally important that public space and privately-managed
space is developed to create diverse uses.

Policy ToN4.1: Mix residential, employment, recreation, and
commercial uses in station areas and along
the FTN.

« Promote a fine-grained mix of uses with highly active
ground-floor uses.

« Encourage a balance of housing and services with a mix
of types, tenures, and price points.

« Collaborate with Seattle Parks and Recreation to inte-
grate park and open space development with the FTN.

Policy ToN4.2: Mix employment and residential development
within nodes and corridors to spread travel
demand throughout the day.

« Provide a mix of residential and commercial land uses
along transit corridors and in neighborhoods.

- Combine a variety of everyday uses into high activity
employment centers.



Intermodal connection points are excellent foci for public art and public space projects.
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Strategy 5
Design: Create great places for people

Policy ToNs.1:

Provide gathering spaces that encourage
pedestrians to linger, such as plazas, squares,
and parks.

Include elements such as benches, low walls, and
landscaping in large public open spaces to help create
human-scale public spaces and improve personal security.

Encourage uses that activate public spaces around transit
facilities, such as food carts, vendors, sidewalk cafes, and
plaza spaces with seating.

Integrate public art into transit neighborhoods to
bring a sense of liveliness to public spaces, encourage
dialogue, and express the unique culture of Seattle’s
neighborhoods.

Provide a range of seating types based on the type of
public space and the likely users. Seating types should
include long-term seating such as chairs with backs and
arms as well as informal elements such as benches, steps,
fountains, and planter boxes that invite people to enjoy
the public realm.

Policy ToN5.2: Improve the relationship between the public

and private realms along FTN corridors.

Develop a building typology that Includes, but is not
limited to, building design elements such as entries and
building orientation, street-level interest including street-
level windows and transparency, pedestrian-oriented
uses, and facade modulation.

Policy ToN5.3: Use design review to encourage off-street

parking facilities that minimize the impact of
parking on the pedestrian realm.

Develop design standards for off-street parking along the
FTN to ensure parking facilities reflect the human-scaled
nature of transit corridors. Design review should be
attentive to the following objectives:

— Locate off-street parking away from the street in the
rear of the building or below grade.

— Screen surface parking lots along the street with
landscaping or architectural elements to reduce their
visual impact.

— Worap multi-level parking garages in active retail or
commercial uses to screen parking from the street
and increase street-level activity.

— Minimize driveway access to off-street parking facili-
ties by focusing access via alleys or side streets.

— Establish maximum curb cut widths for driveways and
parking facility entrances and provide sidewalk-level
curb cuts to ensure a continuous level walking plane.

— Design surface parking lots to include dedicated pro-
visions for pedestrian circulation, including internal
walkways and pedestrian priority paving treatments.

— Encourage development of gridded street and block
pattern when existing large parking lots are redevel-
oped to help enhance pedestrian access and enable
streetscape treatments.

Provide secure bicycle parking in all new structured
parking facilities.
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Low-cost neighborhood greenways (bicycle boulevards) connecting
to transit or running in parallel to major transit arterials provide
cyclists safe routes to transit and reduce bicycle and transit conflicts

by creating separated facilities.
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Strategy 6
Demand Management: Provide

incentives and disincentives

Success in shifting more trips in Seattle to walking, biking, and
transit will require development of high-quality alternatives
and educational programs to ensure customers have access
to the information needed to change their travel habits.
Transportation demand management (TDM) includes positive
measures, such as end of trip facilities, educational programs
(see page 2-8 in Chapter 2 for examples), and the develop-
ment of additional modal alternatives (e.g., bike sharing).
These measures will need to be coupled with disincentives to
private vehicle use.

Policy ToN6.1: Manage parking demand effectively and
maximize utilization of parking supply along
transit corridors.

o Use restricted parking zones (RPZs) to manage spillover
parking at transit stations and major destinations.

o Use demand-based on-street parking pricing to free
up space for short-stay visitors in business and retail
districts.

« Expand parking wayfinding and real-time parking informa-
tion (such as e-Park, the City’s electronic parking guid-
ance system) to reduce the amount of circling for parking
in the Center City and other dense neighborhoods.

o Partner with private parking operators to market the
availability of short-term off-street parking opportunities
through the expansion of e-Park.

o Prioritize parking at rail stations and multimodal hubs for
high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) access, taxis, and drop-off
activity.

« Prioritize parking for HOVs in areas where autos are the
primary form of transportation.

« Locate drop-off zones as close to transit facility en-
trances as possible.

« Develop district-wide shared parking facilities, create
brokerages that minimize the need for excessive parking
structures, and encourage park once policies and pro-
grams in mixed-use districts.

Policy ToN6.2: Reduce auto-dependency by providing transit
supportive services and programs.

« Promote car-sharing to reduce the need for auto owner-
ship in Seattle neighborhoods.

« Promote bike-sharing to improve transit access and
extend the range of transit trips.

Policy ToN6.3: Use transit priority measures to increase
transit speed and reliability.

« Employ transit priority measures, such as dedicated lanes,
queue jumps, signal priority, level boarding, and others
included in the TMP toolbox to improve transit reliability.

« Ensure that transit performance (e.g., delay and through-
put) is a criterion in evaluating the performance of streets
and intersections.

Policy ToN6.4: Consider measures to calm traffic in areas
where significant amounts of traffic might
be diverted onto residential neighborhood
streets due to transit priority treatments.

« Integrate vertical and horizontal deflection treatments
like speed humps, chicanes, and choke points to manage
vehicle speeds on auto cut-through routes.

o Limit or eliminate neighborhood cut-through traffic by
introducing traffic diversion treatments like half-closures
and diverter median islands where community consensus
exists and is supported by traffic engineering judgment.
These measures could be coordinated with the design
of neighborhood greenways that cross a priority transit
corridor.
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Wayfinding directs passengers to the Downtown Seattle Transit

Tunnel.
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FACILITY DESIGN GUIDELINES

IMPORTANCE OF FACILITY DESIGN?

The influence of transit facilities does not stop at a station
platform. Systematically integrating facility design guidelines
is a critical exercise for improving the quality of transit access
and building transit-oriented neighborhoods. Transit facilities
represent the public’s interface with transit service in Seattle;
incorporating elements of thoughtful design to improve the
transit experience sends the message that transit is a priority.
Likewise, transit facilities are loci of intermodal connections,
thus facility design plays a critical role in ensuring transfers are
seamless and effortless.

Placemaking should be integrated into every design choice to
ensure the transit experience is synonymous with navigating
through great places. Seattle’s network of transit facilities
should create a safe, comfortable, inviting, and interesting
space at each trip end. Transit facilities and their surrounding
environs should be thought of as urban living rooms that fully
integrate land use and urban design, encouraging people to
stay.

Design guidelines provide the values and strategic vision for
multimodal investment in transit environments. As Seattle’s
transit network develops and matures, transit facilities must
represent the needs of all transit users. Whether it is a transfer
to another mode or route, or a last-mile connection on foot

or by bicycle, transit facilities must ensure these movements
are clear, tactile, secure, and protected from the weather. The
following sections highlight the key elements of transit facility
design.
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Tunnel identification signage could be improved to better direct

casual users and visitors to the tunnel.
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WAYFINDING AND PASSENGER INFORMATION

An effective transit system ensures that all stages of trip-
making are effortless and deliberate. Wayfinding is a powerful
tool to integrate convenience and system understanding into
the transit experience. In general, transit wayfinding signs
should:

« Be prioritized where passengers make multimodal
connections

« Beintegrated with wayfinding to key destinations
« Provide consistency in design and tone

o Be easily understood by and deliver information to
visitors, new transit passengers, the everyday commuter,
and those just passing by

Signage types range from stop and station identification,
destination, amenity, and access routing signage. Integrating
intermodal connections such as feeder routes and bike share
stations into wayfinding will make last-mile connections
seamless and legible.

Visual and audible announcements and passenger information
are critical to enhancing comfort and convenience for all users,
but are particularly important for users with sight or hearing
impairments. Real-time passenger information should be
integrated into station and stop design, acting as a supplement
to static wayfinding and customer information.



Clearly defined queueing and pedestrian waiting areas improve pedes-

trian flow, user comfort, and boarding efficiency.

Image from Nels on\Nygaard

LEGIBLE SPACES: FACILITY IDENTITY AND FUNCTION

Great transit facilities create spaces that are deliberate and
easy to navigate. Subtle design decisions can help transit
facilities blend into the urban context of their location and
promote the identity of Seattle’s diverse neighborhoods,
cultural centers, and historic background.

Transit facilities should be designed to limit visual clutter and
barriers to pedestrian movement, and preserve permeability.
These spaces should also maintain sightlines and allow direct
and efficient lines of movement. This can be accomplished
through architectural techniques such as the use of transpar-
ent features and opening up spaces using daylight as an
intuitive wayfinding feature. Passenger waiting areas, including
street furniture and transit equipment such as ticket vending
machines and shelter support beams, should be designed to
limit conflicts with pedestrian flows and optimize passenger
waiting capacity.

Recent stop improvements along the 3rd Avenue Transit Mall in-

creased stop capacity for passenger queuing and waiting.

Image from Seattle DOT

SPATIAL CAPACITY

Transit facility design must carefully balance the needs of
unobstructed pedestrian flow and the comfort of waiting pas-
sengers. This is especially important along Seattle transit cor-
ridors that have limited pedestrian rights-of-way. Bottlenecks
and circuitous pedestrian routing should be avoided through
thoughtful design and placement of street furniture and transit
amenities, like benches, shelters, and ticket vending machines.
A potential solution for alleviating impacts of passenger
queuing volumes on pedestrian flow is to reclaim street space
for transit use. Design interventions include bus bulb outs and
extended passenger plazas.
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Electronic lift for mobility devices.
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UNIVERSAL ACCESSIBILITY

Providing transit services that are universally accessible
expands personal mobility, independence, and transportation
affordability. Discrimination by design must be actively avoided
as transit facilities are built or reconstructed. Several con-
siderations should be made as transit facilities are designed,
including:

« Minimal level changes in multi-floor facilities and direct
access to elevators and escalators, where applicable

« Direct ramp access and blended curb/sidewalk transitions
at the street interface

o Deliberate tactility at conflict zones or abrupt edges
o Level boarding

« Obstacle-free connections to dial-a-ride, taxis, pickup and
drop-off points, and park-and-ride lots

Information should also be provided in audio, visual, and tactile
formats and consider cultural and language differences as well
as accommodate those with restricted mobility and visual
ability.
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Public art reinforces a sense of ownership and pride.

Image from Flickr user orcmid

SAFETY AND SECURITY

Transit facilities should be open, well-lit, and constantly
monitored to ensure the transit experience is comfortable at
all hours of the day. Incorporating crime prevention through
environmental design principles (CPTED), sometimes also
referred to as defensible design, into transit facility design
increases both real and perceived safety. These principles
include: ensuring spaces are visible to others and well lit,
delineating public and private space, managing access portals,
and ensuring facilities are regularly maintained and cleaned.

Natural surveillance through transparent design and active
streetscapes maximizes visibility and deters the threat of
crime. Lighting plays a central role in maintaining pleasant
transit environments. Natural lighting and illumination fac-
tor into passenger safety, transparency, monitoring, and
facility legibility. Lighting should be consistently distributed
throughout transit spaces and the exterior public realm so
that navigating spaces is enjoyable and stress-free. Public art
should be used to create a sense of pride and a community
asset.

Facility design should allow transit police ease of access and
open views of station property. Where natural surveillance
is infeasible, the use of CCTV (closed circuit TV surveillance)
should be considered to reinforce the intolerance of criminal
activity at transit stations.



Station and stop amenities, such as benches, shelters, leaning bars, and pedestrian-scale lighting improve the passenger experience.

Source: Nelson\Nygaard

PASSENGER COMFORT

A comfortable transit environment in Seattle requires protec-
tion from the elements and targeted investment in passenger
amenities. Weather protection can be achieved through
free-standing shelters, awnings, and overhangs integrated into
adjacent building design, and even landscaping and natural
canopies. Passive and active cooling and heating systems
increase passenger comfort. Nighttime illumination should be
evenly distributed under transit shelters to maximize visibility
and passenger comfort levels.

The quality of the transit experience is greatly influenced by
the level of amenities at waiting areas. Minimum amenities
at stops and stations should include comfortable seating
and leaning areas, shelters, information kiosks, wayfinding,
real-time passenger displays (where appropriate), clocks,
trash receptacles, and bike parking. Enhanced amenities at
high capacity transit stations should include landscape and
streetscape design, retail, restrooms, bike share stations and
secure bike parking, and pedestrian-scaled lighting.
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FACILITY DESIGN GUIDELINES
LEGIBILITY

Policy FD1.1: Maximize ease of navigation by providing
direct travel paths, strengthening pedestrian sightlines,
and limiting visual and physical barriers to movement.

Policy FD1.2: Integrate passive lighting design to
improve visibility and reinforce that each facility is a
transparent space.

Policy FD1.3: Integrate Seattle’s history, diverse
cultures, and neighborhood identity in the design of all
transit facilities. Transit facilities must seamlessly mold
into the urban context of their location.

Policy FD1.4: Actively pursue the design of shared
spaces that fully integrate an open transit environ-
ment into the urban fabric and create great transit
neighborhoods.

WAYFINDING AND PASSENGER INFORMATION

Policy FD2.1: Ensure that wayfinding is predictable in
design and information dissemination.

Policy FD2.2: Develop consistent sign design aesthetics
using distinct sign types, color schemes, fonts, and
symbology.

Policy FD2.3: Facilitate multimodal connections by
directing passengers between modes.

Policy FD2.4: Expand the scope of transit wayfinding
to guide passengers and pedestrians toward station
portals, major destinations, bicycle routes, major attrac-
tors, and other multimodal connections. Integrated
wayfinding should emphasize making intermodal
connections simple and quick.

Policy FD2.5: Coordinate with public transit service
providers to develop universal transit wayfinding sign
guidelines.

Policy FD2.6: Avoid visual conflicts with advertising,
commercial, and other informational sign types.

SPATIAL CAPACITY

Policy FD3.1: Ensure sidewalks accommodate enough
space for a variety of pedestrian activities, such as
sitting/leaning, standing/queuing, and walking.

Policy FD3.2: Encourage building facade designs that
allow waiting passengers to step out of the active zone
while providing something to lean or sit on and offering
protection against the elements.

Policy FD3.3: Consider expanding existing passenger
facilities where transit facilities have limited passenger
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waiting capacity, high boardings, and/or significant
pinch points that limit passenger movement.

Policy FD3.4: Eliminate passenger/pedestrian
bottlenecks by locating passenger amenities outside of
passenger queuing areas and pedestrian walkways. See
section 4.11 of the Seattle Right-of-Way Improvements
Manual (ROWIM) for details.

UNIVERSAL ACCESSIBILITY

Policy FD4.1: Reduce the incidences of barriers and
vertical obstructions.

Policy FD4.2: Limit construction of multi-level transit
facilities. If unavoidable, provide elevators, ramps with
well designed railings, and/or escalators to facilitate
fast and efficient movement of persons with disabilities.

Policy FD4.3: Ensure all transit facilities incorporate
adequate curb ramp, facility ramp, and tactile surface
design, as detailed in the forthcoming Public Right-of-
Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG section R308),
published by the United States Access Board.

Policy FD4.4: Provide information in a variety of media
types to cater to the needs of the visual, hearing,
developmental, and mobility-impaired.

SAFETY AND SECURITY

Policy FDs5.1: Integrate crime prevention through
environmental design (CPTED) principles into all transit
facility design processes. These principles include:
ensuring spaces are visible to others and well lit,
delineating public and private space, managing access
portals, and ensuring facilities are regularly maintained
and cleaned.

Policy FDs.2: Collaborate with law enforcement and
emergency response agencies to ensure facilities are
effectively monitored. Monitoring should be increased
with increased boarding activity.

Policy FD5.3: Use technology such as CCTV to continu-
ally monitor transit facilities.

Policy FD5.4: Introduce public art installations, sooth-
ing music, and other amenities to signal to transit users
that transit facilities are community assets and gather-
ing places.

Policy FDs5.5: Ensure transit facilities are well-lit with
pedestrian-scaled LED lighting during early morning
and evening service.






























WHAT ARE THE LIKELY BENEFITS AND OUTCOMES?

The City could expect the following benefits and outcomes
should a holistic Mobility Corridor approach be fully developed
and adopted:

Clearly establish urban centers and urban villages on the
FTN as vital, convenient, and sustainable places to live in
Seattle

Improve the transportation efficiency and throughput
of both people and goods, while also improving priority
transit corridor access

Present an opportunity to be substantially more effec-
tive in shifting SOV mode share than with a transit-only
project

Coordinated planning, joint design, and construction of
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit projects will:

Reduce construction disruptions and costs (one project
vs. multiple)

Create efficiencies in planning, design, and
implementation

Reduce future design complexities of integrating other
modal improvements

Allow for more effective resolution of difficult right-of-
way tradeoffs and the inclusion of parallel roadways/
routes for consideration in creating key active transporta-
tion connections

To realize these benefits, the City should develop a coor-
dinated investment plan that synchronizes recommended
investments from the four modal plans (transit, pedestrian,
bicycle, and freight). Annual review of five-year updates to
other modal plans should consider the Mobility Corridor
investment framework.
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FIGURE 5-9 CONCEPTUAL MOBILITY CORRIDOR EXAMPLE: BIKE AND STREETCAR INTEGRATION

This conceptual graphic illustrates design elements that could be considered in the development of a rapid streetcar corridor. The TMP recom-
mends that SDOT approach bus and HCT corridor transit projects in coordination with pedestrian and bicycle improvement programs.
A coordinated set of multimodal projects implemented simultaneously have much greater and immediately noticeable benefit to users than a

piecemeal approach to corridor improvements.

Source: Nelson\Nygaard
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MOBILITY CORRIDOR DESIGN AND PERFORMANCE

MODAL INTEGRATION

Policy MC1.1: Development of Mobility Corridors should
integrate principles of context sensitive Complete Street
design that are unique to conditions found in each
corridor.

Policy MC1.2: Transit vehicles should be given priority
(in design and operation) over other modes of personal
motor vehicle traffic in primary transit corridors and in
any corridor where FTN service levels are provided.

Policy MC1.3: Mobility should be measured in terms of
“aggregate person delay” rather than vehicular level
of service, which does not distinguish between single-
occupant vehicles, a full bus, and a wave of cyclists.

Policy MC1.4: Mobility Corridor carrying capacity should
be measured in terms of person throughput rather than
vehicle throughput.

Policy MC1.5: Locating layover facilities on intersecting
streets should be prioritized in Mobility Corridors with
limited right-of-way. The City should consider incentives
to accommodate capacity for transit layovers in new
development where appropriate.

TRANSIT

Policy MC2.1: Ensure transit priority lane treatments take
precedence over general purpose travel lanes and auto
storage on priority transit corridors.

Policy MC2.2: Implement Transit Signal Priority (TSP)
along transit corridors to provide transit vehicles with
precedence at signalized intersections, while considering
cross-street pedestrian and traffic demand.

Policy MC2.3: Design linear transit facilities that minimize
conflicts and pinch points with other roadway users and
facilitate in-lane stops.

Policy MC2.4: Corridors with limited right-of-way should
not accommodate layover zones along the linear transit
facilities.

PEDESTRIAN

.

Policy MC3.1: Pedestrians should be afforded the highest
priority in corridor space allocation to maintain an attrac-
tive public realm that connects to transit facilities.

Mobility Corridor design should reflect the fact that even
if a transit facility is located within a reasonable walking
distance of a person’s origin and destination, the walking
environment will influence their choice to use transit.

Policy MC3.2: Expand the pedestrian realm and use
public space projects to increase pedestrian and waiting
passenger capacity at stops and stations.
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CYCLISTS

Policy MC4.1: Provide high-quality bike facilities along
parallel priority transit corridors and on strategic streets
that link into the Mobility Corridor.

Policy MC4.2: If the right-of-way is too constrained to
provide a bike facility along the transit mainline, consider
developing high-quality bike facilities, like neighborhood
greenways, along parallel streets. Facility selection/design
should consider whether alternative routes allow cyclists
to conveniently and directly access services and destina-
tions located on the mainline street.

Policy MC4.3: Bike-share stations (or the capacity to
develop them) should be integrated into the design of
transit stops and stations in areas targeted for bike-share
implementation. If sidewalk capacity is constrained,
consider parking removal to accommodate a bike-share
station on the street.

AUTOS, FREIGHT, TAXI

Policy MCs.1: Repurpose on-street parking spaces, where
necessary, for expanded sidewalks and pedestrian spaces,
bicycle facilities and on-street bicycle parking corrals, and
dedicated transit lanes.

Policy MCs.2: Any decisions to remove on-street parking
supply for use by transit should consider the net change
in local business access, measured in terms of person
capacity and change in pedestrian volumes, and role of
on-street parking in calming traffic and buffering pedes-
trians from traffic.

Policy MCs.3: Where a limited pedestrian buffer exists,
consider using recessed on-street parking as a pedestrian
buffer between the sidewalk and moving traffic.

Policy MCs5.4: Space-constrained corridors designated
as Major Truck Streets should allow freight to use transit
lanes.

Policy MCs.5: To the extent that they would not interfere
with transit reliability and travel time, taxis should be
allowed access to transit lanes (except on Major Truck
Streets).

Policy MC5.6: In neighborhood commercial corridors
with transit-only curb lanes and no on-street parking,

it might be necessary to provide “cutout” loading bays
and allow delivery vehicles to merge into transit lanes in
order to access the loading bays. Provision of taxi parking
bays should also be considered near major destinations,
transportation centers, and multimodal hubs.






STATION AND STOP
LOCATION TYPES

Seattle’s network of transit stops, stations, and major intermodal transfer facilities (which are described on pages 5-16 to 5-19
earlier in this chapter) is characterized within a station/stop location typology that represents where these transit facilities are
typically located. Representative station and stop location types are illustrated on this page and page 5-29. Figure 5-11 provides a
matrix that indicates each location’s function and provides guidance for the types of access features and amenities that should be
provided.

These location types describe street classifications where station and stop types are typically located, nodes where several prior-
ity transit corridors intersect, and/or nodes where local and regional intermodal connections can be made (including Multimodal
Hubs, Transportation Centers, and a variety of high capacity transit stations). Urban transit stops should, under most circum-
stances, have an in-lane configuration to reduce delay for transit vehicles and passengers.

RESIDENTIAL STREET

Residential streets are loci of basic local bus service stops.
Increased investment in stops along residential streets should
be based on boarding activity. 32nd Avenue NW is an example
of aresidential street that carries transit service.

Image from Nels on\Nyga ard

TRANSIT ARTERIAL (TRANSIT WAY)

Transit arterials are regional and local service thoroughfares
that pass through a variety of land use and traffic environments.
Transit arterials accommodate both streetcar stations and/or
local and regional bus stops. Arterial conditions and boarding
activity varies greatly. Depending on the orientation of adjacent
buildings, these stop locations may provide awnings that are
integrated into the design of adjoining building frontage.

Image from Nels On\Nygaard

TRANSIT ARTERIAL
(NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CENTER)

Transit stations and stops located in Neighborhood Commercial
Centers are oriented toward retail and commercial office access
and accommodate both streetcar stations and local bus stops.
Passenger amenities and pedestrian design should be elevated
in this location type, including bus bulbouts, more prominent
crosswalk markings, and expanded stop capacity due to wider
sidewalks.

Image from Nels on\Nyga ard
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PRIORITY ACCESS NODE

A priority access node is a crossing point of FTN lines that
occurs outside an urban village or urban center where a full
transportation center is merited. Stop and station design al-
lows for level boardings and provides sleek enhanced shelters
with greater emphasis on real-time transit information. Access
to priority access nodes is enhanced through high-quality bike
connections and pedestrian infrastructure.

Image from Nelson\Nygaard

RAIL STATION

Rail stations—including Link light rail, rapid streetcar or street
circulator stations—provide local intermodal connections. Due
to high levels of passenger activity, rail stations merit very high
investment in passenger amenities and placemaking. Stations
should be equipped with enhanced transit shelters, real-time
passenger displays, information, and payment technology.
People can make bike-share connections or even connect to a
local bus service from rail station locations.

Image from Nelson\Nygaard

CENTER CITY PRIMARY TRANSIT STREET/
TRANSIT MALL

Given the high pedestrian volumes and demand for transit, the
3rd Avenue Transit Mall merits a high level of investment in
passenger facilities and information. Given the relatively nar-
row width of this street, important transit passenger amenities
and connections are provided on intersecting streets and are
integrated into the Downtown Seattle Transit Tunnel Stations
and Multimodal Hubs. Connections to bike-share stations and
other multimodal facilities should be provided and supported
by high-quality wayfinding.

Image from Nelson\Nygaard

MULTIMODAL HUB

Multimodal hubs are the centerpiece for regional intermodal
connections. Regional rail and express bus service terminate at
these locations or provide connections to rubber-tired circula-
tors and other local connecting services. Multimodal hubs
offer the highest levels of investment in passenger amenities,
pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle access and storage.

Image from Flickr user Oran Viriyincy
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Station/Stop Access Needs

Local Circulator or Last- Mile

Transit Access Location Type Bicycle Access Needs Bicycle Storage Needs Shuttle Needs
Residential Street
. * None/Low
. g?:;:::; + Short-term: Inverted-U None
racks
Transit Arterial « Low- Med Neighborhood circulators
(Transit Way) « Short-term: Inverted-U and bike-share stations (only
rack/curb éxtension where transit arterials link
integration into major activity centers
like Urban Villages)
* Sharrows
* Bike lanes
* Bike boulevards (parallel
and intersecting)
Neighborhood * Med - High
Commercial Center + Short-term: Inverted-U
rack/curb extension
integration and covered
oasis at high volume
stops/stations
Priority Access Node * Sharrows
* Bike lanes Urban/neighborhood
* Bike boulevards circulators and bike share
* Cycle tracks/side paths stations
Center City Primary Transit * Sharrows
Street / Transit Mall * Bike lanes
* Cycle tracks
Rail Station * Sharrows « Very High
* Bike lanes + Short-term: Inverted-U
* Cycle tracks rack/curb extension
* Shared-use paths integration and covered
* Bicycle priority signals oasis at high volume Urban Circulators and bike
* Grade-separated stops/stations share stations
crossings * Long-term: Bike lockers,
* Accessible elevators remote key access bike
and/or escalators, and storage, and/or bike
stairway wheel troughs station

Multimodal Hub

Kiss-n-Ride or Auto
Drop-Off Needs

None

Taxi and
drop-off bays on
intersecting streets

Taxi and
drop-off bays on
public streets

32nd Avenue NW

Madison Street

Rainier Avenue

Queen Anne

University District (25th
Avenue)

Madison /Broadway

Aurora Avenue N/N 45th
Street

3rd Avenue, Olive

Mt. Baker Station, Othello,
etc.

King Street Station, Westlake
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Jamison Square in Portland provides a vibrant living room for locals, visitors, and people waiting to catch the streetcar which stops on either side

of the square.

Image from Nelson\Nygaard

BEST PRACTICES
FOR STATION AND STOP ACCESS

The pedestrian and bicycle environment is the foundation for
good access to public transit. Improving its quality can attract
new riders, increase ridership among existing passengers, and
improve the overall travel experience. Investments in priority
FTN corridors should embody principles of complete street
design without compromising a street’s ability to maintain a
high level of transit performance.

Great transit streets feature:

« Active sidewalks: Wide sidewalks with engaging street
furniture that connect to pedestrian-oriented land uses

« Parallel and connecting bicycle facilities: Low stress,
comfortable bike facilities that feed directly into priority
transit corridors

« Transit imprint/permanence: Reinforcing the idea that
high-quality transit options are available on a particular
street through visual cues, like rail tracks and other physi-
cal elements of linear transit facilities, as well as station,
stop, and kiosk branding

5-32 Chapter 5 — Access and Connections

« Visible crossings: Pedestrians should feel comfortable
crossing the street to access stations/stops and land uses
that line a transit street

« Managed speeds: Features such as signal progressions,
raised medians, and pedestrian refuges limit speeding

« Clear linkages to destinations: Wayfinding and clear
sightlines direct pedestrians to transit streets, stations,
and stops

« Universal design applications: Measures that ensure
travel along transit streets is effortless for people of all
ages and abilities

« Verdant landscaping and stormwater design: Using
green features to soften hardscapes and provide an
incentive for people to stay in a location

Transit streets will only be effective in attracting ridership if
access to transit is easy and comfortable. Figure 5-12 provides
a toolbox of best practices in bicycle and pedestrian access
to transit. Treatments and facilities represent street design
elements that could be used to implement Mobility Corridors,
multimodal transit access, and transit-oriented neighborhood
design policies.












B
MULTIMODAL TRANSIT ACCESS POLICIES AND STRATEGIES

The previous sections set the framework for enhancing transit access throughout Seattle’s transit system—most notably along the
TMP’s priority FTN corridors. The Mobility Corridor framework will integrate bicycle and pedestrian facilities and spot improve-
ments into each corridor’s initial planning and design phase, which will vastly improve transit access. The following short list of
strategy areas and policies links into the Mobility Corridor concept by guiding network and facility design decisions throughout the
full extent of each vital travel corridor.

Strategy 1
Enhance pedestrian connections within station areas and along priority transit corridors

Policy TA1.5:  Reduce travel distances for pedestrians

connecting into transit facilities.

Ridership is shown to increase where sidewalk networks are
complete and pedestrians are afforded with high visibility
crossings. When a strong pedestrian network is in place,

i - i « Strategically locate bus stops to minimize walking
people are typically willing to walk a half-mile, or roughly 10

minutes, to access transit.

Policy TA1.1:

Policy TA1.2:

Policy TA1.3:

Policy TA1.4:

Develop an interagency working group

to facilitate coordination between Sound
Transit, Metro, and other transit operators to
develop design standards for transit facilities
and access to transit.

Facilitate creation of the interagency working group.

Develop consistent design standards for facilities,
wayfinding, branding, and bicycle and pedestrian access.

Build out the sidewalk network within each
Mobility Corridor’s sphere of influence.

Identify gaps in sidewalk connectivity, informed by the
Pedestrian Master Plan, to reprioritize programmed
sidewalk development and maintenance.

Develop a program to focus investment in sidewalk
maintenance and reconstruction where pedestrian
facilities have degraded.

Expand pedestrian sidewalk capacity along
corridors with high existing or anticipated
pedestrian demand.

Use treatments like curb extensions, bus bulb outs,
or even road diets to expand the width of pedestrian
facilities.

Develop a transit placemaking program that converts
underutilized parking spaces into urban living room
spaces or parklets fully furnished with benches, tables,
landscaped planters, and barriers. This could be modeled

after San Francisco’s popular Pavement to Parks Program.

Install high visibility crosswalk treatments to
ensure safe and comfortable crossings within
Mobility Corridors.

Focus higher levels of investment in crossing facilities at
multimodal hubs, rail stations, and priority access nodes.

Identify locations where existing crossings do not influ-
ence optimal stop and yield compliance by motorists.
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Policy TA1.6:

Policy TA1.7:

Policy TA1.8:

distances between intermodal connections.

Develop mid-block crossings with curb extensions, where
appropriate.

Prioritize pedestrian movements at intersec-
tions using priority signal treatments.

Install leading pedestrian intervals and pedestrian-

only scramble phases at locations with high pedestrian
volumes and high auto turn volumes. Pedestrian scramble
phases force a red phase for motorized traffic at each
intersection leg while pedestrians at each crossing may
advance in any direction—including diagonally.

Extend pedestrian phases to provide enough crossing
time for pedestrians of all ages and abilities.

Integrate the highest level of Universal
Design principles into all pedestrian design
decisions to improve access for the visually,
acoustically, and mobility-impaired.

Design curb ramps to facilitate, not hinder, wheelchair
movement.

Carefully select tactile pavement treatments to ensure
persons with disabilities are not burdened by vertical
friction.

Utilize blended transitions where possible.

Make sidewalks safer and more comfortable for all
walkway users by limiting driveway cuts, leveling grades,
and reducing cross-slopes at driveway interfaces.

Create usable places for a variety of activi-
ties, including rest, refuge, social exchanges,
and viewing the urban environment.

Invite foot traffic by installing pedestrian furnishings,
such as seating, weather protection, water fountains,
trash receptacles, street trees, and other landscaping and
stormwater design elements.

To the greatest extent possible, locate pedestrian furnish-
ings in the sidewalk’s furniture zone to reduce sidewalk
clutter and facilitate a barrier-free walking environment.



Pedestrian facilities, such as high visibility crossings, innovative lighting features, curb extensions, and pedestrian short cuts can enhance access
to transit.

Source: Nelson\Nygaard

Policy TA1.9:  Provide clearly visible and consistent way-
finding signage between transit facilities and
all pedestrian access approaches.

« Wayfinding signage should identify key destinations and
districts or neighborhoods of interest.

« Wayfinding signage should direct pedestrians between
intermodal connections.
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Good bicycle wayfinding directs cyclists to major intermodal transfer

locations.

Image from Nelson\Nygaard

Strategy 2

Seattle BikePort provides a convenient resource for bike/transit
commuters arriving via the King Street/International District

Station.

Image from Nelson\Nygaard

Develop high-quality primary and supplemental bicycle facilities that link into and along transit

corridors and station areas

Networks of low stress and highly visible bicycle facilities,
such as separated bicycle paths, neighborhood greenways,
cycle tracks, and buffered bike lanes are a critical component
for bike/transit integration. Such investment in the bicycle
environment will vastly extend transit’s reach. The bicycle
catchment area for transit access is far more extensive than
walking or even some connecting transit service networks.
Bicyclists are typically willing to travel between 3 and 4 miles
to transit—roughly a 20-minute ride when accounting for
intersection delay.

Policy TA2.1:  Integrate high-quality, low-stress bike facili-

ties into linear Mobility Corridor design.

« Develop cycle tracks, buffered bike lanes, and conven-
tional bike lanes alongside linear transit facilities, as
determined feasible by SDOT.

« If a priority transit facility cannot safely accommodate
a dedicated or other on-street bicycle facility, a parallel
bike facility, such as a neighborhood greenway, should be
developed as an alternative transit access route.

« Integrate bicycle facilities into station and stop design
to limit conflicts with transit vehicles and boarding and
alighting passengers.

Policy TA2.2: Develop high-quality, low-stress bike connec-
tions that parallel and/or intersect priority

transit corridors.

« The City should develop low-stress neighborhood
greenways that intersect priority transit corridors at
major destinations or adjacent to priority access nodes.
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Install bike-share stations at all multimodal
hubs, rail stations, priority access nodes, and
major neighborhood transit destinations to
facilitate the last-mile connection to employ-
ment sites, retail centers, and residences.

Policy TA2.3:

« Develop bike-share stations at existing and proposed light
rail and streetcar stations, respective of demand, as well
as at major frequent bus stops.

Policy TA2.4: Supplement each priority transit corridor
with supporting bicycle infrastructure and
end-of-trip facilities at priority access nodes.

« Establish bicycle parking guidelines for station and stop
locations based on boarding activity, transit passenger
facility usage, and the local land use environment.

« Provide well-lit, secure long-term bicycle parking, such as
bike lockers, key access parking rooms, and full service
bike stations at multimodal hubs and rail stations.

« Work with regional transportation agencies to investigate
integration of ORCA cards for accessing a BikeLink
locker.

« Install covered, well-lit, and highly visible short-term
bicycle parking at stations and bus stops.

« Shower, changing, and locker facilities should be located
at or near major multimodal hubs.

« Integrate bicycle access into the design of elevated
stations, such as bicycle accessible elevators and/or
escalators, and wheel troughs on stairways.



Many transit providers are replacing single-bicycle lockers, such as
these, with card-accessed lockers that are transparent and less likely
to be abused. (Page 7-55 of the TMP Briefing Book provides a descrip-

tion of such facilities).

Image from Nelson\Nygaard

Provide clearly visible and consistent way-
finding signage between transit facilities and
all bicycle access approaches.

Policy TA2.5:

« Wayfinding signage should identify key bike facilities,
destinations, and districts or neighborhoods of interest.

« Wayfinding signage should carry cyclists between transit
alighting areas and bicycle parking facilities.

Policy TA2.6: Integrate bicycles on transit vehicles using
exterior front-loading racks and on-board

bike hangers.

« Encourage Sound Transit and King County Metro to invest
in front-loading bike racks that hold up to three bicycles
on all bus vehicles.

« Encourage Sound Transit and King County Metro to re-
design Sounder, Link, and RapidRide vehicles to increase
on-board bicycle carrying capacity.

Strategy 3
Facilitate connections to high-quality and

frequent transit service through local bus
routes and highly visible transit information and
branding

Feeder and shuttle service provides an attractive last-mile
option for those that live beyond a comfortable walking
distance. Although feeder service significantly increases
transit’s catchment area, it must be reasonably competitive
with auto travel times in order to be successful. Connections
between transit modes must be seamless; this is a key function
of transit facilities in Seattle. Transit information, wayfinding,
and branding will make intermodal connections user-friendly
and legible, while offering a more appealing transit experience.

Where there is no sightline connection between modes, clear wayfind-
ing is critical.

Image from Nelson\Nyg‘aard

Ensure that transfers are efficient and
seamless.

Policy TA3.1:

« Develop east-west linear connection hubs in SODO
at Lander Street and in South Lake Union at Aurora
between Harrison and Thomas to facilitate transfer
movements. Closely locate major transfer pair stops
to facilitate and further reinforce the ease of making
transfers.

o Clearly market the benefits of priority transit corridors
as efficient transit options for Center City and inter-
neighborhood circulation to and from multimodal hubs.

o Lay out intermodal transit facilities in such a way that
allows alighting passengers to quickly orient themselves
toward intermodal connections.

Provide a wealth of transit information to
reinforce system legibility and user compre-
hension for new and existing customers.

Policy TA3.2:

 Install real-time information displays along the Center
City Transit Mall and at rail stations and multimodal hubs.

« Facilitate coordination by the interagency working group
(see TA1.1) to provide consistent wayfinding and public
information at intermodal hubs and key transfer points to
ensure legible and effortless connections.
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CAPITAL COST TO IMPLEMENT HIGH CAPACITY TRANSIT (HCT) AND BUS PRIORITY CORRIDORS

The total capital cost to implement the Frequent Transit
Network (FTN) improvements included in this plan is in the
range of $0.9 to $1.1 billion (2011 dollars). This includes a total
of about $850 million for capital improvements to implement
recommended HCT corridors and $150 to $300 million for the
capital improvements needed to implement speed, reliability,
electrification, and access improvements in Priority Bus

Corridors. In addition to trolley wires and substations where
electrification is proposed, these bus capital improvements
include priority treatments, such as bus stop and crosswalk
bulb-outs, off-board pay stations, and enhanced traffic signal
systems that facilitate transit priority and/or queue jumps.
Estimated capital costs to implement HCT or bus priority
improvements in each corridor are detailed in Figure 6-2.

FIGURE 6-2 ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS FOR HCT AND PRIORITY BUS CORRIDORS

Capital Costs**

Millions
Millions of Dollars
Preferred  of Dollars (2011) per
Corridor Corridor Description Mode (2011) Mile

HCT Corridors

6 Colman Dock - Capitol Hill/23rd Ave via Madison BRT $87.0 $42.2
8 Roosevelt-U-District - South Lake Union-Downtown via Eastlake Ave Rail $278.0 $46.0
11 Loyal Heights-Ballard-Fremont-South Lake Union-Downtown Rail $335.0 $47.9
CC1/CC2 | Center City Connector Alternatives: Lower Queen Anne-King Street Station via 1st Ave (CC1) Rail $124.3 $55.0

or South Lake Union-Westlake-King Street Station (CC2) *

Subtotal: Capital Costs for HCT Elements $824.3

1 West Seattle - Downtown Bus $3.6 $0.3
2 Burien TC/Delridge - Downtown Bus $5.2 $0.7
3 Othello - U-District Bus $20.0 $1.9
4 Mount Baker - Downtown Bus $0.7 $0.3
5 Rainier Valley - U-District Bus $24.8 $2.6
7 Queen Anne - South Lake Union - Capitol Hill Bus $38.6 $7.7
9 Aurora Village - Downtown Bus $1.0 $0.1
10 Northgate - Ballard - Downtown Bus $4.2 $0.5
12 Lake City - Northgate - U District Bus $5.1 $0.7
13 Ballard - U-District - Laurelhurst Bus $15.1 $2.8
14 Crown Hill - Greenlake - U District Bus $57.0 $8.6
15 Phinney Ridge - Greenwood - Broadview Bus $9.3 $1.0
Subtotal: Capital Costs for Priority Bus Corridors $181.0

Total Capital Costs for all HCT and Bus Priority Corridors in TMP

* The City has submitted a grant application to fund an Alternatives Analysis (AA) of two Center City Connector alternatives. The cost included in Figure

6-2 is the higher of the two alternatives and assumes that only one option would be selected for construction.

** HCT capital costs include vehicles, which are not included in priority bus corridor costs.
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CAPITAL FUNDING OPTIONS

Funding to implement the capital improvements recom-
mended in this plan will come from a variety of sources:

« Local taxes and fees, including property, sales, parking,
and business and occupation taxes; vehicle license fees;
and private funds through partnerships

« Regional sources, including Sound Transit

« State sources, including Washington State Department
of Transportation (WSDOT) programs and other state
appropriations

« Federal sources through the Puget Sound Regional
Council (PSRC) and nationwide discretionary sources

FEDERAL FUNDING OPTIONS

Most federal funding for transit capital improvements

comes through congressional appropriations to the Surface
Transportation Act (STA). The City of Seattle is recognized
by the Federal Transit Administration as a transit operator
(i.e., currently operates the Monorail and South Lake Union
Streetcar) and is eligible to directly receive federal grant funds
for transit projects.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Capital Grants

Federal Transit Administration grants are a primary funding
source for transit capital investments. Potential funding
sources for TMP investments include:

« FTA Section 5307 Urbanized Area Grant Program:
Formula funding based on population density and provi-
sion of transit services

« FTA Section 5309 Bus, Bus Facility, and New/ Small
Starts Program: Competitive grant program for large
projects and vehicle procurements

« FTA Section 5339 Planning, Engineering: Funding avail-
able to assist in the planning and engineering process of
selecting an appropriate modal application for a particular
corridor

In October 2011, the FTA awarded a $900,000 grant to the
City of Seattle under the 5339 program to conduct an alterna-
tives analysis to examine the benefits, costs, and impacts of
implementing an urban circulator connecting the Lower Queen
Anne, Uptown, and South Lake Union neighborhoods with
King Street Station and the International District Multimodal
Hub. Figure 3-16 of the TMP provides a map that illustrates

1 0On-going attention must be given to these funding sources to ensure the
additional transit investments made by Seattle are recognized in the locally
adopted funding allocation. If, for example, the City makes a speed and reliability
investment in a corridor that results in a 25% gain in passenger-miles travelled,
the marginal addition of Federal funds must be value-captured in ensuing years
and re-invested to further TMP goals. This does not necessarily mean the money
needs to pass directly to Seattle.

2 The City presently has a pending application for the Center City Connector
Corridor, but the TMP identified three other corridors (two potential rail, one
potential BRT) that could also be applicable to this funding source.

FUNDING OPPORTUNITY
DIFFERS BY MODE

The mix of potential funding sources for HCT and bus
priority investments differs by mode as each has features
and benefits that are attractive to different funding
constituencies.

STREETCAR AND RAPID STREETCAR

Streetcar projects typically rely on a wide range of funding
sources with strong variation even within different projects
and phases in the same city. "Rapid streetcars” with aggres-
sive right-of-way treatments will be stronger candidates for
federal Small Starts funds than local circulators. However,
the FTA has adjusted its evaluation process to make Small
Starts more accessible to urban circulator projects, which
would include Seattle Streetcar extensions in the Center
City. Relying on local funding can avoid competition with
other projects seeking federal funds or restrictions on their
use. Key local sources of capital funds include local improve-
ment districts (LIDs) and parking revenue bonds.

Relative to the other modes, streetcar
and rapid streetcar have high potential
. i of European street

to attract both private and public sector  EElSREE EECEE

- - s
funding. The evolution of the Portland Ll
Streetcar provides an example of innova-
tive local funding for streetcar development. Portland relied
on local funding sources in the three phases of its Westside
Streetcar system (city parking bonds [28%], tax increment
financing [21%], and a LID [19%]) and only applied for New
Starts funding for the Eastside Streetcar loop scheduled to
open in 2012.

BUS RAPID TRANSIT

Bus Rapid Transit projects typically rely on a greater level

of federal funding than streetcar or other local bus facility
projects. The split between federal, state and local dollars
varies between projects, but federal funds typically make
up more than half of capital costs. BRT lines in Pittsburg,
Las Vegas, Kansas City, Eugene, and Cleveland have all been
implemented with approximately 80% of capital funding
coming from federal sources. Many BRT projects utilize FTA
5309 Bus, Bus Facility, and New/Small Starts funding—Small
Starts was created specifically to fund less capital-intensive
projects ,such as BRT. Although most BRT projects receive
substantial federal funding, selected BRT projects have
been implemented almost exclusively with state and local
funds:

Chapter 3 describes the
rapid streetcar mode,
including a discussion

« Orange Line in Los Angeles was largely funded through

a countywide sales tax, although some vehicle and
station capital costs funded through New Starts.

« Silver Line in Boston (Phase 1 -Washington Street)
was built entirely with state and local funds.
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possible alignment options; streetcar and bus modes will both
be analyzed.

There are a number of other federal sources that can be
utilized for transit capital. These funds, mostly channeled
through Puget Sound Regional Council in support of identified
regional transportation priorities include: Federal Highway
Administration flexible funding, Surface Transportation
Program funds, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality funds,
Job Access Reverse Commute program funds, and FTA
Section 5317 New Freedom funds. New Freedom funds
targets projects and programs that overcome existing barriers
facing Americans with disabilities seeking integration into the
work force and full participation in society.

New Starts/Small Starts/Very Small Starts

The Federal Transit Administration’s New Starts program is the
federal government’s primary financial resource for supporting
locally planned, implemented, and operated major transit capi-
tal investments. The New Starts program funds fixed guideway
transit projects including: commuter rail, light rail, heavy rail,
bus rapid transit, streetcars, and ferries. New Starts projects
have three phases: (1) evaluation of alternatives leading to

the selection of a locally preferred alternative, (2) preliminary
engineering during which design and environmental issues

are addressed, and (3) final engineering during which final
construction plans are developed. The process can be lengthy,
taking seven to well over 10 years from initiation of an alterna-
tives analysis (AA) to execution of a full funding agreement.
Projects must have a total capital cost over $250 million and
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.

The Small Starts Program was established in the last federal
transportation spending bill—the Safe, Accountable, Flexible,
Efficient, Transportation Equity Act-A Legacy of Users
(SAFETEA-LU)—for projects with smaller capital budgets. The
intent of the program was to speed implementation of simpler,
less capital-intensive projects. To qualify for Small Starts proj-
ects, requests must be less than $75 million in federal funding
and have a total project cost under $250 million. The project
must be a fixed guideway for at least 50% of the project length
in the peak period, and/or be a corridor-based bus project with
the following minimum elements:

o Substantial Transit Stations

« Signal Priority/Pre-emption (for Bus/LRT)

o Low Floor/Level Boarding Vehicles

« Special Branding of Service

« Frequent Service - 10 min peak/15 min off peak
« Service offered at least 14 hours per day

Very Small Starts provides further expedited review processes
for projects that have capital budgets under $50 million in
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total and less than $3 million per mile. Projects must also meet
criteria related to performances and design, such as:

« Include full transit stations

« Use signal priority/pre-emption

o Use low floor / level boarding vehicles
« Employ special branding of service

« Have frequent service levels of 10 min peak/15 min off
peak

« Provide service at least 14 hours per day
« Have existing corridor ridership exceeding 3,000/day

This new category was established to foster the development
of less capital-intensive transit systems, such as BRT and
streetcar systems. This program is an expansion of the FTA
New Starts Program, which is the capital funding program for
major transit corridor infrastructure.

The New Starts and Small Starts/Very Small Starts programs
should be viewed as opportunities for funding TMP HCT
corridors including:

« Center City Connector Streetcar

« Loyal Heights — Ballard — Fremont — Downtown Rapid
Streetcar

« Roosevelt — U-District - Downtown Rapid Streetcar
« Madison BRT line
Other Federal Capital Grants (e.g., U.S. DOT, FTA, DOE)

Federal grant programs may be available periodically to

fund transit projects. The U.S. DOT/FTA TIGGER (Transit
Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction) grant
program, which expires in 2012, funded transit projects that
reduce energy use. In 2011, King County Metro and the City

of Seattle applied for a $7 million TIGGER grant to close a

gap in overhead trolley wire on 23rd Ave between Jackson
and Madison Streets. The grant application directly supports
TMP-identified projects in that corridor. The City has received
other recent FTA grants, including a major grant to rehabilitate
King Street Station in 2010.

Housing and Urban Development Funds

While not a traditional source of support for transportation
projects, funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) have been used to support plan-
ning and design work on transit projects. Grants require a local
match.

LOCAL FUNDING OPTIONS

Many recent capital projects in the United States have relied
largely, if not solely, on local funding for construction and
operations. In a number of cities around the country, avoid-
ing complex requirements associated with federally funded















FUNDING TRANSIT OPERATIONS

Transit operations include on-going expenses, such as opera- declines in revenue, Metro and other transit agencies have

tor and administrative labor, fuel/energy costs, and basic instituted service reductions and fare increases. Seattle voters
vehicle maintenance. In contrast to capital funding, transit have also passed several recent initiatives to fund specific
operations in urban areas receives limited federal support capital projects and service improvements through increases
and is largely financed through local sources. In Seattle, the in dedicated transit sales taxes. Declines in sales tax receipts
primary local financing mechanism for transit operations is a have extended implementation timelines and/or decreased the
local option sales tax, which comprises 62% of King County scope of planned transit service enhancements.

Metro Transit’s operating revenues. In response to recent

COST TO OPERATE NEW TRANSIT SERVICE IN PRIORITY CORRIDORS

The primary benefit of HCT services proposed in the TMP is do not include cost savings from changes to existing routes,

a significantly lower operating cost per passenger and per which may represent up to 33% of the total annual operating
passenger mile. Nevertheless, operating the HCT corridors will cost for all HCT corridors. The ability to reinvest current bus
require new resources, particularly where the alignments do operating dollars varies significantly from corridor to corridor.
not provide an opportunity to replace existing bus service. For example, the Madison corridor could be operated with

redeployment of existing bus service resulting in little to no
new operating costs. The Loyal Heights — Ballard — Fremont
— Downtown corridor, on the other hand, could require
significant new operating resources.

Figure 6-3 shows the projected annual cost of operating the
preferred mode for new and improved transit service in each
corridor recommended for HCT service. (For the Center City
Connector, the table lists higher operating cost of the two
alternatives). Operating costs range from about $4 million to
$9 million annually for each corridor. The projected total cost
to operate new HCT service in all five corridors is in the range
of $25-$35 million per year. Note that these cost estimates

FIGURE 6-3 ESTIMATED ANNUAL OPERATING COST FOR HCT OPTIONS

Annual
HCT Operating
Corridor Corridor Description Mode * Cost(2011)**
Colman Dock to 23rd Ave via Madison BRT $4.6M
8 Roosevelt-U-District-Downtown via Eastlake Ave Rail $8.9M
11 Loyal Heights-Ballard-Fremont-South Lake Union-Downtown Rail $9.1M
cc1/cc2 Center City Connector: Lower Queen Anne-King Street Station via 1st Ave or South Lake Union-Westlake-King Street Station Rail $5.1M 1

* Multiple modes were evaluated for each corridor, but the operating cost for the preferred mode is highlighted here.

** Annual Cost shown does not include projected operating cost savings for changes to existing routes, which may be up to 33% of total annual
operating costs for all corridors.

* The City has applied for federal funding to conduct an Alternatives Analysis (AA) of the proposed Center City Connector corridors. The highest
operating cost is included in the table and assumes that only one of the corridors would be constructed.
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package before voters in the Central Puget Sound Region.
Potential sources of revenue for a regional transportation
funding package include:

e Tolls (corridor tolls, congestion pricing, or cordon tolls)
o Off-street parking fees

o Vehicle miles traveled fees or tolls

« Local option sales tax on gas

« Development fees based on the number of new vehicle
trips generated by new projects

All of these sources would require legislative approval to

be levied at the local, regional, or state level as a source of
funding for transit (see Funding Sources Requiring Legislative
Approval). As new funding sources, or by way of expansion of
existing regional authority, these sources could fund and/or
finance construction and operation of FTN services.

TOLLING STATE HIGHWAYS

Market-based road pricing can contribute to transit operating
cost and has two primary benefits for transit operations:

1. Pricing revenues can be used to fund increased levels of
transit service.

2. Alleviating congestion reduces transit travel times and
operating cost, increasing the buying power of existing
operating revenues.

These benefits have been demonstrated internationally (e.g.,
London) but have not yet been applied on a wide scale in
the U.S. The Seattle Variable Tolling Study identified variable
tolling as a potential transit revenue source.’

There are currently two tolled facilities in Washington State
(SR-16 Tacoma Narrows Bridge, and the SR-167 HOT Lane),
but in neither case are toll revenues dedicated to fund transit
service.

Toll revenues have been used to fund transit operations in
other states, including New York and California, where state
law requires nearly 60% of toll revenue in the I-15 corridor in
San Diego County to be used for transit service in the same
corridor.

In particular, Seattle could push for changes in state law to
allow for some portion of revenue from upcoming toll collec-
tion on SR 99, SR 520, and possible future toll collection on I-5
and |-9o to be used to fund transit operations. Strengthening
affordable regional transit in conjunction with toll projects
helps reduce impacts of tolling on low-income travelers.2

1 http://www.cityofseattle.net/transportation/docs/FINAL%20Tolling%20
Study%20report»2orevised%206.25.10.pdf
2 http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=47.56.820

OFF-STREET PARKING FEES

In addition to the commercial parking tax, the City may seek
legislative authority to levy a graduated, per-space fee on
private off-street parking spaces associated with commercial
and mixed-use development with revenues dedicated to
funding transit and other multimodal transportation improve-
ments. To ease the burden of the new fee and encourage
priced parking, the fee might be structured to permit a full or
partial exemption for any employer and/or property owner
who charges market rates for parking, or otherwise passes
on the full cost of owning, maintaining, and operating parking
facilities to users.3

LOCAL-OPTION SALES TAX ON GAS

Fuel taxes are an important source of revenue for transit in
many states. Gas taxes have multiple benefits of (1) raising

a substantial amount of revenue, (2) encouraging transit
ridership by raising the out-of-pocket cost of each additional
mile driven, and (3) rewarding drivers that reduce pollutant
emissions by driving less and using more fuel-efficient vehicles.
The Washington state Constitution restricts the use of gas

tax revenue to the construction and maintenance of roads,

so a straight gas tax is not a viable funding option for the

TMP. The sale of gas is also exempted from local sales and

use taxes in Washington State. However, the City and other
interested partners may advocate for the legislature to remove
this exemption to permit local governments and/or regional
agencies to levy a sales tax on gas (if it is not done statewide)
at current rates. If this is done, the local, regional, or state
taxing authority may dedicate a share of sales taxes collected
on gas to transit capital improvements and transit operations.
From a driver’s perspective, application of the sales tax to
gasoline would be comparable to increasing the gas tax or
other components of the variable cost of fuel.

VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED (VMT) OR CARBON TAX

Both of these tax sources are under careful study at the state
and federal levels as future funding sources for transportation
projects and programs including transit. In both cases, there is
attention being given to the potential for local jurisdictions to
also utilize new revenue to fund local transportation projects
or services. At the federal level, it seems less likely a fee
based only on how many miles are driven will be implemented,
although VMT may be a part of the taxing formula. Appearing
more likely is a tax that is based on use of carbon. The debate
on how to rescue the Federal Highway Trust Fund and how
much to expend on transit and non-motorized transporta-
tion could take years to resolve. The City should continue to

3 Any fee should be assessed to property-owners and/or employers on a gradu-
ated basis that is inversely proportional to the amount they charge for parking,
or the amount they currently offer to commuters as a cash alternative to parking
(“parking cashout”). Such a fee would be graduated so that property owners
would be exempted if (a) they or their tenants charge a per-space user fee for
parking, or (b) they unbundle parking from the lease of commercial space and all
tenants certify that they pass the full-cost of parking on to their employees, or
offer all of their employees the option of taking cash in-lieu of a parking subsidy.
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ENDNOTES
Chapter 1

1. Including Lower Queen Anne, South Lake Union, Belltown, Denny Triangle, Commercial Core, First Hill, Pioneer Square/International District, and Stadium
District.

2. Based on an analysis of Seattle Travel Demand Model data.

Hypothetical Additional Transit Demand 2008 2030
New Passengers During Morning Peak (6:00 — 9:00 am) and Equivalent New Buses

AM Peak transit trips to/within Center City 55,575 79,314
Hourly transit trips to/within Center City 18,525 26,438
Additional transit trips per hour - 7913
Demand can be met by:

Additional buses per hour - 150
OR Additional light rail trains per hour (two car trains) 20
OR Additional light rail trains per hour (four car trains) 10

3. Based on analysis of Seattle Travel Demand Model data and additional calculations. Additional buses per hour calculation is a rough estimate based on an estimated
load of 40 passengers per bus and assuming 25% of new capacity needs are accommodated on existing services.

4. A maximum load factor of 2.0 during peak periods is assumed for rail; this is the assumption used in Appendix L (Operating Plan Summary) of the North Link
Final Environmental Impact Statement. A seated capacity of 74 was assumed, thus there would be a maximum load of 148 passengers per vehicle. Assuming that
25% of new capacity needs can be accommodated on existing services, 5,935 new person trips per hour would need to be met using new service. Dividing 5,935
by 148 passengers per vehicle yields 401 vehicles. With two-car trains, 20 additional rail trips per hour would be required (5935/296=20.05). If four-car trains are
used, 10 additional trips per hour would be required (5935/592=10.03).

5. Without additional transit service to meet the demand, there would be an increased number of people driving. If every AM peak transit trip to and within the
Center City were replaced by a driving trip, there would be approximately 4,946 additional vehicles per hour. This assumes an average vehicle occupancy of 1.6
passengers per vehicle (based on PSRC Transportation 2040 Final Environmental Impact Statement, 2010). Assuming a vehicle flow rate of 1,900 vehicles per
lane per hour, 2.6 additional highway lanes would be necessary to accommodate the increased number of vehicles, or 5.2 total lanes (2.6 in each direction). In real-
ity, all of the traffic would not be on a single road, but would instead be spread out across many streets.

6. The table below lists the steps in this calculation.

Hypothetical Additional Vehicle Space Demand 2030 Source / Explanation

Additional AM Peak transit trips to/within Center City (2008-2030) 23,739 2008 Seattle Travel Demand Model

Additional hourly transit frips to/within Center City 7913 AM Peak trips divided by 3

Additional hourly autos if additional transit riders drove instead 4,946 Assumes 1.6 persons per vehicle

Additional arterial street lanes to accommodate new cars (per direction) 71 Assumes capacity of 700 vehicles per lane per hour

7. There would be 23,739 additional transit trips to and within the Center City during the AM peak (6:00 AM to g:00 AM). If served by private vehicles, there
would need to be parking spaces for an additional 14,837 vehicles, assuming that each vehicle would need its own space and an average vehicle occupancy of 1.6
persons. With an average cost of $16,158 per space for a parking structure in Seattle, the construction cost of building parking spaces for those vehicles would be
$239,734,226. Additional parking spaces would also require land. Assuming 325 square feet per space in a parking structure, there would need to be the equiva-
lent of 7.72 ten-story parking garages taking up entire downtown Seattle blocks.

Hypothetical Additional Parking Demand 2030 Source / Explanation

Additional AM Peak transit trips to/within Center City (2008-2030) 23,739 | 2008 Seattle Travel Demand Model

Additional cars in AM Peak if additional transit riders drove instead 14,837 | Assumes 1.6 persons per vehicle

Cost for parking spaces in structure $239,734,226 | Assumes parking structure cost of $16,158 per space

Area required for parking spaces (sq. ft) 4,821,984 | Assumes 325 sq. ft. per space

Area required for 10 story parking garages (sq. ft.) 482,198 | Parking area divided by 10

Land area of downtown Seattle block (sq ft) 62,500 | Assumes block length of 250 feet

Number of city blocks needed for parking garages 7.72 | Parking garage area divided by land area of downtown block

8. Visit Seattle, Visitor Impact To Seattle/King County, 20049. http://www.visitseattle.org/About-Us/Facts-And-Figures.aspx and http://www.visitseattle.org/getat-
tachment/About-Us /Facts-And-Figures /visitor_expend.pdf;

9. http://www.experiencewa.com/industry/Research/Documents/R_WACountylmpactStudy_g1-2009.pdf



10. Visit Seattle, op. cit.

1. http://www.seattlecenter.com/

12. Seattle Aquarium, Quick Facts, http://www.seattleaquarium.org/page.aspx?pid=816

13. Federal Highway Administration, Seahawks Stadium Case Study, http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/mitig_traf_cong/seahawks_case.htm

14. The Seattle Times, “Sports fans to find relief at Stadium light-rail stop,” 7/11/2009. http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/localnews/2009284443_ststadi-
umoim.html

15. Eran Leck, “The Impact of Urban Form on Travel Behavior: A Meta-Analysis,” Berkeley Planning Journal 19 (2006), 37-58
16. Reid Ewing et al., Growing Cooler: The Evidence on Urban Development and Climate Change (Washington D.C.: ULI, 2007)

17. Based on TMP analysis (see Chapter 3 for results; additional detail on methodology is provided in Appendix B). Includes only transit-related emissions, not due
to reductions in personal vehicle use.

18. Based on about 27 million diesel bus miles traveled within the city of Seattle, from the City of Seattle 2008 Greenhouse Gas Inventory.
19. Center for Neighborhood Technology, “$4 per Gallon Gas — Are We Ready?”, http://www.cnt.org/repository/Published.Planetizen-$4perGallonGas.pdf
20. Transit Master Plan analysis

21. Smart Growth America, “Recent Lessons from the Stimulus: Transportation Funding and Job Creation,” February 2011. http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/
documents/lessons-from-the-stimulus.pdf
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