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Dear Task Force Members,

We look forward to seeing you next Monday in San Francisco for TTTF Meeting #4 on June 17
starting at 10:30 AM:

Bay Area Metro Center
375 Beale Street, Board Room, 1st Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

Embarcadero BART station is a 15-minute walk away, making public transportation an ideal
option. Parking is available in the building and is based on a first come, first served basis. The
rate information can be found here. Other nearby parking lots can be found here. CalSTA will
provide lunch with vegetarian options, including a selection of sandwiches and salads, for
those who would like to stay in the building during our short lunch break.

The TTTF Meeting #4 Agenda Packet is attached. The TTTF meeting agendas and schedule are
located here (scroll to the bottom, under “Meetings”).

You are invited to a Transit 'Ride-Along' to the California Transit Task Force meeting on
June 17 at 8 am, beginning at 1750 Broadway in Oakland, California

Join transit riders for a 'ride-along' to experience and learn about Bay Area transit prior to the
Task Force meeting. Plan to meet at 8:00 am outside 1750 Broadway in downtown Oakland
(near the 19th Street BART station). We will divide into groups to take various forms of transit
across the Bay to the Task Force meeting. Along the way we will hear about the projects in the
region’s Transit Transformation Action Plan, and we will reconvene as a group outside MTC to
share our experiences. This optional ride along is organized by transit rider groups in the Bay
Area. Link to RSVP is located here.

Update - TWG Meeting #3 Summary

The Transit Working Group met on May 29, 2024, to identify actions that would positively
transform transit in California for your consideration, and to provide feedback on what would
need to change to implement said actions at scale and speed.


https://www.375beale.com/parking/e-validation-portal
https://www.google.com/search?rlz=1C1CHBD_enUS892US893&tbs=lrf:!1m4!1u3!2m2!3m1!1e1!2m1!1e3!3sIAE,lf:1,lf_ui:3&tbm=lcl&sxsrf=APwXEdeqv3C21PcgF1m4KCj2gSnUw2O3TQ:1687563878725&q=parking%20near%20375%20beale%20street%20san%20francisco&rflfq=1&num=10&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiPvZusydr_AhWsAzQIHUViAqsQjGp6BAgZEAE&biw=1504&bih=860&dpr=1.5&rlst=f#rlfi=hd:;si:;mv:[[37.7918893,-122.38793799999998],[37.7834533,-122.39743349999999]];tbs:lrf:!1m4!1u3!2m2!3m1!1e1!2m1!1e3!3sIAE,lf:1,lf_ui:3
https://calsta.ca.gov/subject-areas/sb125-transit-program
https://www.eventbrite.com/e/ride-along-to-california-transit-transformation-task-force-meeting-tickets-919600107677

During the meeting, the group (i) reviewed 5 case studies that achieved transformational
ridership increases and improved operational efficiency through better availability, speed,
reliability, and frequency; (ii) identified the factors that contributed the most to make each
case study a success; (iii) identified which challenges had the greatest impact on each case
study; (iv) provided feedback on what would need to change to implement the actions
surfaced through the case studies at scale and speed in California.

This preliminary set of options will be presented by TWG members and industry practitioners
on June 17 for your consideration.

Update — TTTF Homework Synthesis

Following the TTTF3 meeting, Task Force members were asked to share their inputs on three
areas. Overall, the responses to all three questions were in line with the discussion during the
TTTF3 meeting itself.

Area 1—Components of availability and potential threshold ranges:
e How should availability be defined? What components should be included?

e What performance thresholds should California set for availability? How should
they differ by geography?

Respondents highlighted the relevance of comparison with cars when describing availability of
destinations, as well as distance to a high-frequency transit stop and span of service.

e Availability of destinations comparable to car (80-100% for urban, 50-80% for
suburban, and 25-50% for exurban)

e Distance to high-frequency transit stops (100% for urban, 75% for suburban,
and 25% for exurban)

e Span of service based on density of regions (16-24 hours, 7 days)

Area 2—Customer goals, metrics, and thresholds that may enable California to achieve a
transformational change in ridership:

e What customer goals should be prioritized?
e What elements within each are most important?

e« What are the metrics and thresholds that California should set around each
goal category (e.g., Reliability, Speed, Safety, Experience, Affordability)?

e Should the thresholds vary by geography?



e Are there any changes that should be added or removed from the lists?

Respondents highlighted the importance of safety and cleanliness, followed by service-related
goals such as speed, frequency, and on-time performance.

e Prioritizing safety/cleanliness goals (100% across all regions) first

e Followed by service-related goals such as speed (frequency) goals (10 minutes
for urban, 15-20 minutes for suburban, and 30-45 minutes for exurban), on-time
performance within 5 minutes of schedule (90-95% in urban and suburban and 75-
85% in exurban)

e Then experience (ease of access) and affordability (as a % of driving costs)
Area 3—Direct and indirect changes related to transit to reach goals and metrics:

e What are the 2-3 most important changes directly related to transit that would
drive significant change and should be further investigated?

e What are the 2-3 most important changes indirectly related to transit that
would drive significant change and should be further investigated?

Respondents highlighted (i) direct enablers equitable allocation of resources, geographic
differences, and street networks that allow safe pedestrian access to transit stops, and (ii)
indirect enablers address the needs of marginalized populations and focus on incentives to
make land use more transit oriented.

Thank you to everyone who responded to these questions.

Kind Regards,

The CalSTA SB125 TTTF Team
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Development of
Potential Policy
Recommendations

3

Staff met with the Technical Working Group (TWG) on May 29th to review 3 case studies
covering the following topics:

* Transit prioritization (Increasing frequency and reliability),
® Service and fare coordination between agencies,

® Coordinated scheduling, mapping, and wayfinding, and

* Safety and security

Staff conducted several Subject Matter Expert (SME) Interviews with experts from transit
agencies and transportation planning departments across California and beyond

Staff collected a set of findings and potential policy recommendations for each key topic

Key Findings &
Potential Policy

Technical
Working Group

Subject Matter

. Expert Interviews
Recommendations P
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Transit Prioritization: Potential Policy Recommendations

Q)

Findings Recommendations Source
Funding flexibility would help secure long-term support for capital Make more state funding (e.g., TIRCP, SCCP) flexible to secure longterm support TWG
projects across administrations for capital projects
Local permitting and environmental process often introduces schedule Reform permitting of transit specific elements, with some entity (e.g., MPO, TWG
delay or risks, reforming the permit process will expedite optimizing State) with the power to say “yes.” Require timelines for certain types of permits
current infrastructure as well as building new capital projects for projects that are part of California's
BRT is often "invented from scratch" in each project, standardized Create standardized BRT features, such as: TWG
features can lower costs and streamline implementation * Standardized transit signal priority hardware/software (specs, State
Purchasing Schedules, GSA Schedules)

® Standardized transit shelter kit of parts

* Paint and other quick-build tools

* Create a statewide stop spacing permit
Many bus stops are on Caltrans ROW, but lack shelters because Caltrans Have Caltrans build BRT elements (e.g., bus shelters) on Caltrans assets, and TWG
has neither a shelter standard nor permit. Many project sponsors are too potentially brought in as project manager/builder for non-Caltrans roads. Hire
small to manage a construction project Caltrans, which has 12,000 engineers skilled in project delivery
A Caltrans design standard and permit will lower costs and streamline Have Caltrans create a design standard and permit for transit shelters onthe SHN  TWG
implementation.
Each agency is implementing BRT from scratch, and we often re-learn Create state-level teams dedicated to BRT execution. On-call talent for TWG

lessons and don't establish expertise for repeatable project delivery

pre-construction, construction, and support across California would expedite
BRT execution

X.CalsTA





Transit Prioritization: Potential Policy Recommendations (Continued)

Q)

Findings

Recommendations

Source

Roles and responsibilities for BRT would help foster collaboration across
agencies and jurisdictions. Frequently, no organization has a single level
of accountability to help build transit priority infrastructure

Define clear frameworks for roles and responsibilities on BRT. Establish a clear set
of responsibilities and roles for state priority projects

TWG

Often, Transit Agencies lack the ability to require or force Transit Priority
Infrastructure as they are not the roadway / infrastructure owner

Identify opportunities for transit priority if vehicle slower than a performance
standard

SME Interview

Bus Lines often have a high number of stops compared to international
norms, slowing down service

Standardize stop spacing. Reducing stop spacing and having US stop spacing
closer to international norms would result in significantly faster trip times

SME Interview

TSP could be required on all applicable signals as part of CA MUTCD or
similar documents

Standardize & require transit signal priority

SME Interview

Signals, TSP, and other elements aren't standardized, so cost and
implementation is complex across a BRT route. TSP may not be available
along an entire route because of a variety of signals running different
controllers and software

Have Caltrans create a transit signal standard (multimodal) and then buy them on
a State Purchasing Schedule open to local agencies as well to modularize signals
and TSP infrastructure

SME Interview

X CalsTA |,





Service and Fare Coordination Between Agencies: Potential Policy

Recommendations

Q)

Findings Recommendations Source
There is no party that is responsible for Fare Policy at a greater than Establish “responsible entity” to ensure fare and payment coordination (in the TWG
agency level. Control at the state of California, regional, or county level short term) and standardization (in the long term) in California:
woul(;:l allow for”consist;ent standards and rebgulations on payment e Responsible entity could be State, MPO, etc.
coordination, allowing for easy integration between systems .

g Y 8 Y * Would standardize fares and fare classes (e.g., reduced fares)

* Would build revenue sharing model

Implement smaller, target fare integrations based on usage and need Implement standardization of fare integration at regional level before scaling TWG
before establishing a bigger program
Investing in open-loop systems and mobility wallets will increase Ensure acceptance of open payments— even while legacy payment systems are TWG
transportation equity and prioritize ease of navigating between various in place
systems and modes
Reform TDA to ensure that every operator will support a certain set of Condition funding on long-term participation in centralized revenue sharing and TWG

fare policies and fare payment technologies to be defined by this work

simplification on open payments

Frequent conversation and coordination will help consolidate transit
priorities across California to create consistent policies

Frequent meetings between various policy-making agencies (i.e., State, regional,
and county agencies) to discuss how to bridge the gap between varying transit
policies across California

SME Interview

X.CalsTA
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Service and Fare Coordination Between Agencies: Potential Policy
Recommendations (Continued)

Q|

Findings Recommendations Source

Similar to FTA's benefit classes, these could be used by as a template by Evaluate state standards around fares, fare classes TWG
agencies in designing regional models

Have teams and state capacity to support the local fare payment Create centralized team with capabilities to support local governments and TWG
technologies and benefit technologies transit agencies with software payment integration (e.g., in-house software team
or procurement team to secure technology partner)

Have a governance framework and model that focused on fare policy Establish clear frameworks on fare coordination project management, TWG
ownership, and roles and responsibilities to foster cross-agency collaboration

Standardize definitions of benefits and discount classes (i.e., students) Standardize benefits and make it interoperable SME Interview

and make sure that the benefits will carry across multiple agencies and
work everywhere

Implement small, incremental changes in fare programs will help build Start smaller, feasible programs which can be expanded out to a larger region SME Interview
out fare programs, such as the One Fare program. For example, GO over time. Promote early implementation of programs with willing partners, such
Transit discounts started within the Provincial control, which then as agencies who are interesting in opting in and early adoption

expanded into the One Fare program

. CalsTA
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Service and Fare Coordination Between Agencies: Potential Policy

Recommendations (Continued)

Q)

Findings

Recommendations

Source

Municipalities without a mandate or authority to work
outside their borders are restricted from thinking ecosystem-
wide (e.g., regionally)

Acknowledge the existing governance.Recognize that concerns exist with respect
to loss of autonomy (e.g., policy control) and brand

SME Interview

Offer financial incentives to get municipal agencies to make policy
changes

Prepare for additional financial investment once the program is successful. More
people traveling requires more investment in the program

SME Interview

Drive the narrative of the investment to allow for better public buyin and
usage of the investment

Communicate the purpose behind the investment clearly to reap public buy in

SME Interview

X CalsTA





Coordinated Scheduling, Mapping, and Wayfinding: Potential Policy

Recommendations

Q)

Findings Recommendations Source
Control at the state of California, regional, or county level allow for Establish a centralized function (e.g., MPO, State) to coordinate joint timetable TWG
consistent standards and regulations on operations, allowing for easy planning activities, implementation, facilitating agency collaboration

integration between systems

Consistent data availability and data standards, with guidelines set by Establish common data collection, analysis, and publication standards across TWG
California, will allow for seamless integration between systems. Ensure agencies (e.g., General Transit Feed Specification, Operational Data Standard,

that consistent information is available for all systems and be able to TIDES)

compare metrics

Have shared scheduling software, business processes and governance to Develop centralized capabilities to design and maintain an integrated timetable TWG
ensure that a shared clockface schedule could be implemented statewide

A digital representation of California's transit network Create digital representation of State’s transit network TWG

will facilitate simulation and optimization of cross-agency timetables

Allocate state funding contingent of local agencies' participation to Evaluate allocation of State funding contingent on participationin an integrated TWG
integrate timetables and coordinate schedules timetable

Leveraging GTFS and future extensions will allow for better Provide guidance/standards on balancing local and regional operations (e.g., TWG/ SME
communication. Operations staff training will help with workforce holding bus/trains at a given transfer point if one is late) and provide training to Interview

development and staff retention

operations staff

. CalsTA
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Safety and Cleanliness: Potential Policy Recommendations

Q)

Findings Recommendations Source
The physical security of frontline transit workers is crucial for workforce Install protective doors for bus operators and create unified legal frameworks in TWG
safety routes that cross jurisdictions, to ease the enforcement of safety measures will
help with transit worker's security
Ensure physical security, comfort, and perception of safety for transit Create a safety ambassador program, TWG
riders with special attentlgn pa.ld t(.).p.rlorlty populations (e.g., Use perceived oversight and comfort for riders, and
women, elderly, people with disabilities)
Facilitate collaboration between legal system and transit agencies to improve
enforcement (e.g., share follow up on prosecutions)
Improve coordination with Health and Human Services to Prioritize services for populations with health needs that are riding the TWG
ensure comprehensive health-related safety and security responses transit system
Improve lighting, wayfinding, and security systems to enhance rider safety Construct emergency call boxes TWG
Improve existing security camera quality and increase quantity across
stations/ stops
Simplify and enhance signage at transit stations
Increased coordination with the state of California to help with Coordinate with the state of California to develop safety and security standards TWG
regulation, process and uniformity throughout transit agency and regulations to create a better customer experience for transit users
Transit agencies are seeking flexibility with funds to help create a better Increased coordination with the state of California to help withfunding to TWG

customer experience for transit users

implement best-practice safety and security systems

X.CalsTA
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Agenda

@ Welcome and Opening Remarks

® Roll call

€ Approval of the TTTF Meeting Minutes for April 15, 2024 (Roll Call)

@ Discussion of service improvements related to increasing frequency and reliability through transit prioritization
Staff & Technical Working Group Presentation

Public comment (2 minutes per speaker)
Discussion

© Discussion of fare coordination between agencies
Staff & Technical Working Group Presentation
Public comment (2 minutes per speaker)
Discussion

@® Discussion of service improvements related to coordinated scheduling
Staff & Technical Working Group Presentation
Public comment (2 minutes per speaker)
Discussion

@ Discussion of safety and cleanliness on and around transit
Staff & Technical Working Group Presentation
Public comment (2 minutes per speaker)

Discussion
(8 ) Public comment for items not on the agenda (2 mins per speaker)
@ Preview of next steps and topics for future meetings
@ Adjourn N CalsTA

Note: Task Force will break for lunch at noon for 30 minutes





Today, the TTTF advances from the "what" to the “how” — from describing what
transformation is to how we can achieve it

TTTF #1 -
December

Launched Taskforce purpose, intent, ways of working
and goals

TTTF #2 -
February

Outlined what “transformational ridership” could look
like, in service to California’s sustainability & equity goals

TTTF #3 -
April

Described, from a customer’s perspective, what
experience is needed to achieve transformational
ridership numbers

* Transit availability
* Speed of journey, relative to car
* Frequency and reliability of service

e Safety and cleanliness






Today’s goal

Develop findings and recommendations that will:
" Achieve transformational ridership increases
" |mprove operational efficiency

= Allow improvements to be implemented at-
scale and at-speed in California

by improving availability, speed, reliability, and
frequency via policy recommendations

Image caption: Muni light rail vehicle in San Francisco ( SF Chronicle)




https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/SF-Muni-s-light-rail-service-to-end-15165081.php



Today’s Objectives

[T 1. Review case studies of successful service improvement types
O O that are referenced in SB 125
A
N _ /] 2. Discuss how we could take inspiration from these case studies
@ to have similar impacts on customer experience, ridership and
¥ N service efficiency in California

l:] 3. Understand how the TTTF report could facilitate the policies to
advance similar service improvements

\ W :





Case studies

The TWG is forwarding you
here case studies that
illustrate the impact that
service improvements have
on increasing ridership and
enhancing operational
efficiency

| e
e z : !
gz

, L] 1. Van Ness Improvement Project (1f.1d)*
studies can be used to oo

discuss how to implement
service improvements at-
scale and at-speed in

California 3. Switzerland Schedule Coordination (1f.1b)?

Q Lessons learned from these =

@] 2. Ontario One Fare Program (1f.1a)*

Image captions: 1. Completed Van Ness BRT lane and 49 bus (SF CTA); 2. Integrated

payment system at Greater Toronto train station (Mass Transit Magazine);3. Swiss
railway system, in correspondence with its clock-face schedule (Seamless Bay Area); 4. 7
California SB 125




https://www.sfcta.org/projects/van-ness-improvement-project

https://www.masstransitmag.com/technology/fare-collection/press-release/53078242/metrolinx-metrolinx-rolls-out-presto-card-in-google-wallet

https://www.seamlessbayarea.org/blog/2023/6/5/notes-from-switzerland-the-nation-wide-system-of-coordination-for-9m-people

https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB125/id/2833513



Increasing
frequency and
reliability through
transit prioritization
(1f.1d)!: The Van
Ness Improvement
Project

1. California SB 125
Image caption: Van Ness Avenue (SFMTA)
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https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB125/id/2833513

https://www.sfmta.com/blog/brt-service-van-ness-begin-tomorrow



Problem: Bus speeds have been steadily declining — leading to reduced ridership
and forcing operators to commit more resources to keep existing frequencies

(N

U |

From 2002 to 2019 the
average US bus speed fell
from 12.6 mph to 12.4
mph (-3%). In CA, 12.5
mph to 11.7 mph (-7%)*

Lower bus speed
contributed to a decrease
in ridership (-18% over
the same period in CA)!

Slower speeds frustrate
riders, and force transit
operators to use
additional operational
resources to simply
maintain existing service
frequencies

Annual Unliked Passenger Trips (‘000s)

1. Federal Transit Administration

Average US and CA Bus Speeds!

California Bus - Annual Unlinked Passenger Trips ('000s) Non-California Bus - Annual Unlinked Passenger Trips ('000s)

e JSA Bus - Average Vehicle Speed in Revenue Service California Bus - Average Vehicle Speed in Revenue Service
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Image caption: Line graph of average bus speed compared to ridership between 2002 and 2019 (Federal Transit Administration)

Average bus speed ( MpH)



https://www.transit.dot.gov/ntd/data-product/ts21-service-data-and-operating-expenses-time-series-mode-2

https://www.transit.dot.gov/ntd/data-product/ts21-service-data-and-operating-expenses-time-series-mode-2



San Francisco case study:
Transit operational challenges

Over 80% of San Francisco
Muni trips are by bus or
surface rail

As a result, congestion
heavily impacts service
quality and cost

TB CalsTA





San Francisco case study:
Congestion increases operating costs

As congestion increases in areas where transit does not have traffic priority measures,
transit service becomes slower and more expensive to provide.

EXAMPLE: Cost to Provide 10-Minute Bus Frequency, 6 AM — 12 AM, daily

Fox) o) o S4 million
Travel

zl;r;fand 45 ﬁﬁﬁﬁ; S6 million
ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ $8 million

increase 60

v

Assumes operating cost of S200/hour per vehicle for example purposes only.
Actual costs vary by mode.

b Tgatsma

30 minutes






San Francisco case study:
The solution — Muni Forward

Transit priority upgrades that deliver fast,
reliable service

Integrated improvements to transit streets,
service and customer experience

Supports Vision Zero through safety
upgrades and mode shift from driving to
transit

Quick-build and iterative approach

Focus on high-ridership and equity priority
routes

Complementary measures implemented,
such as headway-based management,

scheduling for 100% service delivery, and
systemwide all-door boarding

N CalsTA






San Francisco case study:
Citywide transit priority improvements

Muni Forward Transit Priority Projects
° . . ofe mmmm Approved or built corridor S |
100 miles of transit reliability upgrades Futura trarei pricrty corrdor i
b u i It Si n Ce 20 14 = == Pjlot project (undergoing evaluation)

Toolkit of 20+ measures to improve
reliability and safety, such as: jinnigig

N Judah Muni g
Forward

* Transit lanes

* Transit signal priority

* Transit bulbs and islands

* Updating transit stop spacing
* Turn pockets and restrictions

Transit priority projects include

1 toolkit of over 20 engineeri
* Pedestrian bulbs e o
time and reliability, such as transit
. lanes, transit bulbs, boarding islands,
* Road diets traffic signals with transit priority,

stop spacing changes, turm pockets,
turn restrictions, and more. Learn
more at SFMTA.com/MuniForward. Iy As of March 11, 2024






San Francisco case study:
Quick-build approach

Quick-build projects use low-cost
materials and deliver improvements
even more quickly, such as:

* Transit lanes
 Temporary boarding platforms
* Transit stop rebalancing

* Turn pockets and restrictions

Can be built ahead of full capital
project or as standalone project

T <o






San Francisco case study:
Driving transit’s recovery in San Francisco

Bus lines where we’ve made major
transit priority investments are
driving our ridership recovery:

 Van Ness (49*): 131%

e 16" Street (22/55): 102%
e Mission (14/14R): 92%

* Geary (38/38R): 75%

* Haight (6/7): 75%

«  19th Ave (28/28R): 74% il
« Systemwide : 65% - —

Data source: September 2019 versus September 2023 average
weekday ridership.

*-The 47 Van Ness also ran on Van Ness Avenue prior to the
pandemic but is no longer in service. The ridership recovery rate is
100% when including the entire 49-line and boardings on the 47-
line that occurred on Van Ness before the pandemic.

— -






San Francisco case study:
Corridor highlight — 14R Mission Rapid

Improvements from 2016-2023

* Transit lanes, bus bulbs, signal priority, bus stop
spacing changes

* Increased Rapid and local frequency
* Pedestrian safety upgrades

Results
* 19% ridership increase (2015-2019)

* 92% ridership recovery compared to pre-pandemic
levels (2019-2023)

e Overall travel time on 14 local reduced 9% (2015-
2023)

* Travel time in SoMa reduced up to 31% after bus
lane added in 2021

* 33% reduction in pedestrian injury collisions in
Inner Mission since 2016

. CalsTa





San Francisco case study:

Transit lane network

San Francisco has
over 75 miles of
transit lanes

We’ve expanded
transit lanes by
over 33% since
2020

mmmmmm Red transit lanes
Transit lanes (not red)

Part-time only

Subways and other off-street
rail right of way
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San Francisco case study:
Transit lane network

San Francisco has

over 75 miles of
transit lanes

We’ve expanded
transit lanes by
over 33% since
2020

mmmmms Red transit lanes
. A
Transit lanes (not red) %
Oy
Part-time only
Subways and other off-street
rail right of way
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San Francisco case study:
Transit priority projects on state highways at three different scales

Quick-build pilot

R —_— n
P e
[

Standard transit priority projects Full BRT

* Transit/HOV-2+ lanes e Transit and pedestrian bulbs e Transit and pedestrian bulbs e Center-running transit lanes
* Pilot (evaluation underway) « Stop consolidation « Stop consolidation and stations
« Standalone project (separate ¢ Transit signal priority * Transit signal priority * Stop consolidation

from any state of good repair
projects)

Transit signal priority

Coordinated with utility work Coordinated with utility work
and repaving and repaving * Pedestrian bulbs

* Streetscape enhancements

* Full curb-to-curb rebuild of
street and utility infrastructure

N CalsTA






Van Ness BRT

Initiatives implemented?

SB 125 policy area: Transit prioritization (1f.1d)?

Buses on Van Ness
Avenue faced heavy local
and interregional
congestion 2 |Implemented dedicated station platforms

/i\ Introduced dedicated center-running bus lanes

The Van Ness BRT ‘E' Employed all-door boarding and Transit Signal Priority (TSP)3
project aimed to reduce

travel times by over 30%
on Van Ness!in

conjunction with SF’s
citywide plan for transit Customer experience elements addressed

priority
Speed @ Frequency @ Reliability @ Availability@

<§ Eliminated most left turn for cars, reducing traffic friction




https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2019-02/Van%20Ness%20BRTFeasibilityStudy_Dec_2006.pdf

https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB125/id/2833513

https://www.sfmta.com/project-updates/what-van-ness-bus-rapid-transit#:%7E:text=Enhanced%20traffic%20signals%20optimized%20for,and%20unload%20at%20each%20stop.



Van Ness BRT
Outcome accomplished

Enabler (customer

Outcome (ridership) )
experience elements)

Van Ness BRT is the first full BRT project in San Francisco, and achieved .
% significant increases in ridership, travel time, and reliability as part of a
5y broader transit priority program

Elements Outcome accomplished

O ' Ridership Ridership on the 49 Van-Ness Mission line is at 130% of pre-pandemic
m levels?
':—>:> Speed Reduced trip times by 36%! northbound (up to 9 minutes per trip) and
— 26% southbound (up to 6 minutes per trip) on weekday trips
@:% Reliability Variability of travel time improved by to up to 45% on weekdays!
Availability Introduced San Francisco’s first full BRT corridor?, improving performance
on the trunk of a key city bus network line and for regional bus services

1. SFMTA (April 2024 versus April 2019); 2. SEMTA
Image caption: Rendering of Van Ness BRT stations (Medium)
Medium X CalsTA



https://www.sfmta.com/projects/van-ness-improvement-project

https://jeroldchinn.medium.com/businesses-affected-by-delayed-van-ness-bus-rapid-transit-project-can-now-apply-for-grants-c97b10be88bb



Van Ness BRT
Potential challenges to scale across California

T High cost and long timeline may make it difficult to replicate similar BRT .
% improvements in San Francisco and California, at-scale, and at-speed

Potential challenges Details
Risk of extended Took nearly 20 years to complete?, with ~13 years? for pre-construction
timelines planning, design and environmental review, and 6 years for construction

[ ] <> Complex approval Required approval from multiple agencies (e.g., SFMTA, SFCTA, SF Board of

[ ][ | process Supervisors, Caltrans, FTA)

é Expensive High implementation costs (e.g., $170M+ for Van Ness BRT#) makes full-
implementation costs scale BRT difficult to replicate across California

Challenging Community input process was time-intensive (e.g., 100+ community
community buy-in meetings); utility construction impacts often conflated with BRT scope

1. SFCTA; 2. Work on the Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Report (EIR) began after passing of Proposition K (2003) and finished with the EIR final report

submission (2013); construction was from 2016-2022 (City and County of San Francisco) 3. SFMTA, June 2021 Grand Jury Report; 4. SFMTA (cost only includes ‘%‘_ Cﬂ.’lf"
transportation scope, excludes coordinated utility state of good repair work, e.g. sewer/water line rehabilitation, etc.); Image caption: Construction workers R -I'A 22
continuing to work on the Van Ness Implementation Plan through the pandemic (SFist)




https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2019-02/Van%20Ness%20BRTFeasibilityStudy_Dec_2006.pdf

https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2024-03/2021%20CGJ%20Report_Van%20Ness%20Avenue%20-%20What%20Lies%20Beneath.pdf

https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports-and-documents/2021/07/8-3-21_mtab_item_10.3_grand_jury_report_response_0.pdf

https://sfist.com/2020/11/10/four-years-into-van-ness-bus-lane-project-red-concrete-gets-poured-for-lanes/



Van Ness BRT
From SF MTA — Lessons learned and potential improvements

Lesson learned %

E Pursue less capital-intensive transit priority projects for most corridors to reduce cost and

deliver benefits sooner and with fewer impacts to communities

:]3 Adopt an iterative and incremental approachto project implementation, delivering interim
]

improvements that can be upgraded over time instead of waiting for the perfect “gold plated”
project

Where possible, join existing utility projects instead of serving as the project lead, with

public messaging focused on overall state of good repair and safety benefits of the project,
which are often responsible for the largest construction impacts

Use SB 922 CEQA streamlining process whenever possibleto reduce environmental review
burden

23





Van Ness BRT
The Technical Working Group developed a set of actions for the TTTF to consider

Proposed options %

Consider making state funding more flexibleto secure long-term support for capital projects

@ Reevaluate permitting regulations, with some entity having the power to say “yes”

—_ Create standardized BRT guides to lower costs and streamline implementation, e.g.:
——0 e Standardized TSP specifications
® Bus shelter design standard

@ Evaluate opportunity for Caltrans to build BRFspecific elements (e.g., bus shelters) on its
assets, and potentially act as a project manager/builder for non-Caltrans roads

‘ D e
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For discussion

What would need to change to implement transit prioritization at a scale
and speed sufficient to achieve the transformational ridership goals laid
out in SB 125?

How could the SB 125 report be used to facilitate these changes?

o





Fare coordination or
integration between
transit agencies
(1f.1a)!: Ontario
One Fare Program

1. California SB 125
Image caption: Passenger using PRESTO system (Mass Transit)




https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB125/id/2833513

https://www.masstransitmag.com/technology/fare-collection/article/55038293/government-of-ontarios-one-fare-program-sees-early-success



Problem: Riders can save time by choosing routes that cross agencies boundaries,
but can be discouraged by multiple/higher fares

‘ Route Name
#»,. Burbank

jyzﬁ I 108
Travelers using multiple transit systems : - gl
incur higher costs from separate fares I 209
o . . 40
for each segment, discouraging public I 460
transit use i
o4
Metro B-Line
. .. . : _ , Metro E-Line
Price-sensitive riders often opt for los Angeles2 ¥ -~ B Metro J-Line 910/950
. . i 1 i L Metro K-Li
@ longer, less convenient trips to reduce oS rrin // A o]
travel expenses - Y i
] Pacific Surfliner
. . . Travel Time Transfers (systems Fare
/\/ Transit costs disproportionately affect (sy )
low-income travelers; these customers 103 min 3 (1, Metro) $1.75
may choose to take slower, less direct .
y ’ 108 min 4 (2, Metro and Burbank Bus) $2.50

routes and further exacerbating
inequities in access to efficient 91 min 4 (2, Metro and Metrolink) $3.75-55.501
transportation

98 min 2 (2, Metro and Amtrak) $9.75
1. Rider must know to purchase Metrolink ticket before boarding LA Metro bus for lower fare .
Image caption: Map displaying three different public transit routes to travel from Burbank to South Los Angeles with varying fare prices and transfers required ‘%" gm






Ontario One Fare
Program

Initiatives
Transit riders faced
different fare structures
in the Greater Toronto
and Hamilton Area
(GTHA)

SB 125 policy area: Service and fare coordination (1f.1a)3

@ Implemented a key element of unifying travel across transit
agencies in the Greater Toronto & Hamilton Area'

The Ontario One Fare
Program allowed transit
agencies to keep their

existing fare structures @] Was built on deploying unified payment methods as part of broader

while eliminating roadmap to integrate elements of transit fares
multiple-fare charges

for riders transferring Customer experience elements addressed

between systems?
Speed @ Frequency @ Reliability @ Availability @
1 Metrolinx 2041 RTP; 2.Metrolinx One Fare; 3. California SB 125

4 Eliminated multiple charges for transit riders transferring between
ﬂ participating transit systems?




https://assets.metrolinx.com/image/upload/v1670528120/Documents/Metrolinx/Metrolinx_-_2041_Regional_Transportation_Plan_-_Chapter_3.pdf

https://www.metrolinx.com/en/projects-and-programs/fare-integration/one-fare-program

https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB125/id/2833513



Ontario One Fare Program
Outcome accomplished

Enabler (customer

Outcome (ridership) I )
experience elements)

Effectively integrated fares across the Greater Toronto Area, facilitating .
access to intraregional and interregional trips across system, increasing
affordability and ridership

Elements Outcomes accomplished
O ' Ridership Facilitated over 5M transit system transfers in two months?
{ﬁ Expected to increase ridership by 8M rides per year?
-—:’>__> Speed Decreased total trip time by enabling riders to take the most efficient
—_;J> combination of transit services for their trip on a single fare3
N Increased affordability of transit: the average rider* will save $1,600 in
Availability f 5
ares per year

Encouraged new riders to use public transit

1. Intelligent Transport; 2. Ontario Newsroom; 3. PRESTO; 4. Defined as an adult who commutes to work 5 days per week
Image caption: Rider paying for transit using a contactless PRESTO card (PRESTO social media) ‘i gg!;m 30




https://www.intelligenttransport.com/transport-news/180855/ontarios-one-fare-programme-marks-five-million-transfers-milestone/#:%7E:text=Ontario's%20One%20Fare%20programme%20has,Greater%20Toronto%20and%20Hamilton%20Area.

https://news.ontario.ca/en/release/1004151/ontario-launching-one-fare-to-save-transit-riders-1600

https://www.prestocard.ca/en/about/using-presto

https://www.facebook.com/PRESTOcard/photos/a.411843330414/10154906237035415/?type=3&theater



Ontario One Fare Program
From Ontario MTO! — Lessons learned and potential improvements

Lesson learned %

| o |

Recognize that fare standardizationand unification across agencies is a long-term goal;
implement changes incrementally, beginning with agencies that opt-in to fare integration

1% Acknowledge the mandate transit agencies have toward riders in their locality rather than
— the broader region and address agencies’ concerns over a loss of autonomy

%o Offer incentives to transit agencies to encourage participation in fare coordination,
Dw particularly for lost fares resulting from free transfers; recognize the long-term investment
required to support increased ridership from fare coordination

Create community buy-in by highlighting the multiple benefits of fare standardization and
unification

‘ 1. Ministry of Transportation % gm

31





Ontario One Fare Program
Challenges to scale in California

~ California, like Ontario, faces challenges implementing fare integration due .
.| to the diverse priorities of transit agencies across the state and the
resource alignment required for integration

Potential challenges Details

.. - .. Limited incentive at local level to harmonize fare policies unless prioritized
Limited coordination , ,
across multiple agencies

Legacy Technologies Need to enable transfers across regions with different fare payment
suppliers without fully integrating payment technology

5 )| Ongoing operating Lost fare revenues from free transfers would need to be made up from
%_ subsidies other sources to maintain transit agency revenues

‘ Image caption: Fare integration in California (Intelligent Transport) 1%" gm 32
e —



https://www.intelligenttransport.com/transport-articles/131081/california-taps-into-the-future-of-fare-collection/



Ontario One Fare Program
The Technical Working Group developed a set of actions for the TTTF to consider

Proposed options %

Establish “responsible entity” to ensure fare and revenue coordination (short-term) and
1 standardization (long-term)

—
|

0

o‘é{%’é@ Promote short-term fare standardization at a regional level before larger statewide scaling|
Example: Standardized $2.75 interagency transfer discount, providing free local transfers, launching soon across the Bay Area. (Funded
for 18-24 months as pilot).

E Ensure acceptance of open-loop (credit / debit / mobile wallet) payments — even while
I legacy payments are in place

Condition funding on long-term participation in standardized, open payment infrastructure
== and simplification

‘ D e
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For discussion

What would need to change to better integrate fare policy in California?

How could the SB 125 report be used to facilitate these changes?






Lunch
30 minutes






Coordinated
scheduling,
mapping, and
wayfinding between

transit agencies
(1f.1b)': Switzerland

1. California SB 125
Image caption: Clock in Swiss railway station (Open)




https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB125/id/2833513

https://open.prodir.com/en/2019/10/swiss-railway-clock-running-on-time/



Problem: Riders face inconsistent transfer times and long waits due to delays on

many desired routes

&é@ Riders are often required to
transfer due to service area
boundaries and journey
distance

@(} Challenges in schedule
coordination and issues with
service reliability often result

in long transfer penalties for
many preferred journeys

Many public transit systems
@ treat transfers as the norm
rather than the exception, to

support the needs of a
diverse set of riders

Ideal trip
Delayed trip

lllustrative - Time penalty for delays along Capital Corridor-BART route!

Capital corridor > BART (Southbound)

Arrival: 7.36am at Richmond using Capital Corridor
Target transfer: BART Orange Line (final destination: e.g., San Jose)

Delay Transfer time? Transfer penalty?
Scenario 1 No delay 6 min - -
Scenario 2 7 min 19 min +13 min

BART - Capital Corridor (Northbound)

Arrival: 5.17pm at Richmond via BART Orange Line
Target transfer: Capital Corridor (final destination: e.g., Sacramento)

Delay Transfer time? Transfer penalty?
Scenario 1 No delay 15 min == ==
Scenario 2 16 min 1 hour +45 min

1. BART; 2. Total amount of time waiting for transfer; 3. Increase in transfer time caused by but not including delay time 1%" gm 38



https://www.bart.gov/guide/transit/capitol-corridor-transfers



Switzerland
Schedule
Coordination

Switzerland faced
decreasing transit
ridership as personal
cars gained popularity?!

Switzerland
implemented
coordinated scheduling
and an integrated fare
structure on a national
and regional scale?

1. Seamless Bay Area; 2. MTGC; 3. Trains arrive and depart at
fixed intervals (e.g., 30 minutes after the hour); 4. California SB
125

Initiatives

SB 125 policy area: Coordinated scheduling (1f.1b)*

] Created national & regional integrated timetable using a “pulse”?
SO schedule to align transfer times across agencies, facilitating
anywhere-to-anywhere travel across systems and geographies

%@ Planned capital investments required for expansion of the integrated
timetable

ﬂ Created coordinated, tiered process among many agencies to
121l oversee implementation of joint timetable and fare structures?

Customer experience elements addressed

Speed @ Frequency @ Reliability @ Availability @
W ’



https://www.seamlessbayarea.org/blog/2023/7/23/notes-from-switzerland-new-funding-and-governance-reforms-together-created-zurichs-world-class-system-8znp7

https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/meetings/attachments/5915/4cii_Swiss_Study_Tour_Joint_Report_0.pdf

https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB125/id/2833513

https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB125/id/2833513



Switzerland Schedule Coordination
Outcome accomplished

Improvement
(customer experience
elements)

Output (ridership) I

Integrated schedule contributed to a more efficient network, resulting in .
reduced transfer times and a significant increase in ridership throughout
Switzerland

Elements Outcome accomplished

O < Ridership 129% increase in ridership on Zurich S-Bahn within 4 years of opening with
{ﬁ coordinated scheduling?!

':—>:> Speed Average train speed increased by more than 23% from 1994 to 20107
@:% Frequency Reduction in headways from 1 hour to 15-30 minutes?

Availability 96% increase in rail service in Zurich from 1990 to 2012*

1. Science Direct; 2. Switzerland HAL; 3. Swiss Study Delegation of San Francisco; 4. MAUTC
Image caption: ZVV logo on the door of S-Bahn (Switzerland mobility) ‘é‘q. gm 40



https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0967070X16301469#:%7E:text=With%20the%20ongoing%20commitment%20of,rural%20Graub%C3%BCnden%20(see%20below)

https://shs.hal.science/halshs-00860911/document

https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/meetings/attachments/5915/4cii_Swiss_Study_Tour_Joint_Report_0.pdf

https://www.mautc.psu.edu/docs/VT-2013-04.pdf

https://schweizmobil.ch/en/hiking-in-switzerland/route-888



Switzerland Schedule Coordination
Potential challenges to scale in California

‘

Financial and cross-agency collaboration obstacles could make adoption
of a similar effort difficult in California

Potential challenges Details
@ Cross-agency model Lack of pre-existing operating or organizational model for cross-agency
- - collaboration

e Data quality and Limited data availability and different data requirements across agencies
——— availability may inhibit integration

5 )| Prioritized Need to prioritize infrastructure investment required to upgrade specific
%_ investment routes to align with a coordinated schedule rather than other priorities

Source: MTC
Image caption: Swiss and US representatives ( US Embassy) ‘i gﬂ"m 41



https://ch.usembassy.gov/joint-statement-of-the-united-states-of-america-and-switzerland-on-cooperation-in-quantum-information-science-and-technology/

https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/meetings/attachments/5915/4cii_Swiss_Study_Tour_Joint_Report_0.pdf



Switzerland Schedule Coordination: The Technical Working Group developed a set
of actions for the TTTF to consider

Proposed options %

@Q Organized process is necessary among MPOs!, State, County Transportation Commissions,
|

Operators, other stakeholders to oversee joint timetable implementation, facilitate agency
collaboration, and provide guidance/standards on balancing local and regional operations
(e.g., holding bus/trains at a given transfer point if one is late)

t Qg Agencies need common data collection, analysis, and publication standards(e.g., requiring
sensors to track low-level data or publication of travel trends report at state-agency level) to
inform schedule decisions and better support cross-agency collaboration

‘ 1. Metropolitan Planning Organization 1%‘- gm
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For discussion

What would need to change to integrate schedules in California? Where
should the schedules be integrated?

How could the SB 125 report be used to facilitate these changes?

What prevents integrated scheduling today?

o





Providing a safe and
clean ride for
passengers and
operators (1f.1c)?

1. California SB 125
Image caption: Japanese station (Japan Up Close)




https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB125/id/2833513

https://japanupclose.web-japan.org/culture/20150323_5.html



TTTF prioritized a safe and clean ride
for passengers and operators

Categories for consideration by TTTF4 Objectives of this section

000

E@J Workforce safety 1. Discuss ways to address SB 125
recommendations on providing a safe

and clean ride for passengers and

Riders’ safety operators (1f.1c)*

2. Understand how the TTTF report
could facilitate the adoption of these
Improvements

Coordination with Health
& Human Services

Wayfinding, security, &
communication systems

46
1. California SB 125




https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB125/id/2833513



Technical Working Group and key transit leaders proposed a number of ways to
address safety and cleanliness (1/2)

Priority Description @ @ Possible actions
Install protective doors for bus operators

Work to create unified legal frameworks in
routes that cross jurisdictions, to ease
enforcement of safety measures

000 Workforce Ensure physical security of Q
% safety frontline transit workers Q

. : Ensure physical security, Q Create safety ambassador program
11| Riders’ safety :
— comort, and perception Use PA systems? at operator stations to
of safety for transit riders 0 Y P

increase perceived oversight and comfort for
riders

Facilitate collaboration between legal system
and transit agencies to improve enforcement
(e.g., share follow-up on prosecutions)

with special attention
paid to priority
populations (e.g., women,
elderly, people with
disabilities)

1. Public address (PA) systems are electronic systems that consists of loudspeakers and microphones and are used to convey announcements or messages on a
bus or at a station 47






Technical Working Group and key transit leaders have proposed a number of ways
to address safety and cleanliness (2/2)

Priority Description » @ Possible actions
Coordination Improve coordination with Q Prioritize services for populations with
)@A with Health  H&HS Agencies to ensure health needs that are riding the transit
& Human comprehensive health- system
Services related safety and security
responses

Wayfinding, Improve lighting, provide Construct emergency call boxes
(( o )) security, &  shelters, wayfinding, and
communicat security systems to

ion systems  enhance rider safety

Improve existing security camera quality
and increase quantity across stations/stops

Standardize information presented on signage
at transit stations (e.g., platform labels, transfer
stop directions) to improve customer
experience
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For discussion

What would need to change to improve safety, security, and
cleanliness on transit systems in California?

How could the SB 125 report be used to facilitate these changes?






Problem: Lack of first- and last-mile
connections to transit networks

SB 125 policy area: Strategies to provide first- and last-

mile access to transit (1f.1e)?

—— Despite higher transit availability?, car
o ownership is increasing, and transit ridership

- is decreasing, in dense urban neighborhoods

* A lack of safe access to existing transit
networks (e.g., safe pedestrian paths and
crossings) may be inhibiting ridership

M First/last mile challenges are most acute in
LF/\J suburban and rural areas

| | ®* 90% drop in transit use when riders must
walk more than a half-mile3

* Safe active transportation infrastructure
and mobility hubs (e.g., bicycle-share) can
expand the range of fixed-route transit

1. California SB 125; 2. University of California; 3. Coalition for Urban Transitions

Image caption: Protected bike lanes on Balboa Blvd in Granada Hills (LA Streets)




https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB125/id/2833513

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/32j5j0hb

https://www.mckinsey.com/%7E/media/mckinsey/business%20functions/sustainability/our%20insights/public%20private%20collaborations%20for%20transforming%20urban%20mobility/connected-urban-growth.pdf

https://la.streetsblog.org/2019/12/19/where-all-of-l-a-s-protected-bike-lanes-are



Thoughts on the below topics are appreciated:

Discussion of service improvements related to Strategies to provide first-
and last-mile access to transit (1f.1e)?!

Implications of these service enablers on labor and labor spend (e.g.,
addressing workforce recruitment, employee engagement, retention,
and development challenges)

Implications of these service enablers on maintenance and maintenance
spending (e.g., designing strategies to achieve fleet and asset
management goals and needs)

Next steps

Additional feedback you have on today’s discussions (e.g., other
initiatives to investigate)

A separate follow-up to gather your responses will be sent by June 28th,
which will inform the work of the Technical Working Group (TWG) and
content for TTTF meeting 5 (scheduled for August 29, 10:30AM-3PM PT,
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Main Office)

52
1. California SB 125




https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB125/id/2833513



If you would like to share any reports, data, studies,
and/or surveys which might be relevant to this work,
please send them to SB 125Transit@calsta.ca.gov




mailto:SB125Transit@calsta.ca.gov



Themes

rlefeetafelel -1 -

/

B Diagnostic phase

B Design phase

Theme Date Location Duration
Introduction Dec 19, 2023 Virtual 2 hours
What outcomes does transit need to achieve in order to Feb 29, 2024 Sacramento, CA 2 hours
meet State mandates?
How would the customer experience need to change to April 15, 2024 San Diego, CA 4 hours
meet the State’s goals?
What service improvements do these outcomes require? June 17, 2024 San Francisco, CA 3 hours
What does this level of service imply for OpEx spend, Aug 29, 2024 Los Angeles, CA 3 hours
workforce development, and employee engagement?
What does this level of service imply for CapEx spend? Oct 28, 2024 Salinas / Monterey, CA 3 hours
How can this level of OpEx and CapEx be funded? Dec 10, 2024 Clovis (Fresno), CA 4 hours
What prioritized topics and draft decisions should be Early Feb 2025 Riverside, CA 4h
included in the report? ours
Draft report review' April 2025 Sacramento, CA 4 hours
Final report briefing before submission? Sept 2025 San Francisco, CA (TBD) 4 hours

1. Final report due to legislature October 31, 2025 ‘% M 54
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