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Development of Bay Area Rapid Transit
System Expansion Criteria and Process

Elizabeth Deakin, Marianne Payne, and Val Menotti

In 1999, the Sun Francisce Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) District
Board, in Califernia, adopled a policy creating o framework for BART
sysiem expansion that placed new emphasis on cost-effectiveness, rider-
ship generation, multimodal access, transit-oriented development, lecal
partnerships, and the use of sppropriate transit technoligies. The board
direeted stafl o develop erfteria and 3 detailed process for implementing
these goals. The resulling expansion planning process amd criteria for the
BART system, adopted by the BART board in December 2002, are
described along with the method vsed to develop the criteria and process.
Some of the implementation ssues that bave arisen are assessed, The
process uses o strategic opportunitics sssessment as an initial sketch-plan-
ning evaluation tool and then applies eriteria and o cuting system to eval-
uate preliminary proposals as well as project alternatives thit procesd Lo
envirsmmental review and bevond. The rating system alse indicates o logal
jurisdictions the kinds of peeess and land development that would support
d BART investment. As part of the process, localities are encounraged to
prepare a ridership development plan that pets in place fransit-
supportive plans, goning, infrastrucoore, and services, Extensive consulia-
tion with the board and other stakehaolders helped buaild understsnding of
the issues and solid board sopport Toe the pew plmning process and orite-
ria Application of the new provess s bed to rransit-supportive plans and
poming changes in several local jurisdictions, Some jurisdictions are not
prepared to make the baind use changes needed For o “high™ project rating
andd are considering bower-cost transil alternatives,

In December 1999, the San Francisco Buy Arcu Rapid Transil
(BART) Distract B, in Californiz, adopted a policy that created o
framework for BART system expansion (£, The policy established

seven goals e be mel by new service expansion projects:

o Enhance regiomal mobility, especially access o jobs:

» Cienerate new ridership on a cost-effective basis:

= [reponsiride o conmmitiment o transit-supportive growth and
development;

» Enbance multimodal access to the BART svsiem;

* Develop projects in partnership with communitics that will be
served;

¢ [mplement amd operate techoology-appropriate service: and

o Ensure that all projects address the needs of the distact's
residents,

E. Oeasin eserzity of Calforma Transportenan Zencer, 103 Naval Archizerture
Buiding, Berkeley Co 94720-1762 M. Payne and ¥ Meanotz), 8
Transic Diztrick, 900 Madizes Steet, Cakland TA 34604 T
for W Menotzic alemeds County Planmng, BART, LKS-16, 200 Leaesde Drwe
Y6tk Sloor, Oskland. 54 24512
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The board directed staff o partner with other transporiation agen-
cies, local govermments, and the private sector wo develop eritenia
and o detailed process for implementing these goals. The authors
servied as the study team o respoand 1o this boand directive. In this
paper, the expansion planming process and coteno foe the BART
systerm., which were adopted by the BART bourd in December 20602
(2}, are described along with the method used W develop the vrite-
i andd process, In addition, some of the implementation issucs that
have arisen are assessed.

BACKGROUND

BART was created by o vote of the people of Alameds, Contra Costa,
nmd San Francisco Counties maore than 40 years ago. and the new
heavy rail system began operating in the 1970s From the beginning,
there was interest in cxpanding BART to other locabons, pussibly
circlimg the bay with rml services and extending new services to the
region s rapicly growing suburbs. The 34 stations in the onginal sys-
tem are now reformed o oas the core system, o5 o new ling with fwo
stations has beem bl o the east, the Concord Fne hos been exiended
rwo stations, and—facilitated by San Mateo County 's buy-in inlo the
district — two lines have been extended down the San Franciseo
Peninsula, recently reaching the San Francisco International Arport
povwned by the city and county of San Francisco but located in San
Mateo County to the south). Toduy BART provides service to 43 sla-
tions. cammving nearly 300000 riders a day (down from more than
FALKKY betore the recession). In addition, though a partnership
between BART and the Samta Claa County Vallev, a BART exten
sun south from Fremaont o downlown San Jose s currently in the
envirommental review stages, and studies are evaluating possible fur-
ther extensions (o thee suburbs in the edst and northeast portions of
Alameda and Contra Costa Cowntics (Figure 1),

Comtinuing growth in the Bay Arew, combined with the lack of
nearby BART service in some communifies that pay taxes o the
BART District, has created pressures for mone sys1em ¢xpansions,
But ather impoatant projects compete for transportation funding. BART
itself requires o substantial, continuing level of reinyvestment w min-
faim service and improve seismic safety. Chher Bav Acea mransit ser-
vices, ineluding San Franciseo Muni, AC Trapsit. VA, the Contra
Costi County Connection, and several smaller operators, provide
important services i arcas that overtap with the BART Disiret and
alsor reguare fumding. Although each of the BART counties has
tdopted & special sales s carmarked for rpnsportaiion, the revenues
cover street. highway, pedestrian, and bicvele projects as well os bus
operations und possibie BART improvements. In this highly compet-
itive Niscul enviconment, BART 15 working o ensure that its invest
ments are cost-ellective amd provective of the long-1erm s payer
investment in the system.
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FIGURE 1 BART systam map.

BART riders cover about 379 of aperating costs, so strong rider-
ship is a critical element of system linances, Ridership on BART
varies considerably anong stations { Tahle [ About 2005 of the s
fioms tin downtown San Francisco, Oukland, und Berkeley ) atoraet
LELOERY o more riders o day, and the Powell and Embarcadero
atatioms in San Franeseo huve danly exat counts of about 25 000
and 35000, respectively, Another 4058 of the stations atira)
400010000 raders a day, The remaming 0% of the statiens altract
fewer than 50000 riders per oy, and five stations cach account tor
fewer than 3500 exits cdialy,

Table 2 shows that more than one-half of BART riders darrive ol
tha station by car—drve alone, drop-off, or carpool. However, walk-
ing and transit are the primary modes of access af the most heavily
psed stations: only | of the top 10 stations (B Cerrite del Nore) hos
any BART parking. Many of the sttions with low ridership are
park-amid-ride statiens m low-densiy areas. where few people arrive
on foot or by transit. At some of the park-and-ride stations, parking
15 oy constramed. o additon, some ol the stanons with low nider
shigr were built i freeway medians or along former freighe rail
lings—vanditions that work dgamst welk access and in nwany
instances ke mbll development difficalt,

BART s strategic plan .3, adopted m 1999, recognized thit an
imporiant way 1o manage costs for the BART svstem a5 10 hoild
idershap ar existing stutivns amd ensure thal new exlensions carry
itleguate mumbers of passengers, Reviewing ridership and access
tssues, the plan also recognized that 1o be cost-elTective, BART s
specialized heavy rnl wehnology reguires high levels of ndecship
anid thin

¢ Other rechnologies might beteer serve low-ridership ameas;
* Provading parking is costly, whether in siructures or in lots,

* Stabons with a congentration of employment, housing. or d mis
generale substonial nidership, with many riders amyving on foot: and

* Purinerships with local governments and other agencies woald
he nevessary 1o plan and Anance tutare BART improvements

The BARY Palicy Framewerk for Svvem Expansion adopted in
December WS99 (8 further emphuasized the generation of new rder-
shup o o cost-elTective basis. use of appropriste echnologies o
provide service, comumnitment we leansit-supportive growth and devel-
opment, multimodal access o the BART system, and project devel-
opment in partnership with the communities (o be served. Detesmining
how o implement these concepts was the obpective of the work
presented here.

METHODOLDGY
The planning efTort was designed

* Flesh oue and inplement board policy simed at ensuring that
BART system expansions ure cost-elfective and fscally sound
while serviog unportant social, economic. and environmental
ithiectives,

® Dntegrate the policy mto BART planming and amalysis pricices:

* Advise local povernments and other interested pdrties ahou
pobicies that support BART use and the criteria that BART siaff
wohd use o evaluate projects: and

® Build consensus o the policy implementation,

several methods were used o sccomplish these objectives, imchnl-
III"E{ ul hl[!"r'l.-'}' Uf P]'l’l'..‘[li."..".‘: ﬂ.l'!'l'.!ll'lg 'i‘lh‘."r [raresel l.Il'K'fT,Ill.Ir‘i. INEervicws
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TABLE 1 BART Ridership and Parking Supply by Station

Parking Passenger
Station Spaces Exits
Richrmond T80 3387
El Cemin del Norte 2.247 7.760
El Cerrite Plaza 791 3854
Morth Berkeley B 3.552
Berkeley 0 11336
Ashby 370 3,938
Mt Arthur el £, 236
19rh £ sk land { 7.7
12th {lakland 0 12,173
Luke Merriii 211 3,145
Froirvale 1,07 ! .40
Coliseum 1,026 B.505
San Leandro 1,234 4,079
Ray Fair 1,639 4914
Haywal 14635 4 519
South Haywiard 1,314 ARG
Linics City 1, 196 3,855
Fremum 2,197 0074
Coneord 2813 5375
Plewsane Hill 3450 £, 245
Walnut Creek |0t 5,642
Lafayetie 1.521 3,094
Cirtnda 1,383 2h22
Rockridge HE6 4.701
West Oakland 419 4,256
Ermbuarcadens il 28,740
Montgomery St i 30,292
Paweell S 0] 12424
Civie Cenler (¥ 19, 360
LBl St Mission 1] UHIRES
Tdth 51 Mission 0 11,335
{ilen Park 54 G646
Hulboi Park 0 12,734
Mhaly ity 2076 3,067
Lol 2,491 4,005
Castrn Valley 1123 2177
Drubl i Pleasonion 2612 6,412
Marth Coneord 1,975 L6560
Pittshurgd By Point 2032 4,820
Srruth San Francisce 1344 1,740
Sin B LO03 1,404
San Francisco [nternational Adrport NiA 2803
Millhe e 300y 2750
Tastals 47053 359

with transit experts in federal agencies and universities, and a series
ol meetings and presentations with BART board members. BART
stalT, Tocal officials, and other stakeholders,

At the oulsel of the project. the authors conducted a strucmred
survey of ransit agency staft and a series of interviews with agency
execulives and other locul leaders in other regions that had recently
undertaken a major transit myvestment project (4). The purposes of
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TABLE 2 BART Morning Paek

Access Modaes
[ Percentage of Ridership

Avvess Mode (| 20M13 est. b

E Dirive alone 7%

| Walk 23.5%
Transit 21%
Drop-off 1%
Curpoul 50
Bivycle %
Taxi 0.5%

Total 100

the survey and interviews were to identify the methods and proce-
dures being used o evaluate and select projects and, in particular, o
documernt how land use considerations are being incorpoerated into
project decisions. Staff members responsible for 41 projects were
contacted, and 28 completed the survey, representing projects in
23 regions of the United States, Supplementary iterviews were
conducted for 10 negions,

Simultaneously, BART planning and analysis proctices were
reviewed, and ways to build in the new board policies were deter-
mined. Through a series of meetings with BART staff in various
departments. the authors developed a better sense of the data
and amalyses that would be needed to effectively carry out the new
extension policy and o better sense of cument system performance
isgues that staff saw as needing attention. This effor led oo series
ol additional planning projects, including the development ol sccuess
plans und targets for the various stations (33 and the creation of
transit-criented development pusdelines (6,

Penodic briefings of the BART board and roeetings with individ-
nal board members provided the opporlunity o discuss issues in
detail and o hear boand members” suggestions and concerns os the
criteria and planning process were being developed, These diseus-
sioms also made it possible for board members to follow up with
their constituents and communivate their suggestions and concems
back to staff. The staff bricfings and the bourd members’ cutreach
efforts were important in building support and acceptance for the
process and criteria that uliimately were adopted.

Finally, discussions with other stakeholders in the region— local
governmenis, the metropolitan planning organization. transporia-
tion sales tax agencies, other frn=i operators, aond community imer-
est groups—provided opportunities o explore the aeceptability of
the proposed process and criteria, jdentified possible pitfulls, and
helped build @ better understanding of the need for action.

Survey Findings

The survey of transit operator policy has been published previously
by Deakin et al. (4) and so s only summanzed here. Most sgencies
use federal peidance and regulations on the evaluation of oransit
investment as a starting point but give egual weight in project design
and selection 1o state and local policy objectives such as social equity,
ceonomic development, and “fair share™ distribution of projects
among local communities, Several ransil agencies give priotity W
projects in jurisdictions with transit-suppertive patterns or plans for
land use, The availability of public or private funding contribations
15 mereasingly important m prioritsng poojects. Increasingly, ran-
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sibagencies are hirng staff o work with local goverminents on land
use planming and funding partnerships and are working with them
to develop a shared understanding of the area’s transit needs and
related development objectives, StalT and political leaders deem
these latter efforts as imiportant as technical evaluations of cos)-
effectiveness.

Ot the basis of these findings, BART staft decided w build on
FTA New Stan guidance 17 in developing their planning process
and eriteria tor system expansion but oo wld lecal concerns and
cmphisize the lopics rised by BART hoard policy.

Integrating Mew Policies into BART Planning
and Analysis Practices

The next step was 0 review BART planning and analysis pracrices
ta determine D W best incerporate the system expansion policy,
BART has u long history of partnerships with other tansit agencies,
local commumitics, and private entilics wo plan and implement ser-
vice expansion, As only one of several transil operators 0 the sness
it serves, BART hos olways depended on other transi| agencies o
provide much of the Feeder service 1oits stations, BART also has
depended from the start o voler-approved taxes and more recently
has recerved support from voter-approved county sales txes, But
desires for new services exceed current and proposed tax revenues,
s partnerships have inereasingly been extended 1o such matiers gs
pedestrian and hikg jecess improvements, joint-use parking, und
station arew development. With the new board Sy ST CXPILTSEON
[reficy, these partnerships snd more would be necded,

Erver the years, BART has developed severul important plunning
progrants w improve BART secess aned station areas and (o evalu-
dte proposals lor new expansions, Une importnt progeim s an
mitial skewh-plunmng step that the sl ealls o siralegic apporti-
iy assessment, Inog strtegic opporlunity assessment, BART staff
members myvestigae new BART options in o proposed corrdor Iy
svilizating current wod waticipated demand for transic services, -
sible Station [ocations, approximate espansion costs; effects on the
CXIALAE syslem, acvess needs, and community support. They abso
comsider ather transic options (Le, commuter il light radl, and
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guatlity bust as alternative or mterim service. The level of detail for
the sssessment depends an availahle resources. prior planning and
anslysis work done in the arca, cost sharing with local government,
and soon. For example, data from a local genersl plun update and
rezoning might be combined with sketch-planning demand analysis
atthis stuge. Statt members use the strategic apportunity sssessment
study reperts in deciding whether (0 recommend that the hoard
advance the project for additional detailed study

BART ulso has develuped programs for station arca planning in
coapertion with local government snd his undertaken joint devel
spment with public and private landownoers and developers. 1o addi-
tion, BART has worked with government and communiry members
W develop plans for sccess and stution area improvement. These
planning programs are designed to belp build markets for ransic and
increase ridership. Grants from state and regional sgencies are some-
times sought to supplement local funding and BART contributions
to these planning etfors.

Together, local partnerships. strategic oppormunity assessments,
station area plans, and access pluns have created o framework 1o
support the implementation af the new system expansion policy. By
combining these plunming effors in a more formal structors, backed
up with eriteria for key evaluation steps. a new prowess for devel-
vping BART expansion plins was developed { Figure 23, Staff mem-
bers conduct the strategic apportunity assessment s the initial slepr
and advise the board as 1o whether the project hus sufficient praten-
tiak o sdvimee, 1f the board chioses o put the praject forwand, stalf
members undertake the detailed studies (ulermatives analyses)
needed for project environmental review and simultimeously part-
ner with lecal governments on a station- and comidor-level ndership
development plan

The ridership development plan meoreorates the planning for st
lieen functionality, station decess, wnd, where needed. <tation area
development. The later element woull be carried out by local soy
ernment and woulid cover the area within spproximately 0.5 mile of
the statlon. s purpose is o ensure that the plans, market studies,
zoning, infrastructure, and other clements seeded o provide ade-
quate ridership will be in place it BART is cxpanded 10 serve the
areit, Many focal junsdictions are interested in having BART ser-
viee but de ot have the tamd wses snd access mides 1o generate suf-

LHtralﬂgi:‘ Chpporiunity Assessment

Mo

Yes

\ 2 v

.
L

Ridership Development Plan
rl-: I nmprehenslve Statien Plani

® Stution Ared Pevelspmen

.

* Slutim Areess

]

Envirommental
Review

Stall 'u lnlh'

/,?m

Revommendation

Yes

Project
| Imiplementation
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ticient ridership; the station aren development plan would represent
o Toeal commitment wo develop in a way that would justily a BAR'
investment, BART would encourage commitments from local juris-
dictions to develop these plans, but because BART does not have
off-site planning or roning authority, 1t would be up to the local
jurisdictions 1o decide whether 1o proceed with a development plan,
If 2 locality chooses to do so, BART will work with the Toculity o
develop o memoranduem of understanding that lays oul coordinated
timelines for transit project development (including environmental
documentation b and the ridership development plan pricess,

Local governmeni commitment 10 a development plan would
allow the resulting antivipated development o he considered as
“reasonably (oreseeable” background conditions and thus o be
included in the analyvsis of project performance and in the environ-
mental review, Stall would use both the ndership development plan
ani the environmental review |Californis Environmental Chuality
ActiCTEOA ) documentation and, in some cases, National Environ-
mental Policy Act documents] o decide whether to recommend a
priviect to the hoard, and both documents would be presented Lo the
board For their consideration.,

Project Advancement Criteria

BART s new process for system expansion depends on having clear
and wilely understood criteria for project udvancement. The strate-
sic plan and system expansion policy provided the inifial criteria; all
new expansion projects should

* Be cost-effective;

o Have adeguate bus, hicycle, and pedesirian access as well as
iransil feeder service;

» Maximize ridership by supporting smart, efficient, and desir-
ahle growth pattems;

* Bointegrated with other services and facilities inan intermodal
regional networks and

s e accommodaied without adversely affecting existing system
capacily, yuality, or finangial health.

A major portion of this study wis directed toward the develop-
ment of more detailed imetrics and indicators for each of these crite-
rii A combination of quantitative and yualitative measures was
chosen, and different levels of performance were categorized as low,
fow - mediun, medium, medivm=high, and high. For u project o be
recommended [or development through environmental review, staft
wonlid Took for an overall raing of at least medium during the strate-
i opportunity assessment. They would then use the criteria both
ton help develop and 0 evaluate the alternatives pul Torth in the
environmental review,

The feshed-nu criteria, presented in the following subsections,
werve i second purpose in addition e their direct wse by stafT in proj-
el evaluntion and development (Table 3), They allow local gov-
ermimenls, other lansportation agencies, and the broader public
koo whit BART is looking for in o project. They provide an indi-
cation of desired ridership Tevels and the kinds of land uses and
aceess that fkely would generate such ridership, The Tater infor-
mation would be helplul o localities that choose to pursue o devel-
apment plan for the land uses, densities, aml accessibility that would
jastily BART service. Alternatively, BART could propose a [
costly ehnology o proy e service to an area that is not fEﬂd}' for
BART nr docs ot want 10 pursue development patterns that could

Transportation Research Record 1EEY

TABLE 3 Evelustion Criterla

Coit-Effectiveness

Cost per New Rider: Base Cuse

Cost per New Rider; with Transit-Oriented Developmsnt
Cust per User Benefit

Trunsit Supportive Land Use and Access |
Existing Land Use: Residential andfor Enployment
Existing Intermodal Connections

Lund Use Plans and Policies

Regional Connectlvity
Regional Transportation Cap Closure

Svstem and Financial Capacity
Core System Improvements
Capiral Finance Plan

Operanng Finance Plan

Partnerships
Community and Stakeholder Suppor

Ridership Development Plan
Hidership Threshold
Stanon Context

support BART service. Example technologies include conventional
rail cars operating on existing track, light rail wansit, and bus rapid
transit. In some cases, o lower-cost technology might be considered
as an interim siep to help build rdership in a corridor, with high-
capacity rail transit 1o be implemented if sulficient ridership cun be

developed.

Cost-Effectiveness

Several straightforward measures of cost-effectiveness were selecied:
cost per rider, cost per new rider, and the overall measure of trans-
portation system user bencfits promulgated by the FTA (7). Because
the FT'A metnic requires modeling changes in travel time for all tray-
elers, including highway users, the simpler cost and ridership
meastres will be used in the earlier, sketch-planning stages ol the
evaluations,

Rigership

Ridership criteria were the subject of extended discussion among the
project team, other staft members, and the board. Ulumately it was
decided that ridership thresholds should be set ar levels thal not only
would be likely (o he cost-effective but ulso would provide some
incentive for considering redevelopment around the existing sta-
tions with low performance. Ridership (station entries and exits) 1s
estimated toreach station for the planning horizon year; for multiple-
station expansions, the station average is also estimated. Commit-
ted transit-oriented development and access improvements anc
considered in preparing the estimates,

The ratings for BART technology, measured in trips (entries and
exits) per day, are as follows:

o o <5000,
o | ow—mediom: 500049 9549,

e i T

T
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o SMedome [O000- 13,999,

' [T
| Bk
E

* Medinme-highs 14, 000-28 0000, and
* (igh: =200

These levels would ensure thm a project roted medium or higher
wirild produce. riders al o ahove [he curren) systém per-station

averige, Lower rdership levels would be needed for less costly

foerties 4oF transit,

Losts

Conls for 2 BART cxpansion can vary considerably, depending on
I ntion faboveground or anderground ), station design, whether
now track must be constrocted, and so on. Allernalive echnologies
st ca reduce coss, becowse most ure less expensive than BART
technuology, Both iotal costs of the proposed expansion and costs to

BART

total costs minus costs covered by partners {e.g.. cities and

counties, developers, employers —are considered on o case-by-case
hasis, Allernative technologies also would be considered case by
case, depending on the availability of right of way, local riderstip
lewels. and local preferences.

Transit-Supportive Land Use

Land use is a local responsibility, and BART does not have the
authory o mandate land wse plans for station areas. However, tor
edch arey, existing and planned Limd vses determine the type and
level of activitics. travel. and transit use. which BART uses 1o deter-
mine ridership potential, Policies, plans, and regulations that are
likely to generate strong transit ridership include

* Arcawide growth management that concentrates development
ariued transit cormdors and station locations,

243

* Detailed cormdor and staton area plans and policies thal support
high-density development with lund nses, building designs and lay-
outs, sreet ancd sidewalk destgns aod byouts, and parking management
[ ensure trmst- and pedestan-triendly development;

* Zoning and other development regalations that permil higher
development depsity, mixed-use deselopment, and transit-and
pedestrian-friendly land uses;

* Reduced parking requirements consisient with and supportive
ol high transil, bike, and walking mode shares, requirements for the
provision of sidewlks, bike lanes, and Bike parking; and transit-und
pedestrian-friend|y street designs;

* Hepgulatory and tmancial incentives o promote ransit support
development; and

* Actions o amplement land use policies (including commu-
nity autresch in support of transit-supportive lund wse planming
and palicies ) and commitment to mter- jurisdictional consensus on
land use,

Eaample riderstup caleolations tor developiment within 0.3 mile of
i station are bsted o Fable 4. The daw sllusirate 1he relanonship
between density and ridership lor two commen land uses, commer-
clul and residential, In the exumples, & BART mode share of 109 of
work rips 15 asstimed e the commervinl development, and o BART
mide share of 30% ot work trips is assumed for the residennal devel-
opmient. | These mode shares huve been observed ot existng suburban
BART stations, but the made share clearlyv would need to be estumated
[or thie spescifie location and could differ from the anes shown. Analy-
sis ol current and future travel pattemns, wsing journey-to-work data
und regronal forecasts from LS. census datn { various years), provides
a basis for a first-order estimate of suitability of BART services in
mecting the travel patern; lnd development patterns and competing
trvel times we then considerad e produce o first-cut mode share esti-
mate, | With these “typical™ mode shares, an emplovment center
would need o have o least 25,000 jobs 1o be rated mediom- high; a
vesidentizh center woulil need 7500 wmits or more for susch a rating,

TABLE 4 Transit-Supportive Land Use Evaluation: Examples
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BART starf members develop d comprehensive station plan as
part of the project development process, The strategic opportunity
assessment provides an opportaniey weanyvestigate aliEmative sation
locations and their likely costs and potential for attracting a high
level of ridership. Stations locared in areas where high-density
development already exists or can be built within walking distance
10, 5-mile radivs) of the station clearly are prefermed, The ratings are
defined as follows.

® Low. Staton location does not have and would not suppon
mansit-oriented development {1.e., land is unsuitable for such devel-
apment, there s no foreseeable demand for such development at the
location, or land regulations currently prevent such development
and support for change is lacking b station location would negatively
affect the quality of the station experience for patrons (e.g., reeway
median).

& Medivm Station location hos good potential for mnsi-orented
development (on the basis of existing development, market studies,
local commitment to additional development. or a combination);
station location would provide an acceptable station expenence lor
pelrons.

* High, Station location already has substantial transit-
supportive development or has plans and zoning in place plus
strong market potential for additional transit-oriented develop-
ment; station Incation would provide a good experience for patrons
(e.g.. downtown).

Arcas that have market potential but currently lack sufficient
development to produce ridership levels justifying 2 BART invest-
ment wiould he encouraged. but not required, o prepore ndership
development plans and m so domg could mwse their ratings and
mdership estimates. The land use component of o ndership develop-
ment plin could take the form of o specific plan—a formal instru-
ment under Califomniz low that combines planning, subdivision
control, zoning, infrastructure provision, and urban design standards
in one decoment—or & simpler zoning amendment that permits
tramait-oriented development around stations, A Adership develop-
ment plan also would melude transit access planning. discussed in
the next subsection. In the alternative, an area that did not meet
ridership levels for BART and did not want wo develop at a level to
justify BART could opt for a less costly wansit technology and thus
require a lower ndershap threshold for cost-etfectiveness.

Transit-Supportive Access

Currently about 453% of BART patrons armive and depart the station
on foot, by bicycle. or on anether transit vehicle, However, aceess
mode shares vary sigmficantly among the stations, and many sub
urban stations are heavily dependent on sutomobiles. Because
parking is & major cost and the lots themselves can be barriers for
pedestrians and cyclists, BART has put more emphasis in recent
wears on wadk, bike, and iransit access. BART also works with local
jurisdictions o develop socess plans.

Stations located omid arenwide, fully connected, well-designed
multimesdal ransportanon systems (ineluding sidewalks, bike routes
and lanes, and local transit services) receive high ratings if these
modes are already well used. They recerve medinm ratings if their
use i5 helow the regional average. For pedestrian and hike access,
the twopography of the station area is o consideration; [or trunsil, the
number and frequency of routes with headways of 15 min or less
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respecially during the peak periodi and the availability of evening
and weekend service are considered. Areas with incomplete or miss-
ing sidewalks, bike routes, or transit services would receive a low
rating.

Regional Netwark Connactivity

Prosjects that provide new imtermodal connections (e.g.. to an airport,
an intereity rail station, another commuter rail line, or a light rail
fine) receive comsideration for the udded convenience these new
vonnections would allow. The assessment focuses on the number of
likely rransfers among the systems.

Systern Capacity

System capacity is an important consideration for BART, hecause
station and line haul capacity has become construined in some loci-
tions. A project that would merease core system capacity would
receive a high rating for this reason, Similarly, a project 1thm
increases redundancy and improves recovery cepabilines would be
rated high o this criterion, us would o project thal provides access
I e yard and support fucilities. A project that minimizes demands
on the core system would receive o medium rating: a project that
wirt el aeld 1o the demands on the core system would be problematic
and therefore would be rated low on this criterion.

Finance

A capiral finance plan and an operating finance plan are developed as
part of the detatled planning tor a project; durmg the strstegic oppor-
tunity assessments, o preliminary eviluution ol inancial capacily is
conducted.

For capital fimaneing, 4 high riting would be given to a project
thit 15 proposed to be fully funded from o stable, reliable, available
source, Furthermore, the funding source would have (o be one that
could not be used for BART renovation or core System capacity
needs. and for a project outside the disinet, progect funding could
not be competing lor the same funds as within-district exgensions.
A adopted county sules tax and developer financing tor a station
are examples of sources that could qualify for a high rating. A
medium rating would be given 1o project with partial Tunding or
funding from asuoree that is not vel assured (c.g., o proposed sales
tax exlensiony, A low ruting would be given e a project with nn
¢lear funding sources orto a project whose proposed funding would
compete with other BART funding needs.

For operating finance, the rating would depend on wo poins:
estimated farebox recovery (lw, < 3% mediom, 30% w S0%; and
high, =305 | amd the sibilivy, relshility, wnd avinlabihty of the pro
posedd operaling subsidy. In additon, for projects thae extend outside
the district. funding sources that do not drow on or sk the use of
district operating revenues would be necessary for o high raling.

Partnerships

A limal erilerion Tor project evaluation is the degree of communiny
undd stakeholder support. Partnerships that include subseantial finan-
clal participation, provision of aceess servaces, and development of
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transi-supportive plans would result i igh rtings: lack of such
partnerships o lack of local suppore wounld reselt i o low rting,

Early Implementation Experience

Implementativn of the BART system expansion planning process
and criteria began grudually and somewhat Intormally; as statf
members discossed the approach with stakeholders, they were
ollen usked to apply the propesed criteria (o specific prajects o
determine huw they would fare. Not everyone was happy with the
resulls, Some stakehnolders belicved that becanse they had been
BART taxpayers for years, they deserved BART service, and they
were concerned (hal the ridership eriteria would moke i difficult
fowr them o gen that service. Some were put off by the focus on
transit-supporive development, noting that land use was o prurely
focal prerogative, Some were less than happy w note that their
likely ridership levels would not justify the use of BART technol-
ogy. Mevertheless, maost stakeholders recognized the financial real-
ities that propelled the new pelicy, and several local jurisdictions
began work on plans Jor land use and access that are designed o
boost ridership, Several others tarned their attention s somewhat
less costly trunsit alternatives.

Chne jssue that has arisen is how o handle the multiple-station
extension in which ane v more of the stations seem unlikely 1o
attract sufficient ndesship or develop ransit-supportive land wses,
due to lack of murket or political opposition o density, In the case
of an end-of-the-line statson. this situation clearly would be the basis
tor 4 bow rating for that portion of the extension unless the localily
either bought down the costs substantially or found other WIS 10
rapse ndership levels te g by serving is o myjor park-and-ride ooy
tion). Fora midline station, f the outlying stations are justified, then
the marginal costof the station and stops would be the main consid-
eration. It alse has heen sugpested that if o single local jurisdiction
desires multiphe stations, their costs and benetits mght be averaged,
Clearly, this (opac will reguire more attentn.

A second lssue stems from the uncertain teliability of land use
plans and zoning. Because local povernments in Calilormia are free
o maeke changes w plans and soning until development approvals
ire i place. there (5 some risk that & plan o support o sigaificant
transit investment could be revised in g way that would put the
Investment at risk. Strategies for dealing with this contingeney—
meluding pessible agrneements on aperating cost pay ments—have
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been used in two recent extension negotintions and may be applied
muore widely,

CONCLUSIONS

BART 13 now using 4 new planning process for sysiem CRpansion
that seeks o build ridership, match technologies 1o markets, and
seek cosl-eflective solutions, BART uses u strategic opportunity
assessment as an initial, sketch-planning evaluation wl and applies
criteria and a rating system o evaluate proposals at this stage and
the environmental review stage. The rating system serves a dual pur
pese by signaling to lecal jurisdictions both the kinds of sccess and
the land development that would support a BART investment.

Local jurisdictions are being encouraged o prepare a ridership
developmenl plan that puts in place transit-supportive plans, ron-
ing. infrastructure, and services, Application of the new provess
has led to transit-supportive plans and zoning changes in several
local jurisdictions; many other jurisdictions that are not prepared
to ke Jarge changes in land use sre considering lower-cost transit
alternatives,
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