Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting

Wednesday, June 5, 2019 – 1:30 pm
HART Board Room
1201 7th Avenue East, 3rd Floor
Tampa, FL 33605
NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING
AGENDA

1.

CALL TO ORDER

2.

ROLL CALL

3.

PUBLIC COMMENT

(1:30 pm)

Persons wishing to address the Board are requested to complete a “Comment Card” and will be
limited to three (3) minutes. Please see staff prior to the meeting. This public comment period
will be extended for up to 30 minutes.
4.

CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS

A. April 17, 2019 CAC Meeting Minutes
5.

PRESENTATIONS AND/OR ACTION ITEMS

(1:40 pm)

A. Draft Envision 2030 Technical Memorandum #1: Baseline Conditions Report (Bill Ball, Tindale
Oliver)

B. TBARTA Commuter Services Program
C. Flamingo Passes and Transit User Experience Reports
6. INFORMATION AND ANNOUNCEMENT ITEMS

(Cyndi Raskin)
(Bill Jonson)
(2:30 pm)

A. TBARTA Status Reports
i. Catalyst PD&E Update
ii. TBARTA Website Redesign
iii. Legislative Update

B. Upcoming Meetings and Events

(Chris DeAnnuntis)
(Chris Jadick)
(Michael Case)
(Michael Case)

7. NEW BUSINESS

(3:00 pm)

8. ITEMS TO REPORT TO THE TBARTA BOARD

(3:10 pm)

9. COMMITTEE REQUESTS FOR NEXT MEETING AGENDA

(3:15 pm)

A. Cross Bay Ferry Service Plan
B. ITDP BRT Standard Report
10. ADJOURNMENT

(3:30 pm)

Tampa Bay Area Regional Transit Authority meetings are open to the public. If a decision made at a meeting is
appealable, any person who decides to appeal will need a record of the proceedings and may need to ensure a
verbatim record of the proceedings is made, including testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is based.
Pursuant to the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act, any person requiring special accommodations

to participate in a Tampa Bay Area Regional Transit Authority meeting is asked to advise the agency at least 2
business days before the meeting by calling 1(800) 998-7433. If you are hearing or speech impaired, please
contact the agency using the Florida Relay Service, 1(800) 955-8771 (TDD) or 1(800) 955-8770 (Voice).

**Next CAC Meeting**
August 21, 2019 – 1:30 pm
PSTA Auditorium
3201 Scherer Drive
St. Petersburg, FL 33716

TBARTA Citizens Advisory Committee
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05/19/15 (original appointment by
Commissioner Charlie Justice)
07/11/18

Commissioner Janet Long

03/17/18

Mayor Rick Kriseman

12/03/18

Mayor Bob Buckhorn

04/05/18
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Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting
Wednesday, April 17 2019 – 1:30 pm
PSTA Auditorium
3201 Scherer Drive
Saint Petersburg, FL 33716

Meeting Minutes

 Items in red indicate a vote by the Committee.
 Items in blue indicate staff action items.
Committee Members Present:
Bill Jonson, Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority (PSTA) - Chair
Bill Roberts, At-Large
Bob Widmar, Hernando County At-Large
Alan Garman, Hernando County
Hoyt Prindle, Hillsborough County (via phone)
Richard Bedford, Manatee County
Kelly Miller, Pasco County MPO
Travis Norton, Pinellas County
Leonardo Dosoretz, Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority (via phone)
Karen Mullins, Pinellas County MPO
Rick Richmond, Hillsborough County MPO
Committee Members Absent:
Bob Henion, At Large (excused) – Vice Chair
Meeting Attendees:
Michael Case (via phone), Shantell Collette, Jennifer Mendez, Cyndi Raskin, Chris Jadick, Bill
Ball, Bill Sanders (Bradenton City Council-via phone)
Call to Order
o Bill Jonson called the meeting to order at 1:45 p.m.
Public Comment
o none
Consent Agenda Items
 Bill Jonson moved to approve the CAC meeting minutes from February 20, 2019. Motion
seconded, passed 9-0.
Presentation and Discussion Items
 TBARTA Regional Transit Development Plan
• Michael Case introduced the TBARTA project for Bill Ball. The project is now branded
Envision 2030.The first stakeholder meeting for the plan was March 12th at the TBARTA
Transit Management Committee. It is required to include the workforce development
boards in the region, as well as the MPOs and FDOT, so they were also present during
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•
•

•
•

•

•

the meeting. Envision 2030 is going to follow the same guidelines prescribed for local
transit agencies with a focus on regional impact across the five counties. Envision 2030
will also have some additional value-added services, such as defining an organizational
and financial strategy for TBARTA and identifying some regional projects for early
implementation.
Bill Ball stated that the introduction to the TBARTA Regional Transit Development. The
TBARTA RTDP is expected to be completed by September 1, 2020. The service area for
the plan includes all five counties.
We are working closely with the Technical Advisory Group that consists of 12 members,
5 of which come from the transit operators themselves. There are 2 Florida DOT districts
involved: District 1 and District 7. They also added a 12th member from the MPO Staff
Directors, so they also have representation.
Bill Ball is envisioning a 16-month schedule, and the draft plan will be completed by
January or February of 2020, with final adoption in April or May of 2020. The CAC will be
updated along the way.
There are five project objectives:
 Ensure compliance with legislative requirements
 Establish regional transit vision
 Define TBARTA organizational and financial strategy
 Identify regional projects for early implementation
 Develop implementation and action plan
The goal of Envision 2030 is to lay out what TBARTA’s role is supposed to be in
transportation. They are checking regional projects across the country for examples of
best practices. Currently looking at the Atlanta region. Atlanta changed their whole
regional transit structure last year with the Atlanta Region Transit Link Authority, and
have many similarities with the Tampa Bay region, and involves multiple transit systems
and multiple counties. They are working on identifying five other areas around the
country to learn from.
There is a webpage for the Envision 2030 project on the TBARTA website, and more
information will be added over time.
o Bill Jonson stated he would like more information on the public involvement plan.
Bill Ball responded that it was worked on with TBARTA staff and has been formally
submitted to the FDOT. It must be approved first before continuing with the process,
but it is underway. There will be outreach meetings in May where they will listen
and facilitate a survey to get input into the needs and assessments for regional
transit. The focus for these surveys will be at farmers markets, where there will
already be a lot of people.
o Kelly Miller asked if Bill is looking to do a MetroQuest survey. Bill Ball replied that
the first round will be a quick survey. For the second round of outreach in
September, the survey will be through MetroQuest. Kelly asked would they be
reaching out to community groups through neighborhood associations, or are they
looking more towards an activity center. Bill Ball replied that the formal outreach is
more towards a major event in each county.
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o Bill Jonson asked if they will be reaching out to people who currently use public
transit. Bill Ball replied that public outreach has been done in the last two years as
part of the Regional Transit Feasibility Plan and the Local Transit Development Plan,
and there is already a lot of information there that needs to be taken advantage of.
There are also onboard surveys from local plans that have been conducted within
the past two years. They can then decide if there is anything missing that they
should target over the next few months.
o Bill Roberts noticed on one of the slides that compliance with the TBARTA Act is
listed as one of the study areas. He asked would they be looking at that Act to make
recommendations on how it may be modified to better improve the effectiveness of
TBARTA. Bill Ball replied that it is definitely on the table as they go through the
planning process. Bill Roberts replied that he hopes he would do that, because
TBARTA has been hampered since its’ conception by credibility to operate an actual
system. Kelly Miller agreed with Bill Roberts.
o Karen Mullins asked what percentage we are looking at with capital funding vs.
maintenance and operational funding. Bill Ball replied that the funding sources are
not there for TBARTA right now, so they will look at potential funding sources and
the flexibility that each source has.
o Michael Case asked Bill Ball to discuss what the focus of the initial outreach
meetings will be. He recommends that they focus on the farmer’s markets due to
the amount of passer-by traffic. They can provide information about the project and
have them complete the 10-question survey at an information booth. It is really an
information distribution forum, while receiving input on regional transportation
needs. They have sent the recommendation to staff earlier this week to finalize
which locations they will be. As soon as there is a completed list, a flier will be sent
to the CAC, other committees, and the board.
o Bill Jonson asked about attending festivals as well. Bill Ball replied that the farmers
markets occur more regularly than festivals. He also stated that if anyone knows of
events occurring in May that they feel should be attended, to let them know. They
are also taking suggestions for any ideas for the fall outreach.
o Kelly Miller stated that Bill Ball may want to look into the emergency management
areas when hurricane season discussions begin. September may be the best time
because people are thinking about evacuation and transit options.
o Bill Jonson asked in what ways are we reaching out to the economically
disadvantaged neighborhoods and different age groups. Bill Ball replied that their
assessment of the local public involvement will help identify where they may come
up short, and they can decide the best way to reach those communities.
o Bob Widmar asked if they planned on reaching out to the Tampa Bay Rays,
Buccaneers, or Lightning management about what they see. Bill ball replied that
they are scheduled to speak with the Tampa Bay Partnership in June or July, as there
are many large businesses represented on that committee.
o David Goodwin asked what the time frame for the outreach is. Bill Ball replied that
the initial outreach is before school is out for summer, and the second round is in
late August, early September.
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 Flamingo Passes and Transit User Experience Follow Up
• The Flamingo Passes were an action item from the previous CAC meeting. The
Committee was offered the opportunity to receive a Flamingo Pass and travel via bus
throughout the region to submit their experiences to the Committee.
o The passes will be ready next Tuesday, April 23rd. A TBARTA employee will pick them
up when they are ready. They can either be picked up from the TBARTA office or
mailed individually. Michael is still waiting to receive the requested information
from Alan Garman, Rick Bedford, and Travis Norton.
Information and Announcement Items
 TBARTA Activities Report
Catalyst PD&E Update
o Bill Jonson asked for an update on the PD&E process, how it would work from the
customers viewpoint, and when the opportunity will be present. Michael Case
replied that it will be presented after the contract is awarded. It is still in the
procurement phase with $5M that the FDOT set aside, which is all consultant fees.
The opportunities for input will be fluid throughout the entire project. The
agreement will be considered at the finance meeting April 19th. The public
involvement plan will outline all the key points for input and will closely follow state
and federal requirements. An alternatives workshop is one of the first things that
will be done as a part of the scope. The workshop will go through the whole concept
that was put together from the Regional Transit Feasibility Plan and get public input.
Once the procurement process is complete, there will be a timeframe. This will be a
standing item on all future CAC meetings moving forward.
o Bill Jonson stated that he copied the action item that is proposed for this Friday from
the finance committee and had it distributed to the members. It is regarding the
three-year contract with WSP. It is a significant award of a contract. Michael Case
replied that while that is public information, please consider that we are currently in
a cone of silence and must be careful about anything we discuss regarding this prior
to having a recommendation from the finance committee.
o Alan Garman asked if it is typical to only have one supplier. Michael replied that
there are procurement practices that give direction on if you have one or two
suppliers and responses within an RFP or an RFQ and how to proceed. Al Burns, the
acting Procurement Director is completing the process.
o Travis Norton asked if this a particular set of PD&E that only a few firms globally or
in America can do or is it something that many companies can do. Michael Case
replied that the project has a very long corridor that’s looking at a lot of different
possibilities and potential operating scenarios. There are a lot of companies that can
go through the process of developing a locally preferred alternative, but there aren’t
many that can go all the way as far as developing that plan. The number of firms that
could fulfill all the elements of the scope asked for is very limited.
o Travis Norton asked if there is a profile for WSP. Michael replied there is background
information available in their proposal, which is under the cone of silence. That
information will not be released until after a recommendation is made.
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o Kelly Miller added that there is quite a bit of information on their website, WSP.com,
and they have an active transportation department.
o Bill Jonson stated that some of these engineering firms can be great during the
process per FTA, but do they get out and understand the community experience. He
is more interested in their community experience. Michael Case stated there will be
more information to share very shortly.
TBARTA Website Redesign
o Michael Case stated that we have contracted with FKQ to update the existing
TBARTA website. FKQ is ensuring that the website has the information, functionality,
mobile friendliness, and usability needed as a public transit agency. The website
design needs to be aesthetically pleasing and easy to navigate. FKQ also updated the
PSTA website.
o Cindy Raskin, Director of Commuter Services and Chris Jadick, Director of
Communications introduced themselves. Michael Case stated his appreciation for
them.
o Bill Roberts commented on the new website being easily updated and stated it is a
critical piece to keeping people engaged. The website is very outdated and needs to
be corrected. Cindy Raskin replied that they are making corrections to old content in
the interim the entire website is updated.
Agency Staffing
o Michael Case stated a Senior Accountant has recently been hired as well as a Senior
Planner who is set to start on April 22nd. There is an opening for a Principal Planner.
Legislative Activities
o Michael Case stated that the request for appropriations from the state
transportation trust fund has made it into the Senate budget proposal, and we are
currently looking at a recurring sum of $1.5M. We will be finding out relatively
quickly whether Governor DeSantis will sign off to secure that funding for the
agency.
Committee Requests for Next Meeting Agenda
• Community outreach for the RTDP
• Envision 2030 Plan baseline conditions presentation
• Flamingo Pass Update
• Website Update
• PD&E Catalyst Update
• Ferry Service
Adjournment 3:11 p.m.
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PRESENTATION: Draft Envision 2030 Technical Memorandum #1: Baseline Conditions Report
MEETING DATE: June 5, 2019
Action: None, information only
Staff Resource:

Michael Case, Principal Planner and Project Manager

Details:
• The Envision 2030 Regional Transit Development Plan (RTDP) was introduced to the
Committee at their April 17, 2019 meeting, and Bill Ball of Tindale Oliver presented an
overview of the goals, objectives and schedule for the project. These include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ensure compliance with legislative requirements
Establish regional transit vision
Define TBARTA organizational and financial strategy
Identify regional projects for early implementation
Develop implementation and action plan
16-month schedule, with anticipated completion by August 2020.

TBARTA kicked off the first phase of public outreach in early May, focusing on a large
event in each county to provide a wide cross-section of participants in a regional transit
needs survey, live until July 1, 2019 at the links below.
•
•

Envision 2030 Transit Needs Survey (English) –
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/Envision2030TransitNeeds
Envision 2030 Transit Needs Survey (Español) https://es.surveymonkey.com/r/EncuestadeNecesidadesdeTransitodeEnvision2030

•

The consultant, Tindale Oliver, is concurrently working on the first Technical
Memorandum – Baseline Conditions, documenting the existing and forecasted
conditions and demographic characteristics of the Tampa Bay region. The findings from
this report, along with public input, will be used to establish a context on which areas of
need and opportunity for future regional transit services can be identified.

•

Bill Ball of Tindale Oliver will present key findings from the Baseline Conditions report to
the Committee for discussion and feedback, as well as preliminary results from the
survey.

Attachments:
• Baseline Conditions Presentation Slides
• Draft Technical Memorandum #1: Baseline Conditions
• Existing Regional Transit Services Map
• Peer Region Selections
• TBARTA Envision 2030 Bilingual Fact Sheet
• Project Schedule

Regional Transit
Development Plan (RTDP)

Citizens Advisory
Committee
June 5, 2019

Agenda
• Technical Advisory Group – Membership Update
• Baseline Conditions
• Existing Regional Transit Services
• Public Outreach
• Peer Region Selection
• Next Steps

1

Technical Advisory Group –
Membership Update

12 members
• 5 Reps from each transit agency
• 2 Reps from FDOT Districts 1 and 7
• 4 Reps from regional Workforce Boards
• New addition: 1 rep from MPO CCC Staff Directors
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Population
Distribution
(2015 vs 2045)
2015 Total = 3.25 M
2015

177K

1.3M

349K

484K

.94M

2045 Total = 4.65 M
2045

270K

2.01M

Hernando

Hillsborough

546K

Manatee

795K

Pasco

1.03M

Pinellas

3

Population Growth (2000-2018)
Hernando

2018
Population
185,604

% of Region
Total
5%

% Change
2000-2018
41.9%

Hillsborough

1,408,864

41%

41.0%

Manatee
Pasco
Pinellas
Region Total

377,826
515,077
970,532
3,457,903

11%
15%
28%
100%

43.1%
49.4%
5.3%
30.0%

County
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Baseline Conditions
Age
100%
90%

5%

5%

6%

7%

8%

9%

10%

15%

15%

17%

18%

17%

16%

15%

14%

14%

13%

11%

11%

11%

11%

37%

37%

36%

36%

36%

36%

36%

80%
70%

20% of population
is 65+ years;
25% by 2045

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

8%

8%

8%

8%

8%

8%

8%

15%

15%

15%

15%

15%

15%

15%

6%

6%

6%

6%

6%

5%

5%

2017

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

2045

0-4

5-17

18-24

25-54

55-64

65-79

25% of population are
millennials that exhibit
shifting transportation
preferences

80+
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Baseline Conditions
Commuting Travel Time
<10 min

5.1%

9.1%
11.7%

10-19 min

28.0%

13.5%

20-29 min

45-59 min
60+ min

80% drive alone
1.3% use transit in 2017
(trends consistent since 2000)

22.9%
21.9%
23.4%

30-44 min
9.4%

15.9%
31.9%

7.3%
Transit

Drove Alone

Commute Times <20 minutes:
• 17% transit riders
• 37% drive alone

Commute Times >60 minutes:
• 32% transit riders
• 7% drive alone
6

Baseline Conditions
Worker Flows
44%
31%

8%

9%

12%

Percentage of
Workers Who
Travel to Another
County for Work
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Baseline Conditions
Income • 14.5% of population live below the poverty level
( 3.4% since 2000)
• 50% of households have 0-1 vehicle

System (County)

On-Board Survey
Year

% Riders with Annual
Household Income <$25,000
from On-Board

THEBus (Hernando)
HART (Hillsborough)
MCAT (Manatee)*
PCPT (Pasco)*
PSTA (Pinellas)

n/a
2014
2018
2018
2018

n/a
76%
93%
27%
57%

*Reflects households with annual incomes of <$30,000 based on breakdown
of income categories available from the on-board survey data.

% of Countywide
Population <$25,000
Annual Household
Income

25%
23%
22%
24%
25%
8

Baseline Conditions
Minorities/LEP Population
• 35% of population are minorities
• 7% of population is Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
• 72% of all LEPs are Spanish-speaking
System (County)

THEBus (Hernando)
HART (Hillsborough)
MCAT (Manatee)
PCPT (Pasco)
PSTA (Pinellas)

On-Board
Survey Year

% Minority Riders
from On-Board

% Minority of
Countywide
Population

n/a
2018
2018
2018
2018

n/a
75%
52%
30%
60%

21%
50%
28%
24%
25%

% of transit riders
who are
minorities are
disproportionately
higher than the
general county
population
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Existing Regional Transit Services
• Intercounty routes
• Routes between regional activity centers
(Regional Transit Feasibility Plan (RTFP) +
Bradenton)
• Regionally significant local routes
(Critical to completing the regional transit
vision network)
10

Existing Regional Transit Services
North Region

Central Region

South Region

Refer to the existing
regional transit service
map in agenda packet
11

Public Outreach
• Branding
• Bilingual online regional transit needs survey
• Bilingual information flier
• Envision 2030 webpage
Tbarta-envision2030.com
• Project information
• Comment/question form
• Survey links

• Media, email, and social media campaigns
12

Public Outreach
• Five early outreach events

• Tampa Train Day (Hillsborough) – May 11th
• Saturday Market (Pinellas) – May 18th
• Brooksville Farmers Market (Hernando) – May 19th
• Bradenton Farmers Market (Manatee) – May 25th
• Fresh Market at Wiregrass (Pasco) – June 1st

13

Envision 2030 Survey

• 415 surveys completed (as of May 28th)
Community Awareness of TBARTA?
• Yes (of both agency and purpose) 57%
• Yes (of TBARTA but not purpose) 28%
• No 15%
Being able to travel around the
region using transit is?
• Very important 57%
• Somewhat important 28%
• Unsure 9%
• Not important at all 6%
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Envision 2030 Survey
Ridden local transit in last year?
• No 34%
• Yes 66%
How often do you ride transit?
• Daily 11%
• Weekly 14%
• Monthly 17%
• Every few months 58%

Where would you like to take transit?
(multiple answers allowed)
• Work 54%
• Airports/ports 81%
• Hotels/destinations 64%
• Universities/colleges/schools 27%
• Hospitals 24%
• Entertainment 78%
• No specific place 4%
• Other 11%

15

Public Outreach Contacts
(as of May 28th)
Activity

Estimated Number of
Contacts

Online Surveys

415

Public Outreach Events (5)

~250

Website Comment Forms

51

Social Media Reaches

989

Envision 2030 Stakeholder Contacts

189

TBARTA Email Communications
Total Contacts to Date

280+ requests to
receive TBARTA
weekly e-newsletters
or Envision 2030
emails

2,089
~4,000+
16

Public Outreach Contacts
Zip Code Evaluation (as of May 28th)
• 68% of all ZIP codes reached
• Focus areas for future outreach:

• Eastern Pasco County (Dade City area)
• Northeast Hillsborough County (Plant
City area)
• North Pinellas County
• Central Pinellas County
• Partner with other agencies to spread
the word in each county
17

Peer Region Selection Process
Step 1:
Scan Nation

Identify
15 to 20
Potential
Peer
Regions

Step 3:
Prepare Case
Studies

Step 2:
Screen with Focus Areas
Regional Coordination

System Planning

•
•
•

Policy / Governance

•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Operations

Unified Plan
Technology Integration
Unified Branding
Clear Roles
Impartial Process

Regional Standards
Service Equity
Engagement
Priorities
Action Oriented
Integrated Systems
Seamless Experience

Funding

•
•

•
•
•

Florida Context

Sustainability
Alternative Sources
Bonding Authority

•
•

🚏🚏

Prepare Case
Studies for
Top 6 Peer
Regions

Rules & Regulations
Partnerships
18

Peer Region Selection

19

Next Steps
• Finalize Tech Memo 1: Baseline Conditions
• Conduct trend analysis and peer region evaluation
• Analyze results of needs survey (online until July 1)
• Develop baseline ridership forecast
• Early presentations

• Completed: MPO Staff Directors, TBARTA CAC, TBARTA Board
• Upcoming: TMA Leadership Group, Tampa Bay Partnership, Chairs
Coordinating Committee
20
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Regional Transit Development Plan

Technical Memorandum 1
Baseline Conditions
Revised Draft
May 29, 2019

Prepared for

Prepared by
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Introduction
During the 2017 Florida Legislative Session, the Tampa Bay Area Regional Transit Authority (TBARTA)
underwent changes to its name and organization as part of Senate Bill (SB) 1672 (known as the “TBARTA
Act”). The updates to the legislation changed the name and focus of the agency from the Tampa Bay
Area Regional Transportation Authority and reduced the agency membership counties from seven to
five. The five‐county region includes Hernando, Hillsborough, Manatee, Pasco, and Pinellas. Reference
to the “Tampa Bay region” herein includes all five counties unless otherwise noted.
As described in SB 1672, TBARTA is required to develop a Regional Transit Development Plan (RTDP).
This first RTDP, branded Envision 2030: The Future of Transit in Tampa Bay, is a strategic guide for
TBARTA and its partner agencies, representing the regional vision for transit in the Tampa Bay region
during the next 10 years. Envision 2030 must meet the requirements of the TBARTA Act, Chapter 14‐
73.001, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), and other relevant State and Federal requirements and will
include the following major elements:










Public involvement plan and process
Baseline data compilation and analysis (review of regional demographic and travel behavior
characteristics)
Performance evaluation of existing services
Situation appraisal (agency strengths and weaknesses; external barriers and opportunities;
estimation of demand for transit)
Vision, mission, and goals
Transit demand and mobility needs
Regional transit needs and enhancements (funded and unfunded)
10‐year implementation and financial plan (projected costs and revenues)
Organizational structure and role of TBARTA

Upon completion, Envision 2030 will cover the 10‐year planning horizon for Fiscal Years (FYs) 2021–2030
and will be adopted by the TBARTA Board and submitted for acceptance by Florida Department of
Transportation (FDOT) Districts 1 and 7 prior to the September 1, 2020, deadline.
This first of five technical memoranda to be prepared for Envision 2030 documents the existing and
forecasted conditions and demographic characteristics of the Tampa Bay region.
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Baseline Conditions
This section summarizes the existing and forecasted conditions and demographic characteristics within
the Tampa Bay region. This information helps to establish the context for the delivery of regional transit
services and provides background information needed to understand TBARTA’s operating environment.
It also provides the foundation upon which to review trends and forecasts used to identify areas of need
and opportunity for future regional transit services.
As part of this evaluation, the following components were reviewed:








TBARTA’s service area
Population and employment trends
Land use considerations
Demographic and socio‐economic trends
Travel behavior and commuting trends; major regional activity centers
Transportation Disadvantaged (TD) population trends
Tourism

Information and data herein reflect the most recent information available at the time of preparation of
this plan. Primary data sources include the U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS)
5‐Year Estimates, the University of Florida’s Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR), and
other sources as noted.

Service Area
TBARTA’s five‐county service area is the study area for Envision 2030. Each county in the region has its
unique attractors, development patterns, and future growth potential. The region is bordered by Citrus
County to the north; Sumter, Polk, Hardee, and DeSoto counties to the east; Sarasota County to the
south; and the Gulf of Mexico to the west. The total land area of the region is 3,256 square miles.1
Five transit agencies operate service in the region:






Hillsborough Area Regional Transit (HART)
Manatee Area County Transit (MCAT)
Pasco County Public Transportation (PCPT)
Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority (PSTA)
THEBus (Hernando County)

In addition to fixed‐route and paratransit services, the Cross‐Bay Ferry operates between downtown St.
Petersburg and downtown Tampa. Since its inception in 2016, the ferry has operated seasonally
between November and April. In April 2019, it was announced that plans are underway to establish a
public‐private partnership to provide year‐round ferry service starting in 2022. Map 2‐1 illustrates the
Envision 2030 study area and existing transit systems within each county.
1

Source: US Census Bureau Quick Facts.
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Map 2‐1: Envision 2030 Study Area
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Population Characteristics
The population profile of the region in terms of where people live today and where growth is projected
to occur over time is a critical component to planning for regional transit needs.

Historical Population Growth
As shown in Table 2‐1, the region’s population grew from 2.66 million to 3.46 million residents, an
increase of 30% between 2000 and 2018. Except for Pinellas County, the population of each county grew
41–49% during this period, with Pasco County experiencing the highest growth rate. Pinellas County’s
population only grew by 5%, but its development potential is quite different from the other counties;
nearly built‐out,2 most of its growth potential has and will continue to be from redevelopment, whereas
the other counties have varying amounts of raw developable land, particularly in unincorporated areas.
The percentage of the region’s total population in Hernando County remained stable at 5% of the total,
and Pinellas County’s portion of the total decreased by 7%. The proportion of regional population
increased in Hillsborough, Pasco, and Manatee counties, with Hillsborough County experiencing the
highest increase, at 3%.
Table 2‐1: Historical Population Growth by County, 2000–2018
County
Hernando
Hillsborough
Manatee
Pasco
Pinellas
Region Total

2000
130,802
998,948
264,002
344,765
921,482
2,659,999

% of
Region
Total–2000
5%
37%
10%
13%
35%
100%

2010

2018

172,778
1,229,226
322,833
464,697
916,542
3,106,076

185,604
1,408,864
377,826
515,077
970,532
3,457,903

% of
Region
Total–2018
5%
41%
11%
15%
28%
100%

% Change
2000–2018
41.9%
41.0%
43.1%
49.4%
5.3%
30.0%

Source: BEBR 2018 Florida Statistical Abstract

Population characteristics within the region vary in terms of where residents live related to cities vs.
unincorporated areas. Most residents in four of the counties live in the unincorporated area—Hernando
(95%), Pasco (91%), Manatee (79%), and Hillsborough (68%). Conversely, most of Pinellas County’s
population (72%) lives within one of its 24 municipalities/towns. Table 2‐2 summarizes population
changes for the largest incorporated areas within each county, other incorporated area totals (where
appropriate), and the unincorporated county populations. During this eight‐year period, unincorporated
Hillsborough County experienced the highest absolute growth, at nearly 131,000 new residents.

2

Less than 4% recorded vacant parcels, per Pinellas County Property Appraiser 2018 Final Tax Roll.
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Table 2‐2: Incorporated vs. Unincorporated Population Growth, 2010–2018
County

City

Hernando

Brooksville*
Unincorporated
Plant City
Tampa*
Temple Terrace
Unincorporated County
Bradenton*
Other Incorporated Areas
Unincorporated
New Port Richey
Zephyrhills
Other Incorporated Areas
Unincorporated County
St. Petersburg
Clearwater*
Largo
Pinellas park
Other Incorporated Areas
Unincorporated County

Hillsborough

Manatee

Pasco

Pinellas

Total

2010
7,719
165,059
34,721
335,709
24,541
834,255
49,546
21,514
251,773
14,911
13,288
11,586
424,912
244,769
107,685
77,648
49,079
166,867
270,494
3,106,076

2018
8,410
177,194
38,938
378,531
26,512
964,883
56,157
22,462
299,207
15,863
15,839
12,654
470,721
266,076
115,589
83,526
53,144
175,707
276,490
3,457,903

Absolute
Growth 2010–
2018
691
12,135
4,217
42,822
1,971
130,628
6,611
948
47,434
952
2,551
1,068
45,809
21,307
7,904
5,878
4,065
8,840
5,996
351,827

% Change
2010–2018
9%
7%
12%
13%
8%
16%
13%
4%
19%
6%
19%
9%
11%
9%
7%
8%
8%
5%
2%
11%

*County seat
Source: BEBR 2018 Florida Statistical Abstract

Population Forecasts
Population forecasts, as illustrated in Figure 2‐1, estimate that the region’s population will grow by 43%
to more than 4.65 million residents by 2045. Pasco County is projected to experience the greatest
growth in population (64%) by 2045, while Hillsborough County is projected to gain the greatest number
of new residents (nearly 711,000, or 51% of the region’s projected 1.4 million new residents).
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Figure 2‐1: Projected Population Growth, 2015–2045
2015

177K

2045 270K

1.3M

2.01M
Hernando

Hillsborough

349K

484K

546K
Manatee

.94M

795K
Pasco

1.03M

Total 3.25 M

Total 4.65 M

Pinellas

Source: Tampa Bay Regional Planning Model 2015 and 2045 socio‐economic data for Hernando,
Hillsborough, Pasco, and Pinellas. BEBR 2015 population estimates and 2018 Florida Statistical
Abstract for 2045 medium projections shown for Manatee County as 2045 socioeconomic data are
in the process of being prepared.

Population and Employment Densities
To help assess the propensity and viability of regional transit services, dwelling unit, population and
employment densities were examined using FDOT District 1 and District 7 2040 regional planning model
data interpolated to the base year (2019) and future year (2030).

Dwelling Unit and Population Densities
Population densities range considerably within the region. From a county‐level perspective, Pinellas is
the most densely‐populated, with an average of 3,347 residents per square mile. Hernando is the least
densely‐populated county, with an average of 366 residents per square mile.
Existing vs. future dwelling unit densities for the Tampa Bay region are presented in Maps 2‐2 and 2‐3,
respectively. Areas with the highest concentrations of dwelling units per acre are primarily in Pinellas
County (downtown St. Petersburg and Largo) and Hillsborough County (downtown Tampa, Westshore,
and the University area of Tampa, which includes the University of South Florida’s (USF) main campus).
Between now and 2030, dwelling unit densities are projected to intensify greatest in these areas,
primarily driven by redevelopment and growth in multi‐family units.
Existing and future population densities for the Tampa Bay region are presented in Maps 2‐4 and 2‐5,
respectively. Areas with the highest concentrations of population per acre are primarily in downtown St.
Petersburg and Hillsborough County (downtown Tampa, Westshore, the University area, and Temple
Terrace). Between now and 2030, population densities are projected to intensify primarily in these areas
consistent with projected growth in dwelling units. Moderate population densities are also projected in
areas extending from the denser urban areas and in more suburban areas (e.g., areas surrounding
Bradenton, Brandon, New Port Richey, Wesley Chapel, etc.).
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Map 2‐2: 2019 Dwelling Unit Density
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Map 2‐3: 2030 Dwelling Unit Density
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Map 2‐4: 2019 Population Density
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Map 2‐5: 2030 Population Density

Envision 2030 Technical Memorandum 1

2‐9

Employment Densities
Employment densities per acre also help to identify transit‐supportive areas from a regional perspective,
as commute trips play an essential role in where regional transit service is needed. Major employment
centers, including downtown St. Petersburg, downtown Tampa, Westshore, the Greater Gateway area,
and USF’s main campus, are areas with the highest concentration of employees per acre. As shown in
Maps 2‐6 and 2‐7, by 2030 these areas along with New Port Richey and the SR 54/56 corridor in Pasco
County and Bradenton in Manatee County will continue to see increased employment densities, further
supporting regional transit service to and within these major employment hubs.

Land Use
Transportation and land use have a very symbiotic relationship. The type and placement of
transportation systems strongly affects land use patterns, while the types and mix of land uses affects
travel patterns and supportiveness of certain modes, including transit. Within the Tampa Bay region, city
and county government agencies are responsible for land use decisions, including establishing zoning
regulations and setting future land use policies. While there is not a single future land use plan for the
entire five‐county region, future dwelling unit, population, and employment densities previously
reviewed provide valuable insight into where future development is planned and projected population
and employment growth is anticipated to occur as a result.
As part of the Situation Appraisal to be conducted as a later task during Envision 2030, a more in‐depth
review of county and local land use policies that may influence the provision and location of regional
transit projects will be undertaken.
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Map 2‐6: 2019 Employment Density per Acre
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Map 2‐7: 2030 Employment Density
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Age Distribution
Figure 2‐2 illustrates the existing and projected distribution of population by age cohort for the Tampa
Bay region. In 2017 (latest year data are available), 20% of the Tampa Bay region’s residents were over
age 65, with one‐quarter of this population group age 80 or older. By 2045, the percentage of residents
age 65 and older is expected to increase to 25% of the total population, a growth of 25% during this
28‐year period. By 2045, the percentage of residents age 80 and older is projected to double, from 5% to
10% of the region’s total population. The growth in older adults is a result of the “baby boomer”
generation aging and the region’s warm weather and relative affordability continuing to attract retirees
and older adults. Growth within this age cohort is an important consideration for transit, as a person’s
ability to drive is often reduced with age, leading to demand for other transportation options. The
percentage of residents age 65 and older in the Tampa Bay region is proportional to that of Florida’s
population. Map 2‐8 shows the block groups with higher concentrations of population age 65 and over.
Areas within the region with the highest concentrations of this age cohort are more suburban/rural
areas with generally less transit service (in terms of coverage and frequency) than in the more urbanized
areas.
Millennials, or persons born between 1982 and 2000,3 are the nation’s largest generation and exhibit
different transportation needs and preferences than prior generations. Millennials tend to drive less and
desire more choices and flexibility in transportation options, particularly in urbanized areas.4 Younger
adults born after millennials, referred to as Generation Z, are continuing to exhibit these same
preferences, indicating a more permanent shift in transportation habits. The percentage of adults that
are generally defined as millennials currently comprises 25% of the region’s population. Hillsborough
County has both the highest percentage (nearly 29%) and number of millennials (nearly 403,000) of the
five counties.5
The proportion of the population ages 18–54 is projected to remain relatively steady between now and
2045. This age cohort represents most working‐age residents or adult students, many of whom
commute daily to school or work, therefore placing a high demand on transportation infrastructure. This
population group includes both transit‐dependent residents (those who rely on transit due to financial
or other reasons) and “choice riders” (those who elect to use transit for commute or other trips).

3

As defined by the U.S. Census Bureau.
American Association of Public Transportation (APTA), Millennials and Mobility: Understanding the Millennial
Mindset and New Opportunities for Transit Providers (2013).
5
Source: ACS 2013‐2017 Five‐Year Estimates. Percentage reflects adults age 20‐39, which is the closest age range
to millennials available from the ACS dataset.
4
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Figure 2‐2: Existing and Projected Age Distribution, 2017–2045
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Map 2‐8: Population Age 65 and Over, 2017
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Income and Education
Income is an important aspect to consider when evaluating a community’s public transit needs.
Although dependent on several factors, including household size and expenses, households with lower
incomes are more likely to have less discretionary income. This may make car ownership or non‐
essential travel by car more difficult and increase reliance on transit.

Household Income
According to the 2013–2017 ACS 5‐Year Estimates, approximately 24% of the region’s households earn
less than $25,000 annually, which is approximately half of the region’s median household income
($49,746). Only 19% of the region’s households make twice or more of the median household income.
Figure 2‐3 shows the aggregate distribution of income for residents in the Tampa Bay region.
Figure 2‐3: Household Income Distribution, 2017

$100,000 or more – 19%
$75,000 to $99,999 – 12%

$50,000 to $74,999 – 19%
$35,000 to $49,999 – 15%

$25,000 to $34,999 – 11%
$24,999 or less – 24%

Source: ACS 2013–2017 5‐Year Estimates

Poverty Levels
Persons living in poverty represent those with the lowest household incomes and therefore the greatest
need for transit service if no other form of transportation is available. An individual’s poverty status is
based on their household’s annual income compared to the poverty threshold appropriate for that
person’s family size and composition. If the total income of a person’s family is less than the appropriate
threshold, then the person is considered “below the poverty level” together with every member of his
or her family. Map 2‐9 shows the areas of the region where poverty levels are most concentrated.
Poverty levels are highest in southeast St. Petersburg and areas north of downtown Tampa.
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Map 2‐9: Population Below Poverty Level, 2017
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As shown in Table 2‐3, the percentage of persons below the poverty threshold for the Tampa Bay region
increased from 11% of the total population6 to 14.5% between 2000 and 2017. During this time,
Hillsborough County experienced the highest increase in population below poverty (4%), and Pasco
County experienced the lowest increase (2.9%).
Table 2‐3: Percentage of Population in Poverty, 2010–2017
County
Hernando
Hillsborough
Manatee
Pasco
Pinellas
Region Total

2000 % of
Population Below
Poverty
12.5%
10.3%
10.1%
10.7%
10.0%
11.0%

2017 % of
Population Below
Poverty
15.7%
14.3%
13.4%
13.6%
13.7%
14.5%

Absolute %
Change
2000–2017
3.1%
4.0%
3.4%
2.9%
3.7%
3.4%

Source: Census 2000 and ACS 2013–2017 5‐Year Estimates.

National research indicates that, generally, a higher proportion of transit riders are from lower income
households compared to the overall population. As previously noted, income can be a significant
indicator of transit need and dependence. Based on a review of recent on‐board survey data from each
of the region’s five transit systems, the percentage of transit riders in the Tampa Bay region that are
from lower income households is disproportionately higher than the percentage of the respective
general county population for all counties but Pasco (Table 2‐4).
Table 2‐4: Percentage of Lower Income Transit Riders vs. Countywide Population
System (County)
THEBus (Hernando)1
HART (Hillsborough)
MCAT (Manatee)1
PCPT (Pasco)1
PSTA (Pinellas)

On‐Board
Survey Year
n/a
2014
2018
2018
2018

% Riders with Annual
Household Income
<$25,000 (or <$30,0001)
from On‐Board Survey
n/a
76%
93%
27%
57%

% of Countywide
Population <$25,000
Annual Household
Income
25%
23%
22%
24%
25%

Sources: Survey data: 2018 Major TDP updates for HART, MCAT, and PCPT; 2018 on‐board survey for PSTA; income
data for THEBus not available for a significant enough sample size relative to total system ridership.
Countywide income data: ACS 2013–2017 5‐Year Estimates.
1 Reflects households with annual incomes of <$30,000 based on breakdown of income categories available from the
on‐board survey data.

6 Poverty

status was determined for all except persons who are institutionalized, in molarity quarters, and in college dormitories
and unrelated individuals under age 15. Therefore, the total population for whom poverty status is determined is slightly less
than the total county and aggregate region population totals previously presented in this report.
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Minority and Limited English Proficiency Populations
Agencies that use federal dollars to fund public transit are required to ensure that minorities are not
discriminated against in accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and also must take reasonable
steps to ensure meaningful access to their programs and activities by Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
persons (those who speak English “less than very well”). Understanding where minorities and LEP
populations in the region live helps to ensure that Federal requirements in the planning process are met
and that public outreach efforts are tailored to encourage participation of these population groups in
the Envision 2030 process. Furthermore, understanding the minority profile of the community is
important in identifying future transit needs, as minorities historically represent a higher percentage of
transit riders than the overall population.

Racial and Ethnic Minorities
Figure 2‐4 illustrates the racial and ethnic characteristics of the Tampa Bay region. For purposes of this
analysis, racial minority is defined by the U.S. Census Bureau as persons who are non‐White race (e.g.,
Black/African American, American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander,
some other non‐White race, or a combination of two or more races). An ethnic minority is defined as
persons who are Hispanic or Latino. Although Hispanic and Latino are considered minorities, they are
defined by the U.S. Census Bureau as an ethnicity rather than a race. People who identify as Hispanic or
Latino may be of any race.
The majority (65%) of the Tampa Bay region’s population is White, and the remaining 35% are minorities
of various racial or ethnic groups. Of the minority population, the highest percentage are Hispanic or
Latinos (18%), followed by Black/African American (11%).
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Figure 2‐4: Minority Population, 2017
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Islander
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Source: ACS 2013–2017 5‐Year Estimates

As shown in Table 2‐5, Hillsborough County is the most diverse in the region, with 50% minority
population, and Hernando County is the least diverse, with 21% minority population. As previously
mentioned, understanding the minority profile of the community is important when planning for transit
because, nationally, transit riders are disproportionately minorities with low to moderate incomes. The
Tampa Bay region is no exception. Based on a review of most recent on‐board survey data from transit
systems in Pasco, Pinellas, Hillsborough, and Manatee counties, the percentage of transit riders who are
minorities is disproportionately higher than the respective general county population.
Table 2‐5: Percentage of Minority Transit Riders vs. Countywide Population
System (County)
THEBus (Hernando)
HART (Hillsborough)
MCAT (Manatee)
PCPT (Pasco)
PSTA (Pinellas)

On‐Board Survey
Year
n/a
2014
2018
2018
2018

% Minority Riders
from On‐Board
n/a
75%
52%
30%
60%

% Minority of
Countywide Population
21%
50%
28%
24%
25%

Sources: Survey data: 2018 Major TDP updates for HART, MCAT, and PCPT; 2018 on‐board survey conducted for
PSTA; rider race/ ethnicity data for THEBus are not available. Countywide minority population data: ACS 2013–
2017 5‐Year Estimates.

As shown in Map 2‐10, minority populations are concentrated primarily in the more urbanized areas of
the region, particularly in Hillsborough County, south St. Petersburg, and around Bradenton.
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Map 2‐10: Percentage of Minority Population, 2017
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Limited English Proficiency
Most of the region’s population age 5 and older (93%) speak only English or another language but also
speak English “very well” (Table 2‐6). The remaining 7% include those who speak English “less than very
well” and are thus classified as LEP persons. Of the region’s LEP population, the majority (72%) are
Spanish‐speaking LEP persons.
Table 2‐6: Tampa Bay Region Limited English Proficiency Profile, 2017
Population Segment
Total Region Population > Age 5
Speak English only or “very well”
Speak English “less than very well” or LEP persons
Portion of Region’s LEP Population > Age 51
Spanish‐speaking LEP population
Other Indo‐European‐speaking LEP population
Asian/Pacific Islander language‐speaking LEP population
Other LEP persons

2017
Population
3,161,342
2,934,323
277,019
164,186
31,399
25,895
5,539

% of
Total
‐‐
93%
7%
72%
14%
11%
2%

1Distribution

of percentage of region’s LEP population, which constitutes 7% of overall population.
Source: ACS 2013–2017 5‐Year Estimates

In examining these data at a county level in (Table 2‐7), the percentage of all LEP persons compared to
the respective countywide population ranges from 3.4% on the lower end (Hernando County) to 10.6%
on the higher end (Hillsborough County). Within each county, the most frequent language spoken by LEP
persons is Spanish. The percentage of Spanish‐speaking LEP persons (compared to all LEP persons in the
respective county) ranges from 48% (Pinellas) to 81% (Hillsborough). In addition to the highest
percentage of LEP population regardless of language spoken, Hillsborough County has the highest total
LEP residents at nearly 134,000, with nearly 109,000 (81%) of those Spanish‐speaking.
Table 2‐7: Percentage of Limited English Proficiency Population by County, 2017
County
Hernando
Hillsborough
Manatee
Pasco
Pinellas
Region Total

Number of
LEP Persons >
Age 5
5,824
133,730
22,171
18,878
46,416
227,019

LEP % of Total
Population
3.4%
10.6%
6.4%
4.0%
5.1%
7.2%

Number of
Spanish‐Speaking
LEP Persons
4,374
108,747
16,793
11,849
22,383
164,186

Spanish‐Speaking %
of LEP
Population > Age 5
75%
81%
76%
63%
48%
72%

Source: Census ACS 2013–2017 5‐Year Estimates.

As shown in Map 2‐11, concentrations of LEP households are most prominent in Hillsborough County,
including the Town ‘n Country area, areas northwest of downtown Tampa, and Palmetto Beach east of
downtown.
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Map 2‐11: Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Population, 2017
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Labor Force
Figure 2‐5 illustrates the percentage of labor force defined by occupation. The most popular occupations
in the region include those under “management, business, science, and the arts” at 37%, followed by
“sales and office” occupations with 27% of the labor force and “service” occupations at 18.5%.
Figure 2‐5: Tampa Bay Region Labor Force by Occupation, 2017

Source: ACS 2013–2017 5‐Year Estimates

Automobile Ownership
Lack of vehicle ownership, whether due to economic reasons or by choice, typically increases a person’s
dependence on transit. In the Tampa Bay region, 7% of all households are carless, and 43% have access
to only one vehicle (although the household may include multiple licensed drivers). Map 2‐12 shows the
percentage of carless households by block groups. As shown, areas within downtown and southeast St.
Petersburg and areas north of downtown Tampa have the highest concentrations (block groups with
>30%) of carless households in the region. The latter two areas highly correlate with areas of high
concentrations of persons living below the poverty level, indicating that the lack of access to a car is
driven more by economic reasons than by choice, likely producing more of a dependence on other
transportation options, including transit.
In examining auto ownership and age data, there is a clear correlation between vehicle ownership and
age of the householder. Of householders with one or more vehicles available, 16% are age 15 to 34
years compared with 24% overall of the region’s population falling within this age range. Conversely,
adults over 35 years old are more likely to own one or more vehicles when comparing their age group of
vehicle ownership in relation to the overall population. Of householders 35 to 64 years old, 54% have
one or more vehicles available despite this age group representing only 40% of the region’s population.
Similarly, of householders 65 years or older, 31% have one or more vehicles available despite this age
group representing only 20% of the region’s population.
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Map 2‐12: Zero‐Vehicle Households
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Commuting Patterns
Commuting Modes
Commuters are a significant potential transit market, particularly from a regional perspective.
Understanding commuter travel behaviors and patterns helps to determine where people are routinely
traveling between home and work and where transit service can alleviate these daily trips made by car.
Figure 2‐6 shows that the percentage of commuters who drove constitutes a majority (80%) of all
commute trips, a percentage that has remained consistent since 2000. Although the percentage of
commuters using public transportation also held steady, its share represents only 1.3% of all commute
trips (just under 19,500 of the nearly 1.49 million total trips). The most notable changes in commute
behavior during this time include a 4% decrease in the share of carpool trips and a 3.4% increase in
those working from home.
Figure 2‐6: Commute by Mode for the Tampa Bay Region, 2000 and 2017
79.9%
79.7%

Drove alone
8.5%
12.5%

Carpooled
Worked at home

6.6%
3.2%

Other means

2.2%
1.7%

Walked

1.4%
1.7%

Public transportation

1.3%
1.3%

2017

2000

Source: Census 2000 and ACS 2013–2017 5‐Year Estimates

The total number of commute trips in the Tampa Bay region made by driving alone significantly
outnumbers commute trips made by transit (just under 19,500 versus 1.19 million). However, as shown
in Figure 2‐7, when comparing the percentage of commute trips by mode by age, younger commuters
ages 16‐24 years seem more likely to take transit (24%) than drive alone (10%). Conversely, older adults
age 55 years and over seem more likely to drive alone (23%) than take transit (16%).
For the region, there is a higher proportion of transit commuters with annual household incomes below
$25,000 (71%) compared with commuters that drive alone (33%). Additionally, 30% of all transit
commuters are from carless households.
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Figure 2‐7: Percentage of Commuters by Mode by Age, 2017
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Source: Census ACS 2013–2017 5‐Year Estimates

As shown in Figure 2‐8, most commuters (72%) spend 10–44 minutes traveling to/from work, with
nearly 45% spending 20–44 minutes. Looking at similar data from 2007, overall commute times have
remained relatively unchanged over the last 10 years. Further examination of commute times by mode
of travel shows a considerable difference in average travel time for commuters who drove alone,
compared to transit riders. As shown, 37% of commuters who drove alone had a commute time of less
than 20 minutes compared to only 17% of transit riders. Conversely, 7% of commuters who drove alone
had a commute time of 60 minutes or more, compared to 32% of transit riders. For transit to attract
“choice” commuters, service needs to be convenient in terms of location and schedule, and travel time
by bus should be faster than (or at least comparable to) driving. These data indicate that travel time has
been a significant barrier to making transit an attractive commute option in the Tampa Bay region.
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Figure 2‐8: Average Travel Time to Work, 2017
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Source: ACS 2013–2017 5‐Year Estimates
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Commuter Inflows and Outflows
To assess local trends and patterns of commuters, an analysis was completed using the Census
Transportation Planning Products Program (CTPP) data based on ACS 2012‐2016 5‐Year Estimates. The
ACS records responses of employment and workplace location from a national, residence‐based
household survey providing geographic commuting patterns of workers.
Of the region’s nearly 1.43 million workers, 97% or 1.36 million, also live in the region (Table 2‐8). The
three most significant inter‐county commute patterns in the region include nearly 45,000 workers living
in Pinellas County and commuting to Hillsborough County, nearly 54,000 workers living in Pasco County
and commuting to Hillsborough County, and nearly 36,000 workers living in Hillsborough and
commuting to Pinellas County.
The largest intra‐county commute is in Hillsborough County, where 83% (nearly 547,000) of the
approximately 656,000 workers also live in the county. Pasco County has the highest number of
employed residents (approximately 81,500 or 44%) that leave the county for work elsewhere (Figure 2‐
9). Map 2‐13 illustrates the primary local commuting patterns for the Tampa Bay region using the ACS
data source.
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Table 2‐8: Commuter Inflow and Outflow Matrix
Hernando

Hillsborough

Manatee

Hernando
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Hillsborough
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53,865

44,755
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677,168

40

4,520

99,760

150

1,670
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8,455
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‐‐‐
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‐‐‐
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Other
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‐‐‐
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Source: The Census Transportation Planning Products Program (CTPP) based on ACS 2012‐2016 5‐Year Estimates.

Figure 2‐9: Percentage of Workers Who Travel to Another County
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Source: The Census Transportation Planning Products Program (CTPP) based on ACS
2012‐2016 5‐Year Estimates.
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Map 2‐13: Commuter Inflows and Outflows
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Major Activity Centers
Major activity centers are areas and places to which a high number of residents, employees, or visitors
travel to on a regular basis. From a regional perspective, activity centers are subareas that include
several trip generators that collectively attract a significant number of people, although not necessarily
all at the same time. Types of trip generators include employment centers, medical facilities,
recreational attractions, ports, event venues, universities/colleges, tourist attractions, shopping centers,
etc.
The Regional Transit Feasibility Plan (RTFP) was recently completed for the three‐county region of
Hillsborough, Pinellas, and Pasco counties and identified major activity centers based on areas with high
levels of existing and projected travel demand along major corridors. These major activity centers, as
defined by the RTDP, are illustrated on Map 2‐14 and include:








Downtown St Petersburg
Clearwater
Greater Gateway area
Westshore/Tampa International Airport
Downtown Tampa
Ybor City
University area of Tampa (including USF’s main campus and nearby hospitals)

Bradenton is also designated as a major activity center within the larger five‐county region, as it is an
area of high employment concentration in Manatee County.
There are also several major attractors in and around Bradenton, including but not limited to Port
Manatee, Sarasota‐Bradenton International Airport, State College of Florida‐Bradenton, and local
beaches. While not designated as major regional activity centers, Brooksville is both in Hernando
County’s largest city and county seat. New Port Richey, Dade City, and Wesley Chapel also have higher
concentrations of population and employment within Pasco County. Further, the SR 54/56 is a critical
east/west connection across Pasco County and has been studied as a future premium transit corridor.
As Envision 2030 identifies regional transit service needs and priorities, the primary focus will be on
service that completes or improves the transit network between these major activity centers. However,
service to secondary activity centers where trip generators are less concentrated may also be identified
as part of this planning process.
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Map 2‐14: Major Activity Centers
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Transportation Disadvantaged Population
Each transit agency in the Tampa Bay region provides service to the TD population within its respective
county. This service is provided through the Florida Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged
(CTD) program. TD persons include those who are unable to transport themselves or purchase
transportation due to physical or mental disability, age, income status, and children who are at‐risk.
Using data from the Florida CTD’s 2018 Annual Operating and Performance Report, historical trends in
the Tampa Bay region’s TD population were reviewed. As shown in Figure 2‐10, the region’s potential TD
population increased by approximately 9% or approximately 125,000 from 2014–2018. During this same
period, the number of TD trips provided increased by more than 860,000 trips, or 17%. This indicates
that existing TD riders are relying on these services for more trips now compared to five years ago. From
2014 to 2015, the decline in total trips can be attributed to TD funds no longer being used for Medicaid‐
funded trips.
Figure 2‐10: Transportation Disadvantaged Population Trends, 2014‐2018
TD Trips Provided

Potential TD Population
5,337,296

4,956,996

5,466,896

5,819,403

3,937,049

1,512,786

1,437,437

1,403,431

2014

2015

1,528,802

1,497,550

2016

2017

2018

Source: 2018 Florida Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged Annual Performance Report

Tourism
The Tampa Bay region is a sought‐after travel destination, attracting tourists from all over the world to
experience its beaches, culture, and history. Although tourism is important to each county in the region,
Hillsborough and Pinellas both have a robust tourist industry that generates millions of visitors every
year and results in a gross economic output in billions of dollars annually. In 2017 alone, Visit Tampa Bay
reported 22.9 million visitors to Hillsborough County and Visit St. Pete Clearwater reported 15.5 million
visitors to Pinellas County. The Port of Tampa, the largest port in Florida, welcomes nearly 1 million
cruise passengers annually. Of the Tampa Bay region’s three international airports, Tampa International
Airport is the largest and reported 21.6 million passengers in the 12‐month period from March 2018
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through March 2019. Of these passenger trips, 95% were domestic arrivals or departures.7 Sarasota
Bradenton International Airport, which serves the south end of the region, reported 1.3 million
passengers during this same 12‐month period.8 St. Petersburg‐Clearwater International Airport, centrally
located in Pinellas County, reported 2.2 million passengers in 20189.
Tourists are an important group of riders to consider when identifying regional transportation needs.
For example, tourists flying into the region will benefit if transit is a convenient way to get from the
airport to where they are staying, as transit costs less than renting a car or hiring a car service. Tourists
making day trips around the region will also benefit if transit is a convenient option as opposed to
driving. The influx of tourists to the region, particularly during peak season in winter months, places a
high demand on the region’s roadways and increases traffic congestion levels. A robust regional transit
network that is safe and convenient will serve to further reduce peak season road congestion and
strengthen the attractiveness of the region as a place to visit.

Conclusion
The baseline conditions documented in this report will help to establish the context for the delivery of
regional transit services. The trends and forecasts documented herein will be used, along with public
input, to identify areas of need and opportunity for future regional transit services. Key findings from
this baseline conditions assessment include:








Population forecasts estimate the region’s population will grow by 43% to more than 4.65
million residents by 2045. Over the last 20 years, Hillsborough County has historically had the
highest population growth in the region. This trend is projected to continue over the next 20
years, with Hillsborough County gaining nearly 711,000 residents, or 51% of the region’s
projected growth by 2045.
The highest existing population densities are concentrated in downtown Tampa, the University
area, and downtown St. Petersburg. Densities in these areas are projected to increase the
greatest by 2030, primarily due to growth in multi‐family housing.
Employment densities in major employment centers of downtown St. Petersburg, downtown
Tampa, Westshore, the Greater Gateway area, and University area will continue to intensify.
Employment densities are also projected to increase in New Port Richey, along the SR 54/56
corridor, and in Bradenton.
By 2030, the population of residents age 65 years and older is projected to grow by 25%,
increasing the potential transit‐dependent population within the region. Millennials currently
represent a significant percentage of the region’s population (25%), driving a generational shift
in transportation needs and preferences, particularly in more urbanized areas

7

Tampa International Airport Monthly Activity Report Calendar Year‐to‐Date March 2018‐2019.
http://www.tampaairport.com/facts‐statistics‐financials.
8
Sarasota Bradenton International Airport March 2019 Activity Report. https://srq‐airport.com/airport‐statistics.
9
St. Petersburg‐Clearwater International Airport Passenger History. https://www.fly2pie.com/news‐
media/passenger‐statistics‐reports.
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Since 2030, the percentage of the region’s population living in poverty has increased by nearly
31%. Today, areas with the highest poverty levels are in southeast St. Petersburg and areas
north of downtown Tampa. Recent on‐board survey data demonstrate that transit riders in the
Tampa Bay region represent a significantly higher percentage of minorities and lower‐income
households compared to the general population.
In total, 35% of the region’s residents are minorities with Hispanics/Latinos being the largest
minority group. As demonstrated by on‐board surveys conducted by transit agencies throughout
the region, minorities are a disproportionately higher percentage of transit riders than of the
general population.
Areas with higher concentrations of carless households highly correlate with areas of high
concentrations of persons living below the poverty level. This indicates that the lack of access to
a car is driven more by economic reasons than by choice, likely producing more of a dependence
on other transportation options, including transit.
Within the region, most commuters (80%) drive alone. The average commute time is
considerably longer for transit commuters than for those who drive. This provides a challenge in
capturing commuters that are part of the “choice” rider market.
Most people who live in the Tampa Bay region also commute within the five counties for work.
Hillsborough County has the greatest intra‐county commute flow, where 83% (nearly 547,000)
of the approximately 656,000 workers also live in the county. The three most significant inter‐
county commute patterns in the region are Pinellas to Hillsborough, Pasco to Hillsborough, and
Hillsborough to Pinellas. Pasco County has the highest number of employed residents
(approximately 81,500 or 44%) that leave the county for work elsewhere.
Over the last five years, the growth in annual TD trips has outpaced growth in the potential TD
population, indicating that existing TD riders are taking more trips and have a greater reliance
on these services for their transportation needs now compared to five years ago.
The tens of millions of tourists that visit the Tampa Bay region each year are a critical group of
potential riders that must be considered when identifying regional transportation needs.
Providing a safe and convenient regional transit network that transports tourists from their
arrival points to key destinations throughout the region will enhance the overall attractiveness
of Tampa Bay. Shifting trips generated by visitors from the region’s roadways to transit will also
help alleviate congestion, particularly during peak seasonal months.
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Envision 2030 Peer Regional Methodology Summary

Agency

Regional
Coordination

Policy /
Governance

Funding

System Planning

Operations

Florida
Context

●

●

●

●

●

○

Notes

1 Atlanta‐Region Transit Link Authority

Unified branding; regional governance (Regional Technology Committee; Transit Working Groups;
coordinated Regional Transit Plan); regional funding framework; coordination with existing operators

Metropolitan Council
2 (St. Paul and Minneapolis)

○

Policy‐making body; planning agency; one of the largest transit providers in the US ‐ integrated network of
buses, light rail and commuter trains, and resources for carpool and vanpool programs; Regional Service
Improvement Plan includes review process and evaluation factors

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

○

Dedicated funding through numerous sources (sales tax, property tax, car tab fees, rental car sales), Rider
Experience & Operations Committee; Citizen Oversight Panel; Service Standards & Performance
Measures; Annual Service Implementation Plan; member of multi‐system regional fare card; direct
operator of multiple modes (express bus, light rail, vanpool, commuter train) distinctive ST branding

●

●

●

●

○

○

Mobile fare payment app; unified regional plan‐San Diego Forward; funding administration; shared
planning process

●

●

●

●

●

○

Regional Transit Advisory Group; Service Planning Working Group; Transit standards and performance
measures; diverse services all operated through contracts; planning coordination with Maricopa
Association of Governments (MAG) and City of Phoenix

South Florida Regional Transportation
6 Authority (SFRTA) ‐ Tri Rail

●

●

○

●

●

●

Operates under same Florida regulations (Florida context); TOD Policy Outreach Forum; TOD grant
planning charrettes; operates multiple modes (rail and shuttle bus)

Kansas City Area Transportation Authority
(KCATA) (also see Mid‐America Regional
Council and ‐ Bi‐State Agency ‐ Mid‐
7 America Regional Council (MARC)

●

●

○

●

●

○

●

●

●

○

●

○

Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority dba: Metro
9 (LACMTA)

●

●

●

●

●

○

Tri‐County Metropolitan Transportation
10 District of Oregon (TriMet)

●

●

●

●

●

○

WeGo Public Transit ‐ Middle Tennessee
Regional Transportation Authority (RTA)
11 and Nashville MTA

●

○

○

○

●

○

Utah Transit Authority ‐ UTA / Wasatch
12 Front Regional Council

●

●

○

○

●

○

●

●

●

●

●

○

14 Chicago RTA

●

●

●

●

○

○

Research Triangle Regional Public
15 Transportation Authority

●

○

○

●

○

○

Central Puget Sound Regional Transit
3 Authority (Sound Transit)
San Diego Association of Governments
4 (SANDAG)
Regional Public Transportation Authority
5 (RPTA) and Valley Metro Rail (VMR)

Regional Transportation Commission
8 (RTC) of Southern Nevada

13 Denver Regional Transportation District

Mobility Momentum 2021 (plan to transform from bus agency to region's premier mobility resource);
performance scorecard (ridership, revenue and relationships)
RTC oversees public transportation, traffic management, roadway design and construction funding,
transportation planning and regional planning efforts in Clark County; Metropolitan Planning
Subcommittee

Transit Service Policy (2015); TOD Grant Funding Program
Unified Service Enhancement Plan; regional mobile fare app; Riders Club; bond issuance

Unified branding for MTA and RTA
Sales Tax; Transportation Land Use Connection Grant; ferformance measurement; innovative Mobility
Solutions Group; image survey
Public‐private partnerships (FasTracks/Eagle P3)
Charged with financial oversight, funding and regional transit planning; no transit operations
Charter for unified transit planning across four agencies
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Agency

Virginia Department of Rail and Public
16 Transportation (V‐DRPT)

Regional
Coordination

Policy /
Governance

Funding

System Planning

Operations

Florida
Context

Notes

●

●

●

●

○

○

State agency;administers federal and state transit funding; no transit operations; plans and programs new
services and capital improvement projects; investment oversight

17 SORTA ‐ Cincinnati

●

○

●

●

●

○

EZ Ride Mobile App

Transportation District Commission of
18 Hampton Roads

●

○

○

●

●

○

Central Floria Regional Transportation
19 Authority (CFRTA) ‐ Orlando ‐ dba LYNX

●

●

○

○

●

●

20 North County Transit District (NCTD)

○

○

○

●

●

○

NOTES:
no information/reason to believe further review is necessary
further review or discussions may be useful
strong potential for insight on this focus area

○
●
●

Smart Cities Innovation Committee; KPIs
Mobile fare app; LYNX Forward Plan; tri‐county service area
Provides a variety of regional services operated through contracts; SANDAG partner

What is Envision 2030?
The Tampa Bay Area Regional Transit Authority (TBARTA) is
preparing Tampa Bay’s first Regional Transit Development
Plan. More than just a plan, Envision 2030 will:
Identify the best ways for regional transit to
connect people and places across Tampa Bay.
Develop a long-term strategy for TBARTA and its
partners to make regional transit improvements
over the next ten years.
Determine what types of regional transit work
best for us—operationally and financially.
Find ways TBARTA can better serve people right
away!

What
All types of transit, including bus, premium
bus, rail, passenger ferry service and future
transit technologies.

Where
Regional transit in TBARTA’s five-county
area: Hernando, Hillsborough, Manatee,
Pasco and Pinellas counties.

When
The planning effort will be completed by
August 2020. See the full schedule on
TBARTA’s Envision 2030 webpage.

TBARTA wants your input!
Public input is critical to the success of
Envision 2030. For up-to-date information
and opportunities for input, please visit
TBARTA’s Envision 2030 webpage at:
tbarta-envision2030.com

or send comments by email to:

Follow us!

Michael Case
michael.case@tbarta.com

¿Que es Envision 2030?
La Autoridad de Tránsito Regional del Área de Tampa Bay
(TBARTA) está preparando el primer Plan Regional de
Desarrollo de Tránsito de Tampa Bay. Más que un simple
plan, Envision 2030 ayudara a:
Identificar las mejores maneras en que el
transporte regional puede conectar a personas y
lugares en Tampa Bay.
Desarrollar una estrategia a largo plazo para
TBARTA y sus socios para realizar mejoras
regionales de tránsito en los próximos diez años.
Determinar que tipos de transporte regional
funcionan mejor para nosotros—
operacionalmente y financieramente.
¡Encontrar formas en que TBARTA puede servir a
las personas de manera inmediata!

¿Qué?
Todos los tipos de tránsito, incluyendo los
autobuses, los autobuses premium, los
ferrocarriles, el servicio de ferry de pasajeros
y las futuras tecnologías de transito.

¿Dónde?
Tránsito regional en el área de los cinco
condados de TBARTA: Hernando,
Hillsborough, Manatee, Pasco y Pinellas.

¿Cuando?
El esfuerzo de planificación se completará en
Agosto del 2020. Consulte el calendario
completo en la página web Envision 2030 de
TBARTA.

¡Síguenos!

TBARTA necesita tú ayuda!
Los comentarios del público son fundamentales
para el éxito de Envision 2030. Para obtener
información actualizada y oportunidades para
proporcionar comentarios, visite la página web
Envision 2030 de TBARTA:
tbarta-envision2030.com

o enviar comentarios por correo electrónico a:
Michael Case
michael.case@tbarta.com
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PRESENTATION: Commuter Services
MEETING DATE: June 5, 2019
Action: None, information only
Staff Resource:

Cyndi Raskin, Director of Commuter Services

Details:
• TBARTA is the designated Transportation Demand Management (TDM) administrator for
FDOT District 7
• TBARTA’s new commuter services director will introduce the services in the program
and share ideas for future implementation
Attachments:
• PowerPoint Slides

Commuter Services
TBARTA Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting
June 5, 2019

Our Purpose
• Reduce traffic congestion in the Tampa Bay area
• Promoting commute alternatives is something we can do right now

Commuter Services Overview
• TBARTA Commuter Services assists travelers in the Tampa Bay region
by introducing them to transportation options like carpool, vanpool,
biking, walking, public transit, and telecommuting.

Commuter Assistance Program Funding
• TBARTA’s commuter assistance programs are funded by the
Florida Department of Transportation, District 7.

Stats
• 4261 commuters in the database
• 216,720 commute alternative trips in March
• 2,191,589 vehicle travel miles saved in March
• That’s more than 4 round trips to/from the moon!

Vanpools
•
•
•
•

143 vanpools (as of March)
Partner with Enterprise -- #1 in the country for March
Goal is to reach 230 vans in 2020 and 290 in 2021
Vanpool vehicle miles traveled = Federal 5307 funding for TBARTA

Making a Successful Program
• A successful commuter services program needs a strong, dedicated team
• We are adding outreach staff to
specialize by geographic area
• We are currently working to
o
o
o
o

Define program elements
Create an outreach and work plan
Develop key performance indicators
Design new marketing materials

Cyndi Raskin
Director of Commuter Services
cyndi.raskin@tbarta.com

PRESENTATION: Flamingo Passes and Transit User Experience Reports
MEETING DATE: June 5, 2019
Action: None, information only
Staff Resource:

Michael Case, Principal Planner and Project Manager

Details:
• In previous meetings, TBARTA CAC members communicated a desire to travel via bus
throughout the region and to submit their experiences to the Committee for discussion.
• TBARTA coordinated with the Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority (HART) to
provide personalized complimentary Flamingo Passes to TBARTA CAC members that
indicated an interest in participating in this exercise.
• The passes were sent out by mail to participating members on April 24th, 2019.
• Members that have used transit since the April CAC meeting will share their
observations, highlighting the purpose, starting and end points, duration, and other
pertinent details of their trip(s).
Attachments:
• None

PRESENTATION: TBARTA Status Reports
MEETING DATE: June 5, 2019
Action: None, information only
Staff Resource:

Michael Case, Principal Planner and Project Manager
Chris DeAnnuntis, Senior Planner
Chris Jadick, Director of Communications

Details:
• TBARTA Staff will present updates on standing agenda items, including but not limited
to the Catalyst PD&E project, progress on the TBARTA Website Redesign, and a
summary of results from the 2019 Legislative Session.
Attachments:
• 2019 Legislative Summary Report

TBARTA - Weekly Legislative Update 5/6/19
Sorted by Bill Number
HB 15
Local Government Fiscal Transparency
Burton
4/18/2019 SENATE In Messages
4/18/2019 SENATE Received; Referred to Community Affairs; Commerce and Tourism; Appropriations
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Similar
SB 1350 Local Government Fiscal Transparency (Hutson)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
HB 265

Public Meetings
Newton
1/23/2019 HOUSE Referred to Oversight, Transparency & Public Management Subcommittee; Public
Integrity & Ethics Committee; State Affairs Committee
1/23/2019 HOUSE Now in Oversight, Transparency & Public Management Subcommittee
5/3/2019 HOUSE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Similar
SB 518
Public Meetings (Rader)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

HB 311

Autonomous Vehicles
Fischer
5/1/2019 SENATE Read Third Time; Passed (Vote: 37 Yeas / 0 Nays)
5/1/2019 HOUSE Ordered enrolled
5/1/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
Compare
SB 660
Transportation (Brandes)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Similar
SB 932
Autonomous Vehicles (Brandes)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0311; Laid on Table, Refer to
04/30/2019
HB 0311

HB 385

Transportation
Avila
5/3/2019 HOUSE Ordered engrossed, then enrolled
5/3/2019 HOUSE Engrossed Text (E2) Filed
5/3/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
Compare
SB 660
Transportation (Brandes)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
HB 905
Department of Transportation (Andrade)
05/02/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
SB 928
Rebuilt Motor Vehicle Inspection Program (Diaz)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
SB 1044 Department of Transportation (Albritton)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0905; Laid on Table, Refer to
05/01/2019
HB 0905
Rebuilt Motor Vehicle Inspection Program (Rodriguez
HB 6059
(AM))
05/03/2019 HOUSE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Financial Disclosure (Public Integrity & Ethics
HB 7021
Committee)

SB 7090
Similar
SB 898

04/24/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles
(Infrastructure and Security)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Transportation (Diaz)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0385; Laid on Table, Refer to
05/01/2019
HB 0385

HB 407

Public Records
Rodrigues (R)
4/18/2019 SENATE In Messages
4/18/2019 SENATE Received; Referred to Governmental Oversight and Accountability; Rules
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

SB 518

Public Meetings
Rader
1/24/2019 SENATE Filed
2/8/2019 SENATE Referred to Governmental Oversight and Accountability; Community Affairs; Rules
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Similar
HB 265
Public Meetings (Newton)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

SB 602

Public Records
Perry
4/11/2019 SENATE Committee Substitute Text (C1) Filed
4/12/2019 SENATE Now in Judiciary
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

SB 660

Transportation
Brandes
2/1/2019 SENATE Filed
2/15/2019 SENATE Referred to Infrastructure and Security; Appropriations Subcommittee on
Transportation, Tourism, and Economic Development; Appropriations
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Compare
HB 311
Autonomous Vehicles (Fischer)
05/01/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
HB 385
Transportation (Avila)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
HB 505
Transportation Credentials (Grant (J))
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
HB 725
Commercial Motor Vehicles (Payne)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Ordered engrossed, then enrolled
SB 898
Transportation (Diaz)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0385; Laid on Table, Refer to
05/01/2019
HB 0385
SB 928
Rebuilt Motor Vehicle Inspection Program (Diaz)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
SB 932
Autonomous Vehicles (Brandes)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0311; Laid on Table, Refer to
04/30/2019
HB 0311
SB 974
Motor Vehicles (Perry)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 1057; Laid on Table, Refer to
04/26/2019
HB 1057
HB 1053 Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles (Brannan III)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
HB 1057 Motor Vehicles (McClure)
05/02/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
HB 1111 Vehicles for Rent or Lease (Latvala)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
SB 1148 Vehicles for Rent or Lease (Perry)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

SB 1158
SB 1232
SB 1638

HB 6059

SB 7090

Motor Vehicle Lights and Signals (Gainer)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Motor Vehicles (Rader)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Commercial Motor Vehicles (Lee)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0725; Laid on Table, Refer to
05/02/2019
HB 0725
Rebuilt Motor Vehicle Inspection Program (Rodriguez
(AM))
05/03/2019 HOUSE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles
(Infrastructure and Security)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

Linked
SB 662

SB 664

SB 662

Fees/Electronic ID/Department of Highway Safety and
Motor Vehicles (Brandes)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Fees/Validation Sticker/International Registration Plan
(Brandes)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

Fees/Electronic ID/Department of Highway Safety and Motor
Brandes
Vehicles
2/1/2019 SENATE Filed
2/15/2019 SENATE Referred to Infrastructure and Security; Appropriations Subcommittee on
Transportation, Tourism, and Economic Development; Appropriations
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Linked
SB 660
Transportation (Brandes)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

SB 664

Fees/Validation Sticker/International Registration Plan
Brandes
2/1/2019 SENATE Filed
2/15/2019 SENATE Referred to Infrastructure and Security; Appropriations Subcommittee on
Transportation, Tourism, and Economic Development; Appropriations
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Compare
HB 725
Commercial Motor Vehicles (Payne)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Ordered engrossed, then enrolled
HB 1053 Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles (Brannan III)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles
SB 7090
(Infrastructure and Security)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Linked
SB 660
Transportation (Brandes)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

HB 681

Florida Transportation Commission
Zika
2/13/2019 HOUSE Referred to Transportation & Infrastructure Subcommittee; Transportation &
Tourism Appropriations Subcommittee; State Affairs Committee
2/13/2019 HOUSE Now in Transportation & Infrastructure Subcommittee
5/3/2019 HOUSE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Identical
SB 1448 Florida Transportation Commission (Gruters)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

HB 759

Public Records
4/24/2019 SENATE In Messages

Massullo, Jr.

4/24/2019 SENATE Received; Referred to Commerce and Tourism; Governmental Oversight and
Accountability; Rules
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Compare
Public Records/Trade Secrets Held by an Agency
SB 1414
(Gruters)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
OGSR/Informal Enforcement Actions/Trade
SB 7052 Secrets/Office of Financial Regulation (Banking and
Insurance)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 7097; Laid on Table, Refer to
04/26/2019
HB 7097
OGSR/Hurricane or Flood Loss Models (Banking and
SB 7054
Insurance)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 7091; Laid on Table, Refer to
04/26/2019
HB 7091
OGSR/Hurricane and Flood Loss Model Trade Secrets
HB 7091 (Oversight, Transparency & Public Management
Subcommittee)
04/26/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
OGSR/Informal Enforcement Actions and Trade
HB 7097 Secrets/OFR (Oversight, Transparency & Public
Management Subcommittee)
04/26/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
Similar
SB 1416 Public Records (Gruters)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Linked
Pub. Rec./Trade Secrets Held by an Agency (Massullo,
HB 761
Jr.)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
HB 761

Pub. Rec./Trade Secrets Held by an Agency
Massullo, Jr.
4/24/2019 SENATE In Messages
4/24/2019 SENATE Received; Referred to Commerce and Tourism; Governmental Oversight and
Accountability; Rules
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Compare
SB 1416 Public Records (Gruters)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Similar
Public Records/Trade Secrets Held by an Agency
SB 1414
(Gruters)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Linked
HB 759
Public Records (Massullo, Jr.)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

HB 829

Attorney Fees and Costs
Sabatini
5/2/2019 HOUSE Ordered engrossed, then enrolled
5/2/2019 HOUSE Engrossed Text (E2) Filed
5/2/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
Similar
SB 1140 Attorney Fees and Costs (Hutson)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0829; Laid on Table, Refer to
04/30/2019
HB 0829

HB 861

Local Government Financial Reporting
5/3/2019 SENATE In returning messages

Roach

5/3/2019
5/3/2019
Compare
SB 7014

HB 7035

Identical
SB 1616

SENATE Received from Messages; Recede from 1 Amendment (300314); Passed (Vote:
37 Yeas / 1 Nay)
HOUSE Ordered enrolled
Government Accountability (Governmental Oversight and
Accountability)
04/26/2019 Approved by Governor; Chapter No. 2019-15
Government Accountability (Oversight, Transparency &
Public Management Subcommittee)
HOUSE Read Second Time; Substituted for SB 7014; Laid on Table, Refer to
04/10/2019
SB 7014
Local Government Financial Reporting (Baxley)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0861; Laid on Table, Refer to
05/02/2019
HB 0861

SB 898

Transportation
Diaz
4/22/2019 SENATE Placed on Calendar, on 2nd reading
4/29/2019 SENATE Placed on Special Order Calendar, 05/01/19
5/1/2019 SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0385; Laid on Table, Refer to HB 0385
Compare
SB 660
Transportation (Brandes)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
HB 905
Department of Transportation (Andrade)
05/02/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
SB 928
Rebuilt Motor Vehicle Inspection Program (Diaz)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
SB 1044 Department of Transportation (Albritton)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0905; Laid on Table, Refer to
05/01/2019
HB 0905
Rebuilt Motor Vehicle Inspection Program (Rodriguez
HB 6059
(AM))
05/03/2019 HOUSE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Similar
HB 385
Transportation (Avila)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed

HB 905

Department of Transportation
Andrade
5/2/2019 SENATE Read Third Time; Passed (Vote: 38 Yeas / 0 Nays)
5/2/2019 HOUSE Ordered enrolled
5/2/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
Compare
SB 72
Alligator Alley Toll Road (Passidomo)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
HB 385
Transportation (Avila)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
HB 827
Engineering (Toledo)
05/01/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
SB 898
Transportation (Diaz)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0385; Laid on Table, Refer to
05/01/2019
HB 0385
HB 6011 Alligator Alley Toll Road (Rommel)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Similar
SB 1044 Department of Transportation (Albritton)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0905; Laid on Table, Refer to
05/01/2019
HB 0905

SB 928

Rebuilt Motor Vehicle Inspection Program
2/11/2019 SENATE Filed

Diaz

2/19/2019 SENATE Referred to Infrastructure and Security; Appropriations Subcommittee on
Transportation, Tourism, and Economic Development; Appropriations
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Compare
HB 385
Transportation (Avila)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
SB 660
Transportation (Brandes)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
SB 898
Transportation (Diaz)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0385; Laid on Table, Refer to
05/01/2019
HB 0385
Rebuilt Motor Vehicle Inspection Program (Rodriguez
HB 6059
(AM))
05/03/2019 HOUSE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
SB 932

Autonomous Vehicles
Brandes
4/22/2019 SENATE Placed on Calendar, on 2nd reading
4/26/2019 SENATE Placed on Special Order Calendar, 04/30/19
4/30/2019 SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0311; Laid on Table, Refer to HB 0311
Compare
SB 660
Transportation (Brandes)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Similar
HB 311
Autonomous Vehicles (Fischer)
05/01/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed

SB 1040

Discretionary Sales Surtaxes
Lee
4/16/2019 SENATE Favorable by Finance and Tax; 7 Yeas, 1 Nay
4/16/2019 SENATE Now in Appropriations
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Compare
HB 5
Discretionary Sales Surtaxes (DiCeglie)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Ordered engrossed, then enrolled
Similar
SB 336
Local Tax Referenda (Brandes)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0005; Laid on Table, Refer to
05/02/2019
HB 0005

SB 1044

Department of Transportation
Albritton
4/22/2019 SENATE Placed on Calendar, on 2nd reading
4/29/2019 SENATE Placed on Special Order Calendar, 05/01/19
5/1/2019 SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0905; Laid on Table, Refer to HB 0905
Compare
HB 385
Transportation (Avila)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
SB 898
Transportation (Diaz)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0385; Laid on Table, Refer to
05/01/2019
HB 0385
Similar
HB 905
Department of Transportation (Andrade)
05/02/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed

SB 1140

Attorney Fees and Costs
Hutson
4/26/2019 SENATE Placed on Calendar, on 2nd reading
4/26/2019 SENATE Placed on Special Order Calendar, 04/30/19
4/30/2019 SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0829; Laid on Table, Refer to HB 0829
Similar
HB 829
Attorney Fees and Costs (Sabatini)
05/02/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed

SB 1350

Local Government Fiscal Transparency
Hutson
2/25/2019 SENATE Filed
3/4/2019 SENATE Referred to Community Affairs; Commerce and Tourism; Appropriations
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Similar
HB 15
Local Government Fiscal Transparency (Burton)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

SB 1414

Public Records/Trade Secrets Held by an Agency
Gruters
3/26/2019 SENATE Committee Substitute Text (C1) Filed
3/27/2019 SENATE Now in Governmental Oversight and Accountability
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Compare
HB 759
Public Records (Massullo, Jr.)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Similar
Pub. Rec./Trade Secrets Held by an Agency (Massullo,
HB 761
Jr.)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Linked
SB 1416 Public Records (Gruters)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

SB 1416

Public Records
Gruters
3/26/2019 SENATE Committee Substitute Text (C1) Filed
3/27/2019 SENATE Now in Governmental Oversight and Accountability
5/3/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Compare
Pub. Rec./Trade Secrets Held by an Agency (Massullo,
HB 761
Jr.)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
OGSR/Informal Enforcement Actions/Trade
SB 7052 Secrets/Office of Financial Regulation (Banking and
Insurance)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 7097; Laid on Table, Refer to
04/26/2019
HB 7097
OGSR/Hurricane or Flood Loss Models (Banking and
SB 7054
Insurance)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 7091; Laid on Table, Refer to
04/26/2019
HB 7091
OGSR/Hurricane and Flood Loss Model Trade Secrets
HB 7091 (Oversight, Transparency & Public Management
Subcommittee)
04/26/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
OGSR/Informal Enforcement Actions and Trade
HB 7097 Secrets/OFR (Oversight, Transparency & Public
Management Subcommittee)
04/26/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
Similar
HB 759
Public Records (Massullo, Jr.)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Linked
Public Records/Trade Secrets Held by an Agency
SB 1414
(Gruters)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

SB 1448

Florida Transportation Commission
Gruters
2/27/2019 SENATE Filed
3/4/2019 SENATE Referred to Infrastructure and Security; Appropriations Subcommittee on
Transportation, Tourism, and Economic Development; Appropriations

5/3/2019
Identical
HB 681

SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Florida Transportation Commission (Zika)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

HB 2211

Tampa Bay Area Regional Transit Authority Operations
Toledo
3/11/2019 HOUSE Favorable by Transportation & Tourism Appropriations Subcommittee; 9 Yeas, 0
Nays
3/11/2019 HOUSE Now in Appropriations Committee
5/3/2019 HOUSE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

HB 6059

Rebuilt Motor Vehicle Inspection Program
Rodriguez (AM)
3/12/2019 HOUSE Favorable by Transportation & Infrastructure Subcommittee; 13 Yeas, 1 Nay
3/12/2019 HOUSE Now in Transportation & Tourism Appropriations Subcommittee
5/3/2019 HOUSE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Compare
HB 385
Transportation (Avila)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
SB 660
Transportation (Brandes)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
SB 898
Transportation (Diaz)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0385; Laid on Table, Refer to
05/01/2019
HB 0385
SB 928
Rebuilt Motor Vehicle Inspection Program (Diaz)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

SB 7014

Government Accountability
4/18/2019
4/22/2019
4/26/2019
Compare
HB 861
SB 1616

Governmental Oversight and
Accountability

SENATE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
Signed by Officers and presented to Governor (Governor must act on this bill by 04/29/19)
Approved by Governor; Chapter No. 2019-15
Local Government Financial Reporting (Roach)
05/03/2019 HOUSE Ordered enrolled
Local Government Financial Reporting (Baxley)
SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 0861; Laid on Table, Refer to
05/02/2019
HB 0861

Similar
HB 7035

SB 7052

HB 7053

Government Accountability (Oversight, Transparency &
Public Management Subcommittee)
HOUSE Read Second Time; Substituted for SB 7014; Laid on Table, Refer to
04/10/2019
SB 7014

OGSR/Informal Enforcement Actions/Trade Secrets/Office of
Banking and Insurance
Financial Regulation
3/21/2019 SENATE Placed on Calendar, on 2nd reading
4/24/2019 SENATE Placed on Special Order Calendar, 04/26/19
4/26/2019 SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 7097; Laid on Table, Refer to HB 7097
Compare
HB 759
Public Records (Massullo, Jr.)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
SB 1416 Public Records (Gruters)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Similar
OGSR/Informal Enforcement Actions and Trade
HB 7097 Secrets/OFR (Oversight, Transparency & Public
Management Subcommittee)
04/26/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
Taxation Transparency

Avila

4/5/2019
4/8/2019
5/3/2019

HOUSE Committee Substitute Text (C2) Filed
HOUSE Placed on Calendar, on 2nd reading
HOUSE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration

SB 7054

OGSR/Hurricane or Flood Loss Models
Banking and Insurance
4/18/2019 SENATE Placed on Calendar, on 2nd reading
4/24/2019 SENATE Placed on Special Order Calendar, 04/26/19
4/26/2019 SENATE Read Second Time; Substituted for HB 7091; Laid on Table, Refer to HB 7091
Compare
HB 759
Public Records (Massullo, Jr.)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
SB 1416 Public Records (Gruters)
05/03/2019 SENATE Indefinitely postponed and withdrawn from consideration
Identical
OGSR/Hurricane and Flood Loss Model Trade Secrets
HB 7091 (Oversight, Transparency & Public Management
Subcommittee)
04/26/2019 HOUSE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed

SB 7068

Transportation
Infrastructure and Security
5/1/2019 HOUSE Read Third Time; Amendment Failed (855601); Passed (Vote: 76 Yeas / 36 Nays)
5/1/2019 SENATE Ordered enrolled
5/1/2019 SENATE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed
Similar
Transportation (Transportation & Tourism Appropriations
HB 7113
Subcommittee)
05/01/2019 HOUSE Laid on Table

HB 7113

Transportation
4/1/2019
4/3/2019
5/1/2019
Similar
SB 7068

TTA2

Transportation & Tourism
Appropriations Subcommittee

HOUSE Filed (Formerly PCB TTA2)
HOUSE Referred to Calendar
HOUSE Laid on Table
Transportation (Infrastructure and Security)
05/01/2019 SENATE Enrolled Text (ER) Filed

Transportation & Tourism
Appropriations Subcommittee
3/26/2019 HOUSE On Committee agenda - Transportation & Tourism Appropriations Subcommittee,
03/28/19, 1:45 pm, 102 H
3/28/2019 HOUSE Submitted as Committee Bill and Reported Favorably by Transportation & Tourism
Appropriations Subcommittee; 9 Yeas, 3 Nays
4/1/2019 HOUSE Committee Bill Text Filed as H 7113
Transportation

TAMPA BAY AREA REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHORITY
CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING
June 5, 2019
UPCOMING EVENTS AND MEETINGS
1. Pasco County MPO Public Hearing for Adoption of Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) FY 2019-20 through FY 2023-24, June 11, 2019,
10:00 am at the Dade City Historic Court House, Board Room, 37918 Meridian
Avenue, Dade City, Florida, 33525.
• Draft TIP - https://pascocountyfl.net/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/6608
2. Pasco County MPO Public Hearing for Adoption of Unified Planning Work
Program (UPWP) FY 2019-20, June 11, 2019, 10:00 am at the Dade City Historic
Court House, Board Room, 37918 Meridian Avenue, Dade City, Florida, 33525.
• Draft UPWP - https://pascocountyfl.net/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/6620
3. Transportation Management Area (TMA) Leadership Group Meeting, June 7,
9:30 am, Lutz Hilton Garden Inn, 2155 Northpoint Parkway Lutz, FL 33558
•

TMA June 7 Agenda - http://www.planhillsborough.org/wpcontent/uploads/2019/05/2019_06_TMA-Agenda-Packet.pdf

4. Hillsborough MPO Public Hearing for Adoption of Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) FY 2019-20 through FY 2023-24, June 11, 2019 at 6:00 pm at
Hillsborough County Center, 601 E Kennedy Boulevard, 2nd Floor, Tampa, FL
•
Draft TIP - http://www.planhillsborough.org/wpcontent/uploads/2019/05/Draft-TIP-19-20_Final_DRAFT.pdf
5. 2019 Safe Routes to School Conference: Active Travel for Equitable and Healthy
Communities, November 12 -14, 2019, Hilton Tampa Downtown, 211 N. Tampa St.,
Tampa, FL 33602
•

SRTS Conference Registration - https://www.classy.org/event/2019-saferoutes-to-school-conference/e221467

6. Gulf Coast Safe Streets Summit, November 14, 2019, 2 pm – 8 pm, Hilton Tampa
Downtown, 211 N. Tampa St., Tampa, FL 33602
•

Summit Registration - https://www.classy.org/event/2019-safe-routes-toschool-conference/e221467

Attachments
 SRTS Conference and Gulf Coast Safe Streets Summit Flier

2nd Annual Summit,
held jointly with the

Safe Routes to
School National
Conference
November
12 – 14, 2019
Safe Streets
Summit
Nov. 14, 2 – 8PM
Summit (only)
registration: $50
Hilton Tampa
Downtown
211 N. Tampa St.
Tampa, FL 33602

For more information:
saferoutesconference.org
planhillsborough.org/gulf‐coast‐safe‐streets‐
summit/

THE BRT STANDARD
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The BRT Standard
2016 Edition
Cover Photo: The Rainbow BRT system in Pune/Pimpri-Chinchwad, India
has transformed the city.
Cover Photo Credit: ITDP-India
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The Yichang BRT corridor uses
innovative passing lanes to move
over 100,000 people per day while
using 20% less street width than
traditional passing lanes.
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Introduction

Glossary
The following terms are important to understanding BRT:

Bus rapid transit (BRT) is a bus-based rapid transit system that can achieve high capacity,
speed, and service quality at relatively low cost by combining segregated bus lanes that
are typically median aligned with off-board fare collection, level boarding, bus priority at
intersections, and other quality-of-service elements (such as information technology and
strong branding).
The BRT Standard is an evaluation tool for BRT corridors based on international best practices. It is
also the centerpiece of a global effort by leaders in bus rapid transit design to establish a common
definition of BRT and to ensure that BRT corridors more uniformly deliver world-class passenger
experiences, significant economic benefits, and positive environmental impacts.
The Standard functions as a planning tool, a scoring system, and a means of achieving a common
definition of BRT. By defining the essential elements of BRT, it provides a framework for system
designers, decision makers, and the sustainable-transport community to identify and implement
high-quality BRT corridors. The BRT Standard celebrates cities that are leading the way in BRT
excellence and offers best practice-based guidance to those planning a system.

Grade-Separated
When a transportation corridor is designed so
that users do not cross direct paths of users on
the corridors that it crosses. Grade separation is
achieved by separating transportation corridors
vertically. A flyover and an underground metro
are two examples of grade separation;

Arterial Street
A major transportation thoroughfare designed
for longer distance trips within a city;

Headway
The length of time between buses either on
a single bus route or on a street segment
(including multiple routes). For the purpose
of the BRT Standard, the deductions for low
frequencies (large headways) are measured
by bus route—for example, on the TransOeste
corridor in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, the average
headway for the Expressas (express) buses is
two minutes, meaning that buses on that route
arrive every two minutes;

Busway Alignment
The location of transit lanes within the right-ofway on a street;
BRT Corridor
A section of road or contiguous roads served
by a bus route or multiple bus routes with a
minimum length of 3 kilometers (1.9 miles) that
has dedicated bus lanes and otherwise meets
the BRT basic minimum requirements;

Certifying a BRT corridor as basic BRT, bronze, silver, or gold places it within the hierarchy of
international best practices. Cities with certified BRT corridors are beacons of progress that have
adopted a cutting-edge form of mass transit, elevating urban transport to a new level of excellence
while making communities more livable, competitive, and sustainable. The elements that receive
points in the BRT Standard have been evaluated by BRT experts in a wide variety of contexts. When
present, these elements result in consistently improved system performance and have a positive
impact on ridership. Being certified as gold or silver, however, does not necessarily imply that
a corridor is costly or complicated, since many BRT features are low cost or even no cost. Even
relatively simple systems can achieve a high score if care is given to design decisions. From Belo
Horizonte, Brazil, to Yichang, China, cities that have built gold-standard BRT have seen significant
benefits to commuters, revitalized city centers, and better air quality.

Direct Service
A BRT service pattern where multiple bus routes
operate in a BRT corridor busway as well as
outside the BRT corridor. This allows passengers
to make trips with fewer transfers than with
conventional trunk and feeder services;

As we continue to clarify and elevate the standards to which all BRT corridors are built, more people
will experience the convenience and comfort of this cutting-edge mode of transport, and more
cities will reap the benefits of an efficient and cost-effective mass-transit system. We hope that
helping define and recognize good-quality BRT will bring about the fundamental change needed
to shift people out of their cars through modern and sustainable BRT. To better meet this goal, the
2016 Standard has an increased focus on operations and safety, to ensure that corridors ranked
highly using the BRT Standard continue to deliver high-quality service to passengers.
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Active Bus Control
A bus operations system that uses data from
automatic vehicle location (AVL) systems, which
are based on global positioning system (GPS)
information, to allow for bus service adjustments
to be made in real time, often through an
automated process;

Frequency
The number of buses that arrive in a given length
of time on a single bus route or on a street
segment (including multiple routes). For the
purpose of the BRT Standard, the deductions for
low frequencies (large headways) are measured
by bus route—for example, on the TransOeste
corridor in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, the frequency
for buses on the Expressas (express) routes is
around 30 buses per hour;
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Right-of-Way
The width of public space dedicated to the
movement of people and goods as well as other
public uses;
Spur
A stretch of BRT infrastructure that branches
off a BRT corridor but is not long enough to be
considered a corridor by itself, as it is less than 3
kilometers (1.9 miles) in length;
Trunk and Feeder Service
A BRT service pattern where all BRT bus routes
operate only along the BRT corridor (the trunk
route) and feeder bus routes take people to and
from BRT stations. Passengers must transfer
between feeder routes and BRT trunk routes.
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Why was the
BRT Standard Created?

What’s New in 2016?
The BRT Standard, 2016 edition, is the product of feedback received from BRT practitioners around
the world. Suggestions were formulated into concrete proposals, which were considered by the
BRT Standard Technical Committee, a group consisting of leading BRT engineers, designers, and
planners. Descriptions of the most significant changes follow:

The BRT Standard was developed to create a common definition of bus rapid transit and to
recognize high-quality BRT corridors around the world. It also functions as a technical tool to guide
and encourage municipalities to consider the key features of the best BRT corridors as they move
through the design process.

• F ocus on Safety
To better address safety concerns, the Pedestrian Access section has been renamed Pedestrian
Access and Safety and now requires more safety features, such as safe and frequent pedestrian
crossings in built-up areas. In addition, new operations deductions have been added, including
a deduction for excessive pedestrian wait times and poor maintenance of pedestrian and bicycle
facilities;

Despite the increasing prevalence, prominence, and success of BRT, many remain unaware of the
characteristics of the best BRT corridors and their ability to provide levels of service more typically
associated with metro and subway systems. Prior to the introduction of the BRT Standard there was
no common understanding of what constitutes BRT, which caused confusion about the concept.
While new world-class BRT corridors continue to be implemented, the lack of quality control has
often led to modest bus corridor improvements being branded as BRT or key BRT components of
planned corridors being omitted due to financial or political concerns. This has frequently resulted
in a preference for rail where BRT would be a comparable, more cost-effective, and equally elegant
solution. The Standard seeks to remedy this issue by creating a common definition of BRT and its
key features, and an improved understanding of the resulting level of capacity, speed, and service
quality from the features that are included.

•	Increased Focus on Operations
To encourage high-quality system operations, new operations deduction elements have been
added for numerous issues that have been encountered on BRT corridors, which significantly
degrade corridor quality, even on corridors with excellent design. These include deductions
for bus bunching, permitting unsafe bicycle use, lack of traffic safety data, and buses running
parallel to the BRT corridor;

BRT also plays an important role in the global effort to reduce transport-sector emissions. As
emissions from private motor vehicle use grow, shifting these trips onto public transit and avoiding
new motor vehicle trips can be achieved by improving the quality and reach of BRT. Establishing
a quality standard for BRT not only ensures that better projects are built but that transport sector
emissions are reduced. Each transit investment, however, must be planned and designed based
on the specific conditions that frame the investment, and BRT may not be the best solution in all
instances. More detailed guidance on the design and planning of BRT Corridors can be found in the
BRT Planning Guide.

•	Separate Design Score and Full Score (Design + Operations) Options
A separate Design Score is now allowed for assessing the design elements of an operational BRT
corridor, indicating the potential performance. This can be assessed when a corridor launches.
The Full Score (Design + Operations), combining the Design Score and operations deductions,
can be assessed six months after commercial operations have begun, allowing usage and
operations to stabilize. This provides a full indication of performance based on both design
and operations;
• Improved Dedicated Right-of-Way Definition
The dedicated right-of-way element has been modified to create a simpler and more effective
means of assessing exclusive bus lanes. More emphasis has been placed on physical separation,
which reduces the need for enforcement;
• New Busway Alignments
The busway alignments element has been expanded to include 4 points (out of 8) for two
types of alignments that are increasingly common; both alignments are for busways on
boulevard-type streets with both a central/express roadway and service roads on the sides
separated by a median;
• Onboard Fare Validation
The BRT Standard now allocates some points for onboard fare validation of tickets purchased
off-board. This type of system is in use in many cities in Europe and is being implemented in
lower-demand corridors in North America as well. It can provide significant time savings when
combined with all-door boarding.
Park-and-Ride Lots
Many transit experts have requested the addition of points for park-and-ride facilities in
the Standard to increase ridership in low-demand areas. While these facilities can attract
additional ridership, they occupy land with high transit-oriented development (TOD) potential,
compete with bus and nonmotorized transportation access options, and encourage autocentric
development farther from the corridor. Given this, the Technical Committee has decided not to
include park-and-ride lots in the Standard.
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The Institutional Endorsers include:

Governance

Barr Foundation
ClimateWorks Foundation
Despacio

Two committees govern the BRT Standard: the Technical Committee and the Institutional
Endorsers. The Institute for Transportation and Development Policy (ITDP) currently convenes both
committees.

Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ)
Institute for Transportation and Development Policy (ITDP) (convener)
International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT)

The Technical Committee of the BRT Standard is composed of globally renowned experts on BRT.
This committee serves as a consistent source of sound technical advice with respect to BRT and
is the basis for establishing the credibility of the BRT Standard. The Technical Committee certifies
corridors and recommends revisions to the BRT Standard as needed.

The Rockefeller Foundation
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)
United Nations Human Settlements Programme (UN-Habitat)
World Resources Institute (WRI) Ross Center for Sustainable Cities

The BRT Standard Technical Committee members include:
Manfred Breithaupt, Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ)
Paulo Custodio, Consultant
Darío Hidalgo, World Resources Institute Ross Center for Sustainable Cities
Walter Hook, BRT Planning International
Wagner Colombini Martins, Logit Consultoria
Gerhard Menckhoff, World Bank (retired)*
Juan Carlos Muñoz, Bus Rapid Transit Centre of Excellence, Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile
Ulises Navarro, ITDP
Carlosfelipe Pardo, Despacio
Scott Rutherford, University of Washington*
Pedro Szasz, Consultant

Updating the BRT Standard
The BRT Standard is reviewed and updated at least every three years by the Technical Committee.
The members of the BRT Standard Technical Committee welcome input from other experts in the
field, which they will take into consideration and raise for serious discussion if warranted. The
Technical Committee debates proposed changes and tests them against known systems to gauge
their accuracy.

Lloyd Wright, Asian Development Bank*
Unless indicated by an asterisk (*), each committee member also represents his or her institution.

In Memorium: Colleen McCaul
It is with great sadness that we said goodbye to Colleen McCaul, who died in early 2016.
Colleen contributed to this latest version of the BRT Standard, as a constructive and
considerate member of the Technical Committee. She consulted in the field of transportation
planning, management and research in South Africa for over 20 years, particularly on BRT and
informal transport. Colleen lead the the Rea Vaya BRT design team for years, and was vital to
negotiating the first Rea Vaya BRT operating contract with affected minibus-taxi operators.
She authored the book No Easy Ride, about the minibus-taxi industry. In a field often
dominated by men, Colleen brought technical integrity, a mighty mind and a generous spirit.
She will be dearly missed.
The emissions scoring detail for buses was recommended by the International Council on Clean
Transportation (ICCT), a nonprofit organization specializing in vehicle efficiency and fuel standards.
The Institutional Endorsers are an integrated group of highly respected institutions in the fields of
city building, public transport systems, and climate change with decision-making abilities over the
BRT Standard certification process. All have a commitment to high-quality public transport and its
impact on social and economic development.
The endorsers establish the strategic direction of the BRT Standard, ensure that BRT projects
ranked by the scoring system uphold the goals of the BRT Standard, and promote the BRT Standard
as a quality check for BRT projects globally.
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BRT Standard Rankings

Overview of the
BRT Standard Scorecard
The BRT Standard scoring system was created as a way of protecting the BRT brand and offering
recognition to high-quality BRT corridors around the world. Certifying a BRT corridor as gold, silver,
bronze, or basic sets an internationally recognized standard for the current best practices for BRT.
Corridors are assessed in two ways: Design Score and Full Score (Design + Operations). The full
scoring system is shown on page 25 and described in detail throughout this document.

Gold-standard BRT
85 Points or above
Gold-standard BRT is consistent in almost all respects with
international best practices. These corridors achieve the
highest level of operational performance and efficiency
while providing a high quality of service. The gold level is
achievable on any corridor with sufficient demand to justify
BRT investments. These corridors have the greatest ability
to inspire the public, as well as other cities.

Design Score

The Design Score is a basic reflection of BRT corridor quality based solely on the implemented
design and services. This Design Score represents the maximum potential for performance on a
corridor. Points are awarded for the elements of corridor design that most significantly improve BRT
speed, capacity, reliability, and quality of service.

Full Score (Design + Operations)

Full Scores are the most complete and realistic indicator of BRT corridor quality and performance.
The Full Score combines the Design Score with operations deductions, where points are subtracted
from the score based on operational elements that significantly reduce corridor performance
and quality of service. Full Scores (Design + Operations) may only be assessed six months after
a corridor has launched commercial operations, to allow usage and operations to be more
representative of longer-term patterns.

Silver-standard BRT
70–84.9 points
Silver-standard BRT includes most of the elements of
international best practices and is likely to be costeffective on any corridor with sufficient demand to justify
BRT investment. These corridors achieve high operational
performance and quality of service.

Point System Criteria

The criteria used to determine the point system are as follows:
• The points should act as proxies for better service (speed, capacity, reliability, and comfort);
• T he points should be assigned based on a general consensus among BRT experts on what
constitutes best practices in BRT corridor planning, design, and operations, and the relative
importance of those factors;

Bronze-standard BRT
55–69.9 points

• T he points should reward good, often politically challenging design and operational decisions
made by the project team that will result in superior performance rather than rewarding
characteristics that may be innate to a corridor, such as geographic location or weather;

Bronze-standard BRT solidly meets the definition of BRT
and is mostly consistent with international best practices.
Bronze-standard BRT has some characteristics that elevate
it above the BRT basics, achieving higher operational
efficiencies or quality of service than basic BRT.

• T he metrics and weightings should be easily and equitably applicable as well as scalable to
a wide range of BRT corridors in different contexts—from lower-ridership, smaller corridors to
larger, high-volume corridors;
• T he basis for the score should be reasonably transparent and independently verifiable without
recourse to information that cannot be readily obtained.
The maximum number of points a corridor can earn is 100. An overview of the four BRT Standard
point categories follows. Bronze, silver, and gold rankings all reflect well-designed corridors that
have achieved excellence. A ranking of basic BRT means that the corridor meets the minimum
criteria to qualify as BRT but has not quite reached the same level of excellence as those that have
received bronze, silver, or gold awards.
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Basic BRT
Basic BRT refers to a core subset of elements that the Technical Committee has deemed
essential to the definition of BRT. This minimum qualification is a precondition to receiving
a gold, silver, or bronze ranking.
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Design versus Performance

Scoring Corridors

The BRT Standard relies on easily observable design and operations characteristics that are
associated with high performance rather than on performance measurements. This is currently
the most reliable and equitable mechanism for recognizing quality in different corridors. The main
reasons for this approach include:

Corridor scores are calculated based on the detailed scoring system described in the following
pages. Scores are submitted to the Technical Committee and are verified by individual members
of the Technical Committee. Once a score has been verified by at least one member, it may be
released to the public. Ideally, more than one person will score each corridor.

• The ability to assess both planned and existing corridors: the BRT Standard is intended to
help guide planning and design decisions prior to corridor implementation. The Design Score
can be assessed for both planned and built corridors and allows the two to be compared,
whereas performance standards are only applicable when assessing operational corridors;

Corridors are visited during rush hour, and the visit must consider the three busiest stations on
the corridor. The score report will be documented with text and/or photos and may only account
for elements that are in place, unless otherwise required in the Standard (e.g., the Multi-Corridor
Network element). If any element for scoring a corridor requires gathering data from more than ten
stations, then a random sample of at least five stations may be substituted.

• Good data is rare and expensive: while the effect of the BRT corridor on a passenger’s door-todoor travel time would be the ideal performance appraisal metric, this data is extremely difficult,
expensive, and time-consuming to collect and nearly impossible to independently corroborate.

A Full Score using the BRT Standard includes both the Design Score and operations deductions.
Design Scores may be assessed at any time after a corridor has opened. Operations deductions
may only be assessed after a corridor has been in commercial operation for at least six months.
Design Scores and Full Scores are official once they have been verified by a member of the
Technical Committee.

Other Project Appraisal Tools

All bus transit corridors that have not previously been scored are eligible for scoring; previously
scored corridors may be rescored upon request if they have experienced significant changes in
design or operations since the last time they were evaluated. When a corridor is rescored, the
justification for rescoring the corridor will also be noted when the new score is released.
Scores will be released each year and used as a means to compare and celebrate those cities that
have made the politically courageous and technically difficult decisions necessary to implement
true BRT.

The BRT Standard is intended to complement cost-effectiveness measurements and corridor
performance evaluations. Using the BRT Standard without cost-effectiveness appraisal tools could
lead to underspending on BRT elements that would increase operational efficiency or improve
service quality. Conversely, some elements of BRT or even the choice to pursue BRT may not be
justified based on a cost-effectiveness appraisal. For these reasons, the BRT Standard should be
used in tandem with a cost-effectiveness or cost-benefit evaluation.
Similarly, the BRT Standard may be a useful element of project appraisal as a way of testing the
credibility of claimed speed improvements or other performance claims made as part of a more
systematic “performance-based” appraisal, such as the U.S. Federal Transit Administration’s costeffectiveness analysis or the internal rate-of-return analysis required by development banks during
project appraisal.
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The BRT Standard Technical Committee and the Institutional Endorsers look forward to making this
an even stronger tool for creating better BRT corridors and encouraging better public transport that
benefits cities and citizens alike.
For any questions on the scoring process, or to request a scoring, please contact
brtstandard@itdp.org.
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BRT AWARDS
SHOWCASE

The Metroplus BRT, in Medellín,
Colombia, provides a critical link in
the city's diverse transit network.
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Yichang BRT
yichang, china
Ranking: Gold
Corridor Length: 23km
Riders per Day: 240,000
Notable Strengths: Yichang's direct service

system uses passing lanes to allow a wide range
of routes to benefit from the BRT corridor.

Areas for Improvement: The BRT corridor

would benefit from more continuous bicycle paths,
bicycle parking, and the planning bike share
system to improve access to stations.
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MOVE

move—cristiano machado
belo horizonte, brazil
Ranking: Gold
Corridor Length: 7.1 km
Riders per Day: 185,000
Notable Strengths: MOVE BRT has created

very high capacity BRT corridors in areas with high
demand. The BRT corridors continue into the heart
of the city, where demand is the highest but space
is at the greatest premium.

Areas for Improvement: The BRT corridor

would benefit from more turn restrictions, to
minimize delay at intersections. The corridor
would also benefit from mid-block crosswalks
to create more direct access to stations outside
of downtown.

BRT Awards Showcase
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TransMilenio
suba
bogotá, colombia
Ranking: Gold
Corridor Length: 13km
Riders per Day: 120,000
Notable Strengths: Transmilenio introduced high capacity BRT to the

world. It is able to move people to a degree that equals and exceeds many
metro systems.

Areas for Improvement: Transmilenio has been so successful that it has

experienced overcrowding. More frequent bus service and network expansion
would help to alleviate these issues.

Metrobus

9 de julio
buenos aires, argentina
Ranking: Silver
Corridor Length: 3.5km
Riders per Day: 255,000
Notable Strengths: The 9 de Julio BRT corridor makes effective use of

public space on one of the widest urban arterials in the world. To allow buses
with right side doors to use the open corridor, buses drive on the left. Passing
lanes further increase capacity along this busy corridor, quickly moving
people through the heart of the city.

Areas for Improvement: Off-board fare collection would further improve

bus speeds and reliability on the corridor. Limited stop and express services
could be introduced to take better advantage of the passing lanes on the
corridor.

BRT Awards Showcase
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Metrobús

línea 3
mexico city, mexico
Ranking: Silver
Corridor Length: 17km
Riders per Day: 140,000
Notable Strengths: Located on a high-demand corridor, the

Metrobús Línea 3 has high quality buses and stations, frequent
service and good connections to Metro stations and the fiver
other Metrobús corridors.

CTfastrak

Areas for Improvement: Metrobús would benefit from

hartford–new britain
hartford, united states

fare integration with the Metro system, better intersection
treatments, and better integration with the growing bicycle
network.

Ranking: Silver

Rea Vaya

Corridor Length: 9.4km

phase 1a
johannesburg, south africa

Riders per Day: 14,000

Rainbow BRT

corridor 2: sangavi kiwale
pimpri-chinchwad, india

Notable Strengths: CTfastrak repurposed an unused

freight rail corridor as bus rapid transit, minimizing delays
at intersections. The corridor offers a direct service model,
where routes operate on part or all of the corridor as well
as off the corridor.

Ranking: Silver
Corridor Length: 25km
Riders per Day: 42,000

Areas for Improvement: The corridor would benefit from

Notable Strengths: Rea Vaya has high quality stations,

and potential to easily increase capacity over time, as demand
increases on the corridor. The corridor connects through the
downtown.

extending full BRT treatments into downtown Hartford. Wait
times would be reduced by extending proof-of-payment fare
collection to all routes on the corridor.

Ranking: Bronze (design)
Corridor Length: 14km
Riders per Day: 120,000
Notable Strengths: The Rainbow BRT system introduced
BRT in a challenging transportation context.

Areas for Improvement: Implementing off-board fare

collection and better intersection priority would increase bus
speeds along the corridor.

Areas for Improvement: The corridor needs better

maintenance of infrastructure and better enforcement of the
exclusive bus lanes.

BRT Awards Showcase
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The BRT Standard Scorecard

This scorecard shows the criteria and point values that make up
the BRT Standard, followed by a detailed description of each.
CATEGORY

BRT Basics (pp. 26 – 37)

24

Communications (pp. 58 – 59)

5

Branding

3

Busway Alignment

8

Passenger Information

2

Off-Board Fare Collection

8

Intersection Treatments

7

Platform-level Boarding

7

19

Access and Integration (pp. 60 – 65)

15

Universal Access

3

Integration with Other Public Transport

3

Pedestrian Access and Safety

4

Multiple Routes

4

Secure Bicycle Parking

2

Express, Limited-Stop, and Local Service

3

Bicycle Lanes

2

Control Center

3

Bicycle-Sharing Integration

1

Located in Top Ten Corridors

2

Demand Profile

3

Hours of Operations

2

Multi-Corridor Network

2

13

Passing Lanes at Stations

3

Minimizing Bus Emissions

3

Stations Set Back from Intersections

3

Center Stations

2

Pavement Quality

2

Stations (pp. 53– 57)

Introduction

max score

8

Infrastructure (pp. 45 – 52)

The 9 de Julio BRT, in
Buenos Aires, Argentina,
reclaimed multiple lanes
of traffic for transit use.

38 (total)

CATEGORY

Dedicated Right-of-Way

Service Planning (pp. 38 – 44)

SCORING IN DETAIL

max score

10

Operations Deductions (pp. 66 –72)
Commercial Speeds

-63
-10

Peak Passengers per Hour per Direction (pphpd)
Below 1,000

-5

Lack of Enforcement of Right-of-Way

-5

Significant Gap Between Bus Floor and Station Platform

-5

Overcrowding

-5

Poorly Maintained Infrastructure

-14

Low Peak Frequency

-3

Low Off-Peak Frequency

-2

Permitting Unsafe Bicycle Use

-2

Distances Between Stations

2

Lack of Traffic Safety Data

-2

Safe and Comfortable Stations

3

Buses Running Parallel to BRT Corridor

-6

Number of Doors on Bus

3

Bus Bunching

-4

Docking Bays and Sub-stops

1

Sliding Doors in BRT Stations

1
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Definition of a BRT Corridor

Examples of
BRT Corridors

The BRT Standard is to be applied to specific BRT corridors rather than to a BRT system as a
whole. This is because the quality of BRT in cities with multiple corridors can vary significantly.
For the purposes of the BRT Standard, a BRT corridor is defined as:
A section of road or contiguous roads served by a bus route or multiple bus routes
with a minimum length of 3 kilometers (1.9 miles) that has dedicated bus lanes.

Note: To qualify as BRT, a corridor must also meet the BRT Basics

The primary reason for defining the corridor in this way is that in some cities BRT is not
prioritized over automobile traffic, an essential element in rapid transit that improves both
efficiency and cost. To avoid rewarding corridors that do not make this political choice, the
corridor needs to be defined as including dedicated bus lanes.

Example 1: A 3-kilometer (1.9 mile) corridor
bus service extends
1 km to the west
in mixed traffic

Spurs—short sections of dedicated bus lanes that connect to a middle section of the primary
bus corridor—are considered part of the primary corridor if they are less than three kilometers
(1.9 miles) in length. Similar sections of dedicated bus lanes that are greater than three
kilometers (1.9 miles) in length are considered separate corridors.

bus service extends
2 km to the east
in mixed traffic

3 km of dedicated bus lane (any alignment)

The BRT Basics
The “BRT Basics” are a set of elements that the Technical Committee has deemed essential to
defining a corridor as BRT. These five elements most critically contribute to eliminating sources of
delay from congestion, conflicts with other vehicles, and passenger boarding and alighting, thus
increasing efficiency and lowering operating costs. They are of critical importance in differentiating
BRT from standard bus service. The five essential elements of BRT (and their maximum scores) are:

Example 2: A 3-kilometer (1.9 mile) corridor
bus service extends
2 km to the west
in mixed traffic
2 km of dedicated bus lane (any alignment)
with 1 km of mixed traffic operations in between

bus service extends
3 km to the east
in mixed traffic

Dedicated right-of-way (8 points)
Busway alignment (8 points)
Off-board fare collection (8 points)
Intersection treatments (7 points)
Platform-level boarding (7 points)

Example 3: NOT A Corridor

*Of the five essential elements, a corridor must score at least 4 on both busway alignment and
dedicated right-of-way AND must achieve a minimum of 20 points across all five categories to be
identified as BRT.

bus service extends 5 km
to the west in mixed traffic

Minimum Requirements for a
Corridor to Be Considered BRT

bus service extends 4 km
to the west in mixed traffic

2 km of dedicated bus lanes

1. At least 3 kilometers (1.9 miles) in length with dedicated lanes
2. Score 4 or more points in dedicated right-of-way element
3. Score 4 or more points in busway alignment element
4. Score 20 or more total points across all five BRT basics elements

Scoring in Detail
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Dedicated Right-of-Way

Busway Alignment

A dedicated right-of-way is vital to ensuring that buses can move quickly and unimpeded by
congestion. Physical design is critical to the self-enforcement of the right-of-way. Dedicated lanes
matter the most in heavily congested areas where it is harder to take a lane away from mixed traffic to
dedicate it as a busway.

The busway is best located where conflicts with other traffic can be minimized, especially from turning
movements from mixed-traffic lanes. In most cases, a busway in the central verge of a roadway
encounters fewer conflicts with turning vehicles than those adjacent to the curb due to alleys, parking
lots, and so forth. Additionally, while delivery vehicles and taxis generally require access to the curb,
the central verge of the road usually remains free of such obstructions. All of the design configurations
recommended below are related to minimizing the risk of delays caused by turning conflicts and
curbside access.

Dedicated lanes can be segregated from other vehicle traffic in different ways, but physical separation
typically results in the best compliance and the easiest enforcement. Physical separation includes
a physical impediment to entering and exiting the lanes. Some physical barriers, such as fences,
prevent vehicles from entering and exiting bus lanes entirely, while other barriers, such as curbs, can
be carefully mounted to enter or exit the bus lanes. In some designs the bus stations themselves can
act as barriers. Some permeability is generally advised, as buses occasionally break down and block
the busway or otherwise need to leave the corridor.

BRT Basics: this is an element of BRT deemed essential to true BRT corridors. A minimum score of 4
must be achieved on this element for a corridor to be defined as BRT.

Scoring Guidelines: this scoring is weighted using the percentage of the corridor of each particular
configuration multiplied by the points associated with that configuration and then adding those
numbers together.

While the definition of a BRT corridor requires at least 3 kilometers (1.9 miles) of dedicated bus lanes,
this element evaluates the quality of the segregation throughout the corridor, including sections
without dedicated lanes.

Corridor Configurations

BRT Basics: this is an element of BRT deemed essential to true BRT corridors. A minimum score of 4
Scoring Guidelines: the score is calculated by multiplying the percentage of the corridor that has

each type of dedicated right-of-way for BRT services by the number of points associated with the type of
dedication. Corridor segments that permit the use of taxis, motorcycles, high-occupancy vehicles, and
other nonemergency vehicles are not considered to have dedicated lanes.
POINTS

Physically separated, dedicated lanes

8

Color-differentiated, dedicated lanes with no physical separation

6

Dedicated lanes separated by a painted line

4

No dedicated lanes

0

POINTS

WEIGHTED BY

Two-way median-aligned busway in the central verge of a two-way road

8

Bus-only corridor where there is a fully exclusive right-of-way and no parallel
mixed traffic, such as a transit mall (e.g., Bogotá, Colombia; Curitiba, Brazil;
and Quito, Ecuador) or a converted rail corridor (e.g., Cape Town, South Africa,
and Los Angeles)

8

Busway that runs adjacent to an edge condition like a waterfront or park
where there are few intersections to cause conflicts

8

Busway that runs two-way on the side of a one-way street

6

tier 2 configurations

% of corridor with type of
dedicated right-of-way

Busway that is split into two one-way pairs on separate streets, with each bus
lane centrally aligned in the roadway

5

Busway aligned to the outer curb of the central roadway on a street with a
central roadway and parallel service road

4

Busway aligned to the inner curb of the service road on a street with a central
roadway and parallel service road. Busway must be physically separated from other
traffic on the service road to receive points

4

Busway that is split into two one-way pairs on separate streets, with each bus lane
aligned to the curb

3

% of corridor
with type of
dedicated
right-of-way

tier 3 configurations
Virtual busway that operates bidirectionally in a single median lane that
alternates direction by block.

1

non-scoring configurations
Curb-aligned busway on a two-way road

0

The Rainbow BRT in Pune/
Pimpri-Chinchwad, India
uses fences to create
dedicated physicallyseparated bus lanes.

Scoring in Detail

WEIGHTED BY

tier 1 configurations

must be achieved on this element for a corridor to be defined as BRT.

Type of Dedicated Right-of-Way

BRT BASICS

8 points maximum
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Scoring in Detail
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BUSWAY ALIGNMENT

DEDICATED RIGHT-OF-WAY

BRT BASICS

8 points maximum

BRT BASICS
BUSWAY ALIGNMENT

BRT BASICS
BUSWAY ALIGNMENT

EXAMPLE OF A T WO-WAY
MEDIAN-ALIGNED BUSWAY

EXAMPLE OF A BUS-ONLY CORRIDOR WITH
EXCLUSIVE RIGHT-OF-WAY

TIER 1 CONFIGUR ATION

TIER 1 CONFIGUR ATION

8 POINTS

8 POINTS

EXAMPLE OF A T WO-WAY MEDIAN-ALIGNED
BUSWAY WITH PASSING LANES

EXAMPLE OF A BUSWAY THAT RUNS T WO-WAY
ON THE SIDE OF A ONE-WAY STREET

TIER 1 CONFIGUR ATION

TIER 1 CONFIGUR ATION

8 POINTS

6 POINTS

Scoring in Detail
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BRT BASICS
TIER 2 CONFIGUR ATION
5 POINTS

TIER 2 CONFIGUR ATION
4 POINTS

EXAMPLE OF A BUSWAY ALIGNED TO THE OUTER CURB
OF THE CENTRAL ROADWAY ON A BOULEVARD-T YPE
STREET WITH A CENTRAL ROADWAY AND PARALLEL
SERVICE ROAD
TIER 2 CONFIGUR ATION
4 POINTS

Scoring in Detail
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BUSWAY ALIGNMENT

BRT BASICS
BUSWAY ALIGNMENT

EXAMPLE OF A BUSWAY ALIGNED TO THE INNER
CURB OF THE SERVICE ROAD ON A BOULEVARD-T YPE
STREET WITH A CENTRAL ROADWAY AND PARALLEL
SERVICE ROAD

EXAMPLE OF A BUSWAY CENTRALLY ALIGNED
ON A ONE-WAY STREET

Off-board Fare Collection
8 points maximum

BRT BASICS

Presently, the two most effective approaches to off-board fare collection are “barrier-controlled,”
where passengers pass through a gate, turnstile, or checkpoint upon entering the station where
their ticket is verified or a fare is deducted, and “proof-of-payment,” where passengers pay at a kiosk
and collect paper tickets or pass with the payment marked that is occasionally checked on board the
vehicle by an inspector. Both approaches can significantly reduce delays. However, barrier-controlled
is slightly preferable because:
• I t is easier to accommodate multiple routes using the same BRT infrastructure, without modifying the
entire fare collection system for the entire urban transit network;

BRT BASICS

Off-board fare collection is one the most important factors in reducing travel time and improving the
passenger experience.

 roof-of-payment can cause anxiety for passengers who may have misplaced tickets;
• P
• T he data collected by barrier-controlled systems upon boarding, and sometimes upon alighting, can
be useful in future system planning.
On the other hand, proof-of-payment systems on bus routes that go beyond BRT corridors extend the
benefits of time savings to those sections of the bus routes that lie beyond the BRT corridor.
A third approach, onboard fare validation, directs passengers to purchase tickets/fares before
boarding and validate them on the vehicle through rapid electronic readers available at all bus doors.
While this provides time savings for passengers, it is not as efficient as barrier-controlled or proof-ofpayment systems.

BRT Basics: this is an element of BRT deemed essential to true BRT corridors.
Scoring Guidelines: to be eligible for scoring, off-board fare collection needs to occur during all

operating hours. Scores are weighted by the percentage of either stations or routes on the corridor that
utilize that payment system. The maximum score for this element is 8 points.

Off-Board Fare Collection (During All Operating Hours)

POINTS

WEIGHTED BY

Barrier-controlled

8

% stations on corridor

Proof-of-payment

7

% routes using corridor
bus infrastructure

Onboard fare validation—all doors

4

% routes using corridor
bus infrastructure

top
A kiosk sells tickets for
the proof-of-payment
system used in Las Vegas,
Nevada.
bottom
Turnstiles control access
into TransJakarta’s
stations in Jakarta,
Indonesia.

Scoring in Detail
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OFF-BOARD FARE COLLECTION

OFF-BOARD FARE COLLECTION

• I t minimizes fare evasion, as every passenger must have his/her ticket scanned in order to enter the
system versus proof-of-payment, which requires random checks;

Platform-level boarding
speeds boarding and
alighting in Ahmedabad,
India.

Intersection Treatments

BRT BASICS

There are several ways to reduce bus delays at intersections, all of which are aimed at increasing the
green-signal time for the bus lane. Forbidding turns across the bus lane and minimizing the number
of traffic-signal phases where possible are the most important. Traffic-signal priority, when activated
by an approaching BRT vehicle, is useful on lower-frequency corridors but is less effective than turn
prohibitions.

BRT Basics: this is an element of BRT deemed essential to true BRT corridors.
Scoring Guidelines: scores are weighted by the percentage of turns prohibited or intersections with

signal priority along the corridor. On corridors with grade separation, intersections that are bypassed
by the grade-separated busway count as having all turns across the busway prohibited. The score is the
sum of the points for turns prohibited and signal priority. While these may add up to more than 7 points,
the score is capped at 7 points for this element.

Intersection Treatments

POINTS

WEIGHTED BY

Turns prohibited across the busway

7

% of turns across busway prohibited

Signal priority at intersections

2

% of intersections on corridor

Platform-level Boarding
7 points maximum

Having the bus station platform level with the bus floor (i.e., eliminating the vertical gap) is one of the
most important ways of reducing boarding and alighting times per passenger. Boarding configurations
where passengers must climb even relatively minor steps can cause significant delays, particularly for
the elderly, disabled, or people with suitcases or strollers. The reduction or elimination of the vehicleto-platform gap (the horizontal gap) is also key to passenger safety and comfort.
“Vertical gap” refers to the difference in height between bus floors and station platforms. Vertical
gaps are primarily reduced by designing station platforms and purchasing buses so that the height
of the bus floors matches the height of station platforms on the corridor. Station platforms should be
designed and buses selected so that the vertical distance between the platform and the bus floor is
less than 1.5 centimeters (⅝ inches), although larger gaps are acceptable in the Standard.
“Horizontal gap” refers to the distance between the bus and the platform. There are a range of ways to
achieve horizontal gaps of less than 10 centimeters (4 inches), including guided busways at stations,
alignment markers, Kassel curbs, and boarding bridges. The scoring does not take into account which
technique is chosen.

BRT Basics: this is an element of BRT deemed essential to true BRT corridors.
Scoring Guidelines: buses with an average vertical distance greater than 4 centimeters (1 ½

inches) between the bus floor and the station platform will not qualify as “platform level.” Buses with
steps inside them also will not count as platform-level. Scores for each element are weighted by the
percentage of buses that are platform-level and the percentage of stations that have measures to reduce
the horizontal gap. A maximum of 7 points is possible for this element.

Platform-Level Boarding

Left turns are not allowed
at this intersection along
the BRT corridor in Las
Vegas, Nevada.

Scoring in Detail
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POINTS

WEIGHTED BY

Buses are platform level, having 4 centimeters (1 ½ inches) or less
of vertical gap

7

% of buses operating
on corridor

Stations in corridor have measures for reducing the horizontal gap

6

% of stations on corridor
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PLATFORM-LEVEL BOARDING

INTERSECTION TREATMENTS

BRT BASICS

7 points maximum

SERVICE PLANNING

Multiple Routes
4 points maximum

Having multiple routes operate on a single corridor is a good proxy for reduced door-to-door travel
times by reducing transfer penalties.
This can include:
•	Routes that operate over multiple corridors, as exists with TransMilenio in Bogotá, Colombia, or
Metrobús in Mexico City;

•	Multiple routes operating in a single corridor that go to different destinations once they leave the

MULTIPLE ROUTES

MULTIPLE ROUTES

SERVICE PLANNING

Service Planning

corridor, as exists with the Guangzhou, China; Cali, Colombia; and Johannesburg, South Africa,
BRT systems.
This flexibility of bus-based systems is one of the primary advantages of BRT that is frequently not
well used or understood.

Multiple Routes

POINTS

Two or more routes exist on the corridor, servicing at least two stations

4

No multiple routes

0

BRT Corridor

Scoring in Detail

Mexico City’s Metrobús added an
additional twenty thousand daily
passengers by incorporating a
direct route connecting Corridor
I (Insurgentes) with Corridor II
(Eje 4), eliminating the transfer
between the two.
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Express, Limited-Stop,
and Local Services
Control Center
3 points maximum

Control centers for BRT systems are increasingly prevalent, allowing operators to directly monitor bus
operations, identify problems, and rapidly respond to them. This can save users time and improve the
quality of the BRT service.

Infrastructure necessary for the inclusion of express, limited-stop, and local BRT services is captured
in other scoring metrics.

Service Types

A full-service control center monitors the locations of all buses with GPS or similar technology and can:
•	Respond to incidents in real-time;
•	Control the spacing of buses;
•	Determine and respond to the maintenance status of all buses in the fleet;
•	Record passenger boardings and alightings for future service adjustments;
•	Use Computer-Aided Dispatch (CAD)/Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL) for bus tracking and
performance monitoring.

POINTS

Local services and multiple types of limited-stop and/or express services

3

At least one local and one limited-stop or express service option

2

No limited-stop or express services

0

A full-service center should be integrated with a public transport system’s existing control center as
well as the traffic signal system.
The BRT in Yichang, China,
offers local, limited, and
express services along
the same corridor. Digital
information tells passengers
which door offers which
service.

Scoring Guidelines: the following three elements are part of a full-service control center: 1)
automated dispatch, 2) active bus control, and 3) AVL.

Control Center

POINTS

Full-service control center with all three services

3

Control center with two of the three services

2

Control center with one of the three services

1

No control center or center with limited functionality

0

The control center
in Rio de Janeiro,
Brazil, allows the
operator to monitor
BRT service across
the system.

Scoring in Detail
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SERVICE PLANNING

One of the most important ways that BRT corridors increase operating speeds and reduce passenger
travel times is by providing limited-stop and express services. While local services stop at every
station, limited-stop services skip lower-demand stations and stop only at major stations that have
higher passenger demand. Express services often collect passengers at stops at one end of the
corridor, travel along much of the corridor without stopping, and drop passengers off in the city center
or at the other end of the corridor.

CONTROL CENTER

EXPRESS, LIMITED, AND LOCAL SERVICES

SERVICE PLANNING

3 points maximum

Located In Top Ten Corridors

Demand Profile

If the BRT corridor is located along one of the top ten corridors, in terms of aggregate bus ridership,
this will help ensure that a significant proportion of passengers benefit from the improvements. Points
are awarded to systems that have made a good choice for the BRT corridor, regardless of the level of
total demand.

Building dedicated BRT infrastructure in the highest-demand segments of a road ensures that the
greatest number of passengers benefit from the improvements. This is most significant when the
decision is made whether or not to build a corridor through a downtown area; however, it can also
be an issue outside of a downtown on a road segment that has areas with particularly high demand.
Building BRT infrastructure through the highest demand parts of a route will save users time and
improve the quality of the service.

infrastructure improvements and the corridor thus lies outside the top ten, all points are awarded.

Corridor Location

Scoring Guidelines: the BRT corridor must include dedicated infrastructure for the road segment with

POINTS

Corridor is one of top ten demand corridors

2

Corridor is not one of top ten demand corridors

0

the highest demand within a 2-kilometer (1.2 miles) distance of either end of the corridor. This segment
should also have the highest quality of busway alignment in that section, and the score thus relates to
that. The trunk corridor configurations defined in the Busway Alignment Section (see page 29) are used
here to score the demand profile.

Demand Profile

POINTS

Corridor includes highest demand segment, which has a Tier 1 Trunk Corridor configuration

3

Corridor includes highest demand segment, which has a Tier 2 Trunk Corridor configuration

2

Corridor includes highest demand segment, which has a Tier 3 Trunk Corridor configuration

1

Corridor does not include highest demand segment

0

Tier 1 Example

Tier 2
Configuration

Tier 1
Configuration
Highest Demand Segment

Tier 1
Configuration

This map showing the
demand from roadbased transit highlights
that the first corridor of
Johannesburg’s BRT (in red)
is one of the top corridors.
The higher the demand the
wider the green and red
lines.

Tier 2
Configuration
Highest Demand Segment

Tier 2 Example

Tier 2
Configuration

Scoring in Detail
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= 1 point

Tier 1
Configuration

Highest Demand Segment

For more detail about the tiers and more examples,
please see page 29, Busway Alignment.

= 2 points

Tier 3
Configuration
Highest Demand Segment

Mixed
Traffic

= 3 points

= 0 points

Within 2kms of
end of corridor

43

DEMAND PROFILE

Scoring Guidelines: if all top ten demand corridors have already benefited from public transport

SERVICE PLANNING

3 points maximum

LOCATED IN TOP TEN CORRIDORS

SERVICE PLANNING

2 points maximum

A viable transit corridor with a high quality of service must be available to passengers for as many
hours throughout the day and week as possible. Otherwise, passengers could end up stranded or may
simply seek another mode of transport.

Passing Lanes at Stations

Scoring Guidelines: late-night service refers to service until midnight and weekend service refers to
both weekend days.

3 points maximum

Operating Hours

POINTS

Both late-night and weekend service

2

Late-night service, no weekends or weekend service, no late nights

1

No late-night or weekend service

0

Passing lanes at station stops are critical to allow both express and local services. They also enable
stations to accommodate a high volume of buses without getting congested with buses backed up
waiting to enter. On corridors with lower bus frequencies, however, it is more difficult politically to
justify devoting street space to passing lanes, if those lanes appear to be unoccupied much of the
time. Passing lanes are typically a good investment in the medium term, yielding multiple service
options and considerable passenger travel-time savings and allowing for flexibility as a system grows.
On high-demand corridors requiring frequent service, passing lanes at stations are particularly
helpful for providing sufficient corridor capacity to maintain higher speeds. Corridors with growing
demand may not have high capacities at first, but passing lanes can permit extensive growth in
ridership without saturating the corridor. Passing lanes also permit a variety of service options, such
as express services, which can be helpful even in lower-demand corridors. In some instances, many
of the benefits of passing lanes can be provided by allowing BRT buses to pass in oncoming dedicated
bus lanes. However, for safety reasons this should only be done where there is good visibility and
relatively low bus frequencies. Similarly, BRT corridors may also allow buses to pass in mixed traffic
lanes. But this is mainly useful in locations with low bus frequencies and limited mixed-traffic
congestion.

Passing Lanes

The Rainbow BRT in
Pimpri-Chinchwad,
India offers a multicorridor network with
interchanges.

Multi-Corridor Network

POINTS

Dedicated passing lanes

3

Buses overtake in oncoming dedicated bus lanes given safe conditions

2

Passing in mixed traffic given safe conditions

1

No passing lanes

0

2 points maximum

Ideally, BRT should include multiple corridors that intersect and form a network, as this expands
travel options for passengers and makes the system more viable as a whole, improving the level of
service experienced by users. When designing a new system, some anticipation of future corridors is
useful to ensure that the designs will be compatible with later developments. For this reason, a longterm plan is recognized, with an emphasis on near-term connectivity through either BRT services or
infrastructure.

Multi-Corridor Network

POINTS

BRT corridor connects to an existing BRT corridor or to the next one planned in the network

2

BRT corridor connects to a future planned corridor in the BRT network

1

No connected BRT network planned or built

0

Scoring in Detail

The Belo Horizonte MOVE
BRT allows for passing lanes
at many stations, greatly
increasing capacity and
allowing for a variety of
service options.
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PASSING LANES AT STATIONS

HOURS OF OPERATIONS | MULTI-CORRIDOR NETWORK

SERVICE PLANNING

2 points maximum

INFRASTRUCTURE

Infrastructure

Hours of Operation

Minimizing Bus Emissions

The primary determinant of tailpipe emission levels is the stringency of governments’ emissions
standards. While some fuels, like natural gas, tend to produce lower emissions, new emission controls
have enabled even diesel buses to meet extremely clean standards. However, “clean” fuels do not
guarantee low emissions of all pollutants. As a result, the scoring is based on certified emissions
standards rather than fuel type.

MINIMIZING BUS EMISSIONS

Over the past two decades, the European Union and the United States have adopted a series of
progressively tighter emissions standards that are being used for this scoring system. Buses must be
in compliance with Euro VI and U.S. 2010 emissions standards to receive 3 points. These standards
result in extremely low emissions of both PM and NOx . For diesel vehicles, these standards require
the use of PM traps, ultra-low-sulfur diesel fuel, and selective catalytic reduction. To receive 2 points,
buses need to be certified to Euro IV or V with PM traps (note: 50 ppm sulfur diesel fuel or lower is
required for PM traps to function effectively).
Vehicles certified to the Euro IV and V standards that do not require traps emit twice as much PM as
vehicles meeting more recent standards. Therefore, these vehicles are awarded 1 point. Ideally, buses
will include contractually stipulated requirements in the purchase order to control real-world NOx
emissions from buses in use, because the actual NOx emissions from urban buses certified to Euro
IV and V have been tested at levels substantially higher than certified levels. Because that is hard to
verify, it is included as a recommendation, but not as a requirement, for receiving the 1 point.
Zero points are awarded for U.S. 2004 and Euro III standards and less stringent standards, because
these standards allow ten times as much PM emissions as the U.S. 2010 and Euro VI standards.
Rea Vaya in Johannesburg
introduced Euro IV buses
for the first time to South
Africa.

Buses also generate greenhouse gas emissions. Since no clear regulatory framework exists
that requires bus manufacturers to meet specific greenhouse-gas emission targets or fuelefficiency standards, there is no obvious way to identify a fuel-efficient bus by vehicle type.
For CO2 impacts, we recommend the use of the TEEMP model, which incorporates the BRT
Standard into a broader assessment of project-specific CO2 impacts.
Other countries have established emissions standards, such as the Bharat Stage Standard in India,
the China National Standard, and CONAMA PROCONVE Standards in Brazil. These countries often
develop their regulations based on either the U.S. or the Euro standards and should be relatively
comparable. With Bharat, the highest standard as of 2015 is currently Stage IV, which is comparable to
Euro IV and thus eligible for 1 point.

Emissions Standards

Scoring in Detail
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POINTS

Euro VI or US 2010

3

Euro V with PM traps, Euro IV with PM traps, or U.S. 2007

2

Euro V, Euro IV, Euro III CNG, or Euro III using verified PM trap retrofit

1

Below the above standards

0
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MINIMIZING BUS EMISSIONS

INFRASTRUCTURE

Bus tailpipe emissions are typically a large source of urban air pollution. Especially at risk are bus
riders and people living or working near roadsides. In general, the pollutant emissions of highest
concern from urban buses are particulate matter (PM) and nitrogen oxides (NOx ). Minimizing these
emissions is critical to the health of both passengers and the general urban population and for
creating a high-quality service that can attract and retain passengers.

INFRASTRUCTURE

3 points maximum

Stations Set Back
from Intersections
INFRASTRUCTURE

Stations should be located at minimum 26 meters (85 feet), but ideally 40 meters (130 feet), from
intersections to avoid delays. When stations are located just beyond an intersection, delays can occur
when passengers take a long time to board or alight and the docked bus blocks others from pulling
through the intersection. If stations are located just before an intersection, the traffic signal can keep
buses from leaving the station and thus not allow other buses to pull in. The risk of conflict remains
acute, particularly as frequency increases. Separating stations from intersections is a key way to
mitigate these problems.

Scoring Guidelines: the distance from the intersection is defined for the near side of the intersection

as the stop line at the intersection to the front of a bus at the forward-most docking bay and for the far
side of the intersection from the far edge of the crosswalk to the back of the bus at the rear-most docking
bay. A station may be exempted from the minimum setback if:

STATIONS SET BACK FROM INTERSECTIONS

STATIONS SET BACK FROM INTERSECTIONS

INFRASTRUCTURE

3 points maximum

•	The stations are located on fully grade-separated busways with no intersections;
•	The stations are located near intersections due to short block length
(less than 100 meters/330 feet);

Station Location

POINTS

75% of stations on corridor are set back at least 40 meters (130 feet) from intersections or meet at
least one of the above exemptions

3

75% of stations on corridor are set back 26 meters (85 feet) from intersections or meet above
exemptions

2

25% of stations on corridor are set back 26 meters (85 feet) from intersections or meet above
exemptions

1

< 25% of stations on corridor are set back 26 meters (85 feet) from intersections or meet above
exemptions

0

Janmarg, in Ahmedabad,
India, has stations that
are not immediately
adjacent to the
intersection.

Scoring in Detail
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CENTER STATIONS

Having a single station serving both directions of the BRT corridor makes transfers between the two
directions easier and more convenient—something that becomes more important as a BRT network
expands. It also tends to reduce construction costs and minimize the necessary right-of-way. In some
cases, stations may be centrally aligned but split into two—called split stations, with each station
housing a particular direction of the BRT corridor. If a physical connection between the two directions
is not provided, fewer points are awarded.
Bilateral stations (those that, while in the central verge, are at the outer edge of the busway) get
no points.

Scoring Guidelines: the corridor receives points for center platforms, based on their prevalence
and type.

Center Stations

POINTS

>80% of stations on corridor have center platforms serving both directions of service

2

>50% of stations on corridor have center platforms serving both directions of service

1

>80% and above of stations on corridor have center platforms serving only one direction of service
(e.g., Lanzhou BRT, see figure below)

1

Center stations in
the Metrobus Q BRT
system in Quito
minimize station
space requirements
and allow easy
transfers between
different directions
of travel.

The Lanzhou BRT
system has center
stations that only
serve one direction
of travel.

Scoring in Detail
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INFRASTRUCTURE

2 points maximum

CENTER STATIONS

INFRASTRUCTURE

Center Stations

Good-quality pavement ensures better service and operations for a longer period by minimizing the
need for maintenance on the busway. Roadways with poor-quality pavement will need to be shut
down more frequently for repairs. Buses will also have to slow down to drive carefully over damaged
pavement. A smooth ride is critical for creating a high-quality service that can attract and retain
customers.

Guangzhou, China
has well-spaced
BRT stations.

No matter what type of pavement, a thirty-year life span is recommended. There are several options for
the pavement structure to achieve that time span, with advantages and disadvantages for each. Three
examples are described here:
1. Asphalt: properly designed and constructed, asphalt pavement can last thirty-plus years with
surface replacement every ten to fifteen years. This can be done without interrupting service, resulting
in a smooth, quiet ride. At stations and intersections, rigid pavement bus pads are important to use to
resist the potential pavement damage due to braking of vehicles, a problem which is most acute in hot
climates. Bus pads are constructed using cement concrete over a layer of aggregate, with dowels and/
or varying amounts of reinforcing steel depending on design conditions. Each bus pad should be 1.5
times as long as the total length of buses using it at any time;

DISTANCE BETWEEN STATIONS

PAVEMENT QUALITY

INFRASTRUCTURE

2 points maximum

2. Jointed Plain Concrete Pavement (JPCP): this type of pavement design can have a thirty-plus-year
life. To ensure this life, the pavement must have round dowel bars at the transverse joints, tied lanes
by the use of reinforcing steel, and adequate thickness;
3. Continuously Reinforced Concrete Pavement (CRCR): continuous slab reinforcement can add
additional pavement strength and might be considered under certain design conditions

Pavement Materials

POINTS

Pavement structure designed for thirty-year life over entire corridor

2

Pavement structure designed for thirty-year life only at stations and intersections

1

Pavement structure designed for thirty-year life, except at stations and intersections

1

Pavement design life less than thirty years

0

Distances Between Stations
2 points maximum

In a consistently built-up area, the distance between station stops optimizes at around 450 meters
(1,500 feet). Beyond this, more time is imposed on customers walking to stations than is saved by
higher bus speeds. Below this distance, bus speeds will be reduced by more than the time saved
with shorter walking distances. Thus, in keeping reasonably consistent with optimal station spacing,
average distances between stations should not be below 0.3 kilometers (0.2 miles) or exceed 0.8
kilometers (0.5 miles).

Scoring Guidelines: two points should be awarded if stations are spaced, on average, between 0.3
kilometers (0.2 miles) and 0.8 kilometers (0.5 miles) apart.

Distance Between Stations

POINTS

Stations are spaced, on average, between 0.3 kilometers (0.2 miles) and 0.8 kilometers (0.5 miles)
apart

Lima, Peru, uses
reinforced concrete
over its entire busway.

Scoring in Detail

STATIONS

Stations

Pavement Quality
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2

Safe and Comfortable Stations
3 points maximum

1. Wide: stations should be wide enough for passengers to move easily through them and stand
without feeling like they are overcrowded. Overcrowded stations are more likely to encourage
pickpocketing and harassment. Stations should have a minimum internal width of at least 3 meters (10
feet), and wider widths at stations with higher passenger volumes;

STATIONS

STATIONS

One of the main distinguishing features of a BRT corridor as opposed to standard bus service is a safe
and comfortable station environment, an important feature of a high-quality service. Four main factors
contribute to that:

2. Weather-protected: stations should be weather-protected, including from wind, rain, snow, heat
and/or cold, as appropriate to the conditions in a specific location;

4. Attractive: a clear intention to create attractive stations is also important to the image of the BRT
corridor and creates a sense of permanence and attractiveness that will attract not only riders but
developers as well. Stations should be considered part of municipal infrastructure and foster civic and
community pride.

Scoring Guidelines: the scoring is determined by multiplying the percentage of the stations with

Articulated BRT buses in
Nantes, France, have four
doors for boarding and
alighting quickly.

each quantity of elements of safe and comfortable stations by the points associated with that number of
elements. A maximum of 3 points is possible.

Stations

POINTS

Stations have all four elements

3

Stations have three elements

2

Stations have two elements

1

Stations have one element

0

WEIGHTED BY

Number of Doors on Bus

% of stations

3 points maximum

The speed of boarding and alighting is partially a function of the number of bus doors. Much like a
subway in which a car has multiple wide doors, buses need the same to let higher volumes of people
on and off the buses quickly, saving time for users. One door or narrow doorways become bottlenecks
that delay the bus.

Scoring Guidelines: buses need to have three or more doors on the station side of the bus for

articulated buses or two wide (defined as at least 1 meter wide) doors on the station side for regular
(non-articulated) buses and allow boarding through all doors to qualify for the points below. Points are
weighted based on the percentage of buses using the corridor infrastructure, with a maximum score of 3.

Stations
Buses have at least three Doors (for articulated buses) or two
Wide Doors (for non-articulated buses) on the Station Side.
System allows boarding at all doors.

POINTS

WEIGHTED BY

3

% of buses using corridor
infrastructure meeting criteria

Stations in the El
Mio BRT system in
Cali, Colombia, are
comfortable and
attractive.

Scoring in Detail
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NUMBER OF DOORS ON BUS

SAFE AND COMFORTABLE STATIONS

3. Safe: stations that are well-lit, transparent, and have security—whether through security guards or
cameras—are essential to maintaining ridership;

Docking Bays and Substops
1 point maximum

DOCKING BAYS AND SUB-STOPS

Docking Bays and Substops

STATIONS

A station is composed of substops that can connect to one another but should be separated by a
walkway long enough to allow buses to pass one substop to dock at another. This reduces the risk of
congestion by allowing a bus to pass a full substop where buses can let passengers on and off. They
are usually adjacent to each other and allow a second bus to pull up behind another bus already at the
station. A station may be composed of only one substop.
POINTS

At least two substops or docking bays at the highest-demand stations

1

Less than two substops or docking bays at the highest-demand stations

0

Lima, Peru has sliding
doors where the bus
docks at the station.

Sliding Doors in BRT Stations
1 point maximum

Sliding station doors where passengers get on and off the buses improve the quality of the station
environment, reduce the risk of accidents, protect passengers from the weather, and prevent
pedestrians from entering the station in unauthorized locations.

Example of Substops with Multiple Docking Bays

Sliding Doors

POINTS

All stations have sliding doors

1

Otherwise

0

brt passing lane

docking bay

docking bay

sub-stop
docking bay

docking bay

docking bay

docking bay

sub-stop

walkway
docking bay

docking bay

brt passing lane

Guangzhou, China’s
BRT has sliding doors
at the gates.
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SLIDING DOORS IN BRT STATIONS

STATIONS

Multiple docking bays and substops not only increase the capacity of a station, saving users time, but
they also help stations provide multiple services.

Communications

Passenger Information

Real-time passenger information, based on GPS data, includes electronic panels, digital audio
messaging (“Next bus” at stations, “Next stop” on buses), and/or dynamic information on handheld
devices. Static passenger information refers to station and vehicle signage, including network
maps, route maps, local area maps, emergency indications, and other user information. Passenger
information should be visible from buses, stations, and nearby sidewalks in order to qualify.

BRANDING

More and more customers are accessing information online, including route maps, arrival times/
schedules, and services alerts. A variety of means for online information sharing exist—from websites
to apps to social media. This is increasingly important for conveying information to customers, as
well as receiving feedback and addressing problems, especially using social media to engage with
customers. This type of information should be part of a complete passenger information system, but
for points, the Standard only scores passenger information at and near stations and on buses. Many
systems still have trouble achieving this type of information, which should be the cornerstone of good
communication.

Scoring Guidelines: scores are assigned based on which of the following criteria describes the
Las Vegas, Nevada, has a good
brand and strong identity that
appeals to its customers—from the
stations to the buses.

corridor.

Las Vegas, Nevada, used old casino
signs at stations, which reinforced
the city’s identity.

Passenger Information (at Stations and on Vehicles)

POINTS

Functioning real-time and up-to-date static passenger information corridor-wide

2

Up-to-date static passenger information

1

Branding
3 points maximum

BRT promises a high quality of service, which is reinforced by having a unique brand and identity.

Branding

POINTS

All buses, routes, and stations in corridor follow single unifying brand of entire BRT system

3

All buses, routes, and stations in corridor follow single unifying brand, but differ from rest of
system

2

Some buses, routes, and stations in corridor follow single unifying brand, regardless of rest of
system

1

No corridor brand

0

Guangzhou, China, has
real-time passenger
information systems.

Scoring in Detail
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PASSENGER INFORMATION

COMMUNICATIONS

Numerous studies have shown that customer satisfaction is linked to knowing when the next bus
will arrive. Giving customers information is critical to a high quality of service and a positive overall
experience.

COMMUNICATIONS

2 points maximum

Access and Integration

Integration with
Other Public Transport
When a BRT corridor is built in a city, a functioning public transport network often already exists,
be it rail, bus, or minibus. The BRT corridor should integrate into the rest of the public transport
network, saving customers time and creating a more seamless high-quality experience. There are two
components to BRT integration:

3 points maximum

•	Physical transfer points: physical transfer points should minimize walking between modes, be

A BRT corridor should be accessible to all special-needs customers, including those who are
physically, visually, and/or hearing impaired, as well as those with temporary disabilities, the elderly,
children, people with strollers, and other load-carrying passengers. Universal access is important to
maintaining a high quality of service for all customers, regardless of their abilities.

well-sized, and not require passengers to completely exit one system and travel a distance to enter
another;

•	Fare payment: the fare system should be integrated so that one fare card may be used for all modes.

Scoring Guidelines: the BRT corridor should integrate physically with other rapid transit modes (BRT,

UNIVERSAL ACCESS

Scoring Guidelines: accessibility includes two elements: physical and audiovisual. Physical

LRT, and metro) where lines cross the corridor. If no lines cross, points may still be awarded for fare
integration with other public transport modes. If no other formal public transport modes exist in the city,
full points may be awarded for all aspects of integration.

accessibility means that all stations, vehicles, and fare gates on the corridor are universally accessible
for people using wheelchairs, and stations must be free of obstacles that impede movement. The
corridor must also include drop curbs at all immediate intersections. Audiovisual accessibility means
that there are Braille readers at all stations and Tactile Ground Surface Indicators leading to all stations.
Scores are determined by measuring the percentage of stations and buses that provide each level
of access by the points associated with that level and tallying the result. A maximum of 3 points is
possible.

Universal Accessibility

Integration with Other Public Transport

POINTS

Full accessibility provided

3

Physical accessibility provided

2

Audiovisual accessibility provided

1

POINTS

Integration of both physical design and fare payment

3

Integration of physical design or fare payment only

2

No integration

0

Guangzhou, China, has
physical integration, such
as this tunnel connecting
the BRT to the metro.

Metrobús in Mexico
Mexico City provides
universal access to
people in wheelchairs.
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INTEGRATION WITH OTHER PUBLIC TRANSPORT

ACCESS

Universal Access

ACCESS

3 points maximum

Pedestrian Access and Safety

Secure Bicycle Parking

A BRT corridor could be extremely well-designed and functioning but if customers cannot access
it safely, it cannot achieve its goals. Good pedestrian access is imperative in BRT corridor design.
Additionally, a new BRT corridor is a good opportunity to improve the pedestrian environment on the
streets and public-spaces along the corridor and on side streets leading to stations. Good access to
the corridor is vital for creating a high level of service for users.

Bicycle parking at stations allows customers to use bicycles as feeders to the BRT corridor, increasing
system coverage. More options for accessing the BRT corridor can save users time and create a higher
quality experience. Formal bicycle parking facilities that are secure (either monitored by an attendant
or observed by security cameras) and weather-protected are more likely to be used by customers.

2 points maximum

Bicycle Parking

Good pedestrian access includes all of the following:

•	At-grade pedestrian crossings where pedestrians cross a maximum of two lanes of traffic before
reaching a pedestrian refuge (sidewalk, median). While at-grade crossings are preferred, pedestrian
bridges or underpasses with working escalators or elevators can also be considered;

•	Safe crossings provided on average every 200 meters (650 feet) in areas where there is continuous

POINTS

Secure bicycle parking at least in higher-demand stations and standard bicycle racks elsewhere

2

Standard bicycle racks in most stations

1

Little or no bicycle parking

0

ACCESS

ACCESS

4 points maximum

•	Signalized crosswalks where pedestrians must cross more than two lanes at once;

SECURE BICYCLE PARKING

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS

activity on both sides of the corridor;

•	Table-top crossings or speed bumps to slow down traffic when approaching unsignalized crosswalks;
•	Signals timed so that pedestrian waiting time is not excessive (i.e., generally below 30–45 seconds);
•	Wide (at least 2 meters), well-lit, well-demarcated crosswalks where the footpath remains level and
continuous or ramps exist to ensure accessible crossings;

•	Dedicated and protected sidewalks along corridor that are at least 3 meters (10 feet) wide and
unobstructed, including from encroachment from parked vehicles, debris, signs, and street vendors;

•	Direct station access, with no time-consuming detours and other delays;
•	Posted speed limits set to prioritize safety (e.g., below 30 kilometers per hour in dense urban
centers);

•	Design that matches posted speed limits to prevent speeding and help with enforcement.
Pedestrian Access

POINTS

Good, safe pedestrian access at every station and many improvements along corridor

4

Good, safe pedestrian access at every station and modest improvements along corridor

3

Good, safe pedestrian access at every station and no other improvements along corridor

2

Good, safe pedestrian access at most stations and no other improvements along corridor

1

Stations lack good, safe pedestrian access

0

Secure bike parking
is provided at a
TransMilenio terminal
in Bogotá, Colombia.

A bike locker along the
Orange Line in Los Angeles
provides secure bicycle
storage.

Metrobús in Mexico
City provides good
pedestrian access to
stations.
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Bicycle Lanes

Bicycle-Sharing Integration

Bicycle-lane networks integrated with the BRT corridor improve customer access, provide a full set of
sustainable travel options, and enhance road safety. This can save time and improve the quality of the
experience for users of the corridor.

Having the option to make short trips from the BRT corridor by a shared bicycle is important to
providing connectivity to some destinations. Operating costs of providing bus service to the last
mile (i.e., feeder buses) are often the highest cost of maintaining a BRT network; thus, providing
a low-cost bicycle-sharing alternative to feeders is generally seen as best practice. Providing
this option can save users time and improve the quality of their experience, while increasing the
coverage of the transit system.

Bicycle lanes and bicycle-friendly streets should ideally connect BRT stations to all major residential
areas, commercial centers, schools, and business centers within 2 kilometers (1.2 miles). This helps
the BRT by providing a low-cost feeder to the system, and by connecting riders safely and comfortably
to their destinations. Also, by ensuring that the BRT corridor is designed as a complete street, it
increases the safety of all users of the corridor.

Bicycle-Sharing Integration

Moreover, in most cities, the best BRT corridors are also the most desirable bicycle routes, as they are
often the routes with the greatest travel demand. Yet there is a shortage of safe cycling infrastructure
on those same corridors. If some accommodation for cyclists is not made, it is possible that cyclists
will use the busway. If the busway has not been designed for dual bike and bus use, it is a safety risk
for cyclists. Bicycle lanes should be built either within the same corridor or on a nearby parallel street
and should be at least 2 meters (6.5 feet), for each direction, of unimpeded width.

Bicycle Lanes

POINTS

Bicycle-sharing at minimum of 50% of stations on corridor

1

Bicycle-sharing at <50% of stations on corridor

0

POINTS

Bicycle lanes on or parallel to entire corridor

2

Bicycle lanes do not span entire corridor

1

Poorly-designed or no bicycle infrastructure

0

A bikeway is located
parallel to MyCiTi,
in Cape Town, South
Africa.

Scoring in Detail

ACCESS

1 point maximum

BICYCLE-SHARING INTEGRATION

BICYCLE LANES

ACCESS

2 points maximum

64

A bike-share station is
located along a BRT corridor
in Nantes, France.
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Peak Passengers per Hour per
Direction (pphpd) Below 1,000

Operations deductions are only relevant to corridors already in operation. They have been
introduced as a way of mitigating the risk of recognizing a corridor as high quality that has made
significant design errors or has significant management and performance weaknesses not readily
observable during the design phase. The penalties from improperly sizing the infrastructure and
operations or from poor corridor management are as follows:

-5 points

BRT corridors with ridership levels below a thousand passengers per hour per direction (pphpd)
during the peak hour are carrying fewer passengers than a normal mixed-traffic lane. Very low
ridership can be an indication that other bus services continue to operate in the corridor alongside and
in competition with the BRT services. Alternatively, such low ridership indicates that a corridor was
poorly selected.

Commercial Speeds

Almost all cities have corridors carrying at least a thousand pphpd during the peak hour. Many cities,
however, have corridors where transit demand is very low, even below this level. While many Gold
Standard BRT features would still bring benefits in these conditions, it is unlikely that such levels
would justify the cost and dedicated right-of-way intrinsic to BRT. This penalty has been created to
penalize BRT corridors that have poor service planning or are not well-selected, but the threshold
is intended to be low enough to avoid overly penalizing corridors in smaller cities with lower transit
demand.

-10 points maximum

Most of the design features included in the scoring system will always result in higher speeds.
However, there is an exception: higher-demand corridors in which too many buses carrying too many
passengers have been concentrated into a single lane. In this case, bus speeds could be lower than
in mixed-traffic conditions. This penalty was imposed to mitigate the risk of rewarding such a corridor
with a quality standard.

Scoring Guidelines: all 5 points should be deducted if the ridership on the link in the corridor with

maximum peak-hour ridership is under a thousand pphpd in the peak hour. Otherwise, no deduction is
necessary.

Scoring Guidelines: the minimum average commercial speed refers to the corridor-wide average

speed and not the average speed at the slowest link. To measure commercial speeds along a corridor,
divide the total distance travelled along the corridor by the total time to travel the corridor or use the
average speed from a GPS measurement. Where commercial speed is not readily available, the full
penalty should be imposed if buses are backing up at many BRT stations or junctions.

Commercial Speeds

Passengers per Hour per Direction (PPHPD) in Peak Hour

POINTS

PPHPD below a thousand

-5

POINTS

Minimum average commercial speed is 20 kilometers per hour (12 miles per hour) and above

0

Minimum average commercial speed is 16 kilometers per hour–19 kilometers per hour
(10–12 miles per hour)

-3

Minimum average commercial speed is 13 kilometers per hour–16 kilometers per hour
(8–10 miles per hour)

-6

Minimum average commercial speed is 13 kilometers per hour (8 miles per hour) and below

-10

Lack of Enforcement of Right-of-Way

-5 points maximum

A BRT corridor may have a good alignment and physical separation, but if the right-of-way is not
enforced, bus speeds will decline. This penalty addresses corridors that do not adequately enforce
the busway to prevent encroachment from other vehicles. There are multiple and somewhat contextspecific means of enforcing the exclusive right-of-way. The committee generally recommends onboard
camera enforcement and regular policing at points of frequent encroachment, coupled with high fines
for violators, to minimize invasions of the lanes by nonauthorized vehicles. Solely relying on camera
enforcement deployed at high-risk locations is somewhat less effective.

Lack of Enforcement

Operations Deductions
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Operations Deductions

POINTS

Regular encroachment on BRT right-of-way

-5

Some encroachment on BRT right-of-way

-3

Occasional encroachment on BRT right-of-way

-1
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DEDUCTIONS

DEDUCTIONS

Operations Deductions

Significant Gap Between
Bus Floor and Station Platform
Even corridors that have been designed to accommodate platform-level boarding could have
horizontal gaps if the buses do not dock properly. A significant horizontal gap between the platform
and the bus floor undermines the time-savings benefits of platform-level boarding and introduces a
significant safety risk for passengers. Such gaps occur for a variety of reasons, from poor basic design
to poor driver training. Technical opinion varies on the best way to minimize the horizontal gap. Most
experts feel that optical guidance systems are more expensive and less effective than measures such
as the use of simple painted alignment markers and special curbs at station platforms where the
drivers are able to feel the wheel touching the curb yet the curb does not damage the wheel. Boarding
bridges are used successfully on many corridors and would tend to eliminate gap problems.

Poorly Maintained Busway, Buses,
Stations, and Technology Systems
-14 points maximum

Even a BRT corridor that is well built and attractive can fall into disrepair. It is important that the
busway, buses, stations, and technology systems be regularly maintained. A corridor can be penalized
for each type of poor maintenance listed below for a total of -14 points.

Scoring Guidelines: a “minor horizontal gap” is defined as 15–20 centimeters (6–8 inches) and a

“major horizontal gap” is defined as greater than 20 centimeters (8 inches). A sample of at least twenty
instances of buses docking at stations should be used to determine scoring. The percentage of docking
instances observed with each type of gap should be multiplied by the associated deduction and tallied.
The maximum possible deduction is -5.

Maintenance of Busway

Note: If a corridor does not have platform-level boarding by design, no penalty points should be given.
Deductions for significant gaps must not exceed the points awarded for Platform-Level Boarding.

Maintenance of Buses

Gap when Docking

POINTS

Major horizontal gap

-5

Minor horizontal gap

-3

POINTS

Busway has significant wear, including potholes or warping, or debris such as trash or snow

POINTS

Buses have graffiti, litter, seats in disrepair, bus mechanisms (e.g., doors) not functioning properly

WEIGHTED BY

Maintenance of Stations

% of observed dockings

-2

Maintenance of Technology Systems

POINTS

Technology systems, including fare collection machines, are not functional, up-to-date, and/or
accurate

-5 points

This criterion was included because many corridors that are generally well-designed are so
overcrowded that they become alienating to customers. While average “passenger standing density”
is a reasonable indicator, getting this information is not easy, so a more subjective measure is allowed
in cases of obvious overcrowding.

Maintenance of Sidewalks on Corridor

-2

Maintenance of Bicycle Lanes on Corridor

POINTS

Bike lanes in disrepair

during the peak hour is greater than five passengers per square meter (0.46 per square feet) on more
than 25% of buses on the critical link in the predominant direction, or the average passenger standing
density during the peak hour is greater than three passengers per square meter (0.28 per square feet) at
stations.

-2

If this metric is not easily calculated, then clearly visible signs of overcrowding on buses or in stations
should be used, such as doors on the buses regularly being unable to close, stations overcrowded with
passengers because they are unable to board full buses, and so forth.

Overcrowding

POINTS

Passenger density during peak hour on more than 25% of buses on critical link in peak direction
is > 5 m2
Passenger density during peak hour at one or more stations is > 3 m2

-5

Passengers unable to board buses or enter stations

Operations Deductions
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Operations Deductions

-2

POINTS

Sidewalks in disrepair

Scoring Guidelines: the full penalty should be imposed if the average passenger standing density

-2
POINTS

Stations have graffiti, litter, occupancy by vagrants or vendors, or structural damage

Overcrowding

-4
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DEDUCTIONS

BRTDEDUCTIONS
STANDARD 2013

-5 points maximum

Low Peak Frequency

DEDUCTIONS

How often the bus comes during peak travel times such as rush hour is a good proxy for quality of
service. For BRT to be truly competitive with alternative modes, like the private automobile, customers
need to be confident that their wait times will be short and the next bus will arrive soon.

Permitting Unsafe Bicycle Use

Scoring Guidelines: peak frequency is measured by the number of buses observed per hour for

each route that passes the highest-demand segment on the corridor during the peak period. The peak
frequency deduction is then allocated based on the percentage of routes that have a frequency of at least
eight buses per hour in the peak period. If observations cannot be made, frequencies may be obtained
through route schedules.

% Routes With At Least 8 Buses per Hour

-2 points maximum

Bicycle use in busways is generally not encouraged, and is particularly dangerous in bus lanes with
speed limits greater than 25 kilometers per hour (15 miles per hour) and/or bus lanes with widths less
than 3.8 meters 12 feet). If cycling is observed in these conditions, a deduction should be made.

POINTS

100% have at least 8 buses per hour

0

75% have at least 8 buses per hour

-1

50% have at least 8 buses per hour

-2

< 50% have at least 8 buses per hour

-3

Permitting Unsafe Bicycle Use
Cycling permitted in bus lanes with speed limits greater than 25 kilometers per hour (15 miles per
hour) and/or bus lanes with widths less than 3.8 meters (12 feet)

-2

Lack of Traffic Safety Data

Low Off-Peak Frequency

-2 points maximum

-2 points maximum

Traffic safety data is vital to ensuring that transportation systems operate safely and to evaluating
efforts to improve safety. All cities should collect traffic safety data and make this information public
so that progress can be tracked.

As with peak frequency, how often the bus comes during off-peak travel times is a good proxy for
quality of service.

Scoring Guidelines: off-peak frequency is measured by the buses per hour of each route passing

Traffic Safety Data Not Collected

through the highest-demand segment on the corridor during the off-peak (midday) period. The off-peak
frequency score is then determined based on the percentage of all routes that have a frequency of at
least four buses per hour during the off-peak period.

% Routes with at Least 4 Buses per Hour

POINTS

100% of all routes have at least 4 buses per hour

0

60% of all routes have at least 4 buses per hour

-1

< 60% of all routes have at least 4 buses per hour

-2

Operations Deductions

POINTS

POINTS

Traffic safety data is not collected

70

Operations Deductions

-2
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DEDUCTIONS

-3 points maximum

DEDUCTIONS

Application to Rail Corridors
The BRT Standard was specifically designed by BRT experts to be applied to BRT corridors.
However, almost all of the elements in the BRT Standard could easily be applied to rail transit
corridors (including streetcar, tram, light-rail, and metro) with minimal modification. Using the BRT
Standard to evaluate rail transit corridors would allow users to assess the general quality of rail
transit services and compare them to other transit corridors, including BRT. It could also provide
a more standard definition of rapid transit and determine which rail transit corridors meet that
definition. The following section briefly describes a preliminary concept of how the BRT Standard
might be applied to rail transit corridors.

Buses Running Parallel to
BRT Corridor
-6 points maximum

BRT Basics

The BRT Standard defines the BRT basics as a set of elements essential to a service’s being called
BRT. These elements all aim to minimize passenger delay, thus ensuring the “rapid” component of
a bus rapid transit corridor. These same criteria can be applied without modification to rail transit
corridors to assess whether they meet a more general definition of rapid transit as well.

Bus corridors should be designed to capture as much of the public transportation demand on a
corridor to maximize the utility of dedicated transit infrastructure. A significant number of full-sized
public buses operating outside of the busway results in difficult transfers, undermines the financial
sustainability of the BRT corridor, and leads to less frequent service on the corridor.

Terminology

< 60% of buses operating on corridor use busway

-2

< 40% of buses operating on corridor use busway

-4

The BRT Standard often refers to “busways,” “BRT,” and “buses.” When using the BRT Standard to
assess rail transit corridors, these should be substituted with “transitways,” “rapid transit,” and
“transit vehicles” throughout the text. The definitions of a corridor would also need to be modified
to account for rail.

< 20% of buses operating on corridor use busway

-6

Pavement Quality

Buses Running Parallel to BRT Corridor

POINTS

The BRT Standard metric of pavement quality should be modified to evaluate rail quality. ITDP is
engaging with rail transit experts who understand how railbeds and tracks are designed for more
guidance on this section. In the meantime, the evaluation of the railbed and tracks can be scored
based on whether they are designed to a thirty-year life span or not.

Signaling

Bus Bunching

The distance between rail vehicles is largely governed by the type of signal system that is used.
Better signals can allow for increased headways and improved service. Since BRT corridors are
not limited by signal systems, this is not a part of the BRT Standard. Ideally, to evaluate rail transit
corridors, a separate section would be added to address signal systems. BRTs would automatically
score maximum points in this section, since buses are not constrained by signaling systems and
can operate at closer spacings than are permitted by most signal systems. ITDP is consulting rail
experts to determine how this section might be developed. Until that work is completed, signaling
considerations could simply be ignored, as the effects of low-quality signal systems are likely
captured by some of the point deductions for operations (e.g., deductions for overcrowding).

-4 points maximum

Bus reliability is critical to improving BRT performance. Bus bunching—when the distance between
buses becomes highly uneven—reduces reliability, increases wait times, and contributes to crowding
conditions, deteriorating the quality and speed of service.

Scoring Guidelines: bus bunching deductions will be made when two buses are seen traveling in the

same direction on the same route, one directly behind the other. Observation for this deduction are to be
made during the peak hour at the highest demand segment on the corridor.

Bus Bunching

Elements Specific to BRT

Some elements of the BRT Standard are more common in BRT corridors. For example, very few
metro and light-rail systems offer express, limited-stop, and local services or multiple routes
operating on the same corridor. There are, however, prominent rail examples of both, such as the
New York City Subway or the Lyon Tramway. These elements provide a higher quality of transit
service for any mode and should be retained, even if they seldom result in points for rail systems.

POINTS

Bus bunching observed on corridor

-2

Multiple instances of bus bunching are observed on corridor within an hour

-4

Grade Separated Systems

Fully grade-separated electric rail transit systems, such as metro, will likely receive maximum
points in a number of categories, including Transitway Alignment, Off-Board Fare Collection,
Intersection Treatments, Minimizing Emissions, Stations Set Back from Intersections, and PlatformLevel Boarding. This is logical, as grade separation removes many of the sources of delay that a
transit system might encounter, making them more likely to achieve gold standard.

Operations Deductions
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Application to Rail Corridors
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BRT Standard Scorecard
CATEGORY

BRT Basics (pp. 26 – 37)

max score

38 (total)

CATEGORY

max score

Communications (pp. 58 – 59)

5

Dedicated Right-of-Way

8

Branding

3

Busway Alignment

8

Passenger Information

2

Off-Board Fare Collection

8

Intersection Treatments

7

Platform-level Boarding

7

Service Planning (pp. 38 – 44)

19

Access and Integration (pp. 60 – 65)

15

Universal Access

3

Integration with Other Public Transport

3

Pedestrian Access and Safety

4

Multiple Routes

4

Secure Bicycle Parking

2

Express, Limited-Stop, and Local Service

3

Bicycle Lanes

2

Control Center

3

Bicycle-Sharing Integration

1

Located in Top Ten Corridors

2

Demand Profile

3

Hours of Operations

2

Multi-Corridor Network

2

Infrastructure (pp. 45 – 52)

13

Passing Lanes at Stations

3

Minimizing Bus Emissions

3

Stations Set Back from Intersections

3

Center Stations

2

Pavement Quality

2

Stations (pp. 53– 57)

10

Operations Deductions (pp. 66 –72)

-63

Commercial Speeds

-10

Peak Passengers per Hour per Direction (pphpd)
Below 1,000

-5

Lack of Enforcement of Right-of-Way

-5

Significant Gap Between Bus Floor and Station Platform

-5

Overcrowding

-5

Poorly Maintained Infrastructure

-14

Low Peak Frequency

-3

Low Off-Peak Frequency

-2

Permitting Unsafe Bicycle Use

-2

Distances Between Stations

2

Lack of Traffic Safety Data

-2

Safe and Comfortable Stations

3

Buses Running Parallel to BRT Corridor

-6

Number of Doors on Bus

3

Bus Bunching

-4

Docking Bays and Sub-stops

1

Sliding Doors in BRT Stations

1

Minimum Requirements for a
Corridor to be Considered BRT
1. At least 3 kilometers (1.9 miles) in length with dedicated lanes
2. Score 4 or more points in dedicated right-of-way element
3. Score 4 or more points in busway alignment element
4. Score 20 or more total points across all five BRT basics elements

BRONZE

55–69.9 points

SILVER

70–84.9 points

GOLD

85–100 points

