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1. PLAN REVIEW TASK 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this task is to identify, review, and summarize all relevant local planning 
and policy documents related to or impacting the implementation of bus lanes and bus 
priority within the study area. Additional peer planning studies and resources are also 
included to build upon lessons learned to apply to this project. The input from previous 
plans and national examples will assist in planning a feasible and implementable 
network of transit-supportive streets in the study area.  

Beyond highlighting recent relevant studies and recommendations, this review is an important step 

towards coordinating the various regional planning initiatives to optimize the effectiveness and minimize 

duplication of efforts. This review aims to identify key planning challenges and opportunities, including 

relevant information for this study, lessons learned, and best practices. This document is structured into 

three sections as a quick reference resource to inform subsequent tasks and help drive decision-making. 

The first section is comprised of a summary table with local planning and policy documents’ major 

elements, recommendations, and key information of relevance to the Bus Lane Study. The second 

section highlights lessons learned and performance data of non-local bus priority projects across the 

country. Finally, the third section includes key tables, maps, and graphics from the reviewed plans. 
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2. LOCAL PLANS REVIEW SUMMARY 

Table 1: Local Plan Review Summary 

Agency / Study Name / Date Major Elements Key Relevance to Bus Lane Study Recommendations 
Challenges / Opportunities / Best Practices / 

Lessons Learned 

CDTA Transit Development 
Report (2014)  

◼ Report 

◼ CDTA’s strategic plan 

◼ Service standards 

◼ Capital projects 

◼ After implementing Washington-Western and the River Corridor, CDTA will 

look at bus-only lanes in downtown Albany again.  

◼ Two BRT lines along with trunk and neighborhood routes now share the 

same corridor along Washington Avenue and State Street between Lark 

Street and South Pearl Street. The amount of service and length of this 

segment will have a substantial impact on travel times while increasing 

transit ridership. 

◼ TSP installed on 45 NY 5 intersections; queue-jump lanes along three 

stretches of NY 5 Corridor (p 36, 37). 

◼ Additional potential queue-jump locations are listed on p. 85. 

◼ Defines CDTA standards for BRT corridor/stations: a corridor should have 

>2 million annual riders on existing services; a pair of stops should have 

>100 boardings per weekday (after applying an assumed 20% increase to 

the number of existing boardings) on p. 51. 

◼ Click here to jump to key graphics and maps from this plan. 

◼ The plan defines a Transit Priority Network (dis-

tinct from but overlapping with CDTC’s network of 

the same name) on p. 67, with individual seg-

ments listed on p. 118-119. 

◼ Other recommendations include: 

─ Continue to implement elements or amenities 

that reduce travel times, increase service, im-

prove customer convenience, and attract 

more riders to existing BusPlus 

─ Implement a system-wide fare collection up-

grade and expansion of BusPlus ITS ele-

ments. 

 

 

◼ Bus Only Lanes / Exclusive Lanes are the 

most effective means of reducing travel 

time for BRT service.  

◼ Implementing Bus Only Lanes / Exclusive 

Lanes throughout the region requires tak-

ing space away from other lanes, parking, 

sidewalks, and/or private property, so ex-

clusive lanes can only be included in ar-

eas with numerous bus routes, very high 

ridership, and broad street widths.  

CDTC’s New Visions 2040 
(2015) 

◼ Executive Summary 

◼ Report  

 

◼ Local Transit Services 

◼ Traffic Congestion Man-

agement 

◼ Complete Streets 

◼ Travel Reliability 

◼ New Visions is a long-range 25-year regional transportation plan. 

◼ New Visions 2040 is an update to the New Visions 2035 plan, amended in 

2016 to incorporate additional freight movement considerations.  

◼ New Visions 2040 Plan includes a set of principles to guide transportation 

planning and investment in the region for the coming years.  

◼ Continue to seek funding for CDTC to fund exist-

ing and small-scale new infrastructure and explore 

the use of new funding sources. 

◼ Increase funding for transit. 

◼ Investigate new funding mechanisms to support 

CDTA transit operations. 

◼ Expand BusPlus BRT and promote bus/transit-

only travel lanes. 

◼ The plan recommendations indicate that 

funding sources and mechanisms are an 

area needing reform.  

https://www.cdta.org/sites/default/files/images/news/TDPUpdate-FullReportsmallfilesize.pdf
https://www.cdtcmpo.org/images/new_visions/2040Plan/2040-Executive-Summary-letter-size--March-2016-update-with-freight-plan.pdf
https://www.cdtcmpo.org/images/new_visions/2040Plan/New-Visions-2040-Plan-March-2016-amended-w-Freight-Plan.pdf
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Agency / Study Name / Date Major Elements Key Relevance to Bus Lane Study Recommendations 
Challenges / Opportunities / Best Practices / 

Lessons Learned 

CDTC New Visions 2050 
Transit White Paper (2020) 

◼ White Paper 

◼ Local Transit Services  

◼ Performance Measures  

◼ New Visions 2040 Rec-

ommendations Status  

◼ Transit Capital Projects  

◼ Transit Service and Oper-

ational Changes  

◼ Transit Planning Funding  

◼ Trends and Forecasts  

◼ New Visions 2050 Sce-

narios  

◼ Transit Principle with 

Strategies and Actions 

◼ On p. 17, reviews New Visions 2040 recommendations—some progress 

made toward recommendation 4 (to promote bus-only lanes beyond the 

Washington/Western Corridor, “particularly in BusPlus corridors”). Training 

on NACTO’s Street Design Guide was held in 2018. 

◼ Capital projects table p. 22. 

◼ Briefly describes CDTC’s Transit Priority Network (based on but slightly 

extending CDTA’s from 2014) (p. 35). 

◼ Prioritizes the completion of the Washington/Western and River Corridor 

BRT projects (p. 57). 

◼ It also says “CDTA should plan” to update basic BRT to enhanced BRT, 

including off-board fare collection, articulated buses, queue-jumpers, level 

boarding stations, increased frequency, and bus-only lanes (p. 57). 

◼ CDTA’s Transit Priority Network to be revised before next TIP update (p. 

60). 

◼ Bus lane feasibility study “should consider bus-only lanes, shared 

bus/parking lanes and shared bus/bike lanes in BRT corridors and other 

high ridership transit corridors” (p. 57). 

◼ References previous proposals for bus-only lanes on State Street. 

◼ Various CDTA service measures were described starting on p. 64 (head-

way ranges for different service types, routes meeting headway thresh-

olds, typical spans of service by service type, BRT ridership, and perfor-

mance).  

◼ Click here to jump to key graphics and maps from this plan. 

◼ Promote Bus/Transit Only Travel Lanes. 

◼ Provide high-quality fixed-route transit in core ar-

eas of the region. 

◼ Complete and Upgrade 40 Miles of Bus Rapid 

Transit - increased service frequency and bus-

only lanes. 

◼ Study the Feasibility of Bus Lanes and Future 

BRT Lines - The feasibility study. 

◼ Should consider bus-only lanes, shared bus/park-

ing lanes, and shared bus/bike lanes in BRT corri-

dors and other high ridership transit corridors.  

◼ Develop and Monitor Transit Related Pilot Pro-

grams - CDTA should pursue pilot projects that 

support transit such as bus lanes, mobility hubs at 

transit stops, shared transportation services, 

scooters (if legalized in New York State), auto-

mated transit vehicles, and other options not yet 

imagined. Pilot projects offer the benefit of testing 

an idea in real-time with a focused public process. 

 

https://www.cdtcmpo.org/images/new_visions/Final_Transit_White_Paper_09.18.2020.pdf
https://cdta.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapTools/index.html?appid=3f5bf4cf378c42fa922dce3d05840772


CDTC/CDTA 

BUS LANE FEASIBILITY STUDY PLAN AND PEER REVIEW 

 4 

Agency / Study Name / Date Major Elements Key Relevance to Bus Lane Study Recommendations 
Challenges / Opportunities / Best Practices / 

Lessons Learned 

CDTC’s New Visions 2050 
(2020) 

◼ Website 

◼ Executive Summary 

◼ Maps 

◼ Planning and Investment 

Principles 

◼ System Performance Re-

port 

◼ Transit White Paper 

◼ Financial Plan 

◼ The New Visions 2050 is a minor update to the New Visions plan released 

in 2015. New Visions does not contain a list of projects that CDTC expects 

to undertake over the next 20 years. This Plan is a statement of principles, 

strategies, and budgetary emphasis to guide more detailed project deci-

sions as the region invests in a next-generation transportation system.  

◼ Since New Visions 2040 was adopted in 2015, 17 miles of Bus Rapid 

Transit were constructed, and alternatives for I-787 were evaluated in the 

I-787/Hudson Waterfront Corridor Study. 

◼ Click here for the ITS Priority Network as defined in the plan, which high-

lights the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) priority corridors and the Transit Priority 

Network.  

◼ Regional Operations and Travel Reliability: Any 

congestion management actions must recognize 

the importance of and balance of pedestrians, bi-

cyclists, and transit users’ needs and access. Key 

recommendations: 

─ Right-size existing roadways. 

◼ Transit and Human Services: Expansion of BRT 

and the addition of mobility hubs, on-demand ser-

vices, and integrated technologies (i.e., 

smartphone app) allowing users to purchase 

transportation when needed and seamlessly 

transfer between travel options is desired. Key 

recommendations: 

─ Complete and upgrade 40 miles of BRT 

─ Study the feasibility of bus lanes and future 

BRT 

─ Explore conversion of enhanced BRT to light 

rail 

─ Revise CDTC Transit Priority Network and 

TIP merit score methodology. 

◼ The plan contemplates four scenarios and 

examines the impacts on transit as fol-

lows: 

─ Status Quo (Scenario A): assumes 

gradual adoption of connected and 

automated vehicles and more availa-

bility of shared mobility services 

─ Sprawl Development (Scenario B): 

Transit service declines, transit viabil-

ity is threatened, and overall fewer 

transportation choices are available 

─ Concentrated Development (Scenario 

C): Transit services more people and 

has a strong market share. Overall, 

there are more transportation choices 

─ Concentrated Development with Fi-

nancial Incentives (Scenario D): 

Transit service is highly attractive and 

competitive, reaches higher market 

share and provides more transporta-

tion choices.  

RPA Albany Transit 
Supportive Development 
Case Study (2009) 

◼ Website 

◼ Case Study Report 

◼ Bus Access to Conven-

tion Centers 

◼ Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

◼ Site and Program Analy-

sis 

◼ Design Propositions 

◼ From Bus Station to 

Mixed-Use Multimodal 

Center 

◼ District-wide Land Use 

and Pedestrian Network 

◼ State Street as a BRT 

Boulevard 

◼ Next Steps 

◼ Description of existing conditions and proposal for State Street between 

Broadway and Eagle streets starts (p. 16). 

◼ Recommended median rather than curbside bus lanes to improve travel 

time reliability, maximize parking availability, and avoid conflicts with load-

ing/unloading vehicles. 

◼ Re-imagine State Street as a BRT corridor with bus-only lanes located in 

the median, which allows for faster, more reliable bus travel times; maxim-

izes the number of on-street parking spaces and loading areas; improves 

the streetscape of this major downtown artery (p. 4) 

◼ Alternative 2: Center Bus Lanes 

─ It maintains convenient loading-unloading and parking at the curbside 

of the traffic lanes 

─ It also allows for easy access to the hotel site adjacent to the corridor 

─ Bus passengers would cross the traffic lanes at signalized pedestrian 

crossings reducing conflicts with drivers (p. 17) 

─ Overall crossing distances will remain the same. 

◼ Reimagine State Street as a BRT Boulevard 

─ High number and proportion of buses 

─ Increased reliability and speed of bus service 

─ Increased productivity of bus service for the 

operators 

─ Increased safety 

─ Increased visibility of public transit for users 

─ Increased ridership and reduced air pollution.  

◼ The median bus lane is preferred to the bus lane 

at the outer edges of the street since it would fur-

ther enhance the reliability of bus travel times, in-

crease the number of parking spaces available, 

including two valet spaces for the hotel site, and 

allow relatively convenient loading-unloading at 

the curbs. 

Better street design overall that 

accommodates all users regardless of mode. 

https://www.cdtcmpo.org/transportation-plans/nv2050
https://www.cdtcmpo.org/images/new_visions/NewVisions2050_Final_ForWeb_09_08.pdf
https://www.cdtcmpo.org/images/new_visions/MapsPacket_small.pdf
https://rpa.org/work/reports/albany-transit-supportive-development
https://s3.us-east-1.amazonaws.com/rpa-org/pdfs/RPA-Transit-Supportive-Development-Albany.pdf
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Agency / Study Name / Date Major Elements Key Relevance to Bus Lane Study Recommendations 
Challenges / Opportunities / Best Practices / 

Lessons Learned 

CDTA River Corridor 
Alternatives Analysis (2015) 

◼ Report 

◼ Corridor Transportation 

Conditions  

◼ Alternatives Development 

◼ Alternatives Evaluation  

◼ Implementation and Fi-

nance Plans 

◼ Purpose - The purpose of the project is to provide faster, more direct, 

more frequent, and more reliable north-south transit service connecting the 

major activity centers along the River Corridor at a reasonable cost and 

schedule (p. 17). 

◼ Transit Signal Priority (p. 35). 

◼ Queue Jump (p.36). 

◼ Bus Lanes -  Bus lanes in this area are generally not needed to get 

around traffic congestion but rather to influence land development and as 

building blocks toward LRT. Bus lanes also ensure that travel times will re-

main consistent as traffic volumes grow along with increased economic 

development (p. 40). 

◼ Some sections of bus lanes are more physically feasible than others and 

require further study and buy-in from users, agencies, and the public (p. 

40-41). 

◼ Recommended Alternative for this study is Alter-

native 2 Broadway 

─ Best potential to support economic develop-

ment and transit-oriented development 

─ Best integration of existing local services with-

out vast increases in resources required for 

the overall system 

─ Best integration of transit priority infrastructure 

and connectivity to important transit-depend-

ent neighborhoods and destinations 

─ Best combination of travel time savings and 

connectivity. 

◼ The plan highlights the opportunity to re-

duce the need for parking and for better 

land-use decision-making. 

◼ Contraflow bus lanes present challenges 

for on-street parking and intersection sig-

nals. 

◼ Implementation of bus lanes may impact 

on-street parking, roadway widening, bi-

cycle accommodations, traffic operations, 

and other right-of-way impacts.  

◼ Challenge with the timeline for rollout: 

These investments will require time to co-

ordinate project development, design, and 

community input that may prolong the 

schedule for service rollout. 

Washington/Western BRT 
Conceptual Design Study 
(2014) 

◼ Project Summary 

◼ Alternatives Analysis Re-

port 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) ◼ Proposal for a new BRT line connecting Downtown Albany and 

Crossgates Mall along Washington and Western Avenues.  

◼ The eastern end of the proposed BRT would overlap with the existing NY5 

BusPlus service and would intersect with the River Corridor BRT (the blue line) 

in downtown Albany. 

◼ The proposed route runs along Washington Ave-

nue until the Lark-Amory station, before serving 

Western Avenue until it diverts to serve UAlbany 

directly, terminating at Crossgates Commons and 

Crossgates Mall.  

◼ Queue jump lanes, transit signal priority, and en-

hanced stations along the alignment. 

◼ An exclusive busway through the Harriman State 

Office Campus and the University of Albany Up-

town Campus.  

Opportunity to provide a direct east-west 

connection between several major activity 

centers/trip generators.  

 

https://www.cdta.org/sites/default/files/source_files/river_corridor_simplified_alternatives_analysis.pdf
https://www.cdta.org/sites/default/files/images/news/WWBRT-ProjectSummary_forpublic.pdf
https://www.cdtcmpo.org/policy/mar14/brt.pdf
https://www.cdtcmpo.org/policy/mar14/brt.pdf
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Agency / Study Name / Date Major Elements Key Relevance to Bus Lane Study Recommendations 
Challenges / Opportunities / Best Practices / 

Lessons Learned 

CDTC/CDTA Conceptual 
Design of NY 5 BRT Priority 
Measures (2004) 

◼ Report 

◼ Service Concept  

◼ Conceptual Design of 

main roadway treatments 

and priority elements  

◼ Additional concepts con-

sidered 

◼ Queue jumpers - A preliminary evaluation of the Route 5 corridor was 

made to determine which intersections would be considered good candi-

dates for the implementation of queue jumpers—short exclusive bus lanes 

leading up to intersections combined with transit signal priority (p. 7). 

◼ Transit Signal Priority - By giving signal priority to transit buses, transit 

travel times and delay times are shortened, translating into more conven-

ience to the passengers and cost savings for the agency. It has also been 

shown that transit signal priority can allow the agency to reduce the num-

ber of trips on a route without affecting its level of service. Furthermore, 

signal priority can reduce or eliminate “bunching” (p. 10).  

◼ Downtown Albany Bus Lanes - The concept of a bus lane is to provide an 

exclusive lane for transit use. Several different types of bus lanes exist, in-

cluding curbside lanes, interior lanes, and median lanes, each with its own 

advantages and disadvantages (p. 13). 

─ A qualitative evaluation that considered five criteria was conducted to 

analyze the trade-offs of the alternatives under consideration. The five 

criteria selected for the evaluation were: 1) impact to traffic; 2) impact 

to parking; 3) transit improvement; 4) impact to the pedestrian environ-

ment; and 5) complexity or constructability. (p. 14). 

◼ Bus Lanes between Fuller Road and Route 155  

─ Concept - Provide bus lanes in both directions along this section either 

by repositioning the curbs or removing the flush median. (p. 14). 

◼ Queue jumpers at several key locations  

─ The evaluation concluded that the Wolf Road 

and New Karner Road intersections, in the 

westbound direction, are strong candidates for 

queue jump consideration because of the de-

lays and queues experienced at these loca-

tions and the ability for a queue-jump lane to 

be constructed and complement the proposed 

BRT stations. 

◼ Transit Signal Priority  

◼ This review concluded that the implementation of 

unconditional TSP at most of the signalized inter-

sections in the Route 5 corridor should have little 

or no impact on side street traffic. 

◼ Opportunities to realize transit time travel 

savings with various transit priority treat-

ments  

◼ Implementation of queue jumps may run 

into issues with property owners. 

https://www.cdtcmpo.org/ny5/images/n.pdf
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Agency / Study Name / Date Major Elements Key Relevance to Bus Lane Study Recommendations 
Challenges / Opportunities / Best Practices / 

Lessons Learned 

City of Albany Complete 
Streets Policy & Design 
Manual (2016)  

◼ Report 

 

◼ Street Typologies 

◼ Process and Implementa-

tion 

◼ Trending City-wide De-

sign Considerations 

◼ Design Guidelines for 

Streetscapes, Sidewalks, 

and Streets 

◼ Design Guidelines for In-

tersections 

◼ Complete streets provide accessible bus stops while allowing buses to 

move through traffic with greater ease, further encouraging ridership while 

reducing dependence on private transportation services (p. 4-2).  

◼ Shared transit bicycle lanes are designated for use by public transit buses, 

bicycles, and generally for right-turning vehicles. The primary purpose of 

these lanes is to provide a time advantage to public transit by taking the 

buses out of the general traffic flow and into a designated lane (p. 4-2). 

◼ Road Diets - Generally, a road diet includes removing travel lanes from a 

roadway (p. 4-5). 

◼ Design Guidelines - A Transit Lane is for public transit. This dedicated lane 

has the potential to enhance the frequency, efficiency, and reliability of 

transit service along corridors throughout the City (p. 5-18). 

◼ Lane striping and pavement markings convey messages to roadway us-

ers. Use of lane striping and pavement markings can indicate which part of 

the road is designated for which user to create a safer, more accessible 

roadway network for all users (p. 5-20). 

◼ Dedicated transit lanes are lanes used by transit vehicles only along en-

hanced transit corridors (p. 5-22).  

◼ Enhanced transit lanes or corridors incorporate dedicated transit lanes and 

other transit amenities such as bus shelters located in buffer zones or bus 

bulbs (p. 5-22). 

◼ Provides recommended transit lane widths for all 

street typologies.  

◼ Dedicated or enhanced transit lanes are recom-

mended for wide downtown streets, wide commu-

nity mixed-use streets, and wide community com-

mercial streets.    

Opportunities for better coordination of 

different agencies. 

Albany Parking Authority 
Downtown Albany Parking 
Facility Feasibility Study 
(2017) 

◼ Website  

◼ Report 

◼ Analysis of Existing Park-

ing Conditions  

◼ Projection of Future Park-

ing Needs  

◼ Site Evaluation and Con-

cept Parking Plans  

◼ Financial Feasibility  

◼ As presented in Table 5 on the following page, the on‐street parking in the 

Quackenbush/Riverfront and State Street zones is barely adequate based 

on the effective parking supply (p. 10). 

◼ Although there are currently parking “hot spots” in each of the three zones 

where parking demand exceeds the effective parking supply, the results of 

the parking occupancy surveys indicate there is adequate parking within 

the three analysis zones and the study area overall presently, and the de-

velopment of more parking is not warranted until there is additional de-

mand generated by future development and/or the absorption of currently 

vacant space (p. 15). 

◼ The Albany Convention Center Authority and the Capital District Transpor-

tation Authority (CDTA) are teaming to develop a proposed intermodal 

transportation center to replace the current bus station in the Green‐Hud-

son area (p. 22). 

◼ The study did not recommend an additional down-

town parking garage. 

◼ On-street paid parking should be considered in 

the developing Warehouse District.  

◼ Opportunity for transit connections to 

Capital District Gondola should it proceed 

forward.  

◼ Challenge to maintain adequate parking 

supply without overbuilding parking facili-

ties.  

◼ Consider how bus lanes could help flow 

into and out of the CDTA Intermodal Cen-

ter. 

 

 

 

 

https://www.cdtcmpo.org/images/linkage_program/AlbCoFinal/albanyCSPolicyandDesignManual_Final.pdf
https://www.parkalbany.com/
https://www.parkalbany.com/public-documents/other-reporting/657-apa-feasibility-study-final-report-9-19-17/file
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3. PEER BUS LANE 

EXPERIENCE SUMMARY 

Table 2: Non-Local Plans Summary 

Agency/ 

Study Name 
Lessons Learned  Performance Data  Picture  

LA Metro, 

Flower 

Street Bus 

Lane, 2019 

◼ Optimal volume of 

buses per hour is es-

sential for maximum 

bus lane performance 

◼ Enforcement and com-

pliance is critical to 

keeping bus-only lanes 

clear of violators and 

other obstructions 

◼ Relocate bus stop from 

traffic turning move-

ments  

◼ Bus lanes need to be as 

continuous as possible 

to avoid diminished lane 

performance  

◼ A previous bus lane de-

ployment created a lot 

of angst with community 

members, so it required 

a lot of extra outreach to 

ensure this pilot went 

smoothly.  

◼ Active enforcement by 

police was extremely 

costly, equivalent to 

$750k annually. 

◼ 1.8 mile peak period bus 

lane pilot, June 2019 

◼ Up to 80 buses/hr. 

◼ Person throughput in-

creased 37% 

◼ Travel time improved 

30% 

◼ 2/3rd of riders and oper-

ators reported time sav-

ings 

◼ Bus speeds increased 

by 14% 

◼ Limited impact on pri-

vate vehicles 

 

https://thesource.metro.net/2019/10/22/metro-staff-recommends-testing-flower-street-bus-lane-for-five-more-months/
https://thesource.metro.net/2019/10/22/metro-staff-recommends-testing-flower-street-bus-lane-for-five-more-months/
https://thesource.metro.net/2019/10/22/metro-staff-recommends-testing-flower-street-bus-lane-for-five-more-months/
https://thesource.metro.net/2019/10/22/metro-staff-recommends-testing-flower-street-bus-lane-for-five-more-months/
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Agency/ 

Study Name 
Lessons Learned  Performance Data  Picture  

Portland, 

TriMet, 

Rose 

Lanes, 

2020 

◼ The project is still in the 

implementation phase, 

and lessons learned 

have not been deter-

mined at this time 

◼ Network approach: tar-

get locations with the 

highest delay 

─ Increase service as 

enhancements im-

plemented 

─ Variety of tactical 

strategies 

◼ Reduced travel times 

from 1 to 7 minutes de-

pending on the treat-

ment type 

◼ 24% gain in job access 

within 45 minutes by bus 

on average citywide 

 

Boston, 

MBTA, 

Everett Bus 

Lane Pilot, 

2019 

◼ You won’t always see 

big increases in rid-

ership, some lines al-

ready saturated, but you 

can make the service 

more reliable and faster 

and save people a lot of 

time 

◼ Pilot projects can be 

tested and made per-

manent in a relatively 

quick amount of time 

◼ City of Everett, MA, pilot 

began in 2016 

◼ 1 mile inbound in AM 

peak 

◼ Travel time savings be-

tween 8 – 11 minutes 

during peak times 

◼ On average, passengers 

saved 24 hours per 

weekday morning; on 

bad days, they saved 65 

hours 

◼ 4% increase in ridership 

 

https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/rose-lane-plan-final-2.13.2020-low-res.pdf
https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/rose-lane-plan-final-2.13.2020-low-res.pdf
https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/rose-lane-plan-final-2.13.2020-low-res.pdf
https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/rose-lane-plan-final-2.13.2020-low-res.pdf
https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/rose-lane-plan-final-2.13.2020-low-res.pdf
https://www.mbtabackontrack.com/blog/103-bus-lane-pilot-results
https://www.mbtabackontrack.com/blog/103-bus-lane-pilot-results
https://www.mbtabackontrack.com/blog/103-bus-lane-pilot-results
https://www.mbtabackontrack.com/blog/103-bus-lane-pilot-results
https://www.mbtabackontrack.com/blog/103-bus-lane-pilot-results
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Agency/ 

Study Name 
Lessons Learned  Performance Data  Picture  

San 

Francisco, 

MUNI, Red 

Transit 

Lanes, 

2017  

◼ Red paint treatment had 

a positive impact on 

dedicated lane enforce-

ment. 

◼ In all three study corri-

dors during both the AM 

and PM peak periods, 

the transit travel time to 

traffic travel time ratio 

decreased following the 

implementation of red 

treatments, indicating 

that the treatments have 

been effective at insu-

lating transit travel times 

from the effects of in-

creased traffic conges-

tion. 

◼ Church Street 

─ Average travel time 

savings of 14% (1 

minute) 

─ Reduced travel time 

variability by 27% 

─ 50% reduction in 

drivers violating red 

transit lanes 

─ No significant impact 

on traffic 

─ Police reported colli-

sions decreased by 

16% 

─ Striping and red 

paint cost 

$280k/mile. 

 

Seattle, 

King 

County 

Metro, 

Rapid Ride, 

2014 

◼ 15 to 20 % of riders said 

they would have driven 

alone if not for better 

RapidRide bus service.  

◼ While the overall perfor-

mance of each route 

has improved in terms 

of reliability and travel 

time, safety on board 

buses and at stops has 

not.  

◼ Network of BRT Lite 

◼ Many strategies in con-

cert, including bus lanes  

◼ On average, 87% rid-

ership increase since 

launching RapidRide; 

carrying more than 

43,000 riders per week-

day 

◼ 11% speed increase for 

travel times  

◼ The number of on-time 

trips has improved to 

84% 

 

https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports/2017/Red%20Transit%20Lanes%20Final%20Evaluation%20Report%202-10-2017.pdf
https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports/2017/Red%20Transit%20Lanes%20Final%20Evaluation%20Report%202-10-2017.pdf
https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports/2017/Red%20Transit%20Lanes%20Final%20Evaluation%20Report%202-10-2017.pdf
https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports/2017/Red%20Transit%20Lanes%20Final%20Evaluation%20Report%202-10-2017.pdf
https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports/2017/Red%20Transit%20Lanes%20Final%20Evaluation%20Report%202-10-2017.pdf
https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports/2017/Red%20Transit%20Lanes%20Final%20Evaluation%20Report%202-10-2017.pdf
https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/metro/accountability/reports/2014/rapidride-performance-evaluation-report-2014.pdf
https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/metro/accountability/reports/2014/rapidride-performance-evaluation-report-2014.pdf
https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/metro/accountability/reports/2014/rapidride-performance-evaluation-report-2014.pdf
https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/metro/accountability/reports/2014/rapidride-performance-evaluation-report-2014.pdf
https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/metro/accountability/reports/2014/rapidride-performance-evaluation-report-2014.pdf
https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/metro/accountability/reports/2014/rapidride-performance-evaluation-report-2014.pdf
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Agency/ 

Study Name 
Lessons Learned  Performance Data  Picture  

Baltimore, 

MDOT 

MTA, 

Dedicated 

Bus Lanes, 

2019 

◼ Lanes that are not 

painted red and peak 

time only do not perform 

as well as full-time 

painted red lanes.  

◼ When the operators 

were asked how the 

dedicated lanes af-

fected bus operations, 

the following four fac-

tors were identified al-

most equally (46%): 

─ Increased speed 

through downtown 

─ Improved ability to 

pull in and pull out 

from bus stops 

─ Reduced conflicts 

with other vehicles 

─ Easier to maintain 

the schedule 

◼ Enforcement was an is-

sue, clear roles/respon-

sibilities for agencies is 

critical. A Task Force 

recently decided to im-

plement fixed cameras. 

◼ Network of bus lanes in 

the downtown core 

◼ Travel time savings with 

an average benefit of 

9.3% per corridor. 

◼ Reduced number of 

buses involved crashes 

by nearly 12% 

◼ Bus lanes are most suc-

cessful when they are in 

effect full-time (not just 

during peak periods) and 

are very clearly marked 

(painted red) 

 

New York 

City, NYC 

DOT, 

Select Bus 

Service, 

14th Street 

Busway, 

2019  

◼ Cameras mounted on 

buses help with bus 

lane enforcement  

◼ Bike ridership increased 

in the project area  

◼ Pilot 2019, permanent 

2020 

◼ 24% improvement in 

travel times averaging 

2.9 minutes faster 

◼ Weekday ridership in-

creased by 14% 

◼ 42% reduction in 

crashes involving inju-

ries 

◼ Vehicle travel times im-

pacted less than 1 mi-

nute 

 

https://s3.amazonaws.com/mta-website-staging/mta-website-staging/files/System%20Information/DBL_Report_022019.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/mta-website-staging/mta-website-staging/files/System%20Information/DBL_Report_022019.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/mta-website-staging/mta-website-staging/files/System%20Information/DBL_Report_022019.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/mta-website-staging/mta-website-staging/files/System%20Information/DBL_Report_022019.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/mta-website-staging/mta-website-staging/files/System%20Information/DBL_Report_022019.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/mta-website-staging/mta-website-staging/files/System%20Information/DBL_Report_022019.pdf
https://www.samschwartz.com/14th-st-busway
https://www.samschwartz.com/14th-st-busway
https://www.samschwartz.com/14th-st-busway
https://www.samschwartz.com/14th-st-busway
https://www.samschwartz.com/14th-st-busway
https://www.samschwartz.com/14th-st-busway
https://www.samschwartz.com/14th-st-busway
https://www.samschwartz.com/14th-st-busway
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Agency/ 

Study Name 
Lessons Learned  Performance Data  Picture  

Washington 

DC, DDOT, 

Bus Lanes, 

2019 

◼ Enforcement and deliv-

eries were issues 

─ Created loading 

zones on the oppo-

site side of the 

street   

─ Signal sequencing 

and operations up-

dated to accommo-

date right-turning 

vehicles  

─ Bus layover spaces 

moved outside the 

bus lane corridor 

◼ Pilot offered opportunity 

for roadway owner and 

operator to implement 

and problem solve to-

gether in an iterative 

fashion. 

 

◼ 2019: Peak period pilot 

bus lanes in the down-

town core (70 buses per 

hour and 20% of all rid-

ers in District) 

─ One mph increase in 

bus speeds 

─ Made permanent in 

November 2019 

─ Now operate from 

7:00 a.m. and 7:00 

p.m. Monday 

through Saturday 

◼ The pilot provided inval-

uable experience for 

roadway owner and bus 

operator 

◼ 2020: Three bus lane 

corridors implemented 

during COVID 

◼ Two major bus corridors 

have bus lanes under 

construction 

◼ Bus Priority Plan: 

─ 25-miles of addi-

tional bus priority by 

2025 

─ TSP, queue jumps, 

bus lanes, stop con-

solidation, etc. 

─ Testing automated 

enforcement 

 

 

Table 3: List of Additional US Cities with Bus Lanes 

City, State 

Albuquerque, NM 

Alexandria - Arlington, VA 

Arlington, MA 

Austin, TX 

https://ddot.dc.gov/page/bus-priority
https://ddot.dc.gov/page/bus-priority
https://ddot.dc.gov/page/bus-priority
https://ddot.dc.gov/page/bus-priority
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City, State 

Berkeley, CA 

Cambridge, MA 

Chicago, IL 

Cincinnati, OH 

Cleveland, OH 

Columbus, OH 

Denver, CO 

El Paso, TX 

Eugene, OR 

Everett, MA 

Fort Collins, CO 

Grand Rapids, MI 

Honolulu, HI 

Houston, TX 

Indianapolis, IN 

Jacksonville, FL 

Kansas City, MO 

Las Vegas, NV 

Miami-Dade, FL 

Minneapolis, MN 

New Britain-Hartford, CT 

Oakland, CA 

Orlando, FL 

Pittsburg, PA 

Richmond, VA 

San Bernardino, CA 

Santa Monica, CA 
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4. KEY MAPS AND 

GRAPHICS 

2014 CDTA Transit Development Plan  
Figure 1: Capital Region BRT Corridors 
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New Visions 2050  
Figure 2: Congestion Management Network: ITS Priority Network 
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New Visions 2050 Transit White Paper 
Figure 3: Transit Priority Network, 2019 
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Figure 4: CDTA BusPlus 

 

Albany Transit Supportive Development Case Study 
Figure 5: Proposed State Street median bus lanes 
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Figure 6: State Street Lanes 

 

 

Figure 7: State Steet Lanes 2 
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Figure 8: State Street Median Bus Lanes 
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River Corridor Alternative Analysis 
Figure 9: CDTA River Corridor Simplified Alternatives 
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Figure 10: River Corridor Alternative 1 – Broadway (NYS 32) between Clinton Avenue and 1st Street 

 

 

Figure 11: River Corridor Alternative 2 – Broadway (NYS 32) between Clinton Avenue and 1st Street 
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Figure 12: River Corridor Alternative 3 – Broadway (NYS 32) between Clinton Avenue and 1st Street 
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2014 CDTA Transit Development Plan  
Figure 13: Tri City Transit Priority Corridors 
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Figure 14: Transit Priority Corridors in Saratoga County 
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Figure 15: Washington/Western BRT Route (proposed as of 2014) 
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Figure 16: River Corridor BRT (proposed as of 2014) 
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Figure 17: CDTA Transit Priority Corridors (page 1 of 2) 
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Figure 18: CDTA Transit Priority Corridors (page 2 of 2) 
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Conceptual Design of NY 5 BRT Priority Measures (2004) 
Figure 19: Route 5 Station Locations 
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City of Albany Complete Streets Policy and Design Manual 
Figure 20: Albany Complete Streets Typologies 
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Figure 21: Albany Complete Streets Preferred Design Guidelines 
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Figure 22: Albany Complete Streets Lane Widths 
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Figure 23: Albany Complete Streets Wide Right of Way 
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Figure 24: Albany Complete Streets Overview 
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Figure 25: Albany Complete Street Plan View 
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Downtown Albany Parking Facility Feasibility Study 
Figure 26: Parking Zones 

 

Figure 27: Parking Deficits 
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Figure 28: Downtown Albany On Street Parking 
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Figure 29: CDTA Intermodal Center 

 

 


