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Introduction to the TEP 
inTroduCTion 
This.chapter.provides.a.brief.overview.of.the.Transit.Effectiveness.Project.(TEP),. 
including.its.goals,.its.major.tasks,.who.is.involved,.and.schedule.. 

TeP goals 
The.TEP.is.an.18-month.effort. (expected.to.end. in.December.2007). jointly. 
undertaken.by.the.City’s.Controller’s.Office.and.the.Municipal.Transportation. 
Agency.(MTA).to.conduct.a.comprehensive.review.of.the.existing.Municipal. 
Railway.(Muni).transit.system..Its.goals.are.to: 

•.	 Improve. Muni’s. overall. performance. and. promote. the. long-term.. 
financial.stability.of.MTA. 

•.	 Strengthen.Muni’s.ability.to.respond.to.current.travel.needs,.and.provide. 
a.blueprint.for.future.service. 

•.	 Make.Muni.service.more.attractive. 

•.	 Make.Muni.service.more.economical.and.cost-effective. 

•.	 Develop.a.multi-year.action.plan.for.MTA.that.clearly.articulates.goals,. 
strategies.and.resources,.and.provides.a.5.to.7.year.road.map.for.the. 
MTA.Board.and.management. 
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MaJor Tasks 
The.major.tasks.of.the.TEP.include: 

•.	 Define.a.vision.for.public.transit.in.San.Francisco. 

•.	 Review.Muni’s.performance.trends.and.explore.best. 
transit.planning.practices.in.comparable.areas. 

•.	 Conduct.a.major.study.of.travel.patterns.and.markets. 
including.a.survey.of.San.Francisco.residents..to.de­
termine.how.Muni.can.be.attractive.to.more.people. 
for.more.trips.. 

•.	 Revisit. service.design.policies. to. ensure. alignment. 
with.current.and.projected.realities. 

•.	 Complete.a.comprehensive.review.and.benchmark­
ing.study.ensuring.that.Muni.is.properly.staffed.and. 
utilizes.best.practices.in.transportation.management. 
and.delivery. 

•.	 Develop.cost.allocation.model.and.financial.plan.. 

•.	 Develop. recommendations. for. improved. service,. 
improved.service.delivery,.and.provide.an.implemen­
tation.road.map.for.management.and.staff. 

Figure 1-1 Stakeholder Input Structure 

Who is inVolVed 
As.a.comprehensive.review.of.Muni,.the.TEP.will.require.the. 
participation.of.a.wide. range.of.MTA.staff,.as.well. as. staff. 
from.other.city.departments..A.stakeholder. input.plan.was. 
developed. to.help. the.TEP. process. achieve. the.best. results. 
possible..Its.structure.is.illustrated.in.Figure.1-1. 

The.consulting.team.includes:. 

•.	 Transportation.Management.&.Design,.Inc.. 
(TMD) 

•.	 AECOM.Consulting 

•.	 Cambridge.Systematics 

•.	 CHS.Consulting.Group 

•.	 Circle.Point. 

•.	 EIP.Associates 

•.	 Jungle.Communications 

•.	 Nelson/Nygaard.Consulting.Associates.Inc. 

MTA Board 

Project Working Group 

MTA Board Chair 
MTA Executive Director/CEO 
San Francisco Controller 

Project Team 

MTA Staff 
Controller Staff 
Consulting Team 

Technical/Regional Advisory Committee 

Muni Service Delivery 
DPT Operations 
Muni Accessible Services Staff 
City Planning Department 
Transportation Authority 
Department of Public Works 

MTC 
AC Transit 
BART 
SamTrans 
Golden Gate 
Caltrain 
Water Transit Authority 
Caltrans 
Transbay Joint Powers Authority 

Policy Advisory Group 

Board of Supervisors Representative 
Controller 
Electrical Workers Local 6 
Mayor's Chief of Staff 
MTA Board Representative 
MTA Board Representative 
MTA Citizens Advisory Council Representative 
MTA Executive Director/CEO (Chair) 
MTC 
TEP Citizen Advisory Committee Representative 
Transportation Authority Executive Director 
TWU Local 200 
TWU-250 A 

TEP Citizen Advisory Committee 

Bicycle Advisory Committee 
Coalition for Transit Justice 
Coalition of Neighborhoods 
Downtown Transportation Management Assn. 
MTA Citizens Advisory Council 
Muni Accessibility Advisory Committee 
Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee (PSAC) 
Rescue Muni 
Senior Action Network 
SF Chamber of Commerce 
SF Tomorrow 
SF Youth Commission 
SFCTA Citizen Advisory Committee 
Sierra Club 
Small Business Commission 
SPUR 
Transportation for a Livable City 
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ChaPTer 1  INTRODUCTION TO THE TEP 

sChedule 
What.follows.is.a.high.level.overview.of.the.TEP.schedule: 

•.	 Spring.2006.–.Project.Initiation 

•.	 Summer.2006.–.Visioning.and.goal.setting 

•.	 Summer. to. Fall. 2006. –. Service. evaluation. 
and.city.wide.market.research. 

•.	 Fall.2006.–.Early.action.items 

•.	 Fall.2006.to.Summer.2007.–.Planning. 

•.	 Fall.to.December.2007.–.Revisions.and.approvals 

abouT This briefing book 
This.briefing.book.has.been.assembled.to.provide.the.necessary. 
background.information.and.performance.data.to.make.well­
informed.decisions.about.Muni.and,.more.generally,.the.future. 
of.transportation.in.San.Francisco..It.will.be.particularly.useful. 
for.the.Policy.Advisory.Group.and.other.key.stakeholders.dur­
ing.the.TEP’s.initial.visioning.and.goal.setting,.but.is.likely.to. 
remain.a.useful.reference.throughout.the.project... 

It.contains.the.following.sections: 

•.	 Chapter.2.–.Summary.of.key.issues.that.have.emerged. 
from.the.creation.of.this.briefing.book.that.the.TEP. 
will.address 

•.	 Chapter.3.–.High.level.overview.of.transportation.in. 
San.Francisco.and.profile.of.who.currently.uses.Muni. 
(and.who.does.not) 

•.	 Chapter.4.–.Summary.of.the.results.of.stakeholder. 
interviews. 

•.	 Chapter. 5. –. Comparison. of. Muni. to. its. peers. to. 
provide. context. for. understanding. Muni’s. perfor­
mance,. and. compendium. of. peer. data. for. easy. 
reference 

•.	 Chapter.6.–.Review.of.Muni’s.past.performance.and. 
high.level.examination.of.the.underlying.factors...In­
cludes.compendium.of.relevant.Muni.data.as.reported. 
for.Proposition.E. 

•.	 Appendix.–.San.Francisco’s.existing.transportation. 
policies 
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Muni sysTeM oVerVieW 
The.San.Francisco.Municipal.Railway.(Muni).operates.public. 
transportation.in.San.Francisco...It.is.the.Bay.Area’s.largest. 
transit.operation.and. seventh. largest. in. the.U.S.. . It. carries. 
about.686,000.trips.every.weekday.–.216.million.trips.per. 
year.–.with.4,800.employees.and.an.annual.budget.of.over. 
$600.million. 

Muni’s.fleet.of.about.1,000.vehicles,.over.half.of.which.are. 
electric,.consists.of.subway-surface.light-rail.vehicles.(Metro. 
streetcars),.electric.trolley.buses,.diesel.buses,.cable.cars,.and. 
historic. streetcars. (see. Figure. 1-2. for. more. fleet. informa­
tion). 

Figure 1-2	 Muni Transit Vehicles and Lines 

Type Vehicles lines 
round-Trip 
route Miles 

Diesel bus 495 54 789 
Trolley bus 333 17 191 
Metro 
streetcar 

151 5 78 

Historic 
streetcar 

26 1 6 

Cable car 40 3 10 
Total 1045 80 1074 

Service Design 
Muni’s. service. is. based. on. service. design. standards.. .These. 
standards.guide.decisions.to.determine.the.spacing.of.routes. 
through.the.City,.the.frequency.of.buses.and.streetcars,.the. 
spacing.of.stops.along.a.line,.and.the.average.loads.experienced. 
by.passengers.on.vehicles.(Muni’s.current.standards.are.listed. 
in.the.Appendix)...The.standards.also.guide.development.of. 
other.programs.that.contribute.to.improved.transit.service... 

In.1982,.Muni’s.service.network.was.overhauled.to.create.the. 
current.network...This.overhaul.entailed.changes.on.25.lines. 
and.was.the.single.largest.set.of.route.changes.in.Muni’s.his­
tory...The.new.route.structure.succeeded.in.serving.the.existing. 
riders.and.attracting.new.riders. 

Because.San.Francisco’s.Central.Business.District.(CBD).is.not. 
in.the.center,.but.on.the.edge.of.the.city.with.water.on.two. 
sides,.the.transit.network.is.a.modified.grid,.illustrated.by.the. 
conceptual.diagram.in.Figure.1-3.. .The.downtown-focused. 
radials. are. intersected. by. circumferential. “crosstown”. lines... 
The.modified.grid.is.focused.on.the.CBD,.but.is.designed.for. 
a.rider.to.get.from.any.point.in.the.City.to.any.other.point. 
with.no.more.than.one.transfer. 

Figure 1-3 	 Schematic Diagram of Current 
Muni Service Network 

Central
 
Business
 
District
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Key Issues for the TEP 
This.chapter.summarizes.the.key.issues.that.emerged.during.the.creation.of.this. 
briefing.binder,.highlighting.the.issues.that.the.TEP.will.need.to.address.dur­
ing.the.project’s.goal.setting.and.visioning.process..References.point.to.chapters. 
throughout.this.binder.that.provide.more.information.about.key.issues. 

inTroduCTion 
For.the.first.time.in.nearly.30.years,.Muni.has.the.opportunity.to.address.ques­
tions.about.its.mission,.its.role.in.the.City,.and.the.services.it.provides..Questions. 
to.be.addressed.by.the.TEP.include:. 

•.	 What.are.the.services.that.Muni.should.provide.to.maintain.or.increase. 
ridership.and.mode.share?. 

•.	 How.can.Muni.ensure.that.the.services.it.provides.are.the.highest.quality. 
possible? 

•.	 What.organizational.structure.and.level.of.staffing.is.necessary.to.sup­
port.this.service?. 

•.	 What.is.the.right.relationship.between.Muni.and.other.modes?. 

The.answers.to.these.questions.go.beyond.looking.at.Muni.or.even.the.MTA.in. 
isolation,.but.rather.require.thinking.about.how.Muni.fits.into.an.overall.vision. 
for.San.Francisco..When.asked.“What.is.your.vision.for.transportation.in.San. 
Francisco?”.most.stakeholders.answered.with.visions.of. the.city,. including. its. 
economic.vitality,.the.beauty.of.its.streets,.and.overall.quality.of.life.. 
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A.vision.for.Muni,.and.therefore.transportation.in.San.Fran­
cisco,.is.necessarily.a.vision.for.San.Francisco.as.a.city..Few.cities. 
are.able.to.set.aside.the.time.and.resources.required.to.think. 
coherently. and. strategically. about. the. relationship.between. 
their.public.transit.system,.the.city’s.mobility,.and.goals.for. 
the.future..The.TEP.is.an.extraordinary.once.in.a.generation. 
opportunity.to.articulate.a.vision.for.a.transportation.system. 
that.reflects.the.values.of.San.Francisco.. 

We cannot talk about urban transport until we know what 
kind of city we want, and to talk about the kind of city we 
want, we have to know how we want to live.

 – Enrique Penalosa, Former Mayor of Bogata 

A city’s internal transportation system— the layout of its streets 
and roads the layout of streetcar systems and subways—deter­
mines the character of the city, how its citizens live and work. 
Different transportation systems produce different types of 
cities, and the places within them, as effortlessly as different 
types of soils produce different sorts of shrubbery, flowers, 
and trees. 

– Alex Marshall, How Cities Work 

key issues for The TeP 
What.follows.is.a.list.of.key.issues.for.the.TEP.that.emerged. 
from.stakeholder.interviews.and.from.the.summary.of.peer. 
data.and.Muni.performance.trends.that.follow. 

Developing a Vision with 
Measures for Success 
In.interviews,.stakeholders.were.nearly.unanimous.in.support­
ing.the.TEP.as.an.opportunity.to.develop.a.comprehensive. 
vision.for.transportation.in.San.Francisco..Existing.City.policy,. 
especially.the.Transit.First.language.of.the.City.Charter.(see. 
the.Appendix.to.this.binder),.imply.a.vision.for.San.Francisco. 
–.one.where.transit.plays.a.dominant.role.on.City.streets.–.that. 
has.not.been.fully.realized.or.translated.into.a.clear.vision.with. 
related.concrete.goals..The.TEP.process.promises.to.change. 
transportation.in.San.Francisco.for.the.better,.but.must.provide. 
specifics.about.what.“better”.means. 

Stakeholder.interviews.highlight.the.absence.of.clear.vision.and. 
goals.as.a.critical.problem.with.Muni.and.the.MTA..Although. 
Proposition.E.requires.Muni.to.report.on.a.comprehensive. 
set.of.performance.measures,.by. themselves. these.measures. 
do.not.specify.a.clear.direction.for.MTA.to.use.for.managing. 
transportation.in.San.Francisco..The.TEP.is.an.opportunity. 
to. give. both. the. MTA.and. Muni. clear,. and. possibly. bold,. 
direction.. 

Stakeholders.were.asked.what.the.“ultimate.measure.of.suc­
cess”.should.be.for.MTA.and.a.majority.indicated.that.transit. 
mode.share.(the.percent.of.all.trips.made.on.transit).would. 
be.an.excellent.indicator.of.success.because.it.encompasses.so. 
many.other.important.goals.including.rider.satisfaction.and. 
overall.transit.performance..Productivity.and.cost.efficiency. 
standards.were.also.mentioned.as.important.to.an.overall.vi­
sion.where.transit.is.so.easy.and.pleasurable.to.use.that.any. 
San.Franciscan.can.contemplate.life.in.the.City.without.a.car.. 
One.of.the.key.issues.for.the.TEP.will.be.refining.the.MTA’s. 
measures.of.success.to.develop.simple.and.easily.understood. 
metrics.that.evaluate.how.well.Muni.and.MTA.are.doing.in. 
achieving.its.goals. 

. 
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Increasing Muni’s Ridership 
and Mode Share 
Historical.data.show.that.Muni’s. ridership.and.mode.share. 
have.either.not.increased.or.fallen.over.the.last.20.years..Many. 
of.the.reasons.for.this.decline.are.out.of.Muni’s.control:.car. 
ownership. rates. in. San. Francisco. have. risen. with. incomes,. 
employment.centers.have.dispersed.more.widely.in.the.Bay. 
Area,.and.more.people.are.working.at.home..About.two.percent. 
of.Muni’s.overall.ridership.decline.of.12.percent.over.the.last. 
20.years.can.be.attributed.to.BART,.which.carries.some.of.the. 
local.San.Francisco.trips.that.had.previously.been.served.by. 
Muni.(see.Chapter.6.for.a.discussion.of.ridership.and.mode. 
share.trends). 

Almost.all.stakeholders.voiced.a.desire.for.Muni.to.become. 
more.relevant.in.the.lives.of.San.Franciscans.by.carrying.more. 
riders.and.significantly.increasing.its.share.of.all.trips..To.attract. 
more.riders,.Muni.may.need.to.offer.new.or.different.services.to. 
expand.its.appeal.to.different.markets.and.to.expand.its.market. 
share.among.current.riders..Stakeholders.also.emphasized.that. 
the.quality.of.Muni.service.is.one.of.the.factors.in.shifting.the. 
mode.share.that.the.MTA.can.control.directly,.and.that.better. 
service,.measured.by.speed,.reliability,.and.customer.experi­
ence,.will.encourage.everyone.to.ride.transit.more.. 

Some.stakeholders.stressed.that.increasing.ridership.and.mode. 
share.is.not.entirely.a.Muni.issue,.but.also.an.MTA.and.City. 
issue..Improving.Muni.service.enough.to.attract.many.new. 
riders,.often.from.their.cars,.will.likely.require.changing.how. 
street. space. is. allocated.and.managed. to. support. improved. 
transit.service,.and.developing.policies.related.to.parking.and. 
congestion.that.further.support.the.MTA’s.goals.for.Muni..This. 
can.be.guided.by.the.City’s.Transit.First.policy.and.Proposition. 
E,.which.created.the.MTA.to.manage.all.transportation.modes. 
more.coherently.and.effectively. 

The.factors.that.influence.ridership.are.described.below. 

How can Muni attract more riders? 
The.factors.that.make.transit.an.attractive.choice.for.more.trips. 
have.been.well-established.by.academic.research.and.real-world. 
experience..They.include: 

•.	 Reliability –. ability. to. depend. on. transit. for. im­
portant.trips.and.to.arrive.at.one’s.destination.about. 
when.one.expects.to..Reliability.strongly.influences. 
rider.confidence.and.perception.of.a.transit.system.. 

•.	 Travel time –. rich. or. poor,. people. typically. place. 
a.high.value.on.their.time..When.choosing.how.to. 
make. a. trip,. people’s. choices. are.most. sensitive. to. 

ChaPTer 2  KEY ISSUES FOR THE TEP 

Why is increasing transit ridership in 
San Francisco important? 

better Muni service is a crucial factor in: 

• improving the quality of life for those that 
live, work, and visit in san francisco. 

• increasing the City’s economic 
competitiveness. 

• improving environmental health by 
reducing car trips. 

• Maintaining or reducing current levels of 
auto congestion and parking demand which 
can not be accommodated on existing street 
infrastructure. 

• Maximizing the ability of its limited street 
network to move people. 

door-to-door. travel. times.. Factors. that. influence. 
travel.time.include: 

–.	 Speed.of.transit.vehicles. 

–.	 Reliability. –. while. reliability. is. important. for. 
customer.experience,. it. is.also.a.factor. in.travel. 
time.since.a.reliable.system.reduces.the.variability. 
in. waiting. times. which. contribute. significantly. 
to. travel. time,. especially. in.a. local. system.with. 
relatively.short.trips. 

–.	 Frequency –.an. important. factor. in. total. travel. 
times,.influencing.perceived.and.real.wait.times. 
for.transit.riders. 

–.	 Transfers.–.transfers.add.to.the.coverage.of.a.transit. 
system,.but.too.many.transfers.or.inconvenient. 
transfers.add.to.a.passenger’s.total.trip.time.. 

•.	 Passenger loads. –. transit. is. less. attractive. when. 
passengers.must.stand.for.long.periods.of.time,.es­
pecially.when.vehicles.are.very.crowded...According. 
to.Proposition.E.data,.about.30%.of.Muni.vehicles. 
are.overcrowded. 

•.	 Coverage.–.whether.or.not.transit.service.is.provided. 
near.one’s.origin.and.destination..Coverage.is.related. 
to. convenience,. since. passengers. will. not. need. to. 
travel.long.distances.to.reach.a.transit.route.if.cover­
age.is.good. 
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•.	 Span –.the.hours.of.service,.including.late.night.ser­
vice.(whether.it.operates.18.to.24.hours.a.day).and. 
whether.or.not.fast,.frequent,.and.reliable.service.is. 
provided.all.day.(rather.than.just.at.peak.times). 

•.	 Cost –.potential.passengers.weigh.the.cost.and.value. 
of.using. transit.versus. the.out-of-pocket.costs. and. 
value.of.choosing.another.way.to.make.a.trip. 

•.	 Information –.the.ease.with.which.current.and.po­
tential.riders.can.learn.about.the.system,.how.to.use. 
it,.and.what’s.changing.. 

•.	 Appearance.–.of.vehicles,.stations,.stops,.and.staff. 

•.	 Comfort.–.including.cleanliness,.seat.comfort,.and. 
the.severity.or.amount.of.acceleration/.deceleration,. 
both.lateral.and.longitudinal. 

•.	 Safety and security.–.can.use.transit.with.the.expecta­
tion.that.you.will.arrive.safely.with.no.threat.to.your. 
personal.security. 

•.	 Customer service –.Portland’s.Tri-Met.is.considered. 
a.model.transit.agency.in.their.attention.to.the.“total. 
transit.experience,”.which.adopts.a.broad.definition. 
of.customer.service..They.strive. to.make.transit.as. 
attractive.and.user-friendly.as.possible.from.before. 
you.leave.your.home.until.you.reach.the.door.of.your. 
destination.. Like. successful. businesses,. they. have. 
profited. from. paying. close. attention. to. the. needs,. 
desires,.and.perspective.of.their.customers.. 

•.	 Rider experience.–.Collectively,.the.preceding.factors. 
contribute.to.the.overall.experience.of.using.transit.. 
This.is.the.bottom.line.of.customer.satisfaction.. 

The.extent.to.which.San.Franciscans.value.one.or.more.of.these. 
factors.over.others.will.be.the.subject.of.the.study’s.market.re­
search..The.TEP.will.explore.each.of.these.factors.in.detail,.with. 
guidance.from.the.Policy.Advisory.Group,.Technical/Regional. 
Advisory.Committee,.and.Citizen.Advisory.Committee. 

How Can Muni Become 
More Cost Effective 
Another. key. question. for. the.TEP. will. be. how. Muni. can. 
maximize.the.service.it.provides.by.stabilizing.or.reducing.its. 
cost.per.passenger.trip..There.are.two.approaches.to.improving. 
cost.effectiveness: 

Increase productivity 
Productivity.is.defined.as.the.number.of.people.carried.per. 
hour. each.vehicle. is. operated.. The. cost. to.operate. a.bus. is. 
roughly.the.same.regardless.of.how.fast.or.slow.it.moves,.the. 

size.of.the.vehicle.it.operates,.or.whether.a.lot.of.people.ride.or. 
only.a.few..As.the.number.of.passengers.who.board.per.hour. 
increases,.the.cost.per.passenger.trip.goes.down.. 

To.illustrate,.if.it.costs.$100.per.hour.to.operate.a.bus,.it.costs. 
$5.00.per.person.to.carry.20.people.in.an.hour,.but.it.costs. 
only.$1.25.per.person.to.carry.80.people.in.that.same.hour.. 
Because.people.get.on.and.off.the.bus.all.through.the.hour,.the. 
bus.carrying.80.people.in.an.hour.may.never.be.overcrowded,. 
but.will.be.much.more.productive.than.the.bus.that.carries. 
only.20.people.in.an.hour.. 

As.a.system,.Muni.is.already.one.of.the.most.productive.transit. 
systems.in.the.country,.second.only.to.New.York.City.among. 
the.peer.systems.studied..However,.in.a.very.small.and.dense. 
geographic.service.area.such.as.the.City.of.San.Francisco,.Muni. 
can.expect.to.be.an.industry.leader.in.this.area.. 

Muni.can.increase.productivity.by.attracting.more.riders.or.by. 
increasing.average.transit.speeds.so.that.each.bus.can.provide. 
more.service.in.a.vehicle.hour..Strategies.to.attract.more.riders. 
were.described.above..As.a.system,.Muni’s.speed.has.declined. 
by.about.1%.per.year. for. the. last.20.years. (See.Chapter.6. 
for.a.discussion.of.transit.speeds)..Keys.to.increasing.transit. 
speed.include: 

•.	 Design vehicles and stops for speed –.Low.floor. 
buses,.level.with.boarding.platforms.and.sidewalks,. 
more. and. larger. doors,. and. other. enhancements. 
can.help.to.speed.boarding.and.alighting.and.make. 
vehicles. more. accessible,. especially. for. riders. that. 
generally.take.extra.time. 

•.	 Design fares and collection policies for speed.–.Al­
lowing.all.door.boarding.and.helping.passengers.to. 
know.where.to.stand.for.boarding.will.reduce.time. 
spent. at. stops.. Prepaid. fares. that. eliminate. cash. 
transactions.on.vehicles.speed.boarding..This.requires. 
enhanced.proof.of.payment.and.other.techniques.for. 
moving.large.numbers.of.people.quickly. 

•.	 Transit Priority Streets that protect transit travel 
time –.There.are.a.host.of.techniques.for.improving. 
transit. travel. time,. ranging. from. exclusive. transit. 
lanes,.to.queue.jumps.at.intersections,.to.various.sig­
nalization.enhancements..Each.of.these.has.impacts. 
on. other. modes. and. each. offers. different. levels. of. 
effectiveness.in.maintaining.transit.speeds..Other.cit­
ies,.such.as.Seattle.and.Minneapolis,.have.developed. 
standards. for. transit. speeds.on.priority. routes. that. 
are.based.on.maintaining.transit.speeds.(including.all. 
stops.and.other.forms.of.delay).at.a.minimum.per­
centage.of.the.posted.speed.limits..As.transit.speeds. 
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deteriorate. measures. are. taken. to. enhance. speed,. 
including.removing.auto.lanes.if.needed..The.MTA. 
cannot.realize.the.San.Francisco’s.Transit.First.policy. 
because.it.does.not.have.the.full.authority.to.make. 
these. kinds.of. improvements. as. needed. to. protect. 
travel.time. 

•.	 Reduce the number of stops. –.Wider. spacing.of. 
transit.stops.has.been.shown.to.both.reduce.in-vehicle. 
travel.times.and.improve.reliability..Travel.times.are. 
reduced.because.buses.must.decelerate.and.acceler­
ate.less.frequently,.and.there.are.fewer.delays.caused. 
by.pulling.in.and.out.of.traffic..Fewer.stops.increase. 
reliability.by.avoiding.these.same.unpredictable.delays. 
at.stops,.and.by.increasing.the.chances.that.the.bus. 
will.stop.at.each.stop.along.its.route.for.a.predictable. 
amount.of.time..Frequent.stops.increase.the.prob­
ability.of.bunching.and.gaps.in.service. 

Contain or reduce the cost per hour of service 
Muni. currently. provides. approximately. 3.3. million. service. 
hours.per.year..Because.most.of.the.costs.of.operating.transit. 
service.are.related.to.labor.(typically.about.75%),.Muni.can. 
affect.unit.costs.primarily.through.efficiencies..Stakeholders. 
emphasized.the.need.to.maintain.a.highly.skilled.and.consis­
tent.work.force,.and.commented.on.the.need.to.improve.the. 
work. environment,. especially. for. Muni’s. transit. operators.. 
However,.stakeholders.also.recommended.a.number.of.areas. 
for.potential.costs.savings: 

•.	 Reduce Worker’s Compensation and Disability 
costs –.Keeping.the.workforce.working.is.one.of.the. 
best.ways.to.reduce.unit.costs..This.includes.initia­
tives.to.reduce.driver.assaults,.increase.ergonomics,. 
and.keep.employees.healthy.–.investments.that.can. 
ultimately.pay.dividends. 

•.	 Focus on preventative maintenance –. Fleets. are. 
often.asked.to.go.beyond.their.useful.lives.waiting. 
for.replacement..Preventative.maintenance.is.often. 
deferred.in.times.of.financial.constraint.because.its. 
impact.can.not.readily.be.seen..Yet,.keeping.vehicles. 
running.efficiently.and.longer.between.breakdowns. 
helps.to.control.costs. 

•.	 Use technology to improve efficiency. –. Next­
Bus.technology.has.the.potential. to.become.a. line. 
management. tool. that. will. “see”. where. buses. are. 
throughout.the.system..Automated.passenger.coun­
ters.can.provide.almost.real.time.information.about. 
loading.patterns,.allowing.for.service.adjustments.that. 
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increase.efficiency..A.whole.host.of.new.technology. 
tools.are.available.to.improve.system.efficiency.. 

The.TEP.should.focus.on.both.productivity.and.cost.efficiency. 
to.allow.Muni.to.provide.the.maximum.amount.of.service.to. 
the.maximum.number.of.riders.possible.in.San.Francisco. 

Reliability as a Key Performance Measure 
Reliability.means.different.things.to.different.people,.yet.it.is. 
cited.by.stakeholders.as.the.most.important.concern.of.Muni. 
riders..In.many.transit.systems,.saying.a.route.is.not.“reliable”. 
means.that.the.transit.vehicle.is.not.arriving.according.to.its. 
printed.schedule;.but.most.Muni.riders.do.not.use.schedules.. 
Muni.is.designed.to.operate.frequently.enough.that.a.rider. 
can.simply.go.to.the.stop.and.have.confidence.that.the.transit. 
vehicle.will.arrive.in.a.relatively.short.time..Even.the.least.fre­
quent.Muni.routes.are.scheduled.to.operate.every.20.minutes. 
during.most.times.of.day. 

No.one.likes.waiting,.but.San.Franciscans.may.have.an.even. 
lower.tolerance.for.waiting..Our.standards.are.likely.to.have. 
increased.with.our.incomes.and.as.we.have.come.to.place.a. 
higher.value.on.our.time.. 

Reliability.is.so.crucial.to.rider.satisfaction.because.it.influences. 
whether.or.not.people.can.count.on.Muni.to.make.important. 
trips,. and. their. confidence. that. Muni. will. transport. them. 
to. their. destinations. when. expected.. More. reliable. service. 
shortens.door-to-door.travel.times.by.reducing.the.amount.of. 
time.people.budget.to.wait.for.transit.and,.once.on.the.bus,. 
by.making.travel.times.more.predictable. 

By.its.own.measures,.Muni’s.reliability.has.plateaued.or.de­
clined.after.some.improvement.in.the.past.five.years..Schedule. 
adherence.is.less.than.70%.for.the.system,.despite.many.efforts. 
to.increase.reliability..The.TEP.will.focus.on.all.contributing. 
factors.to.reliability.including: 

•.	 Line management.-.Many.stakeholders.focused.on. 
the. need. for. enhanced. line. management. and. new. 
techniques.to.accomplish.line.management.including. 
using.technology.and.centralized.control.of.lines.. 

•.	 Management of vehicles.–.This.includes.buying.the. 
right.vehicles,.maintaining.an.appropriate.spare.ratio. 
and.maintaining.vehicles.so.that.they.are.available.for. 
service.. 

•.	 Management of staff –.Having. the. right.number. 
of.operators.and.related.staff.available.every.day.and. 
getting. the. system.started. right. from.the.first.pull. 
out.contribute.to.all-day.reliability..Missing.runs,.late. 
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pull.outs.and.other.controllable.factors.compound.to. 
create.bunching.and.gaps.in.service. 

•.	 Create a culture of performance.–.Many.stakehold­
ers.cited.the.need.for.a.“culture.of.performance”.at. 
Muni.that.is.similar.to.the.culture.in.some.private. 
businesses. such. as.Federal.Express..At.Fed.Ex,. in­
dividual.employees.are.given.very.wide. latitude. to. 
make.decisions. that.will.get.packages.delivered.on. 
time..Each.time.a.package.is.not.delivered.properly. 
it.is.considered.a.“failure.”.A.system.that.is.designed. 
around.rewarding. success.and.providing. the. tools,. 
responsibility,..and.authority.for.creating.success.will. 
always.do.better.than.one.where.the.value.is.placed. 
on.having.a.good.excuse.for.failure. 

•.	 Use the techniques for enhancing speed to enhance 
reliability..Each.of.the.techniques.described.in.the. 
previous.section.on.enhancing.speed.can.also.be.used. 
to.enhance.reliability.. 

•.	 Change measures of reliability. Simply. changing. 
the.way.reliability.is.measured.will.not.improve.reli­
ability.as.experienced.by.riders..However,.emphasiz­
ing.headway.adherence.–.the.time.between.vehicles. 
–.rather.than.schedule.adherence,.especially.on.routes. 
that.run.frequently,.will.more.accurately.match.the. 
measure.to.the.way.passengers.experience.reliability.. 
Passengers.talk.about.bunching.and.gaps.rather.than. 
about.the.on-time.performance.of.any.one.vehicle.. 
A.second.possibility.is.to.make.a.distinction.between. 
relatively.minor.and.major.issues..In.a.mixed.traffic. 
urban.system,.passengers.have.a.high.tolerance.for. 
some.variability.in.their.service.but.a.very.low.toler­
ance.for.major.delays..Distinguishing.the.degree.of. 
variability. in. reliability. may. allow. resources. to. be. 
more.carefully.allocated. 

Amount and pace of change 
The.vision.articulated.in.the.TEP.process.is.likely.to.require. 
some.changes.to.Muni’s.operations,.service.design.(e.g.,.the. 
layout. of. the. routes),. as. well. as. changes. to. the. design. and. 
management.of.San.Francisco.streets..The.vision.outlined.by. 
the.TEP.will.imply.the.amount.of.change.that.will.be.required. 
to.realize.this.vision.and.meet.goals.. 

Change.in.San.Francisco,.as.well.as.within.the.MTA,.is.typi­
cally.a.difficult.process..Within.organizations.as.large.as.Muni. 
and.the.MTA,.changes.to.how.transit.service.is.delivered.or. 
how. streets. are. managed. also. usually. require. an. enormous. 
amount.of.staff.effort..In.the.City,.attempts.to.improve.Muni’s. 
service. over. the. years. have. proven. that. it. is. typically. more. 
difficult.to.improve.service.than.to.maintain.the.status.quo.. 
Change.usually.is.accompanied.by.protest,.regardless.of.how. 
positive.that.change.might.be,.or.the.net.social.benefit..These. 
factors.will.temper.the.desired.pace.of.change.. 

In.addition.to.the.amount.of.the.change,.the.TEP.will.need. 
to. decide. how. aggressively. the. MTA. should. pursue. these. 
improvements..How.quickly.should.the.MTA.strive.to.real­
ize. this. vision. for. the. City?. The. Project.Working. Group’s. 
determination.of.the.appropriate.pace.of.change.is.likely.to. 
be.informed.by.an.assessment.of.the.ability.of.the.public.and. 
the.MTA.to.absorb.change,.the.gravity.of.the.problems.the. 
TEP.is.intended.to.address,.and.an.estimation.of.the.magni­
tude.of.the.benefits.that.will.accompany.any.improvements.. 
Implementing.the.TEP.will.require.maintaining.a.focus.on.the. 
City.as.a.whole.and.on.policies.that.are.broader.than.any.one. 
neighborhood,.route.or.constituency..Proposition.E.gives.the. 
MTA.Board.the.independence.it.needs.to.implement.difficult. 
choices,.but.it.needs.the.support.of.all.levels.of.City.govern­
ment.to.either.provide.support.or.at.least.remain.neutral.on. 
any.proposed.changes. 

. 
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Transportation in San Francisco 
inTroduCTion 
This.chapter.provides.an.overview.of.transportation.in.San.Francisco.and,.when. 
relevant,.the.Bay.Area..This.includes.estimates.of.the.total.number.of.trips.to,. 
from,.and.within.San.Francisco.and.mode.share..It.also.uses.a.recent.on-board. 
survey.of.Muni.riders.and.Census.data.to.provide.a.basic.profile.of.Muni.riders:. 
who.rides,.who.doesn’t,.and.how.Muni.is.used. 

This. information. provides. necessary. context. for. understanding,. in. general,. 
transportation. in.San.Francisco.and.how.Muni. is. currently.used..Once.a.vi­
sion.for.San.Francisco.is.established,.these.numbers.will.provide.the.basis.for. 
determining.specific.goals.for.transit.ridership.and.mode.share..Highlights.from. 
this.chapter: 

•.	 The.overall.number.of.trips.per.day.in.San.Francisco.is.expected.to.grow. 
12%.to.29%.over.the.next.20.to.25.years.. 

•.	 About.70%.of.all.San.Francisco.trips.are.completely.within.San.Francisco. 
(i.e.,.with.both.trip.origin.and.destination.within.the.city).. 

•.	 Of.all.trips.beginning,.ending,.or.within.San.Francisco,.25%.to.33%. 
are.work.trips.(range.is.a.SFCTA.estimate).. 

•.	 About.77%.of.San.Franciscans.work.in.San.Francisco,.down.from.86%. 
in.1980.. 

•.	 Transit.mode.share.for.trips.to.work.by.San.Franciscans.has.declined.1.8. 
times.faster.than.the.percent.of.residents.who.work.in.the.City,.falling. 
from.39%.in.1980.to.32%.in.2000.. 
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•. Muni’s. annual. ridership. has. declined. 12%. since. 
1986.. 

•. Over.80%.of.Muni’s.riders.live.in.San.Francisco.. 

•. When.compared.to.San.Francisco’s.population.as.a. 
whole,.San.Francisco.Muni.riders.have.lower.incomes. 
(58%.of.Muni.rider.households.have.an.annual.in­
come.less.than.$45,000,.compared.to.41%.of.San. 
Francisco.households)..One.the.other.hand,.42%.of. 
Muni.riders.have.a.relatively.high.household.income.. 
Muni.is.one.of.the.few.transit.agencies.in.the.USA. 
that.attracts.a.relatively.high.share.of.households.with. 
medium.to.high.incomes.. 
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tation.system.carries.each.day,.including.
the.city.

Of these 4.5 million trips per day in San Francisco…
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Number of Trips per Day in San Francisco 
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5.0 M by 
2025 (SFCTA) 

Future 

•. In.the.next.20.to.25.years,.the.number.of.trips.per.day.in.San.Francisco.is. 
expected.to.increase.12%.to.29%,.(according.to,.respectively,.SFCTA.and. 
MTC.projections). 

•. As.a.city.San.Francisco.can.choose.how.to.manage.expected.growth.in.trips,. 
which.will.influence.the.amount.of.congestion.in.San.Francisco.as.well.as. 
the.number.of.trips.Muni.must.plan.to.carry. 

Source: SFCTA Countywide Transportation Plan. 
MTC 2030 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area 

Source:  Range estimated in SFCTA Countywide Transportation Plan 
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y Area Commute Patterns Bay Area Projected Travel Volumes in 2030

•. About.77%.of.San.Francisco.residents.work.in.the.city.

•. Work.trips.from.areas.with.access.to.BART.have.higher.transit.shares.

•. MTC.projects.internal.San.Francisco.trips.to.increase.by.32%.by.2030.

•. Although.regional.trips.are.expected.to.increase,.internal.San.Francisco.trips.
will.still.represent.Muni’s.largest.potential.market.by.far.

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission County to 
County Commuter Tables and MTC Commute Profile 2003

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission Transportation 
2030 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area.

East 
(Alameda,
Contra Costa and
Solano Counties)

 

 ateo and
 Clara Counties)

Arrow width and number
represent number of
commuters in 2000

Arrow direction indicates
residence to work flow

26,000
4%

1,000

122,000
19%

 

  

    

Current Ba 

Bay Area Commute Patterns 

North 
(Marin, Napa and 
Sonoma Counties) 

South 
(San M 
Santa 

July 6, 2006 

San Francisco 

322,000 
51% 

60,000 
9% 

8,000 
1% 

80,000 
13% 

12,000 
2% 

+41% 
Bay Bridge 

+32% 
within San Francisco 

+9% 
Golden Gate Bridge 

+14% 
San Francisco - San Mateo 

Bay Area Projected Travel Volumes in 2030 

+1% Percent change 
2000 - 2030 

Arrow widths represent 
Daily Person Trips in 2030 



 

 

 
 

san franCisCo TransiT effeCTiVeness ProJeCT      ChaPTer 3  TRANSPORTATION IN SAN FRANCISCO 

Bay Area Mode Shares All Trips, 1970–2020 San Francisco Current Mode Share 
Trips.are.typically.summarized.by.mode.share.or.split.—.the.proportion.of.all.trips. 
made.on.a.particular.mode.of.transportation.. 

0 

5,000,000 

10,000,000 

15,000,000 

20,000,000 

25,000,000 

30,000,000 
Mode split for all Trips – 2000 

Trips Percent of all Trips 

Auto 2,809,000 62% 

Transit 777,000 17% 

Walk 892,000 20% 

Bike 40,000 1% 

Total 4,518,000 100%

                     Source: SFCTA Countywide Transportation Plan. Includes regional and internal trips. 

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 

Total Person Trips/ Weekday
 

Auto Person Trips/ Weekday
 

Transit Trips/ Weekday
 

Source: MTC San Francisco Bay Area Demographic and Travel Characteristics 
Http:/www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/stats/baydemo.htm 

Commute Mode of san francisco residents – 2000 

Workers 
Percent of 

Commute Trips 

Drive Alone 170,000 41% 

Carpool 45,000 11% 

Transit 130,000 31% 

Walk 39,000 9% 

Other 15,000 4% 

Worked at Home 19,000 5% 

Total 418,000 100%

                    Source: US Census, SFCTA Countywide Transportation Plan 

•. A. higher. percentage. of. work. trips. are. on. transit. compared. to. •. Auto.trips.in.the.Bay.Area.have.increased.much.faster.than.transit.trips.in. 
non-work.trips. the.past...The.MTC.expects.this.trend.to.continue.. 
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San Francisco Resident Mode Shares, 1980–2000 Muni Annual Ridership, 1986–2005 

Muni Trips Intra-SF Transit Trips (Muni + BART) 

1970 1980 1990 2000 

San Francisco residents who work in San Francisco 
Percent who take transit to work 
Percent without a vehicle 

Source:  US Census 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

•.	 The.percent.of.San.Franciscans.that.work.in.San.Francisco.declined.from. 
86%.to.77%.from.1980.to.2000.(a.10%.decrease). 

•.	 From.1980.to.2000,.the.percent.of.San.Franciscans.that.take.transit.to.work. 
has.declined.from.39%.to.32%.over.the.same.period.(an.18%.decrease). 

•.	 Transit.mode.share.for.trips.to.work.by.San.Francisco.residents.has.declined. 
1.8.times.faster.than.the.percent.of.San.Francisco.residents.that.work.in. 
the.city. 

280,000,000 

260,000,000 

240,000,000 

220,000,000 

200,000,000 

Source:  Muni SRTPs 

•. Muni’s.annual.ridership.has.declined.about.12%.from.1986.to.2005. 

•.	 The.percent.of.intra-San.Francisco.trips.made.on.BART.has.risen.gradually. 
from.6%.in.1986.to.about.8%.in.2005. 

1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 

Number of Trips 
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Who rides Muni?
 

Residence of Muni Riders 

Don't Know or Didn't
 
Answer
 

Visiting the Bay Area 9%
 

3%
 Live in San Francisco 
80% 

Live in the Bay Area 
8% 

Household Income of Muni Riders 
Who Live in San Francisco 

Less Than 
Don't Know or $15,000 
Didn't Answer 17% 

26% 

$15,000 to 
$24,999 

10% 

More Than 
$100,000 

9% 

$25,000 to 
$75,000 to $44,999 

$99,999 16% 
7% $45,000 to 

$74,999 
15% 

Number of Vehicles Owned by Muni Riders 
Who Live in San Francisco 

Don't Know or 
Didn't Answer 

12% 

Three or more 
4% 

None 
40% 

Two 
13% 

One 
31% 

Source:  SFCTA 2005 Muni Onboard Survey 
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Who rides Muni and Who doesn’T? 

Household Income of Muni Riders Who Live in Number of Vehicles Owned by Muni Riders Who Live in 
San Francisco Compared to San Francisco Residents San Francisco Compared to San Francisco Residents 
as a Whole as a Whole 

Less Than$15,000 $15,000 - $24,999 $25,000 - $44,999 None One Two Three or more 
$45,000 - $74,999 $75,000 - $99,999 More Than $100,000 

All San Francisco 
Residents 

Muni Riders Who Live in
 
San Francisco
 

(of people who responded 
to this question) 

All San Francisco 
Residents 

Muni Riders Who Live in
 
San Francisco
 

(of people who responded 
to this question) 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

Source:  SFCTA Muni Onboard Survey and US Census Source:  SFCTA Muni Onboard Survey and US Census 
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hoW do PeoPle aCCess Muni? 

How Riders Get to the Bus Stop How Riders Pay 
Don't Know/Didn't Don't Know/Didn't 

Answer Answer
Other 5% 6%

3% 

Other
 
(Transfer, Discount +
 

Fare, Token)
 
20%
Transferred 

Fast pass/Senior20% Walked Pass/Youth Pass 
72% 47% 

Full Cash Fare 
27% 

Source:  SFCTA Muni Onboard Survey Source:  SFCTA Muni Onboard Survey 

How Many Times Riders Transfer (for the entire trip) 

Bus Rail 

None One Two or More 

Number of Transfers 

Source:  SFCTA Muni Onboard Survey 

56% 

31% 

13% 

59% 

31% 

11% 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

60% 

70% 
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Where riders CoMe froM Where riders are going 
Origin Type Destination Type 

Bus Rail Bus Rail 

70% 45% 

40% 
59% 40%60% 

35% 33%48% 32%50% 

30% 

40% 
25% 

22% 22%21% 
30% 20% 

24% 

15%
20% 

15% 14% 9%13% 9%10% 7%9% 6%8%10% 5% 5% 
5% 

0% 0% 
Home School Work Shopping Other/Didn't Home School Work Shopping Other/Didn't

Answer AnswerTrip Origin Trip Destination
Source:  SFCTA Muni Onboard Survey Source:  SFCTA Muni Onboard Survey 

System Transfered To System Transfered From 
Bus Rail Bus Rail 

80% 90% 
73% 80%

69% 80% 75%70% 

70% 
60% 

60% 
50% 

50% 

40% 
40% 

30% 
30% 

21%19% 19%20% 16%20% 

8% 10%10% 3% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 
0%0% 

MUNI BART Caltrain AC Transit Sam Trans Golden Gate MUNI BART Caltrain AC Transit Sam Trans Golden Gate 

System Transferred From System Transferred To 

Source:  SFCTA Muni Onboard Survey Source:  SFCTA Muni Onboard Survey 
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Summary of Stakeholder Interviews 

1.	 Summary	of	stakeholder	interviews 

SAN	FRANCISCO	TRANSIT	EFFECTIVENESS	PROJECT
 



 
            

4 

Summary of Stakeholder Interviews 
To.inform.the.visioning.and.goal.setting.process,.20.opinion.leaders.were.inter­
viewed...These.stakeholders.included.transit.advocates,.members.of.the.Board.of. 
Supervisors,.members.of.the.MTA.Board,.executives.from.neighboring.transit. 
agencies.and.MTC,.advocates.for.specific.population.groups,.as.well.as.business,. 
tourism,.and.labor.representatives... 

This.chapter.anonymously.summarizes.the.results.of.these.conversations..The. 
chapter.is.organized.around.a.list.of.scripted.questions.asked.of.each.stakeholder.. 
Comments.mentioned.by.more.than.one.person.are.bolded.with.the.number.of. 
people.that.made.similar.comments.in.parentheses.. 

Note: The content of this chapter has been taken directly from stakeholder 
interviews. The factual accuracy of this content has not been analyzed. 
These comments are not necessarily the opinion of anyone other than the 
stakeholder making the comment. 
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What is your vision for transportation in 
San Francisco? 

•	 MTA should adopt a comprehensive multimodal 
vision that balances all modes, realizes the exist­
ing Transit First policy, and can be measured. (9) 
As.a.multi-modal.transportation.agency,.MTA.is.in. 
a.unique.position.to.shape.the.City.to.make.Muni. 
work..Decisions.for.public.right.of.way.need.to.follow. 
the.Transit.First.policy,.which.dictates.that.more.right. 
of.way.should.be.dedicated.to.transit,.walking,.and. 
biking...MTA.may.have.more.of.a.sense.of.a.vision.for. 
Muni,.but.there.is.no.overall.vision.for.transportation. 
in.the.City..There. is.a.need.for.“complete.streets.”. 
DPT.needs.to.be.a.full.partner.in.MTA.and.with.a. 
shared.vision..MTA’s.success.at.moving.people.must. 
be.evaluated.with.performance.measures...There.is.a. 
need.to.increase.the.amount.of.dedicated.right.of.way. 
for.Muni.vehicles.in.congested.areas...All.transporta­
tion.policies.should.seamlessly.support.Muni.as.the. 
primary.operator.in.a.Transit.First.city. 

•	 A city where it is very viable for most people to 
live without cars. (8).There.needs. to.be. a.drastic. 
improvement.in.the.attractiveness.of.Muni...Muni. 
should.be.much.easier,.faster,.and.cheaper.to.use.than. 
cars,.as.well.as.provide.seamless.connections. to.all. 
major.destinations.in.San.Francisco.and.region...MTA. 
needs.to.create.the.perception.within.and.outside.San. 
Francisco.that.within.our.city.it.is.very.easy.to.get. 
around.by.transit.(like.New.York.City).. 

•.	 Provide a reliable, fast, and competitive transit 
service while retaining comprehensive service 
network. (8) Muni. should. be. a. system. that. bal­
ances.the.needs.of.people.with.several.transportation. 
choices.with.the.safety.net.function.required.of.an. 
urban.transit.system...Muni.should.efficiently.deliver. 
commuters.and.all.other.types.of.riders.to.wherever. 
they.are.going.in.the.City...There.should.be.a.focus. 
on.equity.that.improves.service.to.all.riders...Muni. 
should.carry.more.people,.be.reliable,.safe,.efficient,. 
and.clean. 

•	 A viable public transportation system that sup­
ports the City’s economic vitality and growth. (6). 
We.can’t.move.people.effectively.on.the.limited.road­
way.system.–.the.City.can.only.be.viable.if.Muni.is. 
viable...Muni.is.part.of.our.economic.competitiveness. 
within.the.City,.as.well.as.helping.to.attract.businesses. 
to.the.City... 

•	 A system that supports beautiful, livable street 
design. (4) Manhattan.achieves.low.rates.of.car.use,. 
but.is.not.a.model.for.San.Francisco..European.cities. 
are.more. successful. at. combining. successful. trans­
portation.design.with.beautiful,.livable,.pedestrian­
oriented. streets.. In. this. sense,. we. need. “complete. 
streets”.that.work.well.(for.transportation).that.are. 
also.well-designed.and.beautiful.places. for.people.. 
More.of.the.public.right.of.way.needs.to.be.reclaimed. 
to.create.wonderful.public.spaces.and.enable.walking,. 
biking,.and.public.transit. 

•.	 Mobility and access is provided equally and af­
fordably to all citizens. (2) Transportation.is.a.right... 
All.people,.regardless.of.income,.need.to.have.equal. 
access.to.superior.transportation.services.that.include. 
good.mobility.for.all,.equal.access.to.opportunities,. 
and.affordable.cost...People.should.not.need.to.own. 
a.car.to.have.mobility.and.access. 

•.	 A.sustainable.transportation.network:.clean.energy,. 
zero.CO2.emissions,.financially.sustainable. 

•.	 That.the.visitor.experience.of.San.Francisco.include. 
public.transportation.(outside.of.cable.cars.and.his­
toric.streetcars).because.it.is.so.clean,.easy,.and.useful. 
(fast,.frequent,.and.convenient)... 

•.	 Land. uses. for. San. Francisco. and. the. region. that. 
support.sustainable.transportation.design...Concen­
trate.jobs.and.housing.in.downtown.San.Francisco. 
(locally).and.regionally.in.downtown.San.Francisco. 
and.Oakland. 

•.	 A.system.with.adequate.equipment.that.is.safe,.func­
tional,.reliable,.and.ergonomically.correct;.operated. 
by.schedules.that.can.be.maintained.humanely. 

What is the ultimate measure of the MTA’s 
success? 

•.	 Percent of all trips made on transit; number rid­
ers on transit. (12). Changing. the. mode. split. to. 
more. sustainable. modes. must. be. accompanied. by. 
improvements.in.the.public.realm.(e.g.,.better.street. 
design).. 

•.	 Rider satisfaction on Muni. (8) Focus.on.the.cus­
tomer. (use. quantitative. and. qualitative. measures. 
of.customer.satisfaction)...The.ultimate.measure.of. 
success. is. a. system.with.happy.workers. and. riders. 
who.love.and.“own”.their.system...Muni.should.be. 
recognized.as.part.of.the.fabric.of.the.City. 
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•.	 Door-to-door travel time. (5). Muni. needs. to. be. 
competitive.with.auto.travel.times. 

•.	 On-time performance. (3) 

•.	 Ensuring the benefits of Muni accrue to all San 
Franciscans, especially vulnerable populations. 
(3) Muni.should.be.accessible.to.all.. 

•.	 A system that encourages ownership by everyone 
– one that is valued as being as important as fire 
and police service (2) 

•.	 The.absolute.number.and.rate.of.pedestrian.injuries. 
and.fatalities. 

•.	 The. percent. of. household. budget. being. spent. on. 
transportation. 

•.	 The.number.of.people.moved.by.corridor.without. 
massive.congestion. 

•.	 Exceeding.goals.outlined.in.Proposition.E. 

•.	 Unit.costs.that.are.no.higher.than.the.average.of.the. 
largest.systems.in.the.Country. 

What should be, if any, the MTA’s targets 
for mode share and/or car trips in San 
Francisco? 

•	 35-40% of all trips on transit. (4) 

•	 60-70% of all trips on transit. (4) 

•	 Most trips by sustainable modes: >10% bike, >60% 
by transit. (3) 

•.	 Muni may be close to “there” in terms of the per­
cent of all trips on transit. (3).The.goal.should.be. 
improving.the.satisfaction.of. those.that.ride,. since. 
being. a. “captive”. rider. is. not. about. being. transit. 
dependant.in.San.Francisco..Simply.holding.percent. 
of.trips.on.transit.constant.should.be.considered.a. 
victory.given.the.increasing.affluence.in.the.City.. 

•.	 Muni should be the mode of choice for all trips 
inside San Francisco. (3)..Muni.should.be.able.to. 
reach.the.heights.of.its.ridership.in.the.1970s... 

•.	 At.least.50%.of.all.trips.on.transit. 

•.	 Decrease.absolute.number.of.car.trips.below.2005. 
levels.–.this.will.be.necessary.if.more.public.right.of. 
way.is.used.for.pedestrians,.bicycles,.and.transit. 

In what areas is MTA currently most suc-
cessful? 

•	 Coverage, both geographically and span of service, 
is very good. (10) 

•	 Providing basic mobility without major disrup­
tions and “melt downs”. (6) Muni.moves.a. large. 
number.of.people.at.relatively.low.cost.to.the.rider. 
with.reasonable.efficiency...Despite.its.shortcomings,. 
many.people.depend.on.Muni. 

•.	 MTA is currently not successful at meeting any of 
its goals. (3).TEP.may.be,.if.done.well,.a.positive. 
step.in.right.direction.. 

•.	 Muni’s service that operates in physically separated 
right of way (e.g., Muni Metro). (3).Muni.Metro. 
service.often.provides.a.high.quality.customer.experi­
ence.and.has.the.potential.to.provide.reasonably.high. 
quality.service..The.Metro.system.can.be.used.without. 
feeling.angry.or.frustrated.by.Muni... 

•.	 Reasonable fares. (3) 

•	 Limited stop and express Muni service work rea­
sonably well. (2) 

•	 System is open to public input. (2) 

•	 Comprehensive paratransit support system and 
accessibility. (2) 

•	 Most drivers are very good at their jobs and work 
under difficult circumstances. (2) 

•.	 F.line.service.runs.well.and.is.well.used. 

•.	 NextBus. information. is. a. step. in. the. right. direc­
tion. 

•.	 Proof.of.Payment.is.the.first.step.in.the.right.direction. 
on.fare.collection. 

•.	 No.more.than.one.transfer.required.to.get.just.about. 
anywhere. 

•.	 Muni.has.many.middle.class.and.“choice”.riders. 

•.	 Muni’s.equipment.(vehicles).is.relatively.new.and.in. 
good.shape. 

•.	 Popula r . suppor t . fo r . t r ans i t . and . t r ans i t. 
improvements. 

•.	 Special.events.services.–.for.example,.Giants.games. 

•.	 Muni.runs.more.frequently.than.in.many.cities. 

•.	 Safety.on.board.the.bus. 

•.	 Service.to.downtown.especially.in.peak.times. 
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•.	 Long-term.planning.–.delivering.major.projects.(e.g.,. 
F-Line). 

•.	 Vehicle.maintenance.is.generally.good.–.we.keep.the. 
rolling.stock.rolling. 

What are the most important areas for 
improvement? 

•.	 Reliability. (16) This. is. the. single. biggest. factor. 
keeping. riders. away.. . People. want. to. know. when. 
the.bus.is.scheduled.to.be.there.and,.when.they.get. 
to.the.stop,.when.the.next.bus.will.actually.arrive... 
Reliability.problems.are.complicated.and.have.many. 
causes.including.missing.runs.(caused.by.the.lack.of. 
operator.and.vehicle.availability),.especially.on.rail. 
lines.. .Adding.service.on.Third.Street.may. further. 
stretch. an. already. vulnerable. fleet.. . Management. 
of.the.streets.themselves,.as.well.as.management.of. 
Muni’s.routes,.needs.to.be.improved.to.reduce.service. 
gaps,.bunching,.and.to.make.travel.and.wait.times. 
less. unpredictable.. This.problem. ends. up. in. a. self. 
perpetuating.cycle.–.missing.runs.put.strains.on.the. 
drivers.who.are.out.there,.which.increases.stress.and. 
absenteeism,.which.makes.service.worse...Don’t.be. 
afraid.to.take.lanes.away.from.cars.or.parking.if.the. 
goal.is.to.allow.Muni.to.move.people.reliably... 

•.	 Transit speeds need to be more competitive with 
driving. (7).MTA.is.not.implementing.enough.strate-
gies.to.improve.the.speed.and.reliability.of.Muni.. 

•.	 Thinking strategically and sustainably at the same 
time as providing the basic service every day – MTA 
and Muni does not take the time to think ahead. 
(6) MTA.staff.is.strictly.reactionary..The.MTA.Board. 
of.Directors.is.too.insular.–.the.Board.does.not.set.the. 
agenda,.but.instead.only.respond.to.what.Staff.needs... 
Everything.should.not.boil.down.to.money.–.need. 
to.determine.and.plan.for.the.system.and.service.we. 
need. 

•.	 If the system is not financially sustainable, nothing 
else matters – not just one year of budget balanc­
ing, but long term stability. (4) Muni.needs.to.make. 
long. term. financial. plans. to. achieve. its. goals,. and. 
not.fit.its.long-term.plans.within.assumed.financial. 
realities.. 

•.	 Operator courtesy and sensitivity. (4) .There.needs. 
to. be. more. operator. training. of. all. types.. . Driver. 
courtesy.is.an.essential.part.of.customer.service. 

•.	 Muni in particular is not staffed to be a leader – it’s 
all about dealing with today’s fires. (4) MTA.and. 
Muni.are.not.a.“force.in.the.region”.–.they.are.not. 
leaders,.especially.considering.the.numbers.they.carry.. 
Muni.isn’t.really.a.leader.in.the.City.either,.although. 
it.has.policy.muscle.through.Prop.E,.Transit.First,. 
TIDF.etc.. 

•.	 Current routings are inefficient – TEP process will 
be beneficial. (4) 

•.	 Legibility and communication so that the rider 
knows what to expect and how to use the system. 
(4). Better. customer. information. (active. real-time. 
information.and.passive)..Muni.is.mysterious,.espe­
cially.for.first.time.riders.(e.g.,.visitors)....This.also. 
translates.to.working.with.the.public.on.studies.and. 
planning.efforts.–.need.to.keep.people.notified.about. 
what’s.happening.on.their.system. 

•.	 Deferred maintenance and lack of coordinated 
capital planning results in periodic meltdowns 
and lack of vehicle availability. (4) 

•	 Need to act aggressively to increase transit mode 
share. (3).MTA.not.acting.with.enough.desperation. 
and.ferocity.to.achieve.its.goals..Muni.should.not.be. 
the.province.of. the.transit.dependant,.or.designed. 
strictly. around. the. needs. of. a. particular. group. of. 
riders..Muni.needs.to.attract.a.broader.clientele.or. 
not.be.satisfied.with.attracting.largely.those.that.have. 
no.options..Need.to.provide.more.service. to.meet. 
ridership.demand.and.grow.ridership. 

•	 Increased frequency of service on core routes. (2) 

•	 Improving work rules with its unions so that Muni 
has more flexibility to provide good service. (2) 
Current.work.rules.are.extremely.bad.for.Muni.service. 
as.experienced.by.Muni’s.riders.–.work.rules.need.to. 
be.thoroughly.reexamined.and.renegotiated..In.past,. 
Muni.driver.union.leadership.has.been.completely. 
disinterested.in.improving.service,.instead.focusing. 
on. forwarding. the. interests.of. its.members. (at. the. 
expense.of.Muni.and.its.riders).. 

•	 Need to stop robbing one line to improve service 
on another. Planning decisions are too often po­
litically based. Take care of the neighborhoods 
first. (2) 

•.	 Better.safety.–.Muni.pays.too.much.in.claims.and. 
many.accidents.are.easily.avoidable.. 
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•.	 Better. personal. security. on. the. bus. and. at. stops. 
–.people.do.not.always.feel.safe.when.using.Muni. 

•.	 Cleanliness.of.vehicles.and.stations. 

•.	 Improve.the.organization’s.focus.on.riders/custom­
ers. 

•.	 Better. access. to. transit. stops. –. remove. pedestrian. 
barriers.to.transit.stops. 

•.	 Need.plan.to.increase.Muni’s.affordability.–.at.present. 
it.is.too.expensive.for.many.low-income.residents. 

•.	 Overall,.using.Muni.often.is.not.a.positive.experi­
ence. 

•.	 Proof. of. payment. implementation. must. allow. all. 
door.boarding.to.allow.for.operational,.speed,.and. 
reliability.benefits. 

•.	 Further.decreases.in.bus.emissions. 

•.	 As.a.way.to.make.positive.shift. in.mode.share,.re­
duce.overall.demands.on.Muni,.and.reduce.number. 
car.trips,.MTA.should.gather.the.small.amount.of. 
funding.necessary.to.implement.the.citywide.bicycle. 
network. 

•.	 Communication.within.the.organization,.top.down. 
and.bottom.up. 

•.	 Muni.tends.to.substitute.coverage.for.frequency.and. 
reliability...It’s.a.poor.trade-off. 

•.	 Marketing.needs. to.be. improved. to.get. the.whole. 
City.to.embrace.Muni.and.ask.what.they.can.do.to. 
help.the.system.run.better. 

Are there markets which the MTA does not 
serve well now that should be served? 

•	 Serving choice riders other than downtown ori­
ented peak hour work trips. (8) Cross-town.(non­
downtown). service. quality. needs. to. be. bolstered.. 
“Choice”.riders.will.need.service.that.is.much.more. 
reliable. 

•	 Tourism: major entry barriers for those not famil­
iar with system. (4) Perception.is.that.it.is.difficult. 
to.use.Muni;.very.difficult.to.find.basic.information,. 
buy.a.map,.etc.. 

•.	 Faster service to all outer neighborhoods. (3) 

•.	 Need limited stop/express service seven days a week 
to reach these rider markets on weekends. (3)..Need. 
limited.services.in.parts.of.the.city.that.don’t.have.it. 
now. 

•.	 Coordination with other operators – looking for 
creative ways to make the most of all the transit 
resources in the City. (2) 

•	 People that live in San Francisco and drive to work. 
(2) 

•.	 Specific.areas 

–.	 Northern.part.of.the.city.is.underserved.by.rail. 
which.would.increase.ridership. 

–.	 Some.neighborhoods.are.underserved.–.Potrero. 
Hill,.Dogpatch,.Outer.Mission,.Bayview,.Visita-
tion.Valley,.southeast.part.of.the.City. 

–.	 Western.neighborhoods. 

–. All.parts.of.the.City.that.are.currently.more.than. 
a.30.minute.transit.trip.from.downtown. 

–. Analysis. of. origin/destination. data. will. reveal.. 
opportunities. 

–.	 Places. where. the. City. is. likely. to. change.. The. 
western. part. of. the. City. is. essentially. going. to. 
stay.the.same..Focus.on.new.markets.and.needs,. 
especially. since. it. takes. so. long. to. implement. 
service.improvements. 

–.	 SOMA.service.and.connections.to.all.other.parts. 
of.the.city. 

–.	 Limited.service.needed.on.Third.Street.and.Visita­
tion.Valley,.beyond.the.9X. 

–. Pacific.Street.is.underserved.by.the.12-Folsom. 

–. Less.emphasis.on.downtown.and.more.emphasis. 
on.the.neighborhoods. 

–. 19-Polk.out.to.Hunters.Point.has.been.cut.too. 
much. 

–. 2005.service.cuts.really.hurt.the.system. 

•.	 Specific.groups 

–. Seniors (2) 

–. College. students. and. major. employers:. lack. of. 
Class.Pass.programs. 

–. Late.night.riders. 

–. Markets.that.are.not.ideally.served.by.a.40-foot. 
or.bigger.bus. 

–. Muni.should.focus.on.getting.current.riders.to.use. 
the.system.more.rather.than.searching.for.more. 
markets. 
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What are the growth markets in terms of 	 same.route.would.help.riders.get.to.know.their.drivers. 
over.time.geography, trip purpose, population mar-

ket segment, and time of day? • Speed. (7) It.should.never.take.more.than.a.half.hour.
 

•.	 Need to make Muni something that can easily be 
used at least 18 hours a day. (7).Muni.needs.to.offer. 
almost.equal.amounts.of.transit.service.throughout. 
the.day,.unlike.most.peak.oriented.systems...Need. 
24.hour.service.to.help.service.grow.throughout.the. 
day..(4). 

•.	 Need to find a way to get more weekend and oc­
casional trips on Muni. (3).People.who.have.many. 
travel.choices.(cars).can.be.convinced.to.take.Muni. 
if.it.were.more.reliable. 

•.	 Need to focus on the places in the City that are 
changing and have potential for change. (3).Look. 
for.new.origin.destination.pairs.like.Richmond.–.Mis-
sion.Bay,.connecting.the.UC.campuses..SOMA.in. 
general.may.need.a.new.look.. 

•.	 Less emphasis on downtown oriented trips and 
more emphasis on the grid network. (2) 

•	 Low income communities. (2) 

•	 Seniors. (2) 

•.	 Muni.should.increase.its.share.of.trips.coming.to.San. 
Francisco.from.outside.San.Francisco. 

•.	 Cyclists. 

•.	 Visitors. 

What are the things riders want most from 
MTA and how best to provide them? 

•	 Reliability. (18).Reliability.defined.as.“predictability”. 
not.adherence. to. schedule. since.most.Muni. riders. 
don’t.carry.schedules.. 

•	 Information/Legibility. (13).NextBus.information. 
at.all.stops...Need.maps.at.all.stops.so.riders.can.see. 
their.alternatives.if.their.bus.doesn’t.come.(or.if.Next­
Bus.says.the.next.one.is.arriving.a.long.time.away).. 
Multi.lingual.information.at.all.stops. 

•	 Safety. (10) Including.pulling.to.the.curb,.operating. 
in.a.safe.manner.at.all.times,.and.security.at.stops.and. 
on.buses.. 

•	 Quality customer experience. (8).Using.Muni.needs. 
to.be.a.positive.experience.most.of.the.time..Friendly. 
drivers.would.help.a.lot,.as.would.vehicles.that.are. 
more.comfortable.and.clean..Keeping.drivers.on.the. 

to.get.downtown.from.the.outer.neighborhoods,.and. 
transit.should.always.be.time-competitive.with.driv­
ing..Boarding.times.need.to.be.much.faster;.BART’s. 
boarding.times.and.those.in.Curitiba,.even.on.buses,. 
are.good.examples. 

•	 Less crowding. (5)..Need.less.crowding,.especially. 
during. peak. times.. Need. more. humane. loading. 
standards.. 

•	 High frequency service throughout the day on core 
routes. (5). 

•	 Affordable fares. (4).Including.raising.fares.for.more. 
riders.but.providing.for.lifeline.passes.. 

•.	 MTA.to.be.more.responsive.as.an.agency. 

•.	 Better. routings. that. better. match. origins. and.. 
destinations.. 

What are the barriers preventing MTA from 
achieving its vision, and how can these 
barriers be mitigated? 
Organizational 

•	 They can’t achieve a vision if they don’t have one. 
(11) There.needs.to.be.an.integrated.City.vision.for. 
transportation.that.is.articulated.by.MTA.and.other. 
departments.including.SFCTA.and.DPW..City.Hall. 
should.be.part.of.directing.vision..Clear.vision.and. 
goals.will.be. tools. for.addressing.trade-offs.among. 
modes..Vision. must. be. big. and. grand. enough. to. 
inspire.and.actually.shape.the.city;.a.small.vision.is. 
not.very.useful.or.likely.to.be.achieved..MTA.needs. 
to.think.big.. 

•	 Staff culture (11)..Culture.within.Muni.and.MTA. 
discourages.active.creation.and.execution.of.solutions. 
to.problems..Staff.are.reticent.to.come.forward.with. 
solutions.because.they.are.worried.about.reprimands.. 
There.is.little.incentive.to.solve.problems..There.is. 
no.focus.on.the.customer.or.on.the.quality.of.the. 
product..Everyone.is.hunkered.down.in.the.“we.can’t. 
do.that”.mentality..There.is.no.reward.for.figuring.out. 
HOW.to.make.something.happen..There.need.to.be. 
defined.consequences.for.not.getting.the.job.done... 
Muni. needs. to. empower. people. and. get. everyone. 
moving.in.the.same.way.. 
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•	 Lack of staffing (7)..The.MTA.has.deficient.staffing. 
levels.in.several.critical.areas.–.human.resources,.legis­
lation,.grant.writing,.analysts,.and.planners..Muni.is. 
left.complaining.about.how.the.pie.is.divided,.rather. 
than.affecting.the.pie..Deficient.staffing.means.that. 
employees.are.overwhelmed..Although.Muni.has.at­
tracted.two.recent.great.General.Managers,.the.man­
agement.ranks.are.still.too.thin,.quality.is.spotty,.and. 
there.isn’t.respect.or.focus.on.a.professional.middle. 
level.staff. 

•	 MTA administration and Board not aggressive 
enough about achieving its goals. (7) The. Ad­
ministration.and.the.Board.seem.unwilling.to.take. 
on.their.own.agenda.and.spend.too.much.time.on. 
the.day-to-day..They.have.the.power.to.place.ballot. 
measures,.work.with.politicians,.and.lobby.to.change. 
state.laws,.but.the.organization.does.not.appear.to. 
pursue.these.with.any.ferocity...MTA.does.not.gar­
ner.sufficient.political.support.for.the.real.changes. 
that.are.necessary.to.significantly.improve.transit.in. 
San.Francisco..Muni.planning. is. too.often.on. the. 
defensive.and.instead.should.plot.its.course.and.take. 
the.steps.necessary.to.achieve.its.goals...MTA.is.sup­
posed.to.be.independent,.but.too.often.the.Board.of. 
Supervisors.intervenes.when.someone.complains.(for. 
example,.stop.consolidations.get.turned.around.by. 
the.Board)...Too.often.details.of.community.concerns. 
(or.just.a.few.individuals).obscure.larger.goals.and. 
derail.projects.with.a. large.net. social.benefit,.with. 
private.interest.prevailing.over.the.public.good..Not. 
everyone.is.going.to.be.happy.with.changes.in.San. 
Francisco,.and.MTA.needs.to.accept.that...The.MTA. 
should.work.towards.consensus,.but.be.very.willing.to. 
forge.ahead.to.achieve.a.vision.for.the.city.as.measured. 
by.concrete.specific.goals...Communities.need.to.be. 
involved.from.the.beginning.and.should.have.a.voice,. 
but.Muni.has.a.responsibility.to.educate.as.well.as. 
listen...Everything.can’t.come.down.to.politics. 

•	 Transportation advocates are viewed as the enemy 
rather than a tool for political cover and com­
munity organizing. (4) TEP.process.needs.to.hear. 
voices.of.advocates.(as.well.as.riders)..Riders.them­
selves,.rather.than.community.groups,.seem.not.to. 
be.represented.in.planning.changes.. 

•	 MTA does not do enough to discourage car use. 
(2).Discouraging.car.use.is.an.essential.ingredient.in. 
shifting.mode.split..For.example,.to.be.time.competi-

ChaPTer 4 STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS 

tive.with.driving,.transit.can.go.faster,.but.car.travel. 
times.can.increase.as.well..If.car.use.does.not.become. 
less.attractive.while.Muni.becomes.more,.mode.share. 
will.not.shift.very.much... 

•	 An organization that keeps shuffling the boxes 
without asking whether this is really the best way 
to organize. (2) It.seems.that.the.MTA.spends.too. 
much.time.fixing.blame.rather.than.taking.the.time. 
to.figure.out.how.to.fix.the.problems...Upper.manage­
ment.often.has.good.ideas,.but.middle.management. 
does.not.know.how.to.carry.them.out.in.a.way.that. 
is.positive.and.not.just.“discipline”.based. 

•.	 The system is too slow to adopt technological tools 
that could improve efficiency and effectiveness (2).. 
Proof.of.payment,.Next.Bus,.automated.vehicle.loca­
tion.and.other.tools.should.all.be.in.use.already. 

•.	 Takes.too.long.to.hire.and.train.operators. 

•.	 Staff.have.poor.communication.skills,.defeating.their. 
own.projects. 

•.	 Jobs.that.are.too.often.filled.by.political.appointments. 
rather.than.the.best.skilled.and.trained.person. 

•.	 MTA.does.not.have.enough.independence,.power,. 
and.authority.to.do.what.it.needs.to.do.to.fulfill.its. 
responsibilities. 

•.	 MTA.has.all.the.independence.and.power.it.needs. 
since.the.adoption.of.Proposition.E,.to.manage.its. 
own.budget.and.service.and.to.take.political.cover. 
from. the. Mayor. and. the. Board.. An. independent. 
MTA.board.needs.to.make.the.hard.decisions.and. 
should.be.supported. 

•.	 Fear.drives.decision-making:.fear.of.litigation,.fear.of. 
angering.minor.vocal.constituencies;.fear.of.address­
ing.labor.issues. 

Labor-Management Issues 
•	 Unions have direct links to elected officials and 

have no reason to work with management. (7). 
Unions.have.little.interest.in.improving.service..For. 
TEP.to.be.successful,.the.operators.need.to.be.excited. 
about.it.so.its.changes.are.not.perceived.as.negative..It. 
is.often.nearly.impossible.to.do.something.as.simple. 
as.reallocate.service.hours.from.one.line.to.another. 
because. that. would. mean. moving. work. from. one. 
division.to.another.and.the.Union.would.object. 
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•.	 Union contracts that are out of touch with modern 
labor practices or even what the employees want. 
(7) Union/management. relations. are.not. synergis­
tic. 

•.	 Everyone needs to pull together around achieving 
shared goals. (4)..This.takes.team.building.and.com­
munication.throughout.the.organization...We.have. 
to.get.out.of.the.blame.game.and.shift.the.amount. 
of. energy. spent. on. the. worst. 10%. or. 2%. in. any. 
organization.to.instead.focus.on.the.top.10%. 

•	 Need to remove operator wages from the charter 
so that meaningful collective bargaining can take 
place. (3) This.is.a.core.issue.for.Muni’s.costs.–.with­
out.real.bargaining,.the.cost.to.provide.service.will. 
always.remain.higher.than.it.should.be,.Muni.won’t. 
be.able.to.create.a.good.working.environment,.and. 
it.may.be.difficult.to.provide.good.service... 

•.	 There isn’t enough cooperation and trust between 
union and management. Drivers.have.the.feeling. 
that.“it.all.comes.down.on.brown”.–.and.that.manage­
ment.does.not.support.them.when.they.try.to.do.the. 
right.thing...There.is.no.incentive.to.be.the.best. 

Service Delivery 
•.	 Muni is way behind on every aspect of technology 

from fare collection to passenger counting to IT 
systems and vehicle design. (4) 

•.	 There is not enough focus on line/route manage­
ment or service delivery. (3) Muni.needs.not.to.just. 
put. more. inspectors. out. on. the. streets,. but. needs. 
more.real.two-way.real.time.remote.communication. 
with. a. focus. on. service. delivery.. Give. supervisors. 
and.drivers.more.authority.and. responsibility..Use. 
modern.real-time.tools.(such.as.NextBus’s.manage­
ment.capabilities).so.that.more.supervision.can.be. 
done. from. Central. Control,. rather. than. requiring. 
large. numbers. of. expensive. people. on. the. ground. 
with.minimal.impact.. 

•.	 There is no systematic plan to improve service 
delivery. (3) There.is.no.management.plan.for.ser­
vice.delivery.that.is.felt.throughout.the.agency.--.no. 
maintenance. plan,. no. operations. plan.. . First. line. 
supervisors.are.not.well.trained.and.do.not.have.any. 
real. tools. for.managing. service.other. than.coming. 
down.on.drivers. 

•.	 Need to aggressively pursue more dedicated right 
of way for Muni. (2) 

•.	 Trust.–.people.won’t.ride.if.they.have.a.terrible.ex­
perience.even.one.time..People.don’t.trust.Muni.to. 
produce.a.useable.product. 

•.	 Schedules.are.inhumane.and.not.realistic...Manage­
ment.doesn’t.want.to.hear.about.schedule.problems. 
because.they.often.take.money.to.fix. 

•.	 No.one. is.analyzing.vehicle.break.downs.to.better. 
understand.how.to.get.a.consistent.and.high.quality. 
fleet.that.will.have.full.availability. 

Legal/ Governance 
•	 Governance issues. (7) There.is.no.political.support. 

or.vision.from.the.Mayor,.Board.of.Supervisors.or. 
MTA.Board..The.SFCTA’s.role.needs.to.be.clarified. 
and.the.TA.and.MTA.need.to.be.working.together,. 
not.in.competition..Need.to.figure.out.how.to.incor­
porate.the.SFCTA.into.MTA.and.make.the.SFCTA. 
serve.the.goals.of.the.MTA.(2)..Prop.E.should.have. 
done.this..If.the.MTA.is.truly.independent,.it.needs. 
to. have. the. power. and. authority. to. act. that. way.. 
One.crucial.issue.for.the.MTA.is.the.city’s.current. 
decision.making.process:.The.MTA.does.not.have. 
enough.authority.and.cannot.make.changes.quickly. 
to.improve.transportation...Need.to.see.how.other. 
cities.have. structured.this.process. so. that. they.can. 
make.good.decisions.quickly.. 

•	 Need to reform level of service standards (2) Cur­
rent. LOS/. CEQA. measures. prevent. real. improve-
ments.to.transit,.walking,.and.biking..Transit.only. 
lanes,. bicycle. lanes,. and. pedestrian. improvements. 
should. be. exempt. from. CEQA. analysis.. Internal. 
inconsistencies. in. policies.. Lack. of. performance. 
measures.for.anything.other.than.cars... 

Financial 
•.	 Need to aggressively pursue new revenue sources. 

(4) There.is.not.enough.money.to.provide.enough. 
service,. and. to. provide. service. that. is. affordable.. 
Needs.more.funding.to.improve.service.quality... 

•.	 There.is.no.long.term.financial.planning 
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What can MTA and the City in general do 
to facilitate regional travel using transit? 

•	 Muni should focus on what it can really impact 
(9).–.local.trips,.and.providing.good.service.to.key. 
destinations.or.transfer.points;.Don’t.spend.too.much. 
focus.on.low.volume.regional.trips.. 

•	 Fare and transfer coordination with other agencies 
for ALL riders, not just adult fast pass on BART. 
(6) Unified.fare.media.will.help...This.is.an.equity. 
issue. 

•	 Physical redesign of intermodal centers. (3) Need. 
platform-platform.connections,.proper.pulsed.hubs. 
at.BART.stations,.appropriate.locations.for.Caltrain. 
stations,.Golden.Gate.Transit.center.at.Civic.Center,. 
timed.transfers.for.lines.that.begin.or.end.at.a.rail. 
station,.fare.coordination.. 

•.	 Facilitate and encourage recreational trips being 
made on transit. (3) 

•	 Encourage BART to operate longer hours. (2) 

•	 Better integration with BART. (2) Extend.FastPass. 
to.Daly.City.BART.station;.Renegotiate.off-peak.rate. 
for.Muni.riders.on.BART. 

•	 Take advantage of Sam Trans and Golden Gate 
services as if they were Muni. (2) Don’t.let.intergov­
ernmental.issues.reduce.the.efficiency.of.resources..If. 
other.operators.use.our.streets,.they.need.to.accept. 
local.riders. 

•.	 Muni.is.absent.from.the.regional.table.–.its.needs.to. 
advocate.for.its.needs.in.regional.decision-making. 

•.	 Transbay.Terminal.must.be.extremely.well-designed. 
and.must.include.Caltrain.access. 

•.	 MTA.needs.to.acquire.more.dedicated.right.of.way,. 
especially.for.regional.carriers..For.example,.Golden. 
Gate.Transit.should.have.dedicated.right.of.way.for. 
its.buses.from.Marin,.over.the.bridge,.on.Lombard,. 
down.Van.Ness,.and.into.downtown..The.Bay.Bridge. 
needs.to.have.a.bus.lane.(or.very.high.occupancy.lane). 
in.each.direction.. 

•.	 Better.integration.with.ferry.services. 

•.	 Much.better.customer.information.about.trips.can. 
be.made,.how.to.use.Muni,.and.where.it.goes.. 

•.	 Be.more.open.to.working.with.private.businesses.and. 
others.who.might.provide.shuttle.services.that.could. 
help.with.regional.trips. 

Are there examples of other transit agen-
cies that “get it right” that could serve 
as models for MTA in any key areas? Are 
there peer systems to which to compare 
MTA? 

•	 New York City (10) –.useful.service.24.hours.a.day. 
(4);.bus.operations.(2);.fare.structure.and.media.(4). 
--.same.price.throughout.region,.and.fares.are.very. 
easy. to. buy/understand/use;. lifecycle. costing. and. 
capital.planning... 

•	 Boston (4) 

•	 Chicago (4).–.bus.operations. 

•	 Portland (4) –.holistic.approach.to.streets,.land-use. 
connection,.reliability,.cleanliness,.and.lack.of.crowd­
ing;.fare.free.downtown 

•	 Bogota (4) –.Implementation.oriented.(2);.made.the. 
tough.choices.required.to.get.the.dedicated.right.of. 
way.to.run.very.fast.and.reliable.transit.on.the.surface. 
(2).. 

•	 Seattle (3):.fare.free.zone.downtown.(2)...Using.tun­
nels.for.more.than.one.mode.so.that.multiple.routes. 
benefit.from.large.investment.(i.e.,.both.rail.and.buses. 
operate.in.a.tunnel.downtown)..The.Central.Subway. 
should.be.designed.this.way... 

•	 Curitiba (2).–.made.the.tough.choices.required.to. 
get.the.dedicated.right.of.way.to.run.very.fast.and. 
reliable.transit.on.the.surface.. 

•	 London (2) –.bus.intermodal.center.design 

•	 Paris (2) –.ubiquity.of.rapid.transit.network. 

•	 Toronto (2) 

•.	 Amsterdam:. very. easy. to. use. system,. emphasis. on. 
streetcars 

•.	 Vancouver.BC:.integrated.transit.and.land.use.plan­
ning 

•.	 WMATA.for.rail.operations 

•.	 Switzerland,.especially.Zurich.(pulsed.hubs,.on-street. 
transit.management) 

•.	 Scandinavia.and.London:.Signage 

•.	 Shanghai:.passenger.information.is.great.(real.time. 
and.passive),.very.easy.to.learn.how.to.use.the.system,. 
and.then.easy.to.get.where.you.want.to.go 

•.	 Sydney:. cleanliness,. customer. service. orientation. 
(e.g.,.drivers.are.very.friendly.and.helpful) 
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•.	 Barcelona,.Bilbao,.Stockholm,.London:.Intermodal. 
station.design 

•.	 Boulder,.CO.–.effective.branding;.legibility.of.bus. 
network.(has.been.achieved.even.without.rails.in.the. 
ground);.physical.separation.of.bike.network.–.focus. 
on.bike.paths.rather.than.bike.lanes.. 

•.	 Copenhagen.–.policy.of.reducing.number.of.parking. 
spaces.in.the.city.by.1%.a.year.as.a.way.to.manage. 
congestion. and. improve. transit. and. bike. friendli­
ness. 

•.	 Denver 

What are the things transit operators and 
other employees want most from MTA and 
how best to provide them? 

•	 Less stressful working environment, especially for 
frontline employees who bear the brunt of rider 
frustration. (9).This.begins.with.equipment.that.is. 
adequate,.safe.and.ergonomically.correct.to.reduce. 
injury.and.stress.on.the.job...It.includes.load.factors. 
that.are.less.crowded.to.allow.drivers.to.have.a.more. 
humane. environment. to. work. in.. . Less. crowding. 
would.improve.operator.safety.as.well..Need.to.offer. 
more.service.that.is.more.reliable..Some.routes.may. 
require.monitors.or.a.second.set.of.eyes.on.the.bus. 
for.security..Operator.assaults.are.a.real.problem.that. 
needs.to.be.addressed...Stress.also.comes.from.inad­
equate.running.time.and.schedules.that.can’t.possibly. 
be.made...Making.sure.that.all.runs.are.filled.would. 
greatly. reduce. stress. by. managing. crowding. and. 
helping.passengers.to.be.calmer.and.more.courteous. 
when.on.the.bus. 

•	 Drivers and mechanics want to be heard and 
respected. (9).Drivers.want.to.be.consulted..“Treat. 
drivers. with. the. same. respect. we. give. firemen!”.. 
Drivers. want. “communication,. identification. and. 
assistance. in. implementation”. which. translates. to. 
open.communication.with.management,.respect,.and. 
a.great.working.environment..Some.union.members. 
aren’t.sure.their.unions.speak.for.them.because.unions. 
tend.to.represent.the.long.time.members.and.not.the. 
future.needs..Need.to.recognize.that.Muni.employees. 
are.Muni.and.City.employees.first.and.union.mem­
bers.second..If.their.employers.hear.them.instead.of. 
going.through.a.grievance.process,.everyone.is.better. 
off. 

•	 Support for a culture of working as a team to 
deliver quality service; support entrepreneurship 
to deliver quality, not “as long as you have a good 
excuse, you’re OK.” (6).Restore.pride.in.doing.a. 
good.job..Muni.employees.do.have.pride.and.are.hurt. 
by.constant.negative.stories.and.impressions...Muni. 
employees. need. to. know. that. they. are. supported. 
and.backed.up.by.management,.not.that.everyone. 
is. looking. for. an. easy. scapegoat. when. something. 
happens.. .Need.better. support. for. the.best.drivers. 
–.make.mentors.of.the.best.drivers..Better.support. 
all.the.way.around. 

•	 Adequate compensation and benefits. (3) 

•.	 New.work.rules.that.improve.ability.of.employees.to. 
rely.on.other.employees.and.improve.accountability. 
of.management.and.line.level.employees..(2) 

•	 Better training and tools to do their job, including 
the changing focus on security. (2) 

•	 Better street operations, street design, and cus­
tomer interface to make it easy to provide good 
service. (2).Higher.usage.of.prepaid.fares..Drivers. 
want.to.drive.buses.and.routes.that.are.easy.to.keep. 
on-time.–.buses.that.are.easy.to.keep.reliable,.have. 
few.unexpected.delays.. 

•	 Certainty or at least stability– make change in the 
organization more predictable. (2) .Make.it.possible. 
for.a.driver.to.feel.ownership.over.his.vehicle,.his.trip. 
and.his.riders. 

•.	 Need.to.make.the.Joint.Labor.Management.Board. 
(JLMB).more.effective.and.inclusive. 

•.	 Job.security. 

•.	 Less.emphasis.on.discipline.and.more.emphasis.on. 
rewarding.the.best. 

Do MTA’s existing service design policies 
(line spacing, line headways, stop spacing, 
load factors, etc.) provide the necessary 
guidance to redevelop the system? 

•	 Stop spacing needs to consider topography and 
perhaps demographics, but within that context, 
stops should generally be more widely spaced. 
(14).Current.or.eventual.spacing.standards.(in.feet). 
need.to.be.viewed.as.an.average,.not.as.a.ceiling.for. 
the. distance. between. stops.. . Muni. doesn’t. adhere. 
to.its.own.standard.which.would.make.a.huge.step. 
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forward..Problem.seems.to.be.worst.on.trolley.lines. 
and.LRT.lines.where.passing. isn’t.possible,. so. line. 
management.is.more.complicated...Be.careful.when. 
thinking.about.stop.consolidation.not.to.neglect.the. 
seniors.and.disabled.riders.who.make.up.such.a.high. 
percentage.of.current.ridership...Muni.needs.to.ap­
ply.stop.spacing.standards.consistently.throughout. 
the.city.so.that.it.is.fair;.little.concession.should.be. 
made.for.topography,.no.concessions.made.based.on. 
demographics...Current.policies.are.ignored.–.even. 
secret. 

•	 Need to look at places that are over served. (7).and. 
consider.more.short.turns.and.other.techniques.that. 
provide.capacity.to.places.that.are.always.over.crowd­
ed...Look.at.new.ways.to.deliver.service.–.alternatives. 
to.the.fixed.route.bus.for.certain.low.volume.times. 
of. day. and.parts. of. the.City..Empty. buses. should. 
not. be. tolerated.. Muni. needs. to. reengineer. itself. 
with.realistic.and.complete.data.and.if.we’re.going. 
to.invest.resources.in.unproductive.service,.it.should. 
be.a.policy.choice.that’s.clear.about.the.number.of. 
people.served.and.the.cost.of.serving.them.–.both.in. 
dollars.and.in.alternative.uses.of.those.resources.. 

•	 Speed and comparative travel time with car are 
most important missing policies. (3)..Muni.should. 
consider.places.where.more.limited.and.express.ser­
vices.could.be.added,.converting.some.of.the.local. 
service...This.would.be.relatively.low.cost.and.doesn’t. 
require.any.major.new.operating.initiative... 

•	 Implementing any policies will require data col­
lection and monitoring. (2). Make. real. informed. 
decisions.and.monitor.what.you.do;.not.politically. 
driven.decisions.that.are.often.half.measures. 

•.	 Muni.needs.to.set.policies.that.will.work.in.both.good. 
and.bad.financial.times,.similar.to.AC.Transit’s.poli­
cies.that.equate.density.and.service.frequency..Policies. 
make.it.clear.that.when.10-minute.service.is.called. 
for,.and.when.15.minute.service.won’t.be.tolerated. 

•.	 Frequency.–.On.Muni’s.core.routes,.service.should. 
operate.every.5.to.7.minutes.for.18.hours.a.day..If. 
current.frequency.policies.are.kept,.their.hours.(span). 
need.to.be.expanded.. 

•.	 Needs.for.residents.and.visitors.are.about.the.same. 

•.	 Specifics: 

–.	 Transit.lines.should.never.be.just.one.block.apart. 
(e.g.,.Clement.Street,.Valencia).. 

–.	 Outer. Balboa. is. over. served,. short. turns. could. 
help.. 

–.	 Too. many. buses. go. all. the. way. down. Market. 
Street,.consider.short.turns.. 

–.	 Consider.multiple.inner.terminals.for.some.routes,. 
similar.to.38’s.multiple.outer.terminals. 

–.	 Pacific. Heights,. Presidio. Heights. may. be. over-
served. 

–.	 Express.routes.may.operate.on.days.or.times.when. 
they.are.not.needed.(i.e.,.Martin.Luther.King’s. 
Birthday),.but.too.short.a.span.on.regular.work. 
days. 

–.	 Community.service.routes.should.be.treated.spe­
cially,.with.frequent.stops,.even.flag.stops,.smaller. 
vehicles. and. a. local. neighborhood. orientation... 
These.routes.should.not.be.“robbed”.when.service. 
is.missing.elsewhere. 

Given the trade-offs inherent in service 
planning what should be MTA’s top priori-
ties? Further, should all areas of the city 
have access to some transit? If so, are 
lifeline frequencies enough? 

•	 Stop spacing should be examined – there may be 
too many stops contributing to reliability prob­
lems and slow travel times. (9) 

•	 Top priority is to provide reliability on the most 
frequent lines. (6) 

•	 Muni needs to provide different types of services 
for different types of customers. (6).More.limited. 
and.express. services,.and.potentially.BRT,.perhaps. 
premium.priced,.without.leaving.transit.dependant. 
behind..Small.buses.and.community.shuttles.should. 
be.part.of.the.mix.too..Muni.needs.to.be.faster.and. 
be. time-competitive.with.driving–.changes. should. 
err.in.this.direction,.rather.than.less..Muni.needs.to. 
aggressively.make.bold.changes.to.become.faster.and. 
more.reliable.. 

•	 There are places that are overserved, especially on 
long lines. (6) Consider. more. short. turns. which. 
could.improve.reliability,.etc..Abandon.routes.that. 
don’t. meet. productivity. standards/thresholds.. Not. 
every.line.is.a.40.foot.bus.route.and.alternative.de­
livery.strategies.should.be.considered..Small.buses.on. 
community.service.lines.would.be.an.easy.victory.. 

July 6, 2006 4-11 



 

         

        
     

 

      
 

      
       

 

 

 

 

 

 
       

 

        

 

 
 

 

san franCisCo TransiT effeCTiVeness ProJeCT 

•	 Focus service on high density areas and core routes 
that have higher populations of transit dependen­
cy. (4).Less.geographic.coverage.is.acceptable..Muni. 
should.maintain.complete.coverage.in.the.City,.bus. 
focus.service.on.high.density.areas. 

•	 When meeting transit goals is in tension with 
automobile congestion goals, transit should al­
ways trump autos. (3).Need. real. implementation. 
of.Transit.First. 

•	 Lifeline service should be provided at least every 
30 minutes to all corners of city, with higher fre­
quencies based upon density and transit dependent 
populations. (3).30.minutes.is.minimum.service.fre­
quency.that.is.useful..Service.at.this.frequency.needs. 
to.be.reliable..Every.60.minutes.is.too.infrequent.. 

•.	 Should.emphasize.the.comfort.and.convenience.of. 
passengers.and.people.who.live.in.the.neighborhoods. 
Muni.serves. 

•.	 There. are. no. neighborhoods. that. have. too. much. 
service;.buses.and.Metro.lines.are.always.crowded. 

Are there infrastructure and fleet issues 
(for example, vehicle types and passenger 
facility needs) that should be considered in 
the MTA TEP process? 
Vehicles 

•	 Current vehicles create boarding and alighting 
delays – need wider doors, level boarding, all-door 
boarding. (5).Low.floor.vehicles.will. lower.claims. 
because.they.are.easier.for.the.elderly.to.use.. 

•	 Entire light rail fleet should be low-floor. (3) 

•	 Current vehicles ignore critical quality of life is­
sues, especially noise and passenger comfort. (3) . 
All.vehicles.should.include.handholds.that.go.to.the. 
front.of.the.bus..Some.accessibility.features.have.been. 
lacking.on.newer.vehicles..Handholds.should.be.low. 
enough.for.shorter.people..Hooks.that.allow.people. 
to. hang. their. grocery. bags. and. hold. on. are. ideal... 
Comfortable.seats.would.be.great.–.why.should.we. 
assume.that.San.Franciscans.won’t.treat.a.nice.bus. 
with.respect...Driver.ergonomics.should.be.a.priority... 
All.buses.should.be.clean.–.people.respect.something. 
that.looks.respectable. 

•	 Fleet that reduces emissions. (2) 

•	 Need to replace trolleys. (2) Electric.trolley.buses. 
should.be.replaced.with.hybrid.diesels.–.these.offer. 
more.flexibility.(for.passing.buses).and.speed..Also. 
allow.more.flexibility.to.offer.limited.stop.and.express. 
services..The.current.trolley.fleet,.including.the.new. 
ETIs,.is.not.reliable.and.should.be.replaced. 

•	 The fleet is in better condition than it has been in 
a long time. (2) 

•.	 30’. buses. have. never. been. replaced. and. are. being. 
phased.out..Need.to.consider.the.needs.and.utility. 
of.a.small.bus.fleet. 

Surface Stops 
•	 NextBus needs to be fully implemented. (10) 

Real. time. arrival. information. should. be. provided. 
throughout.system,.especially.at.major.transfer.loca­
tions..Metro.stations.and.major.bus.stops.need.much. 
more.real-time.information;.NextBus.is.good,.but.not. 
everything.it.could.be.. 

•	 More and better bus shelters. (6) Bus.stops.over­
emphasize.anti-homeless,.anti-vandal.indestructibil­
ity.over.passenger.comfort..Need.more.comfortable. 
seating,.better.route.and.schedule.information..Tilt. 
seats. are. hard. for. seniors.. Improved. lighting. will. 
increase.security.at.shelters,.as.will.more.emergency. 
phones..Bus.stop.shelters.are.in.disrepair..Graffiti.is. 
up.and.needs.to.be.addressed. 

•	 Develop stop standards and include this in the 
overall goals of the system. Include “station like” 
stops for key bus stops. (3) 

•	 Need stop bulb outs on all stops, especially streets 
with high traffic volumes. (3).Buses.should.never. 
have.to.pull.in.and.out.of.traffic..Center.platforms. 
work.well.too.instead.of.bulbs. 

Metro Stations 
•	 Metro stations should be converted to allow low-

floor LRTs. (3) 

•.	 Need.more.seating.in.Metro.stations 

•.	 Need.clear.signage.to.elevators.in.Metro.stations. 

Streets 
•	 Need dedicated right of way and/or signal priori­

tization on all major lines. (3) Need.huge.increase. 
in.amount.of.dedicated.right.of.way..These.need.to. 
be.colorized.to.improve.performance.and.legibility. 
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of.routes.and.to.demonstrate.importance.of.transit... 
Consider. transit. lanes. in. the. middle. of. the. street,. 
especially.Geary.and.Van.Ness...This.would.improve. 
reliability.and.safety...On.Mission.Street,.consider.a. 
Market.Street.type.arrangement.with.side.platforms,. 
even.if.you.can’t.have.dedicated.lanes. 

•	 We need a thorough understanding of what transit 
preferential techniques work best in which situ­
ations and the flexibility to apply what’s needed 
until reliability reaches standard on every line, 
starting with the most heavily used. (2) 

•.	 Focus.on.pedestrian.safety.on.all.high.volume.transit. 
streets 

•.	 Need.countdown.signals.at.every.intersection.in.the. 
City. 

•.	 Priority.signals.hold.the.green.too. long.and.create. 
a.wake.of.congestion.behind,.especially.on.very.fre­
quent.routes. 

Network/ Service Design 
•.	 Need a comprehensive plan for BRT and LRT 

implementation throughout the City. (4) Whole. 
network.needs.to.be.implemented.as.quickly.as.pos­
sible..BRT.is.the.key.to.improving.transit.travel.times. 
and.transit.image. 

Other 
•	 Invest in the best preventative maintenance and 

state of the art facilities to support the operation. 
(5) These.are.nearly.always.overlooked..Muni.needs. 
to.develop.a.long.range.facilities.plan.and.manage.its. 
assets. 

•	 Focus on facilities, which are often overlooked, but 
contribute to employee morale, and the ability of 
people to do their jobs. (2) 

•.	 Will.likely.need.another.bus.yard.to.accommodate. 
BRT.vehicles.and.the.additional.service.necessary.to. 
achieve.mode.share.goals.. 

•.	 Capital.investments.should.be.made.only.with.the. 
goal.of.reducing.operating.costs. 

•.	 System. needs. more. legibility.. Major. transit. lines. 
should.run.both.directions.on.same.streets;.use.con­
tra-flow.transit.lanes.where.streets.are.one-way..Need. 
much.better.signage.and.way.finding.. 

•.	 Region’s.operators.need.to.share.information.to.design. 
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and.procure.the.best.equipment.out.there. 

•.	 More.places.to.buy.lifeline.passes 

•.	 Muni.needs.to.focus.on.service.efficiency.and.effec­
tiveness.and.not.on.“building.things.”. 

If a sustainable financial operation is a key 
goal, what are the most promising avenues 
for increasing revenue and/or reducing 
costs? 
To increase revenue 

•	 Increase fare revenue by increasing average fare. 
(15)..Raise.fares.including.passes.and.keep.doing.that. 
consistently.as.inflation.increases...Deal.with.the.deep. 
discounts.on.Muni.and.bring.average.fare.revenues. 
up..Muni.should.aim.to.have.higher.farebox.recovery. 
ratio.targets..Provide.discounted.fares.(e.g.,.senior.dis­
count).only.during.off-peak.times..System.wide.proof. 
of.payment.with.a.plan.to.eliminate.or.control.fare. 
evasion.(4)..Charge.higher.fares.for.special.services. 
(e.g.,.express.and.limited.stop.service)..(4).Riders.will. 
pay. more. for. premium. services,. including. express. 
services.over. longer.time.periods,.BRT,.potentially. 
Fast.Pass.on.BART.. 

•	 Parking charges are the key to Muni ridership and 
congestion reduction. (11) MTA.still.plays.both. 
sides.of.the.parking.policy.game..More.specifically,. 
charge.market.rates.for.all.parking.in.City,.ensuring. 
adequate.availability.at.all.times..Charge.new.park­
ing.impact.fees.to.address.Muni’s.congestion.costs.at. 
their.source..Reducing.parking.requirements.saves.the. 
developers.a.lot.of.money..Find.a.way.to.recoup.some. 
of.that.for.Muni.with.an.in.lieu.fee.or.other.parking. 
space. tax.. Should. increase. neighborhood. parking. 
permit.costs.and.charge.for.more.curb.parking..In­
crease.all.parking.costs,.and.eliminate.any.monthly. 
discounts.in.City.garages...There.should.be.no.free. 
parking.for.anyone.downtown...Use.modern.parking. 
technology.to.adjust.pricing,.extend.meter.hours.and. 
make.changes.as.needed.to.maximize.revenue. 

•	 Muni should not pursue additional new revenue 
sources until it can prove it can deliver better ser­
vice and reduce its costs. (9) .Muni.must.focus.on. 
delivery.and.optimize.what.it.has.before.it.goes.back. 
for.more.money. 
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•	 Find ways to make downtown businesses pay for 
the services their employees receive. (5) 

•	 Consider a downtown congestion pricing program. 
(4) The.City.may.not.be.ready.for.this.for.5.years,. 
but.it.will.happen.eventually. 

•	 Reestablish the vehicle license fee local add-on. 
(4) 

•	 Restructure routes to eliminate redundancy and 
provide better service on fewer lines. (4).Less.geo­
graphic.coverage.is.OK. 

•	 Higher state, regional, and local gas taxes that fund 
transit operations and capital improvements. (3) 
Gas.tax.increase.at.the.next.dip.in.prices. 

•	 Consider 1/4 cent sales tax. (3) .To.get.a.2/3.vote,. 
create. a. tax. that. does. more. than. one. thing. –. for. 
example.funding.healthcare.AND.MUNI.or.Muni. 
AND.homeless.services...Do.a.better.sales.job. 

•	 Consider ways to get every City resident to pay 
a fee in exchange for a deeply discounted or free 
Muni pass. (2) 

•	 Increase sales of monthly passes. (2) 

•	 Vehicle impact fee. (2) 

•	 Fight for allocation formulas based on daytime 
population and/or ridership, not overnight popu­
lation. (2).MTA.needs.to.find.partners.for.this.and. 
take.a.leadership.role..Get.a.bigger.slice.of.the.money. 
already.available.to.the.region.. 

•.	 Maximize.use.of.Proposition.42.funding,.and.make. 
as.much.available.to.operating.as.possible.rather.than. 
capital. 

•.	 Going. to. the. voters. is. always. difficult. so. make. it. 
count..Don’t.keep.going.back.to.the.well.for.$5.or. 
$7M..Make.it.count. 

•.	 Bridge.toll.increase.–.make.the.second.dollar.perma­
nent.and.consider.adding.another.one.and.dividing. 
it.by.ridership.to.transit.operators. 

•.	 Make.new.housing.developers.pay.into.TIDF. 

•.	 No.fare.increase.until.plan.in.place.for.service.im­
provements 

•.	 Citywide.parcel.tax. 

•.	 See.February.2006.SPUR.policy.paper.for.ideas.for. 
new.revenues. 

•.	 Create. combined. transit. passes. that. offer. entry. at. 
museums 

•.	 Increase.flexibility.to.get.operating.funds.from.sales. 
tax,.especially.if.capital.projects.aren’t.fully.funded. 

•.	 Increase.enforcement.of.parking.and.traffic.issues. 

•.	 Maximize. the.opportunities. for.air. rights.develop­
ment.over.facilities.including.parking.garages. 

•.	 Make.sure.people.understand.Muni. is.an.essential. 
City.service.like.police.and.fire.and.don’t.stop.until. 
it’s.funded.adequately. 

To reduce costs 
•	 Address disability and worker’s comp. Get people 

to come to work! (6) .This.isn’t.just.about.enforcing. 
rules,.it’s.about.making.a.less.stressful.work.environ­
ment,.improving.vehicle.ergonomics.and.doing.what. 
has.to.be.done.to.intervene.early.rather.than.reacting. 
when.someone.is.disabled...Consider.incentives.to. 
encourage.people.to.be.their.best.rather.than.finding. 
ways.to.punish.those.that.are.not.doing.what.you. 
want. 

•	 Renegotiate labor contracts to improve work rules/ 
practices. (6).to.increase.productivity.and.decrease. 
unit.costs. 

•	 Make the system more productive and efficient. 
(5) Use.technology.to.improve.efficiency:.NextBus. 
data.should.be.used.for.line.supervision.and.service. 
planning.. . Emphasize. efficiency. in. vehicle. design... 
Fare.collection.is.also.a.technology.issue...We.may.be. 
losing.a.fair.amount.of.revenue.in.fare.evasion...Our. 
tear.off.transfer.is.a.useless.fare.mechanism...Look.at. 
fare.practices.elsewhere. 

•	 Focus on preventative maintenance. (5) Especially. 
true.for.the.Breda.light.rail.vehicles.which.are.deterio­
rating.rapidly..Diesel’s.are.getting.to.be.a.problem.too... 
Need.to.extend.the.working.life.of.vehicles..Better. 
maintenance.will.allow.Muni.to.reduce.spare.ratios,. 
which.will.lower.organizational.costs. 

•	 Change street design and management to help 
Muni be more efficient. (3).Focus.on.Transit.Prefer­
ential.Streets.improvements.to.reduce.delay,.including. 
signal. prioritization,. stop. sign. removal,. dedicated. 
transit. lanes,.queue. jumps..Realize. the.promise.of. 
Prop.E.by.combining.some.street. functions.across. 
modes,.such.as.traffic.control.and.street.supervision. 
to.be.more.efficient.and.reinforce.common.goals. 
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•	 Optimize stop spacing for ridership, eliminating 
many bus stops. (3) 

•	 Have DPW prioritize road maintenance on transit 
routes. (2). Poor. road. conditions. increase. cost. of. 
Muni.maintenance.and.repairs..Coordinate.projects. 
on. the. street. to. minimize. impacts. on. neighbor­
hoods. 

•	 Bay Area wide purchasing to control costs. (2). 
Consider.a.coordinated.purchasing.pool.with.other. 
Bay.Area.operators.for.as.many.things.as.possible.in­
cluding.fuel,.parts.and.other.consumables..Consider.a. 
Bay.Area.spec.for.standard.buses.with.MTC.entering. 
into.long-term.procurement.contracts. 

•	 Decrease use of diesel fuel (via more fuel efficient 
vehicles or more electric vehicles). (2) 

•.	 Look.at.middle.management.–.every.$100,000.a.year. 
job.should.be.justified. 

•.	 Muni.has.already.cut.too.much.–.we’re.past.the.fat. 
and.into.the.bone.. 

•.	 Do.a.comprehensive.evaluation.to.find.ways.to.con­
vert.paratransit. riders. to.fixed.route. including.free. 
Muni.for.wheelchair.users;.travel.training.for.those. 
that.need.it. 

•.	 Streamline.purchasing.and.hiring.and.all.of.the.areas. 
where.the.structure.adds.political.burden. 

•.	 Let.drivers.“trade.back”.some.of.their.sick.leave.for. 
pay.when.they.retire...It’s.an.incentive.not.to.use.the. 
time,.which.some.consider.to.be.“theirs”... 

What should MTA’s first priorities be? 
•	 Delivering a reliable service with predictable wait 

times is the most important priority. (10) 

•	 Define vision first, AND THEN figure out how 
to achieve it. Don’t be constrained by perceived 
limitations. (7).An.organization.as.big.as.the.MTA. 
(and.Muni).needs.a.strategic.direction;.everything.else. 
(goals,.policies,.behaviors).will.flow.from.this..This. 
requires.the.longest.process.(like.the.TEP).but.is.the. 
only.way. to.make.sound. fundamental.changes. for. 
the.better..Vision.needs.to.be.clear.and.aggressive.to. 
dramatically.shift.mode.share.towards.transit..MTA. 
needs.to.communicate.clearly.to.citizens.and.policy. 
makers. the.tradeoffs. involved.to.achieve.the.goals.. 
Goals.need.to.be.multi-modal.and.inter.departmen­
tal..Goals.need.to.be.supported.and.driven.through. 
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by.the.Mayor’s.office...Start.with.one.division.at.a. 
time.and.get.everyone.pulling.the.same.way. 

•	 Focus on the customer and the customer’s experi­
ence. (6) Develop.a.culture.of.service.delivery.and. 
empowering.people.to.deliver.good.service.. 

•	 MTA needs to take a leadership role in its duty to 
find new sources of funding. (3)..MTA.should.not. 
wait.for.the.politics.to.be.right.–.it.needs.additional. 
funding.ASAP. 

•	 Get the long term financial house in order. (3) 

•	 Improve speed on existing routes so Muni is time-
competitive with the car. (3) 

•	 Add resources where Muni has always been lacking 
to take a leadership role in the region. (3).Create. 
an.Executive.Deputy.for.HR.and.have.it.work.non­
stop.on.labor.issues,.staff.development,.benefits.and. 
workers. comp. and. industrial. injury. issues.. Show. 
you’re.serious.about.enforcing.the.contract.and.get­
ting.people.to.work.in.a.well.compensated.humane. 
environment. 

•	 MTA needs to embrace “Complete Streets” move­
ment and plan for all modes of transportation in 
an integrated way. (2) 

•.	 Improve.maintenance 

•.	 Accurate.information.so.that.Muni.can.tell.the.truth,. 
and.so.that.problems.can.be.analyzed.fairly. 

•.	 Provide.different.types.of.service.for.different.markets. 
–.limited,.express.and.BRT.service.for.the.choice.mar­
ket.without.hurting.people.who.need.a.more.tailored. 
service...Eliminate.“one.size.fits.all”.thinking 

•.	 Focus.on.transit.justice.–.make.it.equal.for.all. 

•.	 Do.something.visible.to.help.Muni’s.image.and.show. 
it.can.accomplish.something.important..First.steps. 
should.include.neighborhood.shuttles,.more.limited. 
stop.service.and.expanding.successful.expresses. 

Other Comments 
TEP Focus 

•.	 MTA.should.do.simple.fixes.for.Muni.performance. 
(e.g.,. stop.consolidation.and.stop.sign.removal).as. 
quickly.as.possible 

•.	 MTA. needs. to. think. more. like. a. business. –. with. 
transit.as.its.first.priority. 
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•.	 Need.to.have.a.rapid.transit.network.–.a.network.is. 
the.only.way.to.achieve.transit.mode.share.goals 

•.	 MTA.does.not.realize.the.desperation.of.the.trans­
portation.situation.in.San.Francisco.and.is.not.acting. 
quickly.enough,.with.enough.desperation,.to.make. 
needed.improvements.. 

•.	 Balance.future.thinking.and.planning.with.the.need. 
to.delivery.quality.service.daily. 

•.	 There.needs.to.be.a.balance.between.modes.that.is. 
about.moving.people.and.fairly.dividing.space..Make. 
clear.that.we.are.not.talking.about.prohibiting.cars. 
and.possibly.killing.vitality..We.need.to.move.people. 
without.risking.our.vitality. 

•.	 Use.the.independence.of.the.MTA.Board.to.do.the. 
right.thing. 

•.	 TEP.is.most.exciting.for.its.focus.on.system.efficiency.. 
“Stick.to.the.knitting”. 

•.	 MTA. still. divided. into. single-mode. silos.. Need. 
to. integrate. planning. across. modes. and. integrate. 
transportation.and.land.use.planning.with.Planning. 
Department 

•.	 TEP.will.not.get.very.far.without.the.political.will. 
to.make.tough.choices.and.significant.changes.in.the. 
city. 

•.	 TEP.must.be.bold.and.make.bold.changes:.these.start. 
with.a.big.vision.and.clear.goals. 

TEP Process 
•	 This study needs to be asking the question – If we 

were starting over, would we do it this way? (3) 

•.	 TEP.process.(specifically.the.policy.advisory.group). 
needs. more. rider. representation. to. balance. out. 
managerial.and.union.representation,.as.well.as.more. 
pedestrian. advocates,. bicycle. advocates,. and. plan­
ning.advocates.–.this.should.be.a.multimodal.study. 
that.establishes.mode.share.goals.not.just.for.transit.. 
Because.it.will.chart.a.vision.for.the.city,.planning. 
groups.(and.the.planning.department).should.have. 
more.involvement.. 

•.	 Concern.that.the.Citizens.Advisory.Group.will.not. 
be.respected,.will.not.have.the.importance.or.weight. 
it.deserves.. 

•.	 TEP.process.must.be.driven.by. the. answer. to. the. 
question:.“What.kind.of.city.do.we.want.to.be.and. 
live.in?”.This.is.a.unique.opportunity.that.won’t.come. 
around.again. 

•.	 One.essential.ingredient.to.achieving.the.city’s.goals. 
is.actively.discouraging.car.use. 

Specific Ideas for Muni/ MTA 
•	 Need much better enforcement of transit-only 

lanes. (3) 

•	 Improve the current Muni system map. (2).Cur­
rent. map. is. inadequate. and. needs. to. be. dramati­
cally.improved..Muni.maps.should.highlight.higher. 
frequency. routes. to.make. trade-offs. transparent. to. 
riders. 

•.	 Need.to.get.control.of.temporary.disability.permits. 
at.meters,.which.hamper.street.enforcement. 

•.	 Must.reduce.variation.in.boarding.times.–.key.issue. 
for.reliability 

•.	 Use.light-duty.personnel.as.“loaders”.at.busy.stops. 
to.get.people.legally.in.the.back.door.as.a.first.step. 
toward.a.full.proof.of.payment.system. 

•.	 Nat.Ford.needs.to.get.out.and.meet.with.riders.and. 
every.group.he.can..Don’t.take.the.staff.as.gospel. 

•.	 MTA.needs.a.unified.message.and.image. 

•.	 Bicycles.should.not.be.allowed.on.Muni.Metro..It.is. 
crowded.24/7.and.will.be.a.hazard.with.the.amount. 
of.wheelchair.use.on.the.Metro.lines. 

•.	 Try.to.make.fixed.route.riders.out.of.potential.para­
transit. users. with. free. Muni. passes. for. wheelchair. 
riders. 

•.	 Nat.Ford.needs.to.meet.with.the.accessibility.com­
mittee.–.he.has.not.responded.to.invitations.to.do. 
so. 

•.	 DPT.puts.too.much.emphasis.on.getting.people.to. 
the.bridge..Put.traffic.control.officers.in.the.neighbor­
hoods.where.they.will.help.San.Franciscans. 

•.	 Need. to. examine.pedestrian/cable. car. safety. issues. 
and.pedestrian.conflicts.with.LRTs. 

•.	 Supervision.and.first.level.of.management.should.be. 
clearly.distinguished.from.the.rank.and.file..There. 
needs. to.be. clear.definition. and. training. for. these. 
jobs. 

•.	 Clement.service.could.be.limited.to.a.local.shuttle,.or. 
the.branch.of.the.38.that.goes.to.the.VA.hospital. 

•.	 Honest.information.to.passengers. 

•.	 Honesty.–.Let’s.be.honest.about.what.a.transit.system. 
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can.and.can’t.do..If.your.car.trip.has.variability,.then. 
the.bus.transit.trip.will.too..We.need.to.set.reasonable. 
targets,.meet.them.and.be.honest.about.them. 

•. Bus.service.changes.for.Third.Street.implementation. 
need.to.be.rethought. 

•. 66.Quintara.is.often.empty. 
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Peer Review 
inTroduCTion 
The.purpose.of.this.peer.review.is.to.provide.a.context.to.help.interpret.Muni’s. 
performance.and.identify.Muni’s.strengths.and.weaknesses.. 

Ten.roughly.comparable.peer.systems.were.selected.based.on.a.number.of.factors. 
including.service.area,.population,.density,.and.the.modes.of.transit.operated.. 
For.each.peer,.industry.standard.performance.indicators.were.selected.from.the. 
2004.National.Transit.Database.(NTD)...In.the.case.of.Canadian.operators,.the. 
2004.Canadian.Urban.Transit.Association.(CUTA).database.was.used.with.all. 
financial.figures.converted.to.US.dollars.. 

In. some. sense,. Muni. has. no. peers.. Every. city. and. transit. agency. is. unique,. 
shaped.by.differing.geography,.history,.and.development.patterns,.so.unqualified. 
quantitative.comparisons.between.transit.agencies.are.difficult.. .Comparisons. 
between.transit.agencies.are,.at.best,.indicators.–.few.hard.and.fast.comparisons. 
can.be.made.because.of.the.myriad.differences.between.agencies.and.operating. 
environments..In.this.peer.review,.all.effort.has.been.made.to.tease.out.the.most. 
meaningful. comparisons,. and. to. explain. or. isolate. the. differences. that. allow. 
certain.aspects.of.each.agency.to.be.compared. 

In.spite.of.these.limitations,.peer.reviews.can.provide.valuable.insight...In.some. 
ways.all.transit.agencies.can.be.fruitfully.compared.so.long.as.these.limitations. 
are.respected. 
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Certain. factors.make. Muni. truly. unique..These. factors. are. 
highlighted.below.and.inform.the.rest.of.the.peer.analysis: 

•	 Muni exclusively serves a dense urban area..Most. 
of.Muni’s.peers.provide. transit. service. throughout. 
their. metro. regions,. while. Muni. only. serves. the. 
region’s. central. city..This. results. in. vastly. different. 
service. area. sizes. and. densities.. Muni’s. peers. serve. 
less.concentrated.suburban.development.with.lower. 
potential.for.productive.transit.service,.while.Muni. 
almost. exclusively. serves. dense. transit-supportive. 
areas...This.density.has.several.implications: 

-	Muni.productivity.should.be.high.because.density. 
drives.transit.ridership.and.productivity.. 

-	High. density. environments. are. typically. more. 
attractive.for.pedestrians,.and.because.all.transit. 
trips.begin.and.end.as.a.pedestrian,.this.encourages. 
transit.use.. 

-	Denser. areas. typically. have. more. congestion,. 
which.reduces.transit.speeds.and.reliability...Be­
cause.so.much.of.Muni’s.service.is.provided.on. 
congested.urban.streets.with.competing.demands,. 
there.is.less.opportunity.for.developing.exclusive. 
rights.of.way,. freeway.express. services,.or.other. 
techniques.for.improving.speed.and.reliability. 

-	Dense.environments.have.more.congestion,.which. 
slows.cars.and.transit...Congestion.can.work.in. 
transit’s.favor,.so.long.as.transit.is.separated.from. 
it...Most.dense.urban.areas.have.found.it.worth­
while.to.make.the.investments.necessary.(either.by. 
elevating.or.burying.rail.lines,.or.dedicating.lanes. 
on.the.surface).to.separate.transit.from.traffic.so. 
that. transit.moves.quickly.and.efficiently,.mak­
ing.it.much.more.attractive.as.an.alternative.to. 
driving... 

•	 Muni operates many transit modes..Few.systems. 
operate.the.number.and.range.of.transit.modes.oper­
ated.by.Muni...Muni’s.bus,.trolley,.light.rail,.historic. 
streetcars,.and.cable.cars.increase.facility.needs,.create. 
complex.maintenance.demands,.and.less.vehicle.and. 
staff. flexibility. than. at. properties. providing. fewer. 
transit.modes. 

Figures.5-1.and.5-2..summarize.basic.information.about.Muni. 
and.its.peers,.including.the.most.relevant.factors.that.influence. 
the.operational.efficiency.of.each.agency..After.a.comparison. 

of.peer.agencies.as.complete.transit.systems,.the.performance. 
of.light.rail.and.bus.operations.(Muni’s.primary.modes).are. 
reviewed.separately.to.improve.comparability.. 

Because.peer.reviews.are.necessarily.limited,.when.trying.to. 
determine.a.transit.system’s.potential.for.improvement,.it.is. 
often.more.useful.to.examine.a.system’s.historical.performance.. 
Chapter. 6. of. the. briefing. book. examines. Muni’s. historical. 
performance,.and.shows.that.in.the.past.Muni.has.enjoyed. 
higher.speeds.and.productivities.. 
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sysTeM oPeraTions 
One.of.the.main.concerns.of.the.TEP.is.Muni’s.cost.effective­
ness.(measured.as.the.cost.per.passenger.trip),.which.describes. 
how.effectively.a.transit.agency.uses.limited.operating.funds. 
to.maximize.the.amount.of.service.it.provides...This.operating. 
cost.per.passenger.trip.has.not.been.reduced.by.each.agency’s. 
respective. (and.different).average. fares.. .For. reference,.peer. 
agency.fare.data.is.summarized.in.Figure.5-12.at.the.end.of. 
the.chapter. 

Cost.effectiveness.can.be.improved.by.either.lowering.hourly. 
operating.costs,.increasing.productivity,.or.doing.both...Fig­
ure.5-3.shows.the.relationship.between.hourly.service.costs,. 
productivity,.and.the.resulting.cost.per.passenger.trip. 

Lowering.Muni’s.cost.per.passenger.trip.is.the.key.to.its.fi­
nancial.stability..Muni.spends.$2.00.per.passenger.trip,.lower. 
than.the.$2.19.average.cost.per.among.its.peers... 

Muni’s.cost.effectiveness.is.above.average...While.laudable,.this. 
is.not.unexpected.given.its.dense.compact.service.area... 

Figure 5-3 Cost Effectiveness (Cost per passenger trip) 

AC Transit $3.49 

Seattle $3.58 

Boston $2.08 
Washington, DC $2.32 

Philadelphia $2.29 

Los Angeles $2.27 

Chicago $2.26 

New York City $1.59Muni $2.00 

Vancouver $1.24 

Toronto $0.97 
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Average cost efficiency = $124 per vehicle hour 
Average productivity = 61 passengers per vehicle hour 
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The.two.Canadian.peer.systems.have.dramatically.better.cost. 
effectiveness.than.any.of.their.American.counterparts...Con­
sider.Toronto.as.an.example..Its.cost.per.passenger.trip.is.$0.97,. 
roughly.$1.less.per.trip.than.Muni..This.means.that.Toronto. 
spends.50%.less.than.Muni.to.transport.each.passenger... 

One.clear.difference.in.the.cost.structure.of.Canadian.transit. 
systems.is.the.amount.of.resources.they.dedicate.to.health.and. 
retirement. benefits.. . Their. nationalized. health. and. welfare. 
benefits.reduce.costs,.and.keep.these.items.out.of.bargaining. 
agreements...Another.clear.difference.is.the.Bay.Area’s.higher. 
cost.of.living.which.necessarily.increases.Muni’s.costs...From. 
available.data,.we.cannot.determine.how.much.of.their.cost. 
effectiveness.can.be.attributed.to.these.factors,.or.to.superior. 
management,.planning,.or.operations.... 

Lowering the cost per passenger trip 
Lower the cost per hour of service 
Vancouver’s.TransLink. demonstrates. how. lower. hourly.op­
erating. costs. can. reduce. costs. per. passenger. trip.. Though. 
TransLink. is. less.productive. than.Muni. (58.passengers.per. 
hour.compared.to.Muni’s.66.per.hour),.its.hourly.operating. 
costs.are.45%.lower..The.net.effect:.TransLink.spends.38%. 
less.for.each.passenger.trip...The.Canadian.systems.illustrate. 
the.power.of.containing.or.lowering.costs. 

Muni.service.costs.$132.per.hour.to.operate,.about.average. 
among.its.peers.($124)...Because.Muni.does.not.operate.heavy. 
rail,.which.is.considerably.more.expensive.to.operate.per.hour. 
than.bus.and.light.rail,.Muni’s.costs.per.hour.should.be.below,. 
rather.than.above,.average...However,.this.may.be.offset.by. 
San.Francisco’s.above.average.cost.of.living. 

Generally,.there.are.many.ways.to.lower.cost.per.hour.of.ser­
vice.without.lowering.wages.or.benefits...Strategies.include:.. 
improving. the. effectiveness. of. scheduling,. changing. work. 
practices,. improving. maintenance,. and. buying. improved. 
vehicles.that.reduce.maintenance.and.fuel.costs. 

Increase productivity 
The.cost.per.hour.to.operate.a.bus.is.roughly.the.same.regard­
less.of.how.fast.or.slow.it.moves,.the.size.of.the.vehicle,.or. 
whether.a.lot.of.people.ride.or.only.a.few..As.the.number.of. 
passengers.who.board.per.hour.increases,.the.cost.per.passenger. 
trip.goes.down... 

To.illustrate,.if.it.costs.$100.per.hour.to.operate.a.bus,.and. 
if.in.one.hour.it.carries.20.people,.the.cost.per.passenger.trip. 
is.$5..If.that.same.bus.carries.80.people.in.an.hour,.then.the. 
cost.per.trip.is.$1.25.. 

Muni. currently. carries. about. 66. passenger. trips. per. hour,. 
slightly.above.the.peer.average.of.61.per.hour..Though.New. 
York.City.has.nearly.the.same.hourly.operating.costs.as.Muni,. 
it.spends.20%.less.per.passenger.trip.because.its.productivity. 
is.27%.higher..... 

There.are.several.factors.that.indicate.that.Muni.has.the.poten­
tial.to.significantly.improve.its.productivity,.including:. 

•	 Muni.operates.in.a.dense.urban.environment,.which. 
makes.it.possible.to.operate.with.very.high.levels.of. 
productivity.. 

•	 Historically,. Muni’s. productivity. has. been. much. 
higher.(e.g.,.it.had.approximately.80.passengers.per. 
hour.from.1985.to.1993),.indicating.that.even.higher. 
levels.of.productivity.are.possible. 

•	 Muni.is.more.of.an.all.day.service.than.a.commute. 
service.(based.on.comparison.of.peak.to.base.ratios). 
which.means.that.its.vehicles.are.relatively.full,.even. 
in.the.middle.of.the.day,.which.helps.to.boost.overall. 
productivity. 

On.the.other.hand,.there.are.several.factors.that.will.tend.to. 
lower.Muni’s.potential.productivity,.including: 

•	 Smaller.vehicle.capacity.(compared.to.some.peers).. 
Large.heavy.rail.services.(e.g.,.BART).allow.one.op­
erator.to.carry.many.more.people,.which.increases. 
its.potential.productivity..Three.of.the.four.peers.that. 
are.more.productive.than.Muni.operate.significant. 
amounts.of.heavy.rail.(Washington.DC,.New.York. 
City,.and.Boston.–.Toronto.is.the.exception).. 

•	 Much.of.Muni.operates.in.mixed.traffic,.which.low­
ers.its.speed.and.reliability,.two.factors.that.reduce. 
cost.effectiveness.and.the.ability.of.Muni.to.attract. 
passengers. 

•	 Though.coordination.with.BART.is.positive,.intra­
San.Francisco.trips.made.on.BART.reduce.Muni’s. 
potential.productivity.along.the.BART.cooridor. 

Productivity.is.determined.primarily.by.four.factors:.density,. 
the.number.of.people.that.a.transit.system.can.attract.to.its. 
service,.the.size.of.transit.vehicles,.and.speed.of.the.vehicles. 
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Muni’s transit vehicles are the slowest 
Speed.is.one.large.determinant.of.a.transit.system’s.cost.ef­
fectiveness,.productivity,.and.attractiveness...Muni’s.average. 
system.speed.of.8.1.MPH.is.by.far.the.slowest.among.its.peers.. 
There.are.several.reasons.for.these.speed.differences: 

•	 Muni.carries. the.majority.of. its.passenger.trips.on. 
buses. in. mixed. traffic. on. urban. streets. which. are. 
typically.slower.than.rail.vehicles.. 

•	 Muni’s.service.area.density.is.the.2nd.highest.of.the. 
peer. systems,. which. increases. congestion.. Because. 
San.Francisco.has.minimal.exclusive.right-of-way.for. 
transit,.congestion.has.a.larger.impact.on.speed.and. 
reliability. 

•	 Muni.operates.relatively.little.freeway.oriented.express. 
service.compared.to.peer.systems. 

•	 San.Francisco’s.topography.and.Muni.stop.spacing. 
standards.combine.to.create.an.environment.of.fre­
quent.stops. 

•	 Muni. has. not. implemented. as. many. strategies. to. 
speed. buses. as. other. systems. (for. example,. grade­
separation.(subways),.exclusive.right-of-way.on.the. 
surface,. prepaid. fares,. level. boarding,. and. signal. 
priority). 

Low.vehicle. speeds.hurt. transit. system.productivity. in. two. 
ways:. slow. service. increases. the. vehicle-hours.of. service. re­
quired. to. maintain. desired. frequencies. and. fails. to. attract. 
choice.transit.riders.. 

Hypothetically,.if.Muni.increased.its.average.system.speed.by. 
2.MPH.from.8.to.10.MPH,.its.productivity.would.increase. 
from.66.to.82.passenger-trips.per.hour..This.would.reduce.the. 
cost.per.passenger.trip.20%.from.$2.00.to.$1.60.per.hour,. 
putting.Muni.on.par.with.New.York.City’s.cost.per.trip...This. 
illustrative. example. is.not.meant. to. suggest. that. increasing. 
Muni’s.average.speed.by.2.MPH.is.a.small.or.simple.matter,. 
but.rather.to.show.the.power.increasing.average.speed.can.have. 
to.increase.productivity.and.cost.effectiveness. 

Figure 5-4 
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bus TransiT oPeraTions 
Buses.are.the.dominant.mode.of.transport.in.the.Muni.system:. 
Muni’s.buses.transport.75%.of.all.passenger.trips.using.66%. 
of.Muni’s.total.operating.funds...What.follows.are.key.find­
ings.from.a.comparison.of.Muni’s.bus.performance.(combined. 
diesel.and.electric.trolley.bus).to.that.of.its.peers.(Figures.5-5. 
through.5-8). 

Muni bus operations cost the least 
per passenger trip and transport the 
second most passengers per hour 
Compared.to.its.peers.Muni’s.buses.are.both.highly.productive. 
and.cost.effective..This.is.not.because.Muni’s.buses.are.fast:. 
Muni’s.buses.are.the.second.slowest.among.its.peers. 

Muni’s. high. productivity. is. driven. by. a. number. of. 
factors: 

•	 Muni’s.service.area.is.the.second.densest.and.by.far.the. 
smallest.of.the.peer.systems..This.creates.a.highly.con­
centrated.demand.for.bus.transit..Muni’s.peers.also. 
provide.bus.service.in.lower.density,.less.productive. 
areas.that.drive.down.their.average.productivity. 

•	 Many. of. Muni’s. bus. lines. do. the. work. that. 
would. be. done. by. rail. in. other. cities.. . For. ex­
ample,. Muni. bus. lines. 38,. 14,. 9,. 30,. 49,. and. 
1. individually. carry. more. passenger. trips. per. 
day. than. three. of. Muni’s. LRT. lines. (the. M,. K,.. 
and.J).. 

•	 Muni’s.bus.fleet.has.the.highest.percentage.of.articu­
lated.buses.among.its.peers..On.the.corridors.that. 
carry.30%.of.Muni’s.total.bus.passenger.trips,.Muni. 
uses.articulated.buses.which.have.50%.more.capac­
ity.than.standard.buses.and.only.20%.less.capacity. 
than.each.LRT.car.(but.60%.less.capacity.than.two. 
car. trains).. Larger. buses. increase. productivity. and. 
decrease.the.cost.per.passenger.trip.. 

Figure 5-5 
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Figure 5-6 
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Figure 5-7
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ChaPTer 5 PEER REVIEW 

lighT rail TransiT 
(lrT) oPeraTions 
By. carrying. more. riders. than. buses. at. higher. speeds,. LRT. 
can.carry.more.riders.using.less.vehicle.hours.of.service.than. 
comparable.bus.operations..This.higher.potential.productivity. 
typically.offsets.the.higher.hourly.cost.of.LRT.operations.(LRT. 
costs.more.because.of.higher.maintenance.costs.and,.in.some. 
cases,.station.agents.and.fare.inspectors)..The.net.result.is.a. 
reduced.cost.per.passenger.trip..However,.these.cost.savings. 
are.only.achieved.if.the.productivity.is.high.enough.relative. 
to.the.higher.hourly.costs.of.LRT.service. 

What.follows.are.key.findings.from.a.comparison.of.Muni’s. 
LRT.performance.to.that.of.peer.LRT.service.(see.Figure.5-11. 
for.comparison.of.data.from.LRT.peers). 

Muni LRT is less cost 
effective than Muni buses 
Muni’s. peers. with. comparable. LRT. service,. Boston. and. 
Philadelphia,.demonstrate.how.LRT.typically.results.in.cost. 
savings..Each.passenger.trip.on.Boston’s.light.rail.(Green.Line). 
costs.30%.less.than.a.comparable.bus.trip,.while.Philadelphia. 
achieves.a.15%.cost.savings. 

In.Muni’s.case,.LRT.costs.34%.more.per.passenger.trip.than. 
Muni.bus..In.other.words,.it.is.less.cost.effective.for.Muni.to. 
move.passengers.by.LRT. than.bus,. exactly. the. opposite.of. 
what.is.expected... 

Two. factors. contribute. to. Muni’s. low. LRT. productivity... 
First,.Muni’s.LRT.lines.are.historical.legacies.that.owe.their. 
survival.in.part.due.to.their.own.right.of.way,.such.as.the.Twin. 
Peaks.Tunnel.. .These.routes.happen.to.operate. in.relatively. 
low.density.parts.of.San.Francisco,.reducing.their.potential. 
productivity...Muni.did.operate.streetcars.on.denser.corridors. 
(Geary,.Stockton,.Mission),.but.these.were.replaced.by.buses. 
in.the.1950s... 

The. second. factor. is. the. low. speed.of.Muni’s.LRT. service,. 
explained.below.. 

Faster LRT service increases productivity 
and reduces the cost per passenger trip 
Boston’s.light.rail.service.carries.56%.more.passengers.per.year. 
than.Muni.LRT.for.only.2%.more.in.operating.costs.in.part. 
because.Boston’s.Green.Line.LRT.vehicles.travel.57%.faster. 
than.Muni’s.(15.0.MPH.for.Boston.vs..9.6.MPH.for.Muni).. 
Faster.vehicles.can.carry.more.trips.per.hour,.which.reduces. 
the.number.of.vehicle.service.hours.required.to.serve.those. 

trips..Boston’s.LRT.vehicles.are.faster.partly.because.97%.of. 
Boston’s.LRT.guideway.mileage.is.seperated.from.mixed.traffic. 
lanes.versus.35%.for.Muni’s.LRT. 

Roughly.speaking,. for.Muni.LRT.to.achieve. the.same.cost. 
effectiveness.as.its.bus.service,.its.average.speed.would.need. 
to.increase.from.9.6.to.13.0.mph...To.be.20%.more.cost.ef­
fective.than.bus.service,.its.average.speed.would.need.to.be. 
16.1.mph. 

Figure 5-9	 Light Rail vs. Bus Cost 
per Person Trip 

Bus cost/trip 

LRT cost/trip 

San Francisco Muni 

MBTA (Boston) 

SEPTA (Philadelphia) 

Figure 5-10 Light Rail Average Speed 

LACMTA (Los Angeles) 

MBTA (Boston) 

San Francisco Muni 9.6 

SEPTA (Philadelphia) 

$0.00 $0.50 $1.00 $1.50 $2.00 $2.50 

Cost per Person Trip 
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Average Miles per Hour 
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Figure 5-11 Peer Comparison: Light Rail (LRT) Operations 
PEER LIGHT RAIL 

MUNI SEPTA LACMTA MBTA 

Service Area 49(square miles) 840 3,2401,220 

Density
16,200 4,000 7,000 1,400(persons per 

square mile) 

Transit Density
(vehicle revenue-hours 12,012 420 275 117 

per square mile) 

Usage
(unlinked passenger 

trips per capita) 
57 1648 

Speed (mph) 9.6 22.9 15.09.5 

Productivity
(unlinked passenger 

trips per vehicle 
revenue hour) 

77 98 18672 

Cost Efficiency
(operating cost per
 

vehicle revenue hour)
 
$180 $131 $332 $283 

Cost Effectiveness 
(operating cost per 

passenger trip) 
$2.34 $1.83 $1.52$3.40 

Source:  National Transit Database 2004 Note:  All costs in 2004 US Dollars 
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Figure 5-12 Peer Fare Information 

MUNI (San Francisco) $1.50 $45 $0.65 $0.48 $0.48
 

AC Transit (East Bay)
 $1.75 $70 $0.69 – $0.69 

CTA (Chicago) $2.00 $75 $0.85 – $0.81 

King County Metro (Seattle) $1.25–$2.00 $45–$72 $0.75 – $0.75 

WMATA (Washington, DC) Bus: $1.25, Heavy Rail: 
$1.35–$3.90 – $1.06 – $0.66 

MBTA (Boston) Bus: $0.90–$1.55, 
Heavy and Light Rail: 

$1.25 $71 $0.78 $0.75 $0.48 

SEPTA (Philadelphia) $2.00 $70 $0.97 $0.59 $0.79 

NYCT (New York City) $2.00 $76 $0.96 – $0.79 

System Adult Fare 
(2006) Monthly Pass 

Average Fare (2004)

  System  Light Rail  Bus 

LACMTA (Los Angeles) $1.25 $52 $0.56 $0.58 $0.56 

Translink (Vancouver) $1.73–$3.47 $53–$100 $0.74 NA NA 

TTC (Toronto) $2.12 $77 $0.76 NA NA 

Figure 5-13 Muni’s Current Fare Structure 

Fare 

Basic fares 

Cable car fares 

Adult (18-64 yrs) 

Senior, disabled, youth 

Child (under 5 yrs.) 

All ages 

Discount (senior, disabled, 
before 7 am and after 9 pm) 

Passes 

Monthly
 

Discount (senior, disabled, 

youth)
 

Weekly
 

$1.50 

$0.50 

free 

$5.00 

$1.00 

$45.00 

$10.00 

$15.00 
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CoMPendiuM of Peer daTa: sysTeM 
Service Area 

San Francisco Muni 
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MBTA (Boston) LACMTA (Los Angeles) 

King County Metro (Seattle) AC Transit 
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NYCT (New York City)
 

San Francisco Muni
 16,178 

CTA (Chicago)
 

TTC (Toronto)
 

LACMTA (Los Angeles)
 

SEPTA (Philadelphia)
 

AC Transit
 

TransLink (Vancouver)
 

WMATA (Washington, DC)
 

MBTA (Boston)
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CoMPendiuM of Peer daTa: sysTeM 
Speed 

San Francisco Muni 

AC Transit 

CTA (Chicago) 

LACMTA (Los Angeles) 

SEPTA (Philadelphia) 

NYCT (New York City) 
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TTC (Toronto) 
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MBTA (Boston) 
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CoMPendiuM of Peer daTa: bus 
Transit Density 

San Francisco Muni 51,927 

NYCT (New York City)
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CoMPendiuM of Peer daTa: bus 
Cost Efficiency 

CTA (Chicago)
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CoMPendiuM of Peer daTa: lrT 
Cost Efficiency Cost Effectiveness 
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CoMPendiuM of Peer daTa: lrT 
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Muni Performance Review 
inTroduCTion 
This.chapter.does.four.things:. 

1.. Summarizes.Muni’s.performance.using.three.basic.measures.of.success:.. 
overall.ridership,.transit.mode.share,.and.cost.effectiveness.. .Though. 
these.three.simple.measures.do.not.provide.a.comprehensive.diagnosis. 
of.Muni,.they.do.capture.bottom.line.concerns:. 

•	 Is.Muni.attracting.more.and.more.people?. 

•	 Is.ridership.growing,.not.only.in.absolute.terms.but.also.in.terms.of. 
mode.share,.the.percent.of.all.trips.made.on.transit?. 

•	 Is.service.being.provided.as.cost.effectively.as.possible? 

2.. Reviews.Muni’s.performance.for.two.key.factors.that.influence.its.per­
formance.on.its.basic.measures:..speed,.reliability,.and.the.factors.that. 
contribute.to.each...This.review.of.underlying.causes.begins.on.page. 
6-8. 

3.. Suggests.actions.that.transit.systems.may.take.to.improve.performance. 
(on.page.6-9.and.6-14).. 

4.. Summarizes.relevant.Proposition.E.performance.data. 

The.three.basic.measures.are.not.strictly.organizational.or.financial;.they.are.highly. 
relevant.for.Muni’s.current.and.prospective.riders..Riders.want.Muni.to.provide. 
highly.attractive.services,.and.also.have.an.interest.in.how.cost.effectively.Muni. 
provides.these.services..High.cost.effectiveness.means.that.Muni.is.providing.as. 
much.service.as.possible.with.its.limited.resources... 
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Speed. and. reliability. are. the. two. primary. determinants. of. 
Muni’s.attractiveness..Together,.they.determine.most.of.a.tran­
sit.rider’s.overall.travel.time.(i.e.,.the.time.riders.spend.waiting. 
plus.the.time.spent.in.a.Muni.vehicle)..Reliability.determines. 
not.just.the.amount.of.time.riders.budget.for.waiting,.but.also. 
their.confidence.in.Muni:.whether.or.not.they.can.count.on.it. 
to.make.important.trips.on-time..Muni.rider.surveys.show.that. 
reliability.is.their.primary.concern.with.Muni.service..Speed. 
and.reliability.are.discussed.later. in.this.chapter.as.primary. 
factors.in.Muni’s.bottom.line.performance. 

This.chapter.relies.primarily,.but.not.exclusively,.on.the.data. 
Muni.has.reported.since.2000.to.satisfy.the.requirements.of. 
Proposition. E. (see. Appendix. to. see. text. of.Proposition.E).. 
The. performance. standards. required. by. Proposition. E. rep­
resent.perhaps.the.most.comprehensive.requirements.of.any. 
transit.agency..Some.of.these.measures.of.Muni’s.performance. 
are.most.relevant.to.riders,.while.others.are.more.useful.for. 
managerial.or.organizational.purposes..Muni’s.historical.per­
formance.(since.2000).for.relevant.Proposition.E.measures.is. 
presented.at.the.end.of.this.chapter.. 

basiC Measures of Muni suCCess 
This.section.reviews.in.turn.Muni’s.historical.performance.for. 
three.basic.measures.of.transit.agency.success.–.overall.rider­
ship,. transit.mode. share,. and. cost. effectiveness..Though. in. 
some.cases.the.historical.data.available.is.limited,.the.overall. 
trend.is.clear:..for.these.three.basic.measures,.Muni’s.success. 
has.been.steadily.declining.... 

Ridership and Transit Mode Share 
Ridership.and.transit.mode.share.(or.the.percentage.of.all.trips. 
in.San.Francisco.that.are.made.on.transit).measure.the.MTA’s. 
success.at.meeting.basic.goals.of.the.City.for.transportation.. 
Increasing. ridership. enough. to. significantly. increase.public. 
transit’s.mode.share.determines.to.what.degree.Muni.helps.the. 
City.to.meet.the.goals.outlined.in.the.City’s.Charter.(Transit. 
First).and.General.Plan. 

Ridership.and.mode.share.are.closely.related,.but.mode.share.is. 
the.most.important.measure..Ridership.can.grow.in.an.absolute. 
sense.while.transit’s.mode.share.for.all.trips.declines;.growing. 
ridership.in.itself.does.not.indicate.the.MTA.and.Muni.are. 
moving. in. the.right.direction.unless. transit’s.mode.share. is. 
increasing.as.well..(Neither.the.City.nor.MTA.currently.have. 
explicit.goals.for.transit.mode.share.) 

Though.the.number.of.trips.made.in.San.Francisco.has.in­
creased.since.1985,.Muni.ridership.declined.steadily.from.1985. 
to.1995,.and.has.remained.flat.since.(with.a.brief.increase.that. 
accompanied.the.economic.boom.of.the.late.1990s)..Though. 
historical.mode.share.data.is.incomplete,.Census.mode.share. 
data.for.trips.to.work.(see.Figure.6-1).suggest.that.transit’s. 
share.of.all. trips. in.San.Francisco.has.been.declining. faster. 
than.Muni’s.ridership...(During.the.1970’s.transit.mode.share. 
increased,.a.trend.exhibited.throughout.the.transit.industry.at. 
this.time.that.was.driven.by.gasoline.shortages.and.dramatically. 
increased.investment.in.public.transit.). 

Why.has.Muni’s.ridership.fallen.or.stayed.flat.during.a.time. 
when. the.overall.number.of. trips.has. increased?. .There.are. 
several.factors.involved.(shown.in.Figures.6-1,.6-2,.6-3,.and. 
6-10):.. 

•.	 Dispersing work travel patterns (more San Francisco 
residents work outside of San Francisco than in the 
past). .From.1970.to.2004,.the.percentage.of.San. 
Francisco.residents.that.work.outside.of.San.Francisco. 
increased.from.9%.to.23%... 

•.	 More people work at home. .From.1970.to.2004,.the. 
percentage.of.employed.San.Franciscans.that.work.at. 
home.rose.from.3%.to.8%. 
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•.	 Increasing median incomes and car ownership rates. 
Since.1970.the.median.annual.household.income.of. 
San.Francisco.residents.has. increased. in.real. terms. 
by.$26,500.(after.being.adjusted.to.2004.dollars)... 
Over.the.same.time.period,.the.percent.of.households. 
without.a.vehicle.has.decreased.from.38%.to.28%... 
In.general,.transit.mode.share.tends.to.decrease.as.car. 
ownership.rates.increase... 

•.	 Shift in intra-San Francisco trips from Muni to 
BART. Starting. in.1983,.BART.started. to.accept. 
Muni. monthly. passes. as. fare. for. trips. within. San. 
Francisco,.with.Muni. reimbursing.BART.for.each. 
trip.made...From.1986.to.2005,.the.percent.of.all. 
intra-San.Francisco.trips.made.on.BART.has.stayed. 
fairly.constant.(it.rose.from.about.6%.to.8%,.tracking. 
directly.to.general.ups.and.downs.in.Muni.ridership. 
–.see.Figure.6-3)..BART.accounts.for.about.2%.of. 
Muni’s.12%.decrease.in.ridership.since.1986. 

•.	 Declining attractiveness of Muni service...Available. 
data.(Figure.6-10).show.a.gradual.slowing.of.Muni. 
service.(no.data.before.2000.is.available.for.Muni.reli­
ability).....Anecdotally,.many.San.Franciscans.report. 
that.Muni’s.service.quality.has.declined.over.the.last. 
20.years,.hitting.a.low.point.in.the.late.1990s.. 

Though.these.factors.may.explain.most.of.the.decline.in.Muni. 
ridership.and.transit.mode.share,.the.net.result.is.a.reduced. 
role.for.Muni.in.the.daily.lives.of.San.Franciscans... 

Figure 6-1 Muni’s Ridership and Mode 
Share, 1986–2005Chart1 

Muni Trips	 Intra-SF Transit Trips (Muni + BART)
Mode share (Census trip to work data) Mode Share Trend (Census trip to work data) 

280,000,000 45% 

260,000,000 40% 

240,000,000 35% 

220,000,000 30% 

200,000,000 25% 
1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 

Note: Muni’s methodology to estimate ridership changed in 1985, so rider-
Page 1

ship estimates from before that time are not comparable. Historical mode 
share data for all trips (work and non-work) is not readily available. As a 
proxy, mode share data for work trips (from Census) is used to indicate the 
trend in Muni’s mode share for all trips. 

Figure 6-2 Demographics Affecting 
Muni Mode Share 
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Cost Effectiveness 
Cost.effectiveness,.measured.by.the.cost.to.provide.each.pas­
senger.trip.on.Muni,.is.a.function.of.its.productivity.and.cost. 
per.hour.of.service..The.cost.effectiveness.is.the.actual.cost.to. 
Muni.for.every.passenger.trip.independent.of.the.fare.collected;. 
looking.strictly.at.costs.insulates.this.data.from.changing.fare. 
policies.and.collection.rates.so.the.data.is.more.comparable. 
over.time..Figures.6-4.through.6-9.show.Muni’s.productivity,. 
cost.per. revenue. service.hour,.and.overall. cost.effectiveness. 
since.1991.for.Muni.as.a.system,.its.bus.operations.(combined. 
data.for.electric.trolley.and.diesel.buses),.and.light.rail.opera­
tions..Note.that.all.cost.figures.have.been.inflation.adjusted. 
to.equal.2005.dollars.. 

Since.1991,.Muni’s.bottom.line.performance.–.its.cost.per.pas­
senger.trip.–.has.diminished..After.adjusting.for.inflation,.its. 
cost.per.passenger.trip.has.increased.30%.from.$1.61.to.$2.10. 
(in.2005)..Falling.productivity.and.increasing.cost.per.service. 
hour.are.the.causes..Over.the.same.time.period,.productivity. 
has.fallen.nearly.20%,.while.the.system’s.cost.per.service.hour. 
has.increased.about.10%...System.performance.trends.largely. 
mirror.the.performance.of.Muni.bus.operations.because.buses. 
deliver.the.majority.of.Muni’s.service.. 

The.productivity.of.Muni’s. light.rail. service.has.fallen.even. 
more.(about.23%),.but.its.cost.per.passenger.trip.has.risen. 
only.slightly.because.its.cost.per.revenue.service.hour.has.risen. 
more.slowly.than.bus.operations..While.this.relatively.mod­
est.increase.in.the.cost.per.hour.of.service.for.both.bus.and. 
rail.service.appears.to.be.positive.news,.it.most.likely.reflects. 
the. hollowing. out. of. managerial,. operations,. maintenance,. 
administrative,.and.planning.staff.as.reported.in.stakeholder. 
interviews.. It. suggests. that.Muni.does.not.have. the.proper. 
amount.of.staff.for.a.transit.operation.of.its.size..Eliminating. 
these.positions.or.leaving.them.unfilled.has,.in.the.short.to.mid. 
term.(as.seen.in.the.mid.1990s),.helped.to.contain.the.growth. 
of.Muni’s.cost.per.service.hour,.but.these.gains.are.illusory.. 
Further.analysis.of.Muni’s.cost.growth.is.likely.to.show.that. 
the.direct.costs.of.providing.service.have.been.rising.quickly. 
as.a.result.of.rapidly.rising.expenditures.on.retirement,.health. 
care,.and.worker’s.compensation.benefits.. 

July 6, 2006 6-4 



 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

ChaPTer 6  MUNI PERFORMANCE REVIEW 

Figure 6-4 Muni System Cost Efficiency (Cost per Revenue Vehicle Hour), 1991–2005 
All values converted to 2005 dollars 
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Figure 6-5 Muni System Cost Effectiveness (Cost Per Passenger Trip), 1991–2005 
All values converted to 2005 dollars 
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Figure 6-6 Muni Light Rail Cost Efficiency, 1991–2005 
All values converted to 2005 dollars 
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Figure 6-7 Muni Light Rail Cost Effectiveness, 1991–2005 
All values converted to 2005 dollars 
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Figure 6-8 Muni Bus (Electric and Diesel) Cost Efficiency, 1991–2005 
All values converted to 2005 dollars 
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Figure 6-9 Muni Bus (Electric and Diesel) Cost Effectiveness, 1991–2005 
All values converted to 2005 dollars 
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underlying Causes 
This. section. uses.historical.Muni.data. to. examine. the. root. 
causes.for.its.current.performance.for.these.overall.measures.. 
Performance.data.for.most.of.these.factors. is.only.available. 
since.2000.(with.the.advent.of.Proposition.E.reporting).. 

Speed.and.reliability.are.two.of.the.most.important.factors.in. 
Muni’s.success.in.attracting.riders,.increasing.its.mode.share,. 
and.improving.cost.effectiveness..There.are,.of.course,.other. 
factors.in.attracting.riders.such.as.frequency,.span.(schedule.of. 
service,.e.g,.5.am.to.11.pm),.service.design.(how.well.routes. 
meet. travel.demand.patterns),.and.customer. service..Speed. 
and.reliability.are.emphasized.because.they.are.two.of.the.most. 
important.factors.in.attracting.riders. 

Speed 
Transit.speed.is.unique.because.it.has.the.potential.to.provide. 
exponential.payoff.for.two.independent.benefits...Faster.transit. 
not.only.attracts.more.riders.directly.by.being.more.competi­
tive.to.other.modes,.but.also.makes.it.cheaper.to.operate.each. 
mile.of.service,.producing.savings.that.can.be.reinvested.in. 
higher.service.frequency...The.same.number.of.vehicles.can. 
carry.more.people...Faster.and.more.frequent.service.(provided. 
for. the. same. resources). attracts.more. riders,.which. thereby. 
increases.productivity... 

It. should.be.noted.that. some.riders.value.speed.more.than. 
others,.but.in.general.people.prefer.a.travel.mode.that.is.fast. 
and. reliable.over.one. that. is. slower.and. less. certain.. .Most. 
people. place. a. high. value. on. their. time,. and. overall. travel. 
time.is.a.large.factor.when.deciding.what.travel.mode.to.use. 
to.make.trips.. 

Speed.can.be.considered.in.two.ways:..the.average.speed.of. 
transit.vehicles.and.the.overall.door-to-door.speed.of.a.trip.. 
Time.spent.on.the. transit.vehicle. is.one.part.of. the.overall. 
trip.time,.along.with.time.spent.waiting,.walking.to.a.transit. 
stop,. and. walking. from. a. transit. stop. to. one’s. destination... 
When.deciding.how.to.make.trips.(say,.deciding.whether.to. 
drive.across.the.Bay.Bridge.or.to.take.BART),.people.typically. 
consider.the.perceived.door-to-door.travel.times... 

In.this.sense,.increasing.the.speed.of.taking.transit.is.not.simply. 
a.question.of. improving. the. transit. vehicle’s. average. speed... 
Other.strategies.include.reducing.wait.times.(via.more.frequent. 
and/or.more.reliable.service).and.optimizing.the.time.spent. 
walking.to/from.transit.(which.is.influenced.by.the.distance. 
between.routes.and.stops)..When.attempting.to.reduce.over­
all.trip.times,.there.is.a.tradeoff.between.walk.time.and.time. 
spent.on.the.vehicle.(fewer.stops.mean.faster.transit,.but.more. 

time.walking),.as.well.as.the.distance.between.routes.and.the. 
frequency.of.service.provided.on.those.routes.(with.the.same. 
resources,.fewer.routes.can.have.higher.frequency.service).. 

The.average.speed.of.transit.itself.(and.therefore.the.time.one. 
spends. on. transit. vehicles). does,. however,. offer. significant. 
opportunity.to.reduce.the.actual.and.perceived.door-to-door. 
trip.speeds... 

Like.all.transit.agencies.that.do.not.actively.manage.the.speed. 
of.their.system,.Muni’s.system.speed.has.declined.by.about.1%. 
a.year.for.the.last.20.years.(see.Figure.6-10)..This.decrease.in. 
system.speed.is.just.slow.enough.to.have.proceeded.unnoticed. 
(or.at.least.without.protest),.but.cumulatively.it.has.had.sig­
nificant.effects...Slower.average.speeds.increase.travel.times.on. 
transit,.change.travel.choices,.and.increase.the.operating.cost. 
because.as.service.slows.more.service.hours.must.be.added.to. 
maintain.the.same.service.frequency.. 

Figure 6-10 Muni’s System Speed, 1975–2005 
Muni System Speed Trend Line 
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In.San.Francisco,.decreasing. ridership. (at. least. since.1986,. 
the. earliest.date.of. comparable. ridership.data). should.have. 
had.the.effect.of.increasing.Muni’s.average.speed.because.less. 
time.is.spent.boarding.fewer.passengers,.but.just.the.opposite. 
has.occurred..Several.factors.have.contributed.to.the.gradual. 
decline.in.speeds,.including:. 

•	 Increasing.congestion 

•	 Increasing.double.parking 

•	 More.stop.signs.and.signalized.intersections.on. 
transit.routes 

•	 More.transit.stops.on.some.routes 

•	 Increasing.wheelchair.use.on.transit. 
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As.part.of.the.TEP,.the.MTA.will.consider.multiple.strategies. 
to.improve.Muni’s.speed,.especially.on.core.routes.where.it. 
carries.the.bulk.of.its.passengers..To.improve.overall.door-to­
door.trip.speeds,.the.MTA.may.consider: 

•	 Improving.reliability.(as.explained.in.the.next.section) 

•	 Increasing.service.frequency.on.core.routes 

•	 Changing.policies.for.distances.between.transit.stops. 
and.routes 

•	 More.wide.spread.implementation.of.NextBus.and. 
other. real-time. information.about.Muni. that.have. 
the.potential.to.reduce.time.spent.waiting.. 

•	 Increasing.average.speed.of.its.vehicles...What.follows. 
is.a.list.of.potential.strategies,.each.with.a.different. 
level.of.cost,.complexity,.and.potential.to.speed.ser­
vice:. 

–	Removing.some.stops.signs.on.transit.routes 

–	Converting.stop.signs.to.transit.preferential.traffic. 
signals 

–	Reducing.delay.at.traffic.signals 

–	Consolidating. transit. stops. to. create. a. more. 
consistent.spacing...Applying.stop.spacing.stan­
dards.(measured.in.feet).consistently.throughout. 
the. City. can. increase. service. speeds,. as. well. as. 
provide. a. level. of. access. to. transit. that. is. fair. 
citywide... 

–	Changing.design.of.routes.(for.example,.reducing. 
the.number.of.turns.a.vehicle.must.make) 

–	Decreasing. boarding. times.. Muni. can. decrease. 
boarding.times.by.improving.fare.payment.sys­
tems,. using. more. pre-paid. fares. and/or. buying. 
new.vehicles.that.have.level.boarding.and.more. 
and/or.wider.doors..Muni.could.also.add.more. 
service.to.crowded.routes.because.boarding.takes. 
longer.on. crowded.vehicles.. . At. present,. about. 
30%.of.Muni.routes.have.overcrowded.conditions. 
(according.to.Proposition.E.data). 

–	Creating.more.transit-only.lanes 

–	Creating.more.physically.separated.right.of.way. 
for.transit.(as.on.Judah.west.of.9th.Avenue) 

–	Building. more. subways. to. grade-separate. more. 
Muni.service 

Reliability 
Reliability.is.the.most.commonly.cited.concern.by.riders.in. 
Muni’s.annual.survey,.but.what.this.means,.and.how.it.should. 
be.measured,.is.a.complex.matter..This.section.outlines.what. 
transit.reliability.can.mean,.what.factors.are.involved.in.provid­
ing.reliable.service,.and.some.possible.steps.the.TEP.may.take. 
to.improve.Muni.reliability..Minimizing.issues.with.reliability. 
is.crucial.for.Muni.to.retain.its.current.customers,.attract.new. 
customers,.and.enable.both.groups.to.utilize.the.service.for. 
more.of.their.trips.. 

Reliability.means.different.things.to.different.people;.it’s.often. 
used. as. a. catchall. phrase. to. describe. real,. but. inarticulate,. 
frustrations.with.Muni.service...What.it.usually.does not.mean. 
for.Muni.riders.is.a.failure.to.adhere.to.schedules..The.vast. 
majority.of.Muni.riders.does.not.use.schedules;.most.prob­
ably.do.not.even.know.that.Muni.has.schedules.or.where.they. 
might.go.to.find.them...For.most.Muni.riders.on.most.Muni. 
routes,.schedules.are.never.consulted.–.people.simple.go.to.a. 
stop.and.wait.for.the.bus.. 

For.most.Muni.riders,.concerns.with.reliability.are.related.to. 
three.separate.but.related.effects.reliability.issues.have.on.their. 
experience.of.using.Muni:..the.amount.of.time.they.must.wait. 
for.transit,.its.effect.on.their.total.trip.time,.and.its.depend­
ability..In.short,.people.don’t.like.waiting.for.the.bus,.people. 
don’t.like.arriving.late.to.their.destination,.and.people.really. 
don’t.like.not.being.able.to.count.on.Muni...These.frustrations. 
are.reviewed.in.turn.below... 

•	 Waiting time.–.some.wait.time.for.transit.vehicles. 
is. inevitable.. .But.the.amount.of. time.that.people. 
must.budget.for.waiting.for.Muni.is.dependent.not. 
just.on.its.scheduled.frequency.of.service,.but.also. 
its.reliability...A.bus.that.is.supposed.to.come.every. 
10.minutes.does.not.always.arrive.at.evenly.spaced. 
10. minute. intervals.. . Unreliable. service. increases. 
overall.travel.times.because.riders.must.budget.time. 
for.possible.variation.in.wait.times.. 

.	 For.example,.the.5-Fulton.may.be.expected.to.operate. 
every.10.minutes,.but.if.riders.do.not.have.a.high. 
degree. of. confidence. that. it. will. pass. by. every. 10. 
minutes.because.there.are.occasional.gaps.in.service,. 
they.may.budget.15.to.20.minutes.for.waiting.time. 
to.ensure. that. they.arrive.on-time.(to.work,. to.an. 
appointment,.etc). 

.	 No.one.likes.budgeting.more.time.for.the.activity.of. 

July 6, 2006 6-9 



 

   

  

san franCisCo TransiT effeCTiVeness ProJeCT 

waiting.for.Muni.because.waiting.itself.is.particularly. 
unpleasant...Though.people.have.different.sensitivities. 
to.waiting,.as.a.rule.of.thumb,.each.minute.someone. 
spends.waiting.is.perceived.as.two.minutes..Wait.time,. 
especially.unpredictable.amounts.of.wait.time,.has.a. 
high.price.for.transit.riders. 

•	 Total trip time.–.once.on.board,.reliability.means. 
that.travel.times.are.consistent...Transit.service.can. 
be.“unreliable”.if.it.usually.takes.18.to.22.minutes. 
to.make.a.particular.trip.from.point.A.to.point.B,. 
but.sometimes.(5.to.10.percent.of.the.time).requires. 
30.to.35.minutes...Just.as.for.wait.time,.variable.or. 
“unreliable”. travel. times. once. on. a. Muni. vehicle. 
mean.that.riders.must.budget.more.time.to.complete. 
their.journey,.increasing.expected.door-to-door.travel. 
times..Though.unreliable.service.may.not.dramati­
cally.increase.Muni’s.average.speed,.it.does.increase. 
the.amount.of.time.that.riders.must.budget.to.arrive. 
at.their.destination.on-time... 

•	 Dependability.–.whether.or.not.riders.can.count.on. 
Muni.to.make.important.trips..Reliable.service.allows. 
people.to.have.a.very.high.degree.of.confidence.that. 
a.transit.vehicle.will.arrive.about.when.they.expect. 
it.to,.and.that.there.will.not.be.an.unexpectedly.long. 
gap.between.service,.and.that,.once.on.the.vehicle,. 
that.they.will.get.there.generally.within.the.amount.of. 
time.they.expect...Dependability.issues.can.be.caused. 
by.long.wait.times,.travel.times,.or.a.combination.of. 
both... 

From.the.customer’s.point.of.view,.reliability.issues.have.a.price. 
in.the.amount.of.time.required.to.use.transit..Poor.reliability. 
means.that.customers.must.allow.more.time.for.their.trips,. 
and.if.they’re.aiming.for.a.fixed.arrival.time,.the.time.they’ve. 
had.to.allow.is.the.real.measure.of.the.time.Muni.has.taken. 
out.of.their.lives. 

One.crucial.implication.of.reliability’s.effect.on.door-to-door. 
trip.times.is.that,.just.like.operating.service.more.frequently,. 
operating.reliable.service.can.speed.overall.door-to-door.trip. 
times.by.reducing.the.amount.of.time.riders.must.spend.to. 
wait.for.Muni.and.the.time.they.expect.to.spend.on.vehicles.. 
Reliability.improvements.that.reduce.variations.in.the.time. 
people. spend.waiting.and. in. transit.have. large.potential. to. 
increase.the.net.door-to-door.speed.of.using.Muni,.increasing. 
its.competitiveness.with.other.travel.modes.such.as.driving.. 

Minor and major issues 
Reliability.issues.can.be.grouped.by.their.severity:.minor.and. 
major.issues...Minor.issues.are.relatively.small.deviations.from. 

the.expected.bus.arrival. time.(“I.expected.the.bus. to.come. 
within.8.minutes,.but.it.didn’t.come.for.12.minutes”)...These. 
minor.issues.increase.wait.times.and.total.trip.times...Major. 
reliability. issues. are. large. deviations. from. expectations. (“I. 
expected.a.bus.to.come.within.12.minutes,.but.it.didn’t.come. 
for.40.minutes,.or.it.never.came.at.all”)... 

Major.reliability.issues.cause.riders.to.doubt.the.dependability. 
of.Muni.as.a.way.to.make.important.trips.and.should.be.mini­
mized.as.much.as.possible...A.major.failure.for.an.organization. 
like.Federal.Express.may.mean.delivering.a.package.three.days. 
late,.or.losing.it.altogether..When.riders.have.a.choice.and.can. 
make.the.same.trip.more.predictably.on.another.mode,.they. 
tend.to.abandon.Muni,.especially.for.important.trips..With. 
each.major.reliability.event.Muni.risks.losing.or.even.alienat­
ing.its.customers... 

Minor.and.major.reliability.issues.are.not.independent.phe­
nomena...As.explained.in.a.subsequent.section.of.this.chapter,. 
major.issues.cause.many.minor.reliability.problems.on.Muni. 
routes,.and.minor.reliability.issues.often.escalate.into.major. 
issues.that.persist.throughout.the.day.. 

A.second.implication.of.reliability.issues.is.their.effect.on.the. 
amount.of. crowding.on.vehicles..Unevenly. spaced.vehicles. 
spread. the. passenger. load. unevenly,. even. though. average. 
measured. loads. may.be. acceptable..The. result. is. that. some. 
transit.vehicles.have.less.than.the.average.load,.but.others.will. 
have.a.higher.than.average.load..During.peak.times,.a.higher. 
than.average.load.can.mean.crush.load.conditions.–.standing. 
shoulder.to.shoulder.with.other.passengers.–.an.undignified. 
condition.that.degrades.the.experience.of.using.Muni.. 

A.third.implication.of.reliability.issues.is.the.very.visible.phe­
nomena.of.bunching..Most.reliability.issues.are,.in.essence,. 
large.variations.in.the.amount.of.time.between.transit.vehicles.. 
When.buses. are.not. reliable,. that.usually.means. that. some. 
bunching.is.occurring,.when.two.transit.vehicles.are.right.next. 
to.one.another,.causing.large.gaps.in.service..Besides.making. 
headways.variable.and.increasing.wait.times,.bunching.has.a. 
negative.psychological.effect.on.riders..Anyone.who.has.ridden. 
Muni.knows.the.frustration.of.waiting.20.minutes.for.a.bus. 
that.is.supposed.to.come.every.10.minutes,.only.to.see.two. 
buses.pull.to.the.stop.together.. 

Minor reliability issues 
For.riders,.minor. issues.are.relatively.small.deviations.from. 
when.a.bus.doesn’t.come.about.as.soon.as.someone.expects.it. 
to..For.example,.a.bus.that.is.expected.to.come.every.5.minutes. 
may.not.arrive.for.8.minutes..These.small.deviations.from.ex­
pectations.can.cause.riders.to.start.to.perceive.Muni.service.as. 
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unreliable...Some.minor.issues.are.inevitable.and.are.tolerated. 
by.riders,.but.they.are.undesirable,.should.be.minimized,.and. 
may.have.a.larger.impact.on.choice.riders 

Providing. frequent. service. and. maintaining. headways. (and. 
thereby.avoiding.large.gaps.in.service).are.critical.for.providing. 
this.type.of.reliability..For.most.of.Muni’s.routes.(say,.for.those. 
with.service.frequency.of.at.least.every.15.minutes),.headway. 
adherence.is.more.relevant.for.riders.than.its.schedule.adher­
ence.(headway.adherence.reflects.even.spacing.between.buses,. 
while.schedule.adherence.reflects.conformity.to.scheduled.time. 
points)..Transit.service.that.almost.always.passes.stops.evenly. 
spaced.(whether.every.5,.8,.10,.12,.or.15.minutes).is.likely.to. 
be.perceived.as.reliable,.whereas.service.that.is.rarely.evenly. 
spaced.is.unlikely.to.be.perceived.as.reliable.by.riders... 

For.those.Muni.routes.that.have.headways.of.about.15.min­
utes.or.greater.(as.well.as.commute.oriented.express.services),. 
schedule.adherence.becomes.more.important.than.headway. 
adherence..Routes.with.infrequent.service.can.still.provide.a. 
valuable.and.reliable.service.if.they.are.operated.on.a.consis­
tent.(and.published).schedule..Commuter.rail.services,.such. 
as. Caltrain,. provide. common. examples. of. schedule-driven. 
perceptions.of.reliability.. 

Major reliability issues 
Issues.with.reliability.are.particularly.frustrating.when.riders. 
experience.extraordinarily.long.wait.times.for.a.transit.vehicles.. 
Some.of.the.biggest.reliability.issues,.such.as.the.“Muni.Metro. 
Meltdown”.of.1999,.become.the.stuff.of.urban.legends..These. 
are. service. failures.. . Although. these. extraordinary. failures. 
happen.infrequently,.their.impact.reverberates.over.time,.and. 
word.spreads.to.more.people.than.ever.experienced.the.delay. 
directly.. 

However,.a.“meltdown”.need.not.occur.for.reliability.issues. 
to.be.considered.extremely.serious...From.the.rider’s.point.of. 
view,.major.issues.happen.every.day.on.many.routes,.whenever. 
a.rider.waits.an.unexpected.and.extraordinary.amount.of.time. 
for.a.transit.vehicle.(say,.for.example,.waiting.twice.as.long.as. 
they.expect.to.wait.for.a.vehicle.–.perhaps.18.minutes.for.a. 
bus.that.is.supposed.to.come.by.every.10.minutes)...Muni.does. 
not.have.a.definition.for.this.type.of.major.issue,.so.Muni’s. 
performance.for.this.type.of.reliability.issue.is.unknown. 

These. large. deviations. from. expectations. failures. are. grave. 
because.they.teach.riders.that.Muni.cannot.be.counted.on.to. 
make.important.trips.(work.or.non-work.trips.–.most.people. 
consider.all.of.their.trips.to.be.quite.important!)..Riders.re­
member. their. experiences.with.major. reliability. issues,. and. 

they.have.the.power.to.quickly.erode.a.person’s.perception.of. 
Muni.service.quality... 

Delivering reliable service 
Muni’s.reliability.is.primarily.determined.by.three.factors: 

•	 Were. the.operators.and.equipment.available.when. 
service.was.scheduled?. 

•	 Once.on.the.road,.did.the.vehicles.break.down?. 

•	 Once.on.the.road,.did.the.service.stay.on.time? 

A. breakdown. in. any. one. of. these. three. areas. can. result. in. 
reliability. issues.. Each. of. these. factors. has. a. corresponding. 
Proposition.E.performance.measure;.Muni’s.performance.for. 
each.is.reviewed.below.. 

Were the operators and equipment ready for scheduled 
service? (Measured by percent of scheduled service that 
is delivered) 
When.scheduled.service.is.not.ready.for.service,.gaps.in.service. 
result...On.a.route.that.operates.every.10.minutes,.missing.a. 
run.means.a.20.minute.gap.is.introduced.(or.two.15.minute. 
gaps),. introducing. reliability. issues.. . The. remaining. Muni. 
vehicles.on.the.road.become.more.crowded.... 

The.percent.of.scheduled.service.hours.that.Muni.delivers.has. 
been.about.96%.since.FY01..In.other.words,.everyday.about. 
4%.of.Muni’s.scheduled.service.is.not.delivered... 

Figure 6-11 Percent of Scheduled 
Service Hours that Muni 
Delivered, 2001–2006 
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Once on the road, did the vehicles break down? 
(Measured by mean distance between vehicle failure) 
Whenever.there.is.a.road.call,.a.Muni.vehicle.has.stopped.and. 
passengers.must.wait.for.another.transit.vehicle,.take.a.cab,. 
or.walk.to.complete.the.rest.of.their.journey..These.inevitably. 
cause.major.reliability.issues. 

Some.breakdowns.are,.of.course,.inevitable,.but.superior.main­
tenance.can.reduce.their.frequency..As.shown.in.Figure.6-12,. 
two.Muni.maintenance.facilities.have.achieved.a.net.increase. 
since.2001.in.mean.distance.between.failures. 

Figure 6-12	 Miles Between Road Calls 
(by Mode), 2001–2005 
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Once on the road, did the service stay on-time? 
(Measured by headway and schedule adherence) 
As.previously.discussed,.there.are.two.primary.ways.to.measure. 
on-time.performance,.headway.and.schedule.adherence...Muni. 
measures.both.for.Proposition.E,.and.this.data.is.shown.in. 
Figures.6-13.and.6-14.... 

Muni’s. reporting. for. these. performance. measures. does. not. 
group.on-time.performance.for.each.route.by.its.frequency.. 
Instead,.on-time.performance.for.both.types.of.measures.is. 
reported.in.aggregate.by.mode.and.as.a.system.. 

Muni’s.schedule.adherence.has.increased.from.65%.to.69%. 
since.FY01..Over.the.same.time.period,.its.headway.adherence. 
has.increased.from.57%.to.66%..This.compares.to.a.Proposi­
tion.E.goal.of.85%.schedule.and.headway.adherence. 

Maintaining.headways.(i.e.,.staying.evenly.spaced).between. 
transit.vehicles.is.a.challenge.for.any.transit.agency...Natural. 
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variations.in.boarding.times,.at.stop.lights,.and.running.times. 
are.amplified.during.each.run..Transit.operations.staff.is.en­
gaged.in.a.never.ending.struggle.to.fight.the.natural.tendency. 
of.transit.vehicles.to.get.bunched.up. 

The.dynamics.of.bunching.are.complicated.but.simple.to.ex­
plain...The.initial.cause.is.a.small.delay,.which.can.be.caused. 
by. a. double. parked. vehicle,. unexpected. congestion,. or. the. 
natural.variation.in.the.number.of.people.trying.to.board.a. 
Muni.vehicle.at.any.given.stop.(because.on.Muni.vehicles.it. 
takes.longer.to.board.more.people)...Drivers.can.sometimes. 
“recover”.and.maintain.headways,.but.the.effects.of.this.initial. 
delay.often.cascade.for.the.rest.of.the.run.. 

As.an.example,.consider.a.38-Geary.bus.on.a.westbound.jour­
ney.from.downtown.to.48th.Avenue...Downtown,.the.bus.gets. 
caught.at.a.stop.behind.a.double.parked.vehicle...It’s.a.short. 
delay,.but.it.means.that.it.stops.at.a.traffic.signal.it.normally. 
passes.through..Even.a.small.delay.means.that.on.average.more. 
people.will.be.waiting.at.all.subsequent.stops...Though.the. 
additional.number.of.people.may.be.small,.boarding.times. 
increase.somewhat..Little.by.little,.the.bus.gets.farther.behind. 
the.bus.in.front.of.it,.and.the.small.initial.delay.can.quickly. 
escalate.into.a.large.gap...In.this.case,.by.the.time.the.bus.arrives. 
at.Divisadero,.instead.of.having.the.proper.5.minute.spacing. 
between.it.and.the.bus.in.front,.there.may.be.a.10.minute.gap... 
Meanwhile,.as.our.sample.bus.falls.behind,.its.follower.is.slowly. 
speeding.up.because.it.is.picking.up.fewer.and.fewer.passengers;. 
by.Divisadero,.it.may.have.caught.up.with.our.sample.bus...As. 
this.accelerated.bus.gets.pulled.ahead,.its.follower.then.must. 
pick.up.more.and.more.passengers,.risking.the.introduction. 
of.more.delays.and.another.long.gap.in.service. 

For.Muni,.the.task.of.maintaining.headways.is.made.even.more. 
difficult.because.so.much.of.its.service.operates.in.mixed.traffic... 
Operating.in.mixed.traffic.introduces.still.more.variation.in. 
travel.times,.which.makes.it.even.more.difficult.to.maintain. 
headways...Even.BART,.which.operates.100%.of.its.service. 
out.of.mixed.traffic.(i.e.,.in.grade.separated.in.tunnels,.tubes,. 
or.aerial.structures),.does.not.operate.service.perfectly.on-time. 
–.its.schedule.adherence.is.about.93%...Muni.has.many.routes. 
with.relatively.small.headways.which.increases.the.probability. 
of.bunching. 

FY01 Q4 FY02 Q4 FY03 Q4 FY04 Q4 FY05 Q4 
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Figure 6-13 Muni Headway Adherence 
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Figure 6-14 Muni Schedule Adherence 
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Determinants of reliability 
The.three.preceding.measures.reflect.reliability.as.experienced. 
by. riders.. However,. the. determinants. of. service. reliability. 
are.found.in.the.nuts.and.bolts.of.providing.transit.service.. 
Some.Proposition.E.measures. indicate.Muni’s.performance. 
for.certain.determinants.of.the.three.primary.factors.in.service. 
reliability..Three. primary. determinants. of. service. reliability. 
are.vehicle.management,.staff.management,.and.operations... 
These.are.reviewed.below. 

1.. Management of vehicles. –. Vehicle. management. 
requires. buying. the. right. vehicles,. maintaining. an. 
appropriate.spare.ratio.(that.allows.for.service.to.be. 
provided.while.vehicles.are.maintained.and.repaired),. 
and. maintaining. the. vehicles..Two. Proposition. E. 
measures.related.to.vehicle.management.are.miles.be­
tween.road.calls.(Figure.6-12).and.vehicle.availability. 
–.the.percent.of.vehicles.that.are.ready.for.scheduled. 
service.(Figure.6-15)...Vehicle.availability.indicates. 
the. success. of. fleet. managers. in. having. sufficient. 
vehicles.ready.for.scheduled.service...Miles.between. 
roadcalls.is.a.rough.indicator.of.the.effectiveness.of. 
Muni.maintenance.efforts. 

2.. Management of staff –.Providing.Muni.service,.espe­
cially.its.operations.and.maintenance,.is.an.intensely. 
human.enterprise.that.requires.the.efforts.of.the.vast. 
majority. of. Muni’s. 4,000+. employees.. Managing. 
this.staff.effectively.is.essential.for.providing.reliable. 
service.. 

.	 Two.relevant.Proposition.E.measures.for.staff.manage­
ment.are.operator.availability.–.the.percent.of.opera­
tors.that.were.available.for.scheduled.service.–.and. 
unscheduled.operator.absences..These.two.measures. 
do.not,.of.course,.provide.a.complete.picture.of.staff. 
management,.but.are.two.crucial.factors.in.service. 
delivery...As.shown.in.Figure.6-15,.Muni.operator. 
availability,.and.not.vehicle.availability,.appears.to.be. 
the.primary.(but.not.sole).determinant.of.providing. 
scheduled.service...Figure.6-16.shows.Muni’s.progress. 
in.reducing.unscheduled.operator.absences,.absences. 
that.disrupt.service.delivery.and.increase.the.amount. 
of.overtime.paid.. 
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Figure 6-15	 Muni Vehicle and 
Operator Availability 
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Figure 6-16	 Muni Operator 
Unscheduled Absences 
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3.. Operations and on-time performance. –.Muni,.of. 
course,.attempts.to.manage.its.on-time.performance.. 
As.discussed,.providing.on-time.reliable.performance. 
is.a.complicated.matter,.and.Muni.operations,.opera­
tors,.and.line.supervisors.attempt.to.keep.vehicles.on. 
schedule..The.result.of.these.efforts.is.measured.by. 
Muni’s.schedule.and.headway.adherence.. 

.	 On-time.performance.(whether.measured.by.schedule. 
or.headway.adherence),.a.key.indicator.of.small.scale. 
reliability,.is.strongly.influenced.by.whether.or.not.an. 
operator.leaves.the.terminal.on-time..Under.normal. 
operating.conditions,.variations.in.operating.condi­
tions.or.simply.variation.in.the.number.of.passengers. 
at.each.stop.causes.transit.vehicles.to.gradually.get. 
off.schedule.and.bunch..Layover.time.is.provided.at. 
the.end.of.each.line.to.help.operators.“recover”.and. 
get.back.on.schedule..If.a.vehicle.leaves.the.terminal. 
late. or. early,. then. the. vehicle. is.much.more. likely. 
to. cause. small. scale. reliability. issues. for. riders.. As. 
shown.in.Figure.6-17,.the.percent.of.late.pull-outs,. 
the.time.an.operator.leaves.a.terminal.to.begin.a.run,. 
has.increased.since.FY01... 

It.should.be.stressed.that.on-time.pull.outs.is.just.one.of.the. 
human.elements.that.determine.the.on-time.performance.of. 
Muni.vehicles..There.are.many.factors,.such.as.street.design. 
and.operations.management,.that.contribute.to.helping.service. 
stay.evenly.spaced.but.are.not.measured.by.Proposition.E.(and. 
perhaps.cannot.be.measured).. 

Figure 6-17	 Muni Late Pull Outs 
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Improving reliability 
Significantly.improving.reliability.will.require.Muni.to.take. 
significant.steps.in.its.management.of.staff.and.vehicles...In. 
addition,. Muni. may. consider. more. sophisticated. ways. of. 
managing.the.reliability.of.its.operations.on.the.street.or,.at. 
a.minimum,.devise.strategies.to.improve.its.operations.using. 
its.current.methods...For.example,.because.so.much.of.Muni’s. 
service. operates. so. frequently,. evolving. to. headway-based. 
operations.would.require.more.active.and.sophisticated.line. 
management,.but.could.improve.reliability.as.experienced.by. 
customers..A.comprehensive.evaluation.of.service.delivery.is. 
one.component.of.the.TEP. 

Many.of.the.current.core.causes.of.reliability.are.found.before. 
Muni.vehicles.even.hit.the.street...Crucial.factors.include.driven. 
availability,.equipment.availability,.and.late.pull.outs.from.bus. 
yards.and.terminuses.. 

Apart. from. organizational. improvements. for. staff,. vehicle,. 
and. operational. management,. Muni. can. also. take. steps. to. 
reduce.the.variation.in.Muni’s.travel.times.on.the.road,.thus. 
addressing.the.core.cause.of.Muni’s.reliability.issues.once.on. 
the. road:. . variability. in. travel. times.. . Possible. strategies. to. 
reduce.travel.time.variation.on.the.road.are.largely.the.same. 
as.those.to.improve.Muni’s.speed.on.the.road...By.removing. 
causes.of.delay.that.slow.vehicles.down,.especially.causes.of. 
unpredictable.delays,.Muni.becomes.not.just.faster,.but.Muni. 
travel. times. become. more. predictable. and,. thereby,. more. 
reliable...The.following.list.explains.how.some.of.the.possible. 
techniques.from.the.preceding.section.to.improve.speed.can. 
also.improve.reliability:. 

•	 Reducing the overall number of stops..Reducing. 
stops.means.that.vehicles.will.not.only.move.more. 
quickly,.but.will.move.more.predictably..Fewer.stops. 
increases.the.likelihood.that.a.vehicle.will.stop.at.every. 
stop..Passenger.loading.times.become.less.variable.. 
With.predictability.comes.reliability. 

•	 Decreasing boarding times..Improved.fare.payment. 
systems,.more.prepaid.fares,.and.vehicles.that.allow. 
for.level.boarding.through.more.and/or.wider.doors. 
can.decrease.boarding.times..These.techniques.also. 
make.boarding.times.less.variable..BART.is.a.good. 
example.–.boarding.times.are.very.constant.regardless. 
of.how.many.people.get.on.or.off..For.Muni,.this.is. 
not.true...Muni’s.boarding.times.could.be.less.variable. 
if.Muni.added.service.to.reduce.crowding;..crowded. 
conditions. can. cause. large. variations. in. boarding. 
times...According.to.the.most.recent.Proposition.E. 
data,.about.30%.of.Muni’s.routes.are.overcrowded. 

•	 Using traffic signal delay to improve reliability... 
Traffic.signal.delay.is.not.as.variable.as.other.types.of. 
delay...Some.transit.agencies,.notably.AC.Transit.(for. 
its.San.Pablo.Rapid.Bus.route.and.Los.Angeles.Rapid. 
Bus.service).use.intelligent.traffic.signals.to.passively. 
(with.varying.degrees.of.sophistication).help.buses.to. 
stay.evenly.spaced... 

•	 Creating more physically separated right of way 
for transit..Operating.in.mixed.traffic.causes.some. 
unpredictable. delays. for. Muni.. If. Muni. operated. 
strictly.in.its.own.right.of.way,.reliable.service.would. 
be.much.easier.to.provide..This.may.not.be.necessary. 
or.desirable,.but.a.physically.separated.right.of.way. 
can.dramatically.boost.reliability. 

•	 Changing measures of reliability. Simply.changing. 
a.measure.of.reliability.will.not.improve.reliability.as. 
experienced.by.riders..However,.the.MTA.may.find. 
that. better. measures. of. reliability. will. help. Muni. 
operations.to.manage.reliability.more.effectively..One. 
possibility.is.emphasizing.headway.adherence.rather. 
than.schedule.adherence,.especially.on.routes.with. 
high.frequencies.where.schedules.are.irrelevant..On. 
these.routes,.headway.adherence.is.what.is.meaningful. 
to.riders..A.second.possibility.is.to.make.a.distinction. 
when. measuring. reliability. between. minor. issues,. 
major.issues,.and.service.failures..Muni.riders.have.a. 
higher.tolerance.for.minor.issues,.but.a.low.tolerance. 
for.major.issues..Service.failures.such.as.the.“Muni. 
meltdown”.are.unacceptable..Muni.could.manage.its. 
operations.in.a.way.that.aggressively.minimizes.the. 
incidence.of.major. issues. as.much.as.possible. and. 
makes.service.failures.extremely.rare... 
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CoMPendiuM of Muni ProPosiTion e daTa 
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CoMPendiuM of Muni ProPosiTion e daTa 
Muni Headway Adherence Muni Schedule Adherence 
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CoMPendiuM of Muni ProPosiTion e daTa 
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CoMPendiuM of Muni ProPosiTion e daTa 
Muni Annual Ridership by Mode FY2000-2005 Muni Annual Ridership FY2000–2005 
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CoMPendiuM of Muni ProPosiTion e daTa 
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Appendix A: San Francisco Transit Policies 

TRANSIT FIRST POLICY 
Source: San Francisco Charter
 
Article XVI: Miscellaneous Provisions, Sec. 16.102. Transit-First Policy.
 
The following principles shall constitute the City and County’s transit-first policy 
and shall be incorporated into the General Plan of the City and County. All of­
ficers, boards, commissions, and departments shall implement these principles 
in conducting the City and County’s affairs: 

1. To ensure quality of life and economic health in San Francisco, the 
primary objective of the transportation system must be the safe and 
efficient movement of people and goods. 

2. Public transit, including taxis and vanpools, is an economically and 
environmentally sound alternative to transportation by individual auto­
mobiles.Within San Francisco, travel by public transit, by bicycle and on 
foot must be an attractive alternative to travel by private automobile. 

3. Decisions regarding the use of limited public street and sidewalk space 
shall encourage the use of public rights of way by pedestrians, bicyclists, 
and public transit, and shall strive to reduce traffic and improve public 
health and safety. 

4. Transit priority improvements, such as designated transit lanes and streets 
and improved signalization, shall be made to expedite the movement 
of public transit vehicles (including taxis and vanpools) and to improve 
pedestrian safety. 

5. Pedestrian areas shall be enhanced wherever possible to improve the 
safety and comfort of pedestrians and to encourage travel by foot. 
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6. Bicycling shall be promoted by encouraging safe 
streets for riding, convenient access to transit, bicycle 
lanes, and secure bicycle parking. 

7. Parking policies for areas well served by public transit 
shall be designed to encourage travel by public transit 
and alternative transportation. 

8. New transportation investment should be allocated 
to meet the demand for public transit generated by 
new public and private commercial and residential 
developments. 

9. The ability of the City and County to reduce traf­
fic congestion depends on the adequacy of regional 
public transportation. The City and County shall 
promote the use of regional mass transit and the 
continued development of an integrated, reliable, 
regional public transportation system. 

10.The City and County shall encourage innovative 
solutions to meet public transportation needs wher­
ever possible and where the provision of such service 
will not adversely affect the service provided by the 
Municipal Railway. 

(Added November 1999) 

PROPOSITION E 
San Francisco City Charter 
Article VIIIA: The Municipal Transportation Agency 

ARTICLE VIIIA:
 
THE MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
 
Sec. 8A.100. Preamble.
 
Sec. 8A.101. Municipal Transportation Agency.
 
Sec. 8A.102. Governance and Duties.
 
Sec. 8A.103. Service Standards and Accountability.
 
Sec. 8A.104. Personnel and Merit System.
 
Sec. 8A.105. Municipal Transportation Fund.
 
Sec. 8A.106. Budget.
 
Sec. 8A.107. Municipal Transportation Quality Review.
 
Sec. 8A.108. Fare Changes and Route Abandonments.
 
Sec. 8A.109. Additional Sources of Revenue.
 
Sec. 8A.110. Planning and Zoning.
 
Sec. 8A.111. Citizens’ Advisory Council.
 
Sec. 8A.112. Parking and Traffic;
 
Incorporation Into Agency.
 
Sec. 8A.113. Parking and Traffic; Governance.
 

SEC. 8A.100. PREAMBLE.
 
(a) The Municipal Railway and the Department of 

Parking and Traffic are vital to the economic and 
social fabric of San Francisco. San Francisco’s transit 
system should be comparable to the best urban transit 
systems in the world’s major cities. Specifically, San 
Francisco residents require: 

1. Reliable, safe, timely, frequent, and convenient 
service to all neighborhoods; 

2. A reduction in breakdowns, delays, over-crowding, 
preventable accidents; 

3. Clean and comfortable vehicles and stations, op­
erated by competent, courteous, and well trained 
employees; 

4. Support and accommodation of the special trans­
portation needs of the elderly and the disabled; 

5. Protection from crime and inappropriate passen­
ger behavior on the Municipal Railway; and 

6. Responsive, efficient, and accountablemanagement. 
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Through this measure, the voters seek to provide 
the transportation system with the resources, in­
dependence and focus necessary to achieve these 
goals. 

The voters find that one of the impediments to 
achieving these goals in the past has been that 
responsibility for transportation has been diffused 
throughout City government. Accordingly, this 
Article places within theMunicipalTransportation 
Agency the powers and duties relating to transit 
now vested in other departments, boards, and 
commissions of the City and County.This Article 
further requires that, to the extent other City and 
County agencies provide services to theMunicipal 
Transportation Agency, those departments must 
give the highest priority to the delivery of such 
services. 

At the same time, this Article is intended to ensure 
sufficient oversight of the Municipal Transporta­
tion Agency by, among other things, preserving 
the role of the City’s Controller as to financial 
matters, the City Attorney as to legal matters, and 
the Civil Service Commission, as to merit system 
issues. In addition, this Article requires that out­
side audits be performed to ensure that required 
service levels are obtained with a minimum of 
waste. 

This Article also requires that the Municipal 
Transportation Agency develop clear, measured 
performance goals, and publicize both its goals 
and its performance under those goals. As the 
workers of the Municipal Transportation Agency 
are vital to the improvements the voters seek, this 
Article authorizes incentives for excellence, and 
requires accountability-for both managers and 
employees-when performance falls short. 

Finally, this Article is intended to strengthen the 
Municipal Transportation Agency’s authority to: 
1) manage its employees; 2) establish efficient and 
economical work rules and work practices that 
maximize the Agency’s responsiveness to public, 
needs; and 3) protect the Railway’s right to select, 
train, promote, demote, discipline, layoff and 
terminate employees, managers, and supervisors 
based upon the highest standards of customer 
service, efficiency and competency. 

(b) The Department of Parking and Traffic performs 

APPENDIX A  SAN FRANCISCO TRANSIT POLICIES 

functions vital to the operation of the Municipal 
Railway. Congestion on City streets causes delays in 
transit operations. Therefore, the Municipal Trans­
portation Agency must ensure that transit vehicles 
move through City streets safely and efficiently. 

In addition, the residents of San Francisco require 
that the Department of Parking and Traffic: 1) value 
and protect pedestrians and bicyclists; 2) reduce 
congestion and air pollution through efficient use of 
the streets; and 3) protect the City’s economic health 
by giving priority to commercial deliveries and access 
to local businesses. 

(c) This Article shall be interpreted and applied in con­
formance with the above goals. 

(Added November 1999) 

SEC. 8A.101. MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY. 
(a) There shall be a Municipal Transportation Agency. 

The Agency shall include a Board of Directors and a 
Director ofTransportation.The Agency shall include 
the Municipal Railway and the Department of Park­
ing and Traffic, as well as any other departments, 
bureaus or operating divisions hereafter created or 
placed under the Agency.There shall also be aCitizens 
Advisory Committee to assist the Agency. 

(b) Effective March 1, 2000, the Agency shall succeed 
to and assume all powers and responsibilities of the 
Public Transportation Commission. 

(c) Effective July 1, 2000, the Municipal Railway shall 
become a department of the Agency and the full 
provisions of this Article shall be applicable. 

(d The Department of Parking and Traffic, upon its 
incorporation into the Agency pursuant to Section 
8A.112, shall become a separate department of the 
Agency. 

(e) The Board of Supervisors shall have the power, by 
ordinance, to abolish the Taxi Commission created 
in Section 4.133, and to transfer the powers and 
duties of that commission to the Agency’s Board of 
Directors. 

(f ) Any transfer of functions occurring as a result of the 
above provisions shall not adversely affect the status, 
position, compensation, or pension or retirement 
rights and privileges of any civil service employees 
who engaged in the performance of a function or duty 
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transferred to another office, agency, or department 
pursuant to this measure. 

(g) Except as expressly provided in this Article, the 
Agency shall comply with all of the restrictions and 
requirements imposed by the ordinances of the 
City and County, including ordinances prohibiting 
discrimination of any kind in employment and con­
tracting, such as Administrative Code Chapters 12B 
et seq., as amended from time to time. The Agency 
shall be solely responsible for the administration and 
enforcement of such requirements. 

(h) The Agency may contract with existing City and 
County departments to carry out any of its powers 
and duties. Any such contract shall establish per­
formance standards for the department providing 
the services to the Agency, including measurable 
standards for the quality, timeliness, and cost of the 
services provided. All City and County departments 
must give the highest priority to the delivery of such 
services to the Agency. 

(i) The Agency may not exercise any powers and du­
ties of the Controller or the City Attorney and shall 
contract with the Controller and the City Attorney 
for the exercise of such powers and duties. 

(Added November 1999) 

SEC. 8A.102. GOVERNANCE AND DUTIES. 
(a) The Agency shall be governed by a board of seven 

directors appointed by the Mayor and confirmed 
after public hearing by the Board of Supervisors. All 
initial appointments must bemade by theMayor and 
submitted to the Board of Supervisors for confirma­
tion no later than February 1, 2000. The Board of 
Supervisors shall act on those initial appointments 
no later than March, 1, 2000 or those appointments 
shall be deemed confirmed. 

At least four of the directors must be regular riders 
of the Municipal Railway, and must continue to be 
regular riders during their terms. The directors must 
possess significant knowledge of, or professional ex-
perience in, one or more of the fields of government, 
finance, or labor relations. At least two of the directors 
must possess significant knowledge of, or professional 
experience in, the field of public transportation. Dur­
ing their terms, all directors shall be required to ride 
the Municipal Railway on the average once a week. 

Directors shall serve four-year terms, provided, how­
ever, that two of the initial appointees shall serve for 
terms ending March 1, 2004, two for terms ending 
March 1, 2003, two for terms ending March 1, 
2002, and one for a term ending March 1, 2001. 
Initial terms shall be designated by the Mayor. No 
personmay serve more than three terms as a director. 
A director may be removed only for cause pursuant 
to Article XV. The directors shall annually elect a 
chair. The chair shall serve as chair at the pleasure 
of the directors. Directors shall receive reasonable 
compensation for attending meetings of the Agency 
which shall not exceed the average of the two highest 
compensations paid to the members of any board or 
commission with authority over a transit system in 
the nine Bay Area counties. 

(b) The Agency shall: 

1. Have exclusive charge of the construction, man­
agement, supervision, maintenance, extension, 
operation, use, and control of all property, as well 
as the real, personal, and financial assets of the 
Municipal Railway; and have exclusive authority 
over contracting, leasing, and purchasing by the 
Municipal Railway, provided that any Agency 
contract for outside services shall be subject to 
Charter Sections 10.104(12) and 10.104(15). 
Ownership of any of the real property of the City 
and County shall not be transferred to any private 
entity pursuant to any such contract; 

2. Have the sole power and authority to enter into 
such arrangements and agreements for the joint, 
coordinated, or common use with any other 
public entity owning or having jurisdiction over 
rights-of-way, tracks, structures, subways, tunnels, 
stations, terminals, depots, maintenance facilities, 
and transit electrical power facilities; 

3. Have the sole power and authority to make such 
arrangements as it deems proper to provide for 
the exchange of transfer privileges, and through-
ticketing arrangements, and such arrangements 
shall not constitute a fare change subject to the 
requirements of Sections 8A.106 and 8A.108; 

4. Have the authority to arrange with other transit 
agencies for bulk fare purchases, provided that 
if passenger fares increase as a result of such 
purchases, the increase shall be subject to review 
by the Board of Supervisors pursuant to Sections 
8A.106 and 8A.108; 
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5. Notwithstanding Section 2.109, and except, as 
provided in Sections 8A.106 and 8A.108, have 
exclusive authority to fix the fares charged by the 
Municipal Railway and all other rates, fees, and 
charges for services provided by the Agency; 

6. Have the authority to conduct investigations into 
any matter within its jurisdiction through the 
power of inquiry, including the power to hold 
public hearings and take testimony, and to take 
such action as may be necessary to act upon its 
findings; and 

7. Exercise such other powers and duties as shall be 
prescribed by ordinance of the Board of Supervi­
sors. 

(c) The Agency’s board of directors shall: 

1. Appoint a director of transportation, who shall 
serve at the pleasure of the board. The director 
shall be employed pursuant to an individual 
contract. His or her compensation shall be com­
parable to the compensation of the chief executive 
officers of the public transportation systems in the 
United States which the directors, after an inde­
pendent survey, determine most closely resemble 
the Agency in size, mission, and complexity. In 
addition, the Agency shall provide an incentive 
compensation bonus plan for the director of trans­
portation based upon the Agency’s achievement 
of the milestones adopted pursuant to Section 
8A.103. 

2. Appoint an executive secretary who shall be 
responsible for administering the affairs of the 
directors and who shall serve at the pleasure of 
the board. 

(d) The director of transportation shall appoint all sub­
ordinate personnel of the Agency, including a deputy 
director for the Municipal Railway, and, upon its 
incorporation into the Agency, a deputy director for 
Parking and Traffic. The deputy directors shall serve 
at the pleasure of the director of transportation. The 
director of transportation may serve as the deputy 
director for the Municipal Railway, but shall not be 
entitled to any greater compensation or benefits on 
that basis. 

(e) Upon recommendation of the City attorney and the 
approval of the board of directors, the City attorney 
may compromise, settle, or dismiss any litigation, 

legal proceedings, claims, demands or grievances 
which may be pending for or on behalf of, or against 
the Agency relative to any matter or property solely 
under the Agency’s jurisdiction. Unlitigated claims 
or demands against the Agency shall be handled as 
set forth in Charter Section 6.102. Any payment 
pursuant to the compromise, settlement, or dismissal 
of such litigation, legal proceedings, claims, demands, 
or grievances, unless otherwise specified by the Board 
of Supervisors, shall be made from the Municipal 
Transportation Fund. 

(f ) The Agency’s board of directors, and its individual 
members, shall deal with administrative matters 
solely through the director of transportation or his 
or her designees. Any dictation, suggestion, or in­
terference by a director in the administrative affairs 
of the Agency, other than through the director of 
transportation or his or her designees, shall constitute 
official misconduct; provided, however, that nothing 
herein contained shall restrict the directors’ powers 
of hearing and inquiry as provided in this Section. 

(g) Except to the extent otherwise provided in this Ar­
ticle, the Agency shall be subject to the provisions 
of this Charter applicable to boards, commissions, 
and departments of the City and County, including 
Sections 2.114, 3.105, 4.101, 4.103, 4.104, 4.113, 
9.118, 16.100, and A8.346. Sections 4.102, 4.126, 
and 4.132 shall not be applicable to the Agency. 

(Added November 1999) 

SEC. 8A.103. SERVICE STANDARDS AND ACCOUNT­
ABILITY. 

(a) The Municipal Railway shall be restored as soon as 
practicable to a level of service measured in service 
hours which is not less than that provided under 
the schedule of service published in the April 1996 
timetable, although not necessarily in that configura­
tion. 

(b) No later than July 1, 2000, and by July 1 of each year 
thereafter, the Agency shall adopt mile-stones for the 
achievement of the goals specified in subsections (c) 
and (d). Milestones shall be adopted for each mode 
of transportation of the Municipal Railway, and for 
the Municipal Railway as a whole, with the goal of 
full achievement of the standards set in subsection 
(c) no later than July 1, 2004. 
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(c) The standards for the Agency with respect to the 
services provided by the Municipal Railway shall in­
clude the following minimum standards for on-time 
performance and service delivery: 

1. On-time performance: At least 85 percent of 
vehicles must run on-time, where a vehicle is con­
sidered on-time if it is no more than one minute 
early or four minutes late as measured against 
a published schedule that includes time points; 
and 

2. Service delivery: 98.5 percent of scheduled service 
hours must be delivered, and at least 98.5 percent 
of scheduled vehicles must begin service at the 
scheduled time. 

(d) The standards for both managers and employees of 
the Agency with respect to the services, provided 
by the Municipal Railway shall also include other 
measurable standards for system reliability, system 
performance, staffing performance, and customer 
service, including: 

1. Passenger, public, and employee safety and secu­
rity; 

2. Coverage of neighborhoods and equitable distri­
bution of service; 

3. Level of crowding; 

4. Frequency andmitigation of accidents and break­
downs; 

5. Improvements in travel time, taking into account 
adequate recovery and lay-over times for opera­
tors; 

6. Vehicle cleanliness, including absence of graffiti; 

7. Quality and responsiveness of customer service; 

8. Employee satisfaction; 

9. Effectiveness of the preventive maintenance pro­
gram; and 

10.Frequency and accuracy of communications to 
the public. 

(e) The performance measures adopted in Section 4 of 
this measure shall be published as rules of the Agency 
and utilized to determine the achievement of the 
performance standards andmilestones adopted by the 
Agency for the Municipal Railway.The performance 
measures shall be subject to amendment after public 
hearing by a vote of the Agency board. The Agency 

shall regularly publish reports on its attainment of 
those standards andmilestones. Nothing herein shall 
prohibit the Agency from using additional perfor­
mance measures. 

(Added November 1999) 

SEC. 8A.104. PERSONNEL AND MERIT SYSTEM. 
(a) The Agency shall establish its own personnel/labor 

relations office. The director of transportation shall 
appoint a personnel/labor relations manager, who 
shall serve at the pleasure of the director of transporta­
tion. 

(b) Except as otherwise provided in this Section, the 
Agency shall be governed by the rules of the civil 
service system administered by the City and appeals 
provided in civil service rules shall be heard by the 
City’s Civil Service Commission. Unless otherwise 
agreed by the Agency and affected employee organiza­
tions, appeals to the Civil Service Commission shall 
include only those matters within the jurisdiction of 
the Civil Service Commission which establish, imple­
ment, and regulate the civil service merit system as 
listed in Section A8.409-3. 

(c) Effective July 1, 2000, except for the administration 
of health services, the Agency shall assume all pow­
ers and duties vested in the Department of Human 
Resources and the Director of Human Resources 
under Articles X and XI of this Charter in connection 
with job classifications within theMunicipal Railway 
performing “service-critical” functions. Except for the 
matters set forth in subsection (f ), the Department 
of Human Resources and the Director of Human 
Resources shall maintain all powers and duties under 
Articles X and XI as to all other Agency employees. 

(d) On or before April 15, 2000, the Agency shall des­
ignate “service-critical” classifications and functions 
for all existing classifications used by the Municipal 
Railway; provided, however, that employees in classi­
fications designated as “service-critical” shall continue 
to be covered by any Citywide collective bargaining 
agreement covering their classifications until the 
expiration of that agreement. 

(e) For purposes of this Article, “service-critical” func­
tions are: 

1. Operating a transit vehicle, whether or not in 
revenue service; 
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2. Controlling dispatch of, ormovement of, or access 
to, a transit vehicle; 

3. Maintaining a transit vehicle or equipment used 
in transit service, including both preventivemain­
tenance and overhaul of equipment and systems, 
including system-related infrastructure; 

4. Regularly providing information services to the 
public or handling complaints; and 

5. Supervising or managing employees performing 
functions enumerated above. 

The Agency shall consult with affected employee 
organizations before designating particular job 
classifications as performing “service-critical” 
functions. If an employee organization disagrees 
with the Agency’s designation of a particular job 
classification as “service-critical” pursuant to the 
above standards, the organization may, within 
seven days of the Agency’s decision, request im­
mediate arbitration.The arbitrator shall be chosen 
pursuant to the procedures for the selection of 
arbitrators contained in the memorandum of un­
derstanding of the affected employee organization. 
The arbitrator shall determine only whether the 
Agency’s designation is reasonable based on the 
above standards.The arbitrator’s decision shall be 
final and binding. 

The Agency may designate functions other than 
those listed above, and the job classifications 
performing those additional functions, as “ser­
vice-critical,” subject to the consultation and 
arbitration provisions of this Section. In deciding 
a dispute over such a designation, the arbitrator 
shall decide whether the job functions of the 
designated classes relate directly to achievement 
of the goals and milestones adopted pursuant to 
Section 8A.103 and are comparable to the above 
categories in the extent to which they are critical 
to service. 

(f ) In addition, the Agency shall, with respect to all 
Agency employees, succeed to the powers and duties 
of the Director of Human Resources under Article X 
to review and resolve allegations of discrimination, 
as defined in Article XVII, against employees or job 
applicants, or allegations of nepotism or other prohib­
ited forms of favoritism; provided, however, that the 
Agency’s resolution of allegations of discrimination 
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must be approved by the City’s Director of Human 
Resources. To the extent resolution of a discrimina­
tion complaint or request for accommodation in­
volves matters or employees beyond the Agency’s 
jurisdiction, the Agency shall coordinate with and be 
subject to applicable determinations of the Director 
of Human Resources. 

(g) The Agency shall be responsible for creating and, as 
appropriate, modifying Municipal Railway bargain­
ing units for classifications designated by the Agency 
as “service-critical” and shall establish policies and 
procedures pursuant to Government Code section 
3507 and .3507.1 for creation and modification of 
such bargaining units. When the Agency creates or 
modifies a bargaining unit, employees in existing 
classifications placed in such bargaining unit shall 
continue to be represented by their current employee 
organizations. 

(h)The Agency may create new classifications of em­
ployees doing specialized work for the Agency. Such 
classifications shall be subject to the civil service 
provisions of the Charter unless exempted pursuant 
to Section 10.104 or subsection (i). 

(i) The Agency may create new classifications and posi­
tions in those classifications exempt from the civil 
service system for managerial employees in addition 
to those exempt positions provided in Section 10.104; 
provided, however, that the total number of such 
exempt new positions shall not exceed 1.5 percent of 
the Agency’s total workforce, exclusive of the exempt 
positions provided in Section 10.104.This provision 
shall not be utilized to eliminate personnel holding 
existing permanent civil service managerial positions 
on November 2, 1999. 

Persons serving in exempt managerial positions shall 
serve at the pleasure of the director of transportation. 
Such exempt management employees, to the extent 
they request placement in a bargaining unit, shall not 
be placed in the same bargaining units as non-exempt 
employees of the Agency. 

(j) The Civil Service Commission shall annually review 
both exempt and non-exempt classifications of the 
Agency to ensure compliance with the provisions of 
subsections (h) and (i). 

(k) Upon the expiration of current labor contracts, and 
except for retirement benefits, the wages, hours, 
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working conditions, and benefits of the employees 
in classifications within the Municipal Railway des­
ignated by the Agency as “service-critical” shall be 
fixed by the Agency after meeting and conferring as 
required by the laws of the State of California and 
this Charter, including Sections A8.346, A8.404 and 
A8.409.These agreements shall utilize, and shall not 
alter or interfere with, the health plans established by 
the City’s Health Service Board; provided, however, 
that the Agency may contribute toward defraying 
the cost of employees’ health premiums. For any job 
classification that exists both as a “service-critical” 
classification in theMunicipal Railway and elsewhere 
in City service, the base wage rate negotiated by the 
Agency for that classification shall not be less than 
the wage rate set in the Citywide memorandum of 
understanding for that classification. 

(l) Notwithstanding subsection (k), the Agency may, 
in its sole discretion, utilize the City’s collective bar­
gaining agreements with any employee organization 
representing less than 10 percent of the Municipal 
Railway’s workforce. 

(m)Notwithstanding any limitations on compensation 
contained in Section A8.404, and in addition to the 
base pay established in collective bargaining agree­
ments, all agreements negotiated by the Agency relat­
ing to compensation forMunicipal Railwaymanagers 
and employees in classifications designated by the 
Agency as “service-critical” shall provide incentive 
bonuses based upon the achievement of the service 
standards in Section 8A.103(c) and other standards 
andmilestones adopted pursuant to Section 8A.103. 
Such agreements may provide for additional incen­
tives based on other standards established by the 
Agency, including incentives to improve attendance. 
The Agency shall also establish a program that pro­
vides incentive bonuses for all managers, including 
all managers exempt from the civil service system, 
based on the achievement of these standards and 
milestones. 

(n)For employees whose wages, hours and terms 
and conditions of employment are set by the 
Agency pursuant to Sections A8.404 or A8.409 
et seq., the Agency shall exercise all powers of the 
City and County, the Board of Supervisors, the 
Mayor, and the Director of Human Resources 
under those sections. For employees covered by 

Section A8.409 et seq., the mediation/arbitration 
board set forth in Section A8.409-4 shall consider 
the following additional factors when making a 
determination in any impasse proceeding involv­
ing the Agency: the interests and welfare of transit 
riders, residents, and other members of the public; 
and the Agency’s ability to meet the costs of the 
decision of the arbitration board without materi­
ally reducing service. The Agency shall perform 
the functions of the Civil Service Commission 
with respect to certification of the average of the 
two highest wage schedules for transit operators 
in comparable jurisdictions pursuant to Section 
A8.404(a), and conduct any actuarial study neces­
sary to implement Section A8.404(f ). 

(o)The voters find that unscheduled employee 
absences adversely affect customer service. Ac­
cordingly, not later than January 1, 2001, the 
agency shall create a comprehensive plan for the 
reduction of unscheduled absences. In addition, 
the Agency shall take all legally permitted steps to 
eliminate unexcused absences. The Agency shall 
have no authority to approve anymemorandum of 
understanding or other binding agreement which 
restricts the authority of the Agency to administer 
appropriate discipline for unexcused absences. 

(p)Before adopting any tentative agreement reached 
as a result of negotiations, mediation or arbitra­
tion, the Agency shall, at a duly noticed public 
meeting, disclose in writing the contents of such 
tentative agreement, a detailed analysis of the pro­
posed agreement, a comparison of the differences 
between the agreement reached and the prior 
agreement, and an analysis of all costs for each 
year of the term of such agreement. Such tenta­
tive agreement between the Agency and employee 
organization shall not be approved by the Agency 
until 30 days after the above disclosures have been 
made. 

(Added November 1999) 

SEC. 8A.105. MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION FUND. 
(a) There is hereby established a fund to provide a pre­

dictable, stable, and adequate level of funding for the 
Agency, which shall be called theMunicipalTranspor­
tation Fund. The fund shall be maintained separate 
and apart from all other City and County funds. 
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Monies therein shall be appropriated, expended, or 
used by the Agency solely and exclusively for the 
operation including, without limitation, capital im­
provements, management, supervision, maintenance, 
extension, and day-to-day operation of 1) the Agency; 
2) the Municipal Railway; 3) upon its incorpora­
tion into the Agency, the Department of Parking 
and Traffic; and 4) any other division of the Agency 
subsequently created and performing transportation­
related functions. Monies in the Fund may not be 
used for any other purposes than those identified in 
this Section. 

(b) Beginning with the fiscal year 2000-2001 and in each 
fiscal year thereafter, there is hereby set, aside to the 
Municipal Transportation Fund the following: 

1. An amount (the “Base Amount”) which shall be 
no less than the amount of all appropriations from 
the General Fund, including all supplemental 
appropriations, for the fiscal year 1998-1999 or 
the fiscal year 1999-2000, whichever is higher 
(the “Base Year”), adjusted as provided in subsec­
tion (c), below, for (1) the Municipal Railway; 
and (2) all other City and County commissions, 
departments and agencies providing services to 
theMunicipal Railway, including theDepartment 
of Human Resources and the Purchasing Depart-
ment, for the provision of those services.The Base 
Amount for theDepartment of Parking andTraffic 
and the Parking Authority shall be established in 
the same fashion but using fiscal years 2000-2001 
and 2001-2002 for the services being incorporated 
into the Agency. 

2. Subject to the limitations and exclusions in 
Sections 4.113 and 16.110, the revenues of the 
Municipal Railway, and, upon their incorporation 
into the Agency, the revenues of the Department 
of Parking andTraffic, and the Parking Authority; 
and 

3. All other funds received by the City and County 
from any source, including state and federal 
sources, for the support of the Municipal Rail­
way. 

(c) The Base Amount shall initially be determined by the 
Controller. Adjustments to the Base Amount shall be 
made as follows: 

1. The Base Amount shall be adjusted for each year 

after fiscal year 2000-2001 by theController based 
on calculations consistent from year to year, by the 
percentage increase or decrease in aggregate City 
and County discretionary revenues. In determin­
ing aggregate City and County discretionary rev­
enues, the Controller shall only include revenues 
received by the City which are unrestricted and 
may be used at the option of the Mayor and the 
Board of Supervisors for any lawful City purpose. 
Errors in the Controller’s estimate of discretion­
ary revenues for a fiscal year shall be corrected by 
adjustment in the next year’s estimate. 

2. An adjustment shall also bemade for any increases 
in General Fund appropriations to the Agency in 
subsequent years to provide continuing services 
not provided in the Base Year, but excluding ad­
ditional appropriations for one-time expenditures 
such as capital expenditures or litigation judg­
ments and settlements. 

3. Further, when new parking revenues increase due 
to policy changes in fines, taxes or newly-created 
positions, the Base Amount shall be reduced by 
50 percent of such increase to reduce the Agency’s 
reliance on the General Fund. 

(d) The Treasurer shall set aside and maintain the 
amounts required to be set aside by this Section, 
together with any interest earned thereon, in the 
Municipal Transportation Fund, and any amounts 
unspent or uncommitted at the end of any fiscal 
year shall be carried forward, together with interest 
thereon, to the next fiscal year for the purposes speci­
fied in this Article. 

(Added November 1999) 

SEC. 8A.106. BUDGET. 
The Agency shall be subject to the provisions of Article IX of 
this Charter except: 

(a) No later thanMarch 1 of each year, after professional 
review, public hearing and after receiving the recom­
mendations of the Citizens’ Advisory Council, the 
Agency shall submit its proposed budget for the next 
fiscal year to theMayor and the Board of Supervisors 
for their review and consideration. The Agency shall 
propose a base budget that is balanced without the 
need for additional funds over the Base Amount, 
but may include fare increases and decreases, and 
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reductions or abandonment of service. The Mayor 
shall submit the base budget to the Board of Super­
visors, without change. Should the Agency request 
additional support over the Base Amount, it shall 
submit an augmentation request for those funds in 
the standard budget process and subject to normal 
budgetary review and amendment. 

(b) At the time the budget is adopted, the Agency shall 
certify that the budget is adequate in all respects to 
make substantial progress towards meeting the goals, 
objectives, and performance standards established 
pursuant to Section 8A.103 for the fiscal year covered 
by the budget. 

(c) No later than August 1, the Board of Supervisors may 
allow the Agency’s base budget to take effect without 
any action on its part or it may reject but not modify 
the Agency’s base budget by a two-thirds’ vote. Any 
fare or service change proposed in the base budget 
shall be considered accepted unless rejected by a 
two-thirds’ vote on the entire base budget. Should 
the Board reject the base budget, it shall make addi­
tional interim appropriations to the Agency from the 
Municipal Transportation Fund sufficient to permit 
the Agency to maintain all operations through the 
extended interim period until a base budget is ad­
opted. Any request for augmentation funding shall 
be approved, modified, or rejected under the general 
provisions of Article IX. 

(Added November 1999) 

SEC. 8A.107. MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION 
QUALITY REVIEW. 

(a) TheAgency shall biennially contract with a nationally 
recognizedmanagement or transportation consulting 
firm with offices in the City and County for an inde­
pendent review of the quality of its operations. The 
contract shall be competitively bid and approved by 
the Controller and Board of Supervisors. The review 
shall contain: 

1. A detailed analysis of the extent to which the 
Agency has met the goals, objectives, and perfor­
mance standards it is required to adopt under Sec-
tion 8A.103, and the extent to which the Agency 
is expected to meet those goals, objectives, and 
performance standards in the two fiscal years for 
which the review is submitted, and independent 

verification of the Agency’s reported performance 
under the performance measures adopted pursu­
ant to Section 4 of this measure; and 

2. Such recommendations for improvement in the 
operation of the Agency as the firm conducting 
the review deems appropriate. 

(b) The results of the review shall be presented promptly 
to the Citizens’ Advisory Council, the Agency, the 
Board of Supervisors, and theMayor by the reviewing 
firm; and the Citizens’ Advisory Council, the Agency, 
and the Board of Supervisors shall each promptly hold 
at least one public hearing thereon. 

(Added November 1999) 

SEC. 8A.108. FARE CHANGES AND ROUTE 
ABANDONMENTS. 

(a) Any proposed change in fares shall be submitted 
to the Board of Supervisors as part of the Agency’s 
budget under Section 8A.106, and may be rejected 
at that time by a two-thirds’ vote of the Board. 

The Agency shall base any proposed change in Mu­
nicipal Railway fares on the following criteria: 

1. TheMunicipal Railway’s need for additional funds 
for operations and capital improvements. 

2. The extent to which the increase is necessary 
to meet the goals, objectives, and performance 
standards previously established by the Agency 
pursuant to Section 8A.103. 

3. The extent to which the Agency has diligently 
sought other sources of funding for the opera­
tions and capital improvements of the Municipal 
Railway. 

4. The need to keep Municipal Railway fares low to 
encourage maximum patronage. 

5. The need to increase fares gradually over time 
to keep pace with inflation and avoid large fare 
increases after extended periods without a fare 
increase. 

(b) For purposes of this Article, a “route abandonment” 
shall mean the permanent termination of service 
along a particular line or service corridor. If the 
Agency proposes to abandon a route at any time 
other than as part of the budget process as provided 
in Section 8A.106(a), it shall first submit the proposal 
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to the Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervi­
sors may, after a noticed public hearing, reject the 
proposed route abandonment by a two-thirds’ vote of 
its members taken within 30 days after the proposal 
is submitted by the Agency. 

(Added November 1999) 

SEC. 8A.109. ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF REVENUE. 
The Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, and the Agency dili­
gently shall seek to develop new sources of funding for the 
Agency’s operations, including sources of funding dedicated to 
the support of such operations, which can he used to supple­
ment or replace that portion of the Municipal Transportation 
Fund consisting of appropriations from the General Fund of 
the City and County. To the extent permitted by State law, 
the Agency may submit any proposal for increased or real­
located funding to support all or a portion of the operations 
of the Agency, including, without limitation, a tax or special 
assessment, directly to the electorate for approval without the 
further approval of theMayor or the Board of Supervisors.The 
Agency shall be authorized to conduct any necessary studies in 
connection with considering, developing, or proposing such 
revenue sources. 

(Added November 1999) 

SEC. 8A.110. PLANNING AND ZONING. 
The planning and zoning provisions of this Charter and the 
PlanningCode as theymay be amended from time to time shall 
apply to all real property owned or leased by the Agency. 

(Added November 1999) 

SEC. 8A.111. CITIZENS’ ADVISORY COUNCIL. 
The Agency shall establish a Citizens’ Advisory Council of 
fifteen members which shall consist of one person appointed 
by eachmember of the Board of Supervisors and fourmembers 
appointed by the Mayor. Each member must be a resident 
of the City and County. No fewer than ten members of the 
Council must be regular riders of the Municipal Rail-way. At 
least twomembers must use theMunicipal Railway’s paratran­
sit system, and at least three of the members must be senior 
citizens over the age of 60. The membership of the Council 
shall be reflective of the diversity and neighborhoods of the 
City andCounty.TheCouncil may provide recommendations 
to the Agency with respect to anymatter within the jurisdiction 
of the Agency and shall be allowed to present reports to the 

Agency’s board of directors.Themembers of the Council shall 
be appointed to four-year terms and shall serve at the pleasure 
of their appointing power. Staggered terms for the initial ap­
pointees to the Council shall be determined by lot. 

(Added November 1999) 

SEC. 8A.112. PARKING AND TRAFFIC; 
INCORPORATION INTO AGENCY. 

(a) By July 1, 2001, the Agency and the Department of 
Parking and Traffic shall prepare and submit to the 
Mayor and the Board of Supervisors a joint plan for 
incorporating the Department into the Agency. 

(b) Effective July 1, 2002, the Department of Parking 
and Traffic shall become a separate department of 
the Municipal Transportation Agency and Charter 
Section 4.116, establishing the Parking and Traffic 
Commission, shall be repealed. Effective that date, 
the Agency shall have all the same powers and duties 
with respect to theDepartment of Parking andTraffic 
that it has with respect to theMunicipal Railway, and 
shall succeed to all powers and duties of the Parking 
and Traffic Commission. 

Effective July 1, 2002, the Agency’s board of direc­
tors shall also exercise all remaining powers of the 
Parking and Traffic Commission for all purposes, 
including the power of members of the Parking and 
Traffic Commission to serve ex officio as members 
of the Parking Authority under Section 32657 of the 
Streets andHighways Code.The chair of the Agency’s 
board of directors shall designate annually the direc­
tors to serve as members of the Parking Authority. 
Any person may serve concurrently as a member of 
the Agency’s board of directors and as a member of 
the Parking Authority. It is the policy of the City and 
County that the Agency exercise all powers vested by 
State law in the Parking Authority. 

(c) Except as provided in subsection (a), no provision of 
this Article shall apply to the Department of Parking 
and Traffic prior to July 1, 2002. 

(Added November 1999) 

SEC. 8A.113. PARKING AND TRAFFIC; GOVERNANCE. 
(a) TheAgency shall manage the functions of theDepart­

ment of Parking and Traffic so that the department: 

1. Provides priority to transit services in the utili-
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zation of streets, particularly during commute 
hours; 

2. Facilitates the design and operation of City streets 
to enhance alternative forms of transit, such as 
pedestrian, bicycle, and pooled or group transit 
(including taxis); 

3. Proposes and implements street and traffic changes 
that gives the highest priority to impacts on public 
transit, pedestrians, commercial delivery vehicles, 
and bicycles; 

4. Integratesmodern information and traffic-calming 
techniques to promote safer streets and promote 
usage of public transit; and 

5. Develops a safe, interconnected bicycle circulation 
network. 

(b The Agency shall manage the Parking Authority so 
that it does not construct new or expanded parking 
facilities unless the Agency finds that the costs result­
ing from such construction and the operation of such 
facilities will not reduce the level of funding to the 
Municipal Railway from parking and garage revenues 
under Section 16.110 to an amount less than that 
provided for fiscal year 1999-2000. 

(Added November 1999) 

MUNI SERVICE STANDARDS 
Source: San Francisco Municipal Railway Short Range 
Transit Plan 2006-2025, Chapter 4, pg 26-27 

Stop Spacing Standards 
x�	 Passenger stop spacing should be approximately 800­

1,000 feet on motor coach and trolley coach lines 
except where there are steep grades, and 1,000-1,200 
feet between stops on LRV surface lines. 

x�	 On streets with grades of over 10%, stops should be 
spaced 500-600 feet apart. On streets with grades of 
over 15%, such as onCastro between 22nd Street and 
24th Street, stops may be spaced as close as 300-400 
feet. 

x�	 Stops should be on the nearside of an intersection at 
stop signs; where right turns are heavy from the cross 
street on to the transit street; or where the green time 
for the transit street is less than half of the cycle. 

x�	 Stops should be on the far side of an intersection at 
uncontrolled intersections; where the bus makes a 
turn; where right turns are heavy from the transit 
street on to the cross street; or where the green time 
for the transit street is more than half of the cycle. 

x�	 Stops should be mid-block if there is a major traffic 
generator mid-block, or if pedestrian flows naturally 
converge at a mid-block location. 

Coverage Standards 
x�	 Lines should be spaced approximately one-half mile 

apart throughout the City, except where constrained 
by geography or the street grid. 

x�	 All residential locations in San Francisco should be 
within approximately one-quarter mile of a Muni 
route that operates at least 19 hours per day. 

Frequency Policies 
x�	 Muni’s policy headways, or the maximum amount 

of time allowed between vehicle arrivals, should be 
10 minutes at the peak for radial and express lines, 
15 minutes for crosstown lines, and 20 minutes for 
feeder lines. Figure A-1 presents Muni’s policy head­
ways.These headway frequencies are minimums, and 
more frequent service may be operated than provided 
by these standards. Many of Muni’s lines exceed the 
standards. 
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APPENDIX A  SAN FRANCISCO TRANSIT POLICIES 

•	 Consider reducing service without exceeding policy 
headways on lines that continuously have diminished 
ridership. 

Figure A-1 Muni’s Policy Headways 

Weekday Peak Base Evening Owl 

Radial 10 15 20 30 

Express 10 -­ -­ -­

Crosstown 15 15 20 30 

Feeder 20 30 30 -­

Weekend Peak Base Evening Owl 

Radial -­ 15 20 30 

Crosstown -­ 20 20 30 

Feeder -­ 30 30 -­

Other Service Policies 
x�	 Construct appropriate transit rights-of-way in major 

corridors to reduce transit travel time and increase 
capacity. 

•	 Expand transit priority measures, such as bus bulbs, 
bus-only lanes and signal priority, on theTransit Pref­
erential Streets network, or elsewhere as needed. 

•	 Provide convenient transfer opportunities with re­
gional transit operators. 

•	 Develop inter-operator fare instruments to facilitate 
regional travel. 

•	 Increased capacity should be provided at equal or 
lower cost by substituting articulated vehicles where 
loads and frequencies warrant. 

•	 Service should be designed such that peak period 
loads do not exceed the maximum load for planning 
purposes as shown in Figure A-2, when averaged over 
the two-hour peak. Note that cable cars are equivalent 
to a 40’ vehicle. 

Figure A-2 Muni’s Planning Load Factors
 

Maximum load for 
Vehicle planning purposes 

30’ coach 45 

40’ coach 63 

60’ coach 94 

LRV 119 

PCC (historic streetcar) 70 
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Muni’s proposed 12 major corridors (see page five.) 
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Muni is getting better, there is no ques­
tion—every indicator is “up” after years 
of decline. And while we are gratified 
to see the enormous progress, we realize 
that the system is due for a major 
upgrade. If Muni is really going to excel, 
we must get the buses and streetcars out 
of traffic. 

For the first time in many years, 
Muni has developed a long-range transit 
expansion proposal. SPUR is honored to 
present the outline of this proposal here. 
This article was written by the Capital 
Planning & Grants Group at Muni, 
and edited by SPUR. It is an excerpt 
from the forthcoming document, 
“A Vision for Rapid Transit in San 
Francisco,” which will be available in 
January 2002. To receive a copy of the 
document, call Muni Capital Planning 
& Grants at (415) 934-3954, or email 
suany_chough@ci.sf.ca.us. 

SPUR is committed to working 
to build the public support necessary to 
follow through on the promise of a 
transit-first city. We hope this document 
can serve as a kind of contract with the 
public: we provide Muni with the fund­
ing it needs, and in exchange, we get one 
of the best transit systems in the world. 
Only in this way can San Francisco 
remain an economically vital and envi­
ronmentally sustainable community. 

continued on page 3 
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“Muni’s Vision” from page 1 

THE VISION 
Potential Muni Revenue Sources 

The San Francisco Municipal Railway 
(Muni) has been serving the city for 90 
years and today provides over 750,000 
trips each weekday. While Muni strives 
to be efficient and comprehensive, 
there is a lot of room for improve­
ment. Riders still experience over­
crowding, erratic reliability, and long 
travel times, due in part to the fact 
that transit competes with automobile 
traffic for space on the streets. 
Problems with transit cause more 
people to choose to drive—a choice 
that increases congestion, takes up land 
for parking, pollutes the environment, 
and more importantly, directs more 
and more of the city’s resources, land 
and energies to private, single occu­
pant-automobiles at the expense of 
public transit. 

This has spurred Muni to envision 
what a truly first-class transit system 
for San Francisco might look like. It 
would be one that moves riders quickly 
and efficiently throughout the city 
with a minimum of waiting. It would 
be a high capacity, easily accessible, 
rapid transit-style service. It would 
enable riders to transfer easily between 
Muni lines as well as to BART, 
Caltrain, ferries, and other regional 
transit services. Muni’s aim is to make 
improvements across a network of 
corridors providing broad city-wide 
coverage. The vision includes 12 major 
corridors, with a minimum level of 
service, generally described as 
■ frequent (less than ten minutes wait 

during peak hours) 
■ fast (from any part of the city to 

downtown in no more than one 
half-hour) 

■ comfortable (clean, comfortable, and 
well-maintained vehicles). 

Muni, with input from stakehold­
ers, developed a set of guiding princi­
ples, generated a “toolbox” of solu­
tions, and identified the major corri­
dors for improvement. This article 
applies those principles and tools to 
the corridors, and suggests a list of 
projects that could become a rapid 
transit network for San Francisco. 

Source Description Estimated 
Revenue Generated 
(in 2001 dollars) 

Sales Tax Extension Half percent sales tax for $65 million annually 
transportation 

Additional Sales Tax Additional half percent $65 million annually 
sales tax for transportation for transportation 

Increased Parking Tax Increase current 25% parking $25 million annually 
tax to 35% and maintain to Muni 
existing shares (14% to 
General Fund, 14% to Muni, 
7% to Sr. Citizens Fund) 

Increased Parking Fines Increase current parking fines $13 million annually 
by 20% and maintain share to Muni 
dedicated to Muni 

Enhanced Transit Impact Expand the current TIDF to Additional $75 -$120 million 
Development Fee include all non-residential over the next twenty years 

boundaries development 
and expand the TIDF 

Parcel Tax Flat tax on each parcel of $17.5 million annually 
real property. 

City General Bonds supported by property varies 
Obligation Bonds tax revenues authorized 

by 2/3 vote of the electorate 

Joint Development Long-term ground or air varies 
rights leases on or over public 
property or facilities 

Congestion Pricing/Tolls Adjust bridge tolls to demand varies 
based on time of day; use 
to subsidize transit 

Increase Regional Increase base bridge toll for $22 million annually 
Bridge Tolls automobiles by $1 on state to West Bay transit operators 

owned Bay Area bridges 

Regional Gas Tax Impose a regional 10 cent $440 million to San 
per gallon gas tax Francisco over 20 years 

How Would We Pay for a Transit Expansion? Investing in our transit infrastructure is one 
of the smartest things the city can spend money on, but any way you look at it, it’s expensive. 
There are many potential sources for funding, with wide variation in political realism, 
magnitude of revenue, and impacts on the economy. Here’s a partial list. 

These in turn will be further devel­
oped and prioritized as part of Muni’s 
Capital Improvement Program and the 
Short Range Transit Plan, as well as 
through the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority’s (SFCTA) 
Countywide Transportation Plan. 

PRINCIPLES 
■ Integrate local and regional 

transit into a seamless transit 
network. A seamless transit network 
minimizes transfer wait times and 
coordinates scheduling with regional 
transit providers. As jobs become 

continued on page 4 

3 



 

  

“Muni’s Vision” from page 3 

more dispersed around the region, 
more San Franciscans will work out­
side the city and require connections 
to regional transit such as BART 
and Caltrain. 

■ Physically separate transit service 
from automobile traffic on major 
corridors by creating exclusive 
rights-of-way (ROW). Traffic 
congestion is a major source of delay 
for Muni, resulting in increased 
travel time and decreased reliability. 
Transit-only diamond lanes are 
often blocked by automobiles, and 
are not effective without constant 
enforcement. A physically separated 
right-of-way is more effective at 
allowing transit to stay on schedule. 
This means street space must be 
dedicated to transit use, and not 
shared with automobiles. 

■ Provide high-capacity, rapid 
transit-style service in major 
corridors. There are a number of 
major corridors in San Francisco 
that have high volumes of riders and 
that suffer from chronic capacity 
and reliability problems. This justi­
fies a greater investment in these 
corridors to establish high capacity 
rapid transit. This could be rail or 
rubber-tired transit in an exclusive 
right-of-way, surface or subway, 
with faster boarding and wider sta­
tion spacing. 

■ Upgrade transit service in incre­
ments as ridership builds and as 
funding becomes available. 
Because funding is limited and 
proposed projects cannot all be built 
at once, it is important to take 
incremental steps so that multiple 
corridors can be improved simultane­
ously. For example, building exclu­
sive right-of-way for Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT, described below) can 
be done as a first step, with light rail 
replacing BRT as more funds become 
available. 

TOOLBOX 
This toolbox describes potential incre­
mental steps for transit improvements. 

A Few Reason We Need Transit Expansion 

■	 Approximately 799,000 people live in San Francisco today, making it one of the 

densest cities in the United States. San Francisco’s daytime population, including 

workers and visitors, is estimated at 1.1 million people. The city has the lowest rate 

of car ownership in the Bay Area (0.54 per capita, compared with 0.75 in the region) 

and the lowest rate of vehicle miles traveled (9.8 miles traveled per person, compared 

with 18.8 region wide) (MTC). Thirty-one percent of San Francisco residents commute 

by transit, as opposed to 10% in the nine Bay Area counties (RIDES for Bay Area 

Commuters Commute Survey, 2001). 

■	 Many large projects are planned or under construction in the city: Mission Bay, a new 

Federal Office Building, developments on Piers 27-31, Piers 30-32 and Pier 70, a new 

Transbay Terminal, and Hunters Point Naval Shipyard. 

■	 San Francisco is projected to gain 102,800 jobs, for a total of about 731,000, by 2020. 

Jobs will be evenly distributed around the region—the Santa Clara cities together will 

have 1.3 million jobs and cities like Dublin, Fremont and Antioch are expected to see 

50% growth rates in employment. This will have a big impact on regional corridors, 

many of which are already at or near capacity. 

■	 Congestion on freeways and arterials will increase significantly over the next 25 years: 

while 5% of roadway facilities were beyond capacity in 1998, 15% are expected to be 

so in 2025. 

■	 Muni serves many intercounty trips today. 10% of BART’s morning riders are 

San Franciscans who take Muni to get to BART (BART Station Profile Study, 1998). 

Approximately 70% of Caltrain riders use Muni to reach their final destination 

from the Fourth and Townsend Caltrain terminal. These numbers will increase 

over time. 

All corridors discussed here need basic 
improvements, such as Transit 
Preferential Street treatments 
described below, but some conditions 
justify a more robust, higher capacity 
mode. Costs are expressed as general, 
per-mile estimates and do not include 
companion projects such as new stor­
age and maintenance facilities, new 
vehicles, and ongoing operating and 
maintenance costs. 

Transit Preferential Street (TPS) Treatments 

The TPS tool consists of a variety of 
low-to-medium cost treatments that 
speed transit vehicle flow. These can 
also be implemented individually but 
are more effective taken together. 
■ Signal Timing for Transit Vehicle 

Flow 
■ Signal Priority Systems 
■ Bus Bulbs (sidewalk extensions at 

bus stops) 
■ Boarding Islands 
■ Transit Lanes 
■ Exclusive Transit Right-of-Way 

■ Transit Stop Respacing and 
Relocation 

Cost per mile: $200,000 

Conversion to Trolley Coach/ 

Trolley Coach Extension 

Electric trolley coaches are rubber-
tired coaches that are powered electri­
cally from fixed overhead wires. 
Trolley coaches now generally operate 
in regular traffic, but can operate in an 
exclusive ROW with signal priority, or 
in a subway. Trolley coaches produce 
zero emissions and are particularly 
effective on steep grades. Currently, 
34% of Muni’s revenue hours are 
operated by trolley coach. Conversion 
of more lines to trolley coach opera­
tion is desirable because they are quiet, 
clean vehicles that enhance the quality 
of life in an urban setting. 
Cost per mile: $6.6 Million 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

BRT is rubber-tired vehicle operation 
configured to offer speeds and capacity 
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similar to rail transit, with exclusive 
travel lanes, limited stops, and signal 
pre-emption. Other characteristics 
include the use of low-floor transit 
vehicles, a prepaid fare system that 
expedites boarding, and stations that 
provide shelter and passenger informa­
tion. Because BRT vehicles are sepa­
rated from other vehicles and stop less 
frequently, travel time decreases. BRT 
is appropriate in corridors with high 
ridership where there is sufficient 
ROW to provide dedicated lanes. BRT 
does not require as much capital infra­
structure as surface light rail transit 
(LRT), and may serve as the first phase 
of implementing light rail transit. 
Cost per mile: $28 Million 

Surface Light Rail Transit (LRT) 

LRT on surface streets operates most 
efficiently in exclusive rights-of-way, 
where traffic is prohibited (possibly by 
a physical barrier) from traveling in the 
same lane as the transit vehicle but is 
allowed to cross at intersections. LRT 
ideally operates with signal preempts, 
allowing vehicles to travel relatively 
unimpeded from station to station. 
Exclusive rights-of-way may be located 
along the curb or down the center of 
the street. The majority of Muni’s 
LRT system runs on the surface, some 
of it in exclusive ROW, such as the 
N-Judah on the Embarcadero and 
parts of Judah Street. 
Cost per mile: $59 Million 

Subway Light Rail Transit (LRT) 

In addition to running on the surface, 
light rail can operate in subways in 
congested areas. LRT operation is 
most efficient in an exclusive right-of­
way with no conflicts with other vehi­
cles and pedestrians, where speed is 
maximized and train control can be 
automated. This is only possible in a 
grade-separated right-of-way, such as a 
subway. Muni currently operates five 
light rail lines with one- or two-car 
trains, but capacity can be increased to 
some extent at marginal cost by adding 
more cars to each train. LRT subways 
may also accommodate electric trolley 
as well as light rail. The cost of build­

ing a subway is justified where there is 
a high density of population, destina­
tions, and traffic, such as downtown. 
Cost per mile: $366 Million 

Other Tools 

This document focuses on physical 
infrastructure investments, but there 
are other tools that would help reduce 
travel time and provide a higher level 
of service to riders. 
■ Proof of Payment 
■ Express, limited, or skip-stop service 
■ Low-floor vehicles 
■ Real-time passenger information 

systems. 

THE CORRIDORS (as shown on 
the map on page one) 

Third Street-Chinatown 

This is the first of the Four Corridors 
(identified in the SFCTA’s 1995 plan) 
to be built. Construction began in 
2001, and the first trains will be in rev­
enue service in late 2004. The project 
will replace much of the current 15­
Third motor coach route with surface 
LRT, operating in exclusive right-of­
way except in the Bayview commercial 
core. Initially, Third Street trains will 
operate on the Muni Metro Extension 
on the Embarcadero north of the 
Caltrain Terminal, and into the Market 
Street subway. The Third Street LRT 
project will vastly improve the street 
with landscaping, lighting, and other 
urban design treatments. 

Phase 2 (Central Subway) is the next 
major investment for Muni. This phase 
of the project is partially funded and is 
scheduled to open in 2009. The Central 
Subway will take Third Street trains 
from Fourth and King into a subway 
through SOMA, under Market Street, to 
Union Square and Chinatown, serving 
many destinations and connecting to 
BART. The cost of the Third Street 
Light Rail and Central Subway, with a 
projected daily ridership of over 92,000, 
is $1.3 billion. 

Geary 

The four Geary bus routes together 
carry 50,000 riders on an average 

weekday and taken together, 
Richmond District ridership accounts 
for 112,000 rides, nearly 16% of 
Muni’s weekday ridership. Even with 
buses running every two minutes on 
Geary, in peak times, capacity is still 
insufficient. 

Geary has priority after the 
Central Subway. Geary would be 
surface light rail line in its own ROW 
from the ocean to Laguna, where there 
is enough width on the street for an 
exclusive transit ROW. The LRT 
would then go into a subway and 
terminate in the Financial District or 
at the Transbay Terminal. This new 
line would also require a new LRT 
maintenance and storage facility or a 
major expansion of Metro East (a new 
facility to be built on part of the Third 
Street project). 

This line would increase reliability 
by ensuring that auto traffic would 
not impede transit vehicles, particular­
ly in the most congested downtown 
portion of the corridor. Capacity 
would increase and travel time would 
decrease. Perhaps most importantly, 
the quality of service for riders would 
improve. 

Subway/Surface LRT from Pacific 
Ocean to Transbay Terminal: $1.7 Billion 

An intermediate phase for Geary 
would be BRT in a physically separated 
ROW, with major TPS improvements 
east of Van Ness. This would include 
timed signals and proof-of-payment. 

BRT from Pacific Ocean to Van Ness 
and TPS to Transbay Terminal: $346 
Million 

Van Ness-Mission 

Van Ness is one of the Four Corridors 
in the adopted SFCTA plan, and 
Muni’s vision is to have surface LRT in 
exclusive ROW on Van Ness. There 
are questions of how this line would fit 
into the existing route network and 
how it would connect with other lines 
and maintenance facilities. If the LRT 
line were extended into the Mission, 
the project would have to resolve 
right-of-way issues along Mission 

continued on page 6 
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Street, which is not as wide as Van 
Ness. 

Surface LRT from North Point to 
Daly City BART: $906 million 

A rapid bus transitway is in the 
planning stages for Van Ness Avenue 
between approximately 12th Street and 
Lombard Street, and could serve as a 
BRT precursor to LRT. The transit-
way could occupy the center of Van 
Ness Avenue and would separate buses 
from other traffic using raised medi­
ans, landscaping, and boarding plat­
forms. This option would require 
major TPS improvements along 
Mission Street. 

BRT on Van Ness and TPS on 
Mission: $435 Million 

As a first step, the 47-Van Ness 
bus should be electrified by extending 
the overhead wires at both ends of the 
route, allowing all-electric operation 
on Van Ness. In addition, the 14­
Mission bus should be extended to 
serve Daly City BART. 

Electrification of 47-Van Ness: $25 
Million 

Market Street 

Market Street is extremely transit-
rich—Muni Metro and BART run 
below grade, and the F-Market street­
car line and numerous bus lines 
operate on the surface. Congestion 
on Market results in reliability issues, 
particularly east of 5th Street. Many 
pedestrians, bicyclists, delivery vehi­
cles, taxis, and private transit vehicles 
also compete for space on the street. 
These delays reverberate throughout 
the system. 

Reducing delays to transit caused 
by autos can be done by diverting auto 
trips to other streets, and restoring 

transit-based signal timing. Capacity 
increases can be achieved by enhancing 
rail service in the subway or by adjust­
ing bus routes. 

BRT from Castro to the 
Embarcadero: $95 Million 

TPS treatments from Castro to 
the Embarcadero: $670,000 

Chinatown-North Beach-Marina 

North Beach and Chinatown are 
among the city’s densest neighbor­
hoods, with an average of 90 dwelling 
units per acre. Muni envisions extend­
ing the Central Subway further north 
from the planned terminal at 
Stockton/Clay in Chinatown, through 
North Beach and Fisherman’s Wharf. 
It could come to the surface and 
extend into the Marina on a surface 
alignment via Lombard or Chestnut, 
with a terminal at the Presidio. The 
subway could be built to accommodate 
trolley coaches as well as light rail. 

Subway/surface LRT from 
Stockton/Clay to the Presidio: $554 Million 

As a first step, this alignment 
needs the highest level of TPS treat­
ments, including physically separated 
ROW for the route numbers 30 and 
45 along their entire lengths, signal 
priority systems, and bus bulbs or 
boarding islands to speed boarding. 

TPS treatments from Stockton/ 
Market to the Presidio: $113 Million 

Fillmore-16th Street 

Fillmore-16th Street, currently served 
by the 22-Fillmore, is a major crosstown 
route, carrying almost 25,000 riders 
each weekday. Ultimately, this could 
be a surface light rail corridor with 
connections to the N, J, Market Street, 
and Third Street lines. There would 
be an issue with street width, since 
Fillmore has only one lane in each 

Rescue Muni’s Transit Expansion Proposal 

Working alongside staff at Muni, the city’s local transit advocacy group has 

been studying the need for a capital expansion. Rescue Muni has published 

a thoughtful paper about the future of Muni’s system, emphasizing less 

expensive, rapid bus lines in the short term, with a few new rail lines for the 

longer term. See www.rescuemuni.org for the organization’s official policy 

on service expansion. 

direction. 
Surface LRT from Marina Green to 

Third Street: $643 Million 
In the near term, a BRT-type 

service could be developed on 16th 
Street, where there is sufficient street 
width to accommodate an exclusive 
lane for buses, along with significant 
TPS improvements on Fillmore, 
including signal priority, bus bulbs, 
and prohibition of left turns at key 
intersections. 

TPS on Fillmore and BRT on 16th 
Street, including electrification on 16th 
Street: $88 Million 

Geneva-Ocean 

In the long run, this corridor would be 
best served by surface light rail in 
exclusive ROW. The K-line would 
continue to operate on Ocean and an 
extension of the Third Street LRT 
would operate on Geneva with a 
terminal at Balboa Park BART or 
Phelan Loop. 

Surface LRT from Bayshore/ Sunnydale 
to Balboa Park BART: $149 Million 

An interim step on Geneva would 
be to implement significant TPS measures 
such as stop respacing and signalizing 
intersections. The interim step will also 
include establishing exclusive ROW for 
the K-line on Ocean Avenue. 

TPS treatments from Junipero Serra 
to Bayshore/Sunnydale, including exclusive 
ROW for K-line: $51 Million 

19th Avenue-Park Presidio 

19th Avenue is the primary north-south 
artery in the western half of the city, 
and is appropriate for surface LRT. 
The alignment would follow the exist­
ing Muni 28 route, with a potential 
extension south to the airport. Exclusive 
rail ROW already exists between 
Eucalyptus and Junipero Serra. 

Surface LRT from Golden Gate 
Bridge to Daly City BART: $433 Million 

A more immediate improvement 
for this corridor is BRT with exclusive 
ROW, possibly extending to SFO. 
This line could be operated with 
suburban-style coaches. 

BRT from Golden Gate Bridge to 
Daly City BART: $239 Million 
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Potrero-San Bruno 

Potrero and San Bruno form a north-
south corridor between Mission and 
Third Street and include a number of 
residential neighborhoods as well as 
many commercial and industrial 
employment clusters. The 9-San Bruno 
Muni lines combined carry 38,000 rid­
ers per weekday. BRT is appropriate 
for Potrero Avenue but because San 
Bruno has only one lane in each direc­
tion, that part of the corridor requires 
significant TPS treatments. 

BRT on Potrero and TPS on San 
Bruno: $42 Million 

A first phase would be electrifica­
tion of the 9-San Bruno, since almost 
half of the route has already been wired. 

Electrification of 9-San Bruno: $56 
Million 

The Embarcadero 

Muni’s vision for the Embarcadero 
is to extend light rail service along 
the northern edge, from Fisherman’s 
Wharf to Fort Mason and the 
Presidio, through the Fort Mason 
tunnel. This could be an extension 
of the North Beach-Marina light rail 
line or the F-Market historic streetcar. 

LRT from Fisherman’s Wharf to 
Presidio: $111 Million 

A short-term project is implemen­
tation of the E-line service, which 
would enable continuous rail service 
from Caltrain to Fisherman’s Wharf 
along the Embarcadero. In order to 
operate the E-line, a number of issues 
must be resolved, such as sufficient 
maintenance capacity, procurement of 
an adequate number of historic vehi­
cles, and operating and capital funding. 
The primary capital cost is for design 
and construction of terminal improve­
ments on the southern end. 

E-line (terminal loop): $11 Million 

SOMA (Folsom/Harrison) 

Muni recently implemented major 
changes to improve SOMA service in 
this rapidly developing area. At least 
nine Muni routes pass through SOMA 
in all directions, and east-west streets 
are useful as Market by-pass routes. A 
clear trunk line for SOMA would 

continued on page 8 

Extending vintage trolley service to Fort Mason through the existing tunnel is one option 
for expanding transit along the Embarcadero. See also “E Line to Fort Mason,” page 15. 
Photo montage courtesy of The Market Street Railway. 

This image shows what a dedicated rapid busway on Van Ness Avenue might look like. 
Because a busway can move so many more people per hour than buses and autos mixed in 
the same lanes, this idea is perhaps the only realistic short term way to increase capacity in 
the corridor. Photo montage courtesy of David Vasquez, Rescue Muni 

A light rail line down Geary Boulevard would utilize the extra-wide street width to give Muni 
its own, super-fast right of way, while making streetscape improvements to improve the 
walking environment for pedestrians. Photo montage courtesy of David Vasquez, Rescue Muni 
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“Muni’s VIsion” from page 7 

improve service for passengers in this 
corridor. Folsom Street is the logical 
route, since it is midway between 
Market and King Streets, and it should 
allow two-way BRT operation. This 
would protect transit vehicles from 
added congestion. The Department 
of City Planning is also considering 
the possibility of converting Folsom 
to a two-way street. Folsom can thus 
be transformed into a transit and 
pedestrian street, rather than an auto-
dominated street. 

BRT from the Embarcadero to 16th 
Street: $71 Million 

Hunters Point (Evans-Innes) 

Bayview/Hunters Point is now seeing a 
large transit investment with the Third 
Street Light Rail Project. In the com­
ing years, additional need for transit 
investment is anticipated due to 
planned development in the Hunters 
Point Naval Shipyard, which could 
generate up to 10,000 trips per day. 

When the shipyard and neighbor­
ing areas are developed, this corridor 
would be best served by BRT in the 
Evans/Innes corridor, possibly connect­
ing to Cesar Chavez and the 24th Street 
BART station or to Civic Center. This 
would allow connections to the Third 
Street LRT, the Potrero-San Bruno 
BRT line, and Mission Street. 

BRT from Innes/Donohue to Cesar 
Chavez/Mission: $130 Million 

Depending on the timing of new 
development, the 19-Polk could 
become a major trunk line with TPS 
treatments, rerouted to be more fre­
quent and more direct to the Civic 
Center area. 

TPS on 19-Polk route: $3.6 Million 
The 19-Polk could also be con­

verted to electric trolley operation in 
the short term. 

Electrification of 19-Polk: $119 Million 

EXISTING RAIL CORRIDORS: 
JUDAH, TARAVAL, CHURCH, 
OCEANVIEW AND INGLESIDE 
These routes have the highest rider­
ship in the system and require special 

treatment to improve service for pas- K (St. Francis Circle 
sengers and to take advantage of the to Green Terminal) $0.5M 
substantial investment in rail. The L (West Portal to 
majority of existing rail service is on Wawona/46th Avenue) $1.2M 
surface streets in mixed flow. Although 

M (St. Francis Circletraffic is not as heavy as it is down-
to Green Terminal) $1.6Mtown, many of these routes have all-

way stop signs that add running time, N (Duboce Portal 
to La Playa) $0.7Mas well as turning movements and 

parking regulations that interfere with SPUR is very pleased to present this 
transit movement. Rail vehicles are summary of Muni’s visionary transit 
particularly prone to delays due to expansion plan. The improvements made 
automobile interference, since they at Muni in the last two years give us 
cannot maneuver around obstacles. confidence that Muni can implement this 

All rail corridors should be protect- plan professionally and efficiently.  The 
ed with exclusive ROW and other TPS details of each of the corridors still need to 
treatments: boarding islands at all stops, be worked out as well as in the rest of the 
conversion of all-way stops to signalized system between the 12 priority corridors. 
intersections with priority for transit, and We call on the residents of San Francisco 
signal priority or grade crossing protec- to work with Muni in the spirit of positive 
tion for M-line to cross 19th Avenue at cooperation, and to begin to plan on how 
Eucalyptus. Ultimately, the M-line could to pay for it. The price is high, but the 
be grade-separated from St. Francis cost of not making these needed capital 
Circle to 19th and Junipero Serra. expenditures is much higher. ✹ 

TPS Treatments for: 

J (Duboce Portal to 
30th Street) $0.5M 

new members as of 12/4/01 

Business Members James Ensign Deb McCay 
SF DPW Bureau of Brooke Facente Louis Merlin
 

Architecture Roger Gordon Steven Merrill
 
(Mark Dorian) Matthew Gray Matthew Morrin
 

Howard S. Wright Marshall Haines Ronald Morrison
 
Construction Co. Robert Harrison Lisa Mullikin
 
(Leanne Pashkovl) Jim Heid Heather Neff
 

Steefel, Levitt & Weiss Richard Hilton & Dennis Paoletti
 
(Timothy Tosta) Sandra O’Malley Brian Phipps
 

Ahmed Hussein Susie Poliwka 
Individual Members Irma Jarvenpaa Michelle Ponce 
Peter Arnstein Herbert Jeong James D. Porter 
Andrew Barnes Wanda J. Jones Jen Posner 
Martie Bolinger Pepper Karansky Conant Radcliffe 
Mary Breuer Valerie Kazanjian Jeannette Redensek 
Dianne & Jeff Cerf Michael Burns Keating, Jr. Seema Sairam 
Robert Champlain Michael Kelly Robert Brook Sutton 
Ilse Cordoni Debra Lehtone Victor Vallejo 
Robert Couly Mark Loughnan Ali Vieira & Kathy Philips 
Kathleen Diohep Timothy Lucey Maggie Visser 
Scott Edmonson Steven Ma R. Wallace Wertsch 
Richard Endres James Mathias Andy Yan 
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APPENDIX A  SAN FRANCISCO TRANSIT POLICIES 

CITY PLANNING POLICIES 
Excerpts from General Plan Transportation Element 

6SHFLÀF�3ROLFLHV 

OBJECTIVE 11 
ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE 
OF TRANSPORTATION IN SAN FRANCISCO AND AS 
A MEANS THROUGH WHICH TO GUIDE FUTURE 
DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY 
AND AIR QUALITY. 

POLICY 11.1 
Maintain and improve theTransit Preferential Streets program 
to make transit more attractive and viable as a primary means 
of travel. 

The Transit Preferential Streets program includes measures to 
improve transit vehicle speeds and to minimize the restraints 
of traffic on transit operations. 

POLICY 11.2 
Continue to favor investment in transit infrastructure and 
services over investment in highway development and other 
facilities that accommodate the automobile. 

Every decision to direct expenditures toward improving 
congestion and parking conditions should first consider the 
improvement of transit operations. 

POLICY 11.3 
Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use 
with transit service, requiring that developers address transit 
concerns as well as mitigate traffic problems. 

POLICY 11.4 
Encourage the development of one or more multi-service 
transportation outlets at transit-accessible locations for the sale 
of transit fare instruments and the provision of other kinds 
of trip information. 

Convenience should be the primary factor in locating and 
operating the multi-service center. Transit patrons should be 
able to use the center without having to exit or enter fare gates, 
and transit fare instruments should be made available for all 
modes of transit.” 

OBJECTIVE 20 
GIVE FIRST PRIORITY TO IMPROVING TRANSIT 
SERVICE THROUGHOUT THE CITY, PROVIDING A 
CONVENIENT AND EFFICIENT SYSTEM AS A 
PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE TO AUTOMOBILE USE. 

In order to encourage residents, commuters, and visitors to 
switch their travel modes away from the automobile, we must 
improve transit service to make it a preferred alternative. 
Improvements to the existing system can be implemented at 
a relatively low cost, however, such improvements are often 
resisted due to real or perceived negative impact on parking 
or traffic circulation. For this reason, transit improvements 
should be based on a rational street classification system in 
which all transportation functions of the street network are 
analyzed, and only certain streets or locations are designated 
“transit preferential.” Transit preferential streets (TPS) should 
be established along major transit routes, and general traffic 
should be routed away from these streets wherever possible. 

In certain locations pedestrian’ needs must also be addressed 
in transit system improvements. This is important near major 
activity centers and interline transfer points. For this reason 
“transit centers” should be established as part of the transit 
preferential streets (TPS) system where pedestrian safety, ac­
cessibility, and circulation needs are addressed, and transit in­
formation and minimum passenger amenities are provided. 

POLICY 20.1 
Give priority to transit vehicles based on a rational classifica­
tion system of transit preferential streets. 

TheTPS classification system should consider themulti-modal 
functions of the street, the existing and potential levels of tran­
sit service and ridership, and the existing transit infrastructure. 
Through street classification, transit preferential treatments 
should be concentrated on the most important transit streets, 
and the treatments applied should respond to all transporta­
tion needs of the street. For example, on streets that are major 
arterials for transit and not for automobile traffic, treatments 
should emphasize transit priority. On streets that are major 
arterials for both transit and automobiles, treatments should 
emphasize a balance between the modes, emphasizing the 
movement of people and goods rather than vehicles. This 
method ensures that transit preferential treatments are applied 
in the most efficient and cost effective manner.” 
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Building on a Tradition of Alternatives to 
the Automobile 
A balanced, multi-modal transportation system, including 
public transit, ridesharing, automobiles, bicycles and pedestri­
ans, is necessary not only for a high quality of life, but also to 
maintain the economic well-being of the community.Without 
this balance, the congestion, pollution and scale of develop­
ment oriented to the automobile instead of human beings 
would take their toll on the viability and renowned character 
of San Francisco’s commercial and residential districts. They 
could also result in the penalties that may be assessed by re­
gional governmental agencies such as the Air Quality District 
when these conditions are not brought into compliance with 
established standards. 

In this respect, San Francisco’s traditional reliance on walking, 
public transportation and other modes for both work and 
non-work trips has paid off. San Francisco has a considerable 
and comprehensive variety of transportation alternatives, and 
commercial and residential districts well-known for their at­
tractiveness and agreeable, walkable character. The amount 
of land and resources that are devoted to accommodating 
the automobile is much lower than in other communities 
in California, allowing for a downtown whose accessibility, 
compactness and efficiency of land uses and services contribute 
greatly to its market strength. 

In 1992, surveys of automobile and transit use in San Francisco 
showed the city, unique among all other cities in the Bay Area, 
was in compliance with the standards set by the Air Quality 
District for 1999. Therefore, the District determined that 
San Francisco did not need to develop either a trip reduction 
ordinance or additional employer programs to reduce automo­
bile commuting, saving the city and its large employers from 
costs and penalties that would have otherwise applied. The 
air quality in San Francisco and the nine-county Bay Area has 
been maintained above all applicable federal standards of pol­
lutants, such that in 1995 the Bay Area became the only large 
metropolitan area in California to be designated as an Attain­
ment Region by the Environmental Protection Agency. This 
designation removes the threat of relevant federal sanctions 
in San Francisco and the Bay Area, removes administrative 
burdens on its industries, and relieves them from imposition 
of more extreme emission controls. 

The long-standing transportation policies of San Francisco 
must be reviewed and updated as the city continues to be 
shaped by technology, economics, demography and natural 
forces. Nevertheless, these policies have served the city well, 
and helped position the city and region as a model for other 

metropolitan areas to emulate. Clearly, the future of the high 
quality of life and strong market appeal of doing business in 
San Francisco depends on the success of maintaining and en­
hancing its balanced, multi-modal transportation system…” 

Transit First 
The Transit First policy is aimed at restoring balance to a 
transportation system long dominated by the automobile, 
and improving overall mobility for all residents and visitors 
when reliance chiefly on the automobile would result in severe 
transportation deficiencies. It encourages multi-modalism, the 
use of transit and other alternatives to the single-occupant 
vehicle as modes of transportation, and gives priority to the 
maintenance and expansion of the local transit system and the 
improvement of regional transit coordination. 
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SFCTA COUNTYWIDE PLAN SUMMARY 
Source: http://www.sfcta.org/cwtp.htm 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
Countywide Plan 

DRAFT 2004DRAFT 2004 


COUNTYWIDECOUNTYWIDE
 

TRANSPORTATION PLANTRANSPORTATION PLAN
 
��8&0-'� )9-):��5%*7� 

Public Workshop 

May 13, 2004 

� 

�-6735<�3*��0%2��)9)0341)27
 

",)��3827<:-()��0%2�:%6�()9)034)(�&%6)(�32�%� 
7,5))�4532+)(�675%7)+<�-2'08(-2+� 

1 430-'<�67))5-2+�'311-77))6 

1 ")',2-'%0�:35/-2+�+53846 

1 �31182-7<�:35/6,346 

�8&0-'�3875)%',�%2(�-2487�,%6�'31)�*531�%�:-()� 
%55%<�3*�!%2��5%2'-6'3�35+%2-=%7-326� 

AAA Japantown Task Force 

Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center (BHNC); League of Conservation Voters
 

Chinatown TRIP Northeast Mission Business Association (NEMIB);
 
Transportation and Land Use

Chinese Chamber of Commerce North of the Panhandle Neighborhood Association Coalition 
Coalition for SF Neighborhoods Outer Mission Residents Association Transportation for a Livable 
Cow Hollow Neighbors in Action and the Lyon Planning Association of the Richmond (PAR) City 
Corridor; Rescue MUNI Visitation Valley Planning 
District 7 Advisory Council Alliance 

SF Chamber of Commerce 
District 11 Council Yerba Buena Alliance 

SPUR 
Greater West Portal Neighborhood Association SF Tomorrow 
Harvey Milk Democratic Club Sunset Heights Association 
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) � 
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SFCTA COUNTYWIDE PLAN SUMMARY 
Source:  http://www.sfcta.org/cwtp.htm 

�,%47)5 
���0%2�$-6-32�%2(��3%06 

´7KH�3ODQ·V�YLVLRQ�LV�WR�GHYHORS�VDIH��HIILFLHQW��DQG�DWWUDFWLYH�WUDQVSRUWDWLRQ� 
FKRLFHV IRU�DOO�XVHUV�LQ�D�ZD\�WKDW�FXOWLYDWHV�WKH�&LW\·V�GLYHUVH�HFRQRP\�ZKLOH� 
SURWHFWLQJ�LWV�FHOHEUDWHG�TXDOLW\�RI�OLIH�µ 

7KH�PDMRU�JRDOV�RI�WKH�&RXQW\ZLGH�7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ�3ODQ�DUH�WR� 
�	 Support economic vitality by facilitating local and regional accessibility and efficient 

movement of people and goods. 

�	 Promote safety and security for all people sharing the streets by reducing conflicts, 

accidents, and seismic vulnerability 

�	 Support community vitality by supporting good land use planning, improving 

neighborhood access and enhancing neighborhood livability 

�	 Ensure equity in transportation investments through a broad distribution of benefits 

among all city residents and developing affordable modes of transportation, such as 

transit, walking and cycling. 

�	 Sustain environmental quality by promoting transit and non-motorized modes, 

conversion to clean technologies and urban beautification. 

�	 Make wise investments in our transportation system through the cost-effective use of 

funds; leveraging outside funds; and promoting efficient program delivery. 

� 

� 

�85�675))7�2)7:35/��7,)�%5)%�*531�4534)57<�0-2)�73�4534)57<� 
0-2)��-6�32)�3*�!%2��5%2'-6'3?6�1367�-14357%27�48&0-'� 
%66)76��� 

�85�675))7�6<67)1�-6�� 

�,%47)5�����;-67-2+��32(-7-326 

A Large Area - about 
30% of the total SF 
land area of San 
Francisco! 

A Grid Layout, allowing 
for the most efficient 
access and route choices 

Pedestrian scale 

A major public open 
space resource 

Multi-modal in 
transportation function 
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San Francisco is expected to see 
strong household and job growth 
over the next 25 yrs. 

7KH�FLW\·V�SRSXODWLRQ�LV�JHWWLQJ� 
older; more attractive and safer 
transit and pedestrian options are 
needed. 

As wealth increases, motor 
vehicle ownership will rise, 
particularly for households with 
3+ vehicles. 
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SFCTA COUNTYWIDE PLAN SUMMARY 
Source:  http://www.sfcta.org/cwtp.htm 
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Strong transit mode
 
Share growth by 

2025
 

Mode 2000 Base 2025 Base % Growth 

62.2% 60.9% -2.1% 

Transit 17.2% 19.5% 13.4% 

Walk 19.7% 18.8% -5.0% 

Bike 0.9% 0.9% -2.1% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 

MODE SHARE CHANGES: 

Now and the Future Without the Plan 

All Trips 

����
��
����������� 

�
����������
����� 
���
���
�
�������� 

Auto 54.2% 54.4% 0.3% 

Transit 16.4% 16.2% -1.6% 

Walk 28.3% 28.4% 0.4% 

Bike 1.0% 1.0% -1.2% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 

Mode 2000 Base 2025 Base % Growth 

MODE SHARE CHANGES: 

Now and the Future Without the Plan 

Internal Trips 

Auto 

� 

Chapter 3: Needs and Opportunities 


Why is Transit Losing Ground within San Francisco? 

��033/�%7��873��)1%2(�%2(�"5%26-7��)5*351%2')� )9)%06� 

� 7UDQVLW�WUDYHO�WLPHV� 
DUH��[�$XWR�WUDYHO� 
WLPHV������VSHHG 

� ,QFUHDVLQJ�KRXVHKROG� 
ZHDOWK�LV�IXHOLQJ� 
GHPDQG�IRU�DXWRV 

� 7UDQVLW�RSWLRQV�DUH� 
FRPSHWLWLYH�LQ�WHUPV�RI�� 
FRQQHFWLYLW\��UHOLDELOLW\� 
DQG�FRPIRUW� 

� 
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Chapter 4: Investment Plan 
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� &ORVLQJ�*DSV�LQ�7UDYHO�7LPHV�
 
EHWZHHQ�7UDQVLW�DQG�$XWR
 

� *LYLQJ�/DQH�3ULRULW\�WR�%XVHV�DQG�
 
/LJKW�5DLO�
 

� )XUWKHU�'HYHORSLQJ�7UDQVLW��%LNH�
 
DQG�3HGHVWULDQ�1HWZRUNV
 

� 6PRRWKLQJ�RXW�WUDIILF�IORZ�ZLWK�
 
VLJQDO�FRRUGLQDWLRQ
 

� ,PSURYLQJ�5HJLRQDO�&RQQHFWLRQV 


 

Major Transportation Corridors 

*HDU\�&RUULGRU 

0LVVLRQ� 
&RUULGRU 

+DLJKW�2DN�)HOO� 
&RUULGRU 

0DUNHW�3RUWROD� 
&RUULGRU 

3UG 6WUHHW 
&RUULGRU 

19WK $YHQXH� 
&RUULGRU 

*HQHYD�2FHDQ� 
&RUULGRU 

/RPEDUG�'R\OH 
'ULYH�&RUULGRU 

9DQ�1HVV� 
&RUULGRU 

Chapter 4: Investments and Performance
 

Streets & Traffic Safety 24.6% 
- Bicycle and Pedestrian 
- Street Resurfacing 
- Signals and Signs 
- Major Capital Projects 

�&�'��.)!' %,-*!+��/���,!#(*/ 

Transit 
65.5% 
- MUNI 
- BART  
- Caltrain 
- Ferries 

Paratransit 8.6% 

Strategic Initiatives 1.3% 
- Parking Management 
- Transportation / Land    
Use Coordination 
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Major Transit Projects 26% 

New Streets & Traffic 
Signals, Bicycle & 
Pedestrian Projects 10% 

Paratransit & Other 10% 
Maintenance of Streets & Traffic Signals 14% 

Transit 
Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation 
40% 

1 �44539)(�:-7,����� 
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SFCTA COUNTYWIDE PLAN SUMMARY 
Source:  http://www.sfcta.org/cwtp.htm 

�� 

CWTP/New Expenditure Plan Projects 

Draft 2004 Countywide Transportation Plan: Highlights 
Chapter 4: Investments and Performance 

Mode Split 
�	 The Plan reverses the 


mode share decline
 

Mobility 
Auto 54.4% 53.7% -1.2% 

Transit 16.2% 17.0% 4.9% 

Mode 2025 Base 2025 Plan % Grow th 

MODE SHARE CHANGES: 

With and Without the Plan 

Internal Trips 

�	 The Plan improves 

the travel time, 

reliability and appeal 

of transit
 

9Accessibility 
9Environment 
9Equity 

Mode 2000 Base 2025 Plan % Grow th 

Auto 62.1% 60.4% -2.8% 

Transit 17.2% 20.1% 16.8% 

MODE SHARE CHANGES: 

Before and After 

All Trips 

�� 
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Chapter 5: Strategic Policy Initiatives
 

!75%7)+-'�-2-7-%7-9)6�'%2�,)04�73�-2'5)%6)�7,)�)**)'7-9)2)66�3*� 
40%22)(�-29)671)276� 

¾	 Coordinate transportation investments with land use 
by prioritizing transit investments in high population/job density 
corridors. 

¾	 'HYHORS� WKH� FLW\·V� PXOWL�PRGDO� QHWZRUN� E\� building out the 
transit, bike and pedestrian network. 

¾	 Promote the role of streets as public places and open spaces. 
¾	 Broaden and strengthen Transportation Demand 

Management HIIRUWV��LQFOXGLQJ�VPDUWHU�SDUNLQJ�PDQDJHPHQW� 
FLW\ZLGH 

¾	 Support neighborhood-scale planning and projects 
throughout the city. 

�� 

Draft 2004 Countywide Transportation Plan: Highlights 
Chapter 6: Implementation 

7KH�&:73�LV�D�OLYLQJ�GRFXPHQW�WKDW�ZLOO�EH�XSGDWHG�HYHU\��� 
\HDUV�± XQWLO�WKHQ��ZH�ZLOO�LPSOHPHQW�WKH�3ODQ�WKURXJK�WKH� 
IROORZLQJ�DFWLYLWLHV� 

� ,GHQWLI\�QHZ�VRXUFHV�RI�IXQGLQJ�/HJLVODWLYH�$GYRFDF\ 

� 'HYHORS��� DQG���� \HDU�)XQGLQJ�3ODQV� 

� ,PSURYH�SODQQLQJ�WRROV�DQG�PHFKDQLVPV�IRU�DJHQF\� 
FRRUGLQDWLRQ 

� &RQGXFW�V\VWHP�SHUIRUPDQFH�PRQLWRULQJ�DQG�HYDOXDWLRQ 

� $GYRFDWH�&:73�SROLFLHV�LQ�WKH�XSFRPLQJ������5HJLRQDO� 
7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ�3ODQ 

� &DUU\�RXW�FRUULGRU�VWXGLHV��QHLJKERUKRRG�SODQV��DQG�SLORW� 
SURMHFWV �� 
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SFCTA COUNTYWIDE PLAN SUMMARY 
Source:  http://www.sfcta.org/cwtp.htm 

�	 

Draft 2004 Countywide Transportation Plan: Highlights 
Approval Process and Schedule 

CWTP 

Public 

Workshop 

05/13/04 

Public 

Comments 

Due 

06/18/04 

Present 

Revised 

Draft CWTP 

to CAC 

06/23/04 

2004 San Francisco Countywide Transportation 

Plan Public Review and Approval Process 

Present Draft 

CWTP to Plans 

& Programs 

Committee 

07/13/04 

Present 

Draft CWTP 

to Authority 

Board 

07/20/04 
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7HUP� 'HÀQLWLRQ 
Breda light rail vehicle Light rail vehicles used by MUNI Metro (e.g., the 

N-Judah) 

BRT 
Bus Rapid Transit 

Bus rapid transit.  BRT is not a precisely defined techni­
cal term.  It commonly means dramatically upgraded 
bus service that operates in its own right-of-way (i.e., 
separated from other traffic), has stations instead of 
stops, has level boarding (like subways), and prepaid 
boarding. 

Bulb-out An extension of the sidewalk into the street, creating 
a larger area for transit shelters and wider sidewalks.  
These improve pedestrian access around transit stops, 
shorten the distance pedestrians have to walk between 
corners, tend to reduce traffic speeds near intersec­
tions, and allow buses to load passengers without 
pulling off the road. 

Cost effectiveness Cost effectiveness is the cost per passenger trip.  More 
precisely, it is the amount of money a transit agency 
spends to provide its service (either as a system or a 
particular mode of travel, such as bus or rail) divided 
by the total number of passenger trips.  This only takes 
into account what it costs to provide the service, and 
does not deduct fare revenues from the cost of provid­
ing the service. 
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7HUP�	 'HÀQLWLRQ 
Cost efficiency	 Cost efficiency is the cost to provide one hour of transit 

service. 

CEQA	 California Environmental Quality Act.  CEQA is 
a California law that sets forth a process for public 
agencies to make informed decisions on discretionary 
project approvals. The process aids decision makers 
in determining whether any environmental impacts 
are associated with a proposed project. It requires 
environmental impacts associated with a proposed 
project to be eliminated or reduced, and that air 
quality mitigation measures have been implemented. 
(www.energy.ca.gov/lng/glossary.html ) 

CMA	 Congestion Management Agency.  A countywide agency 
responsible for preparing and implementing a county’s 
Congestion Management Program. In San Francisco, 
the CMA is the San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority. 

DPT	 Department of Parking and Traffic, a part of the 
MTA. 

DPW	 Department of Public Works – the DPW provides 
services ranging from cleaning, repairing, and maintain­
ing city streets and sewers, to greening the City’s urban 
landscape, to designing and managing construction of 
public facilities. 

Fare box recovery ratio	 The proportion of operating expenses covered by pas­
senger fares.  This is calculated by dividing fare box 
revenue by total operating expenses.  It can be calculated 
for an entire transit system, or for each mode (e.g., bus, 
rail, cable car) that it operates. 

Fast Pass	 The monthly pass for riders of Muni 

Headway	 The scheduled time interval between any two revenue 
vehicles (buses, LRVs, trolleys, etc.) operating in the 
same direction on a route. 

Lifeline service	 The Lifeline Transportation Program, funded by the 
MTC and administered by County CMAs, supports 
community-based transportation projects to improve 
mobility for low-income residents of the nine San 
Francisco Bay Area counties. 
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Lifeline Fast Pass	 A $35 discounted monthly pass available to low in­

come individuals who are also eligible for a variety of 
programs including SSI, Food Stamps, etc. 

Low floor	 A term describing vehicles such as buses, trolleys, and 
trams where the passenger compartment floor is consid­
erably lower than that of traditional models. Vehicles of 
this type have a stepless entry and usually have an area 
without seating next to at least one of the doors where 
wheelchairs can be parked. In addition to improving ac­
cessibility, low floors also allow fully-mobile passengers 
to board more quickly, and can improve overall travel 
speeds. 

LRT/LRV	 Lightweight passenger rail cars operating singly (or in 
Light Rail Transit	 short, usually two-car, trains) on fixed rails in right-of-
Light Rail Vehicle	 way not separated from other traffic for much of the 

way. Typical LRT includes streetcars; in San Francisco, 
the streetcars and the Muni Metro are light rail. Light 
rail vehicles are driven electrically with power being 
drawn from an overhead electric line via a trolley or a 
pantograph. The vehicles used to operate this service 
are called Light Rail Vehicles (LRV) 

Mode split	 The proportion of all trips that are made on the vari­
ous modes of transportation, whether walking, biking, 
public transit, car, and so on. 

MTA	 Municipal Transportation Agency. The MTA Board 
of Directors governs the Municipal Transportation 
Agency, which oversees the San Francisco Municipal 
Railway (Muni) and the Department of Parking and 
Traffic (DPT). 

MTC	 Metropolitan Transportation Commission. The MTC 
is the transportation planning, coordinating, and fi­
nancing agency for the nine-county San Francisco Bay 
Area. 

NextBus	 A commercial computer system that tracks the location 
of transit vehicles, and transmits information about 
the predicted arrival time of the next few vehicles at a 
particular stop.  This information can be accessed via 
the internet, cell phone, or displayed at transit stops/sta­
tions. 

Productivity	 For transit systems, productivity is the number of pas­
sengers carried for every bus-hour of service provided 
(i.e., every hour a transit vehicle operates to pick up 
passengers). 
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Proposition E	 Approved by voters in 1999, Proposition E added Ar­

ticle VIIIA to the San Francisco Charter. Proposition E 
established the MTA, prescribed its powers and duties, 
and mandated performance goals and measurements 
for MUNI. See the Appendix for the full text. 

Pulsed hubs	 A transit hub serving two or more services, where service 
is timed to allow efficient timed transfers.  These are 
typically used for transit systems that have relatively 
low service frequency (e.g., Golden Gate Transit). 

Queue jump	 Elevated ramps or at-grade lanes that can be used by 
transit vehicles to bypass congestion at traffic signal and, 
in some cases, receive more effective signal priority at 
signals. 

SFCTA	 San Francisco County Transportation Authority. The 
SFCTA administers and oversees the delivery of the 
Proposition K (Prop K) half-cent local transportation 
sales tax program and New Expenditure Plan, which 
identifies transportation improvements to be funded 
from the extension of the existing half-cent transporta­
tion sales tax. 

TIDF	 Transit Impact Development Fee.  Enacted in 1981, 
the TIDF attempts to recover the cost of carrying ad­
ditional employees into downtown via public transit by 
capturing fees on office development on a square foot 
basis at the time the development is occupied. TIDF 
does not apply to the many other land uses that operate 
downtown, including hotels, entertainment venues, and 
retail space. 

Transit First Policy	 Article XVI of the San Francisco Charter, the Transit 
First Policy articulates the City’s commitment to pro­
moting and prioritizing transit, walking, and bicycling 
as an attractive alternative to travel by private automo­
bile. See the Appendix for the full text. 

Transit mode share	 The percent of all trips within a designated area made 
on transit.  In other words, public transit’s share of the 
mode split. 
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