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AGENDA

▪ Update on Progress to Date

▪ Phase I Survey Results

▪ Corridor Analysis Results

▪ Next Steps
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PROGRESS TO DATE

▪ Task 1: Project Management

̶ Ongoing coordination

▪ Task 2: Review and Assess Previously 
Completed Plans and Capital Projects
̶ Completed

▪ Task 3: Baseline Corridor Assessment 
and Prioritization
̶ Analyzed existing conditions

̶ Identified 12 potential priority segments

̶ Evaluated, weighted, and scored all 12
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PROJECT SCOPE AND SCHEDULE OVERVIEW

▪ Task 4: Concept Design

̶ Upcoming task

▪ Task 5: Public Engagement 

̶ Completed Phase I outreach

̶ Completed Phase I survey

̶ Completed Draft Phase I survey report
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PHASE I SURVEY
Results and Key Takeaways



PHASE I SURVEY REVIEW

▪ Outreach and Engagement
̶ Five pop-up events

̶ Two webinars

̶ Press releases, emails, 
stakeholder assistance, and 
social media

▪ Metroquest Survey
̶ Asked about user experience 

and travel behavior

̶ Asked about transportation 
preferences (tradeoffs)

̶ Mapping exercise
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PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS

▪ 836 total respondents
̶ Good geographic 

distribution

̶ More respondents in areas 
with denser populations

̶ Troy residents provided 
strong response after 
direct email

̶ Uptick in participation after 
Mayor’s Instagram post

̶ Demographically the 
respondents closely match 
the region as a whole
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PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS

▪ Frequency of Bus Trips
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PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS

▪ Purpose of Trips
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PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS

▪ Existing Service

̶ Coverage, Span, 
Frequency

̶ Speed

̶ Timeliness, Congestion
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PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS

▪ Existing Service

̶ Coverage, Span, 
Frequency

̶ Speed

̶ Timeliness, Congestion
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PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS

▪ Existing Service

̶ Coverage, Span, 
Frequency

̶ Speed

̶ Timeliness, Congestion
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PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS

▪ Transportation 
Preferences

̶ Intersections

̶ Road Priorities

̶ Spending

̶ Transit
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PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS

▪ Transportation 
Preferences

̶ Intersections

̶ Road Priorities

̶ Spending

̶ Transit

CDTC BUS LANE FEASIBILITY STUDY 15

11.14%12.17% 16.13% 23.31% 37.24%

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00% 70.00% 80.00% 90.00% 100.00%

Road Priorities

Far Left Left Neutral Right Far Right

Maintain 
parking 
or more 
parking

Remove 
parking 
or reduce 
parking 
time for 
bus lanes



PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS

▪ Transportation 
Preferences

̶ Intersections

̶ Road Priorities

̶ Spending

̶ Transit
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PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS

▪ Transportation 
Preferences

̶ Intersections

̶ Road Priorities

̶ Spending

̶ Transit
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PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS

▪ Map Exercise

̶ Slow Buses / Congestion 
Issue

̶ Intersection Delay Issue

̶ Unsafe Conditions Near 
Bus Stops

̶ Improve Bus Stops
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PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS

▪ Map Exercise

̶ Slow Buses / Congestion 
Issue

̶ Intersection Delay Issue

̶ Unsafe Conditions Near 
Bus Stops

̶ Improve Bus Stops

̶ Improve Access
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PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS

▪ Key Findings
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CORRIDORS ANALYSIS
Evaluation, Weighting, Ranking



STUDY CORRIDORS

▪ Identified locations with the following conditions:

̶ More than 4 buses per hour

̶ Relatively low speeds

̶ Relatively high throughput

▪ Also considered:

̶ Number of routes served

̶ Land use and roadway cross section

̶ Looked at both pre-COVID and during COVID data
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STUDY CORRIDORS EVALUATION

▪ Analysis

̶ Transit Score: Passenger and Bus Delay

̶ Equity Score: Densities within a ¼ mile of the corridor of:

 Persons with Disabilities 

 Minority Populations

 Low-income Households

 Low-wage Jobs

 Zero-car Households

 Renter-occupied Households

̶ Land Use Score: Current and future (2030) population and employment density
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STUDY CORRIDORS EVALUATION

▪ Analysis

̶ Commuter Score: Number of Park & Rides and commuters

̶ Existing Investment Score: Serves existing or planned BRT, has existing 
TSP/Queue Jumps

̶ Qualitative Assessments

 “Feasibility filter” based on roadway width, number of lanes, parking, intersections

 Geographic diversity that incorporates other issues/typologies/regional pilots

 Public/stakeholder input
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NEXT STEPS
NEAR TERM EFFORTS AND DELIVERABLES



NEXT STEPS 

▪ Winter
 Finalize screening and select five corridors

 Develop bus lane concepts for selected corridors

 Leadership meeting #2

 Phase II of outreach
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THANK YOU!


