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Introduction 
The Tier 1 screening process narrowed the list of potential High Capacity Transit corridor 
from 26 to 13 corridors.  The Tier 2 evaluation process is designed to provide a more in-
depth description of each corridor, including ridership projections using MORPC’s 
regional travel demand model.  The model requires that an assumption is made for 
mode. 

The purpose of this memo is to inform the choice of technology to be modeled as part of 
the Tier 2 evaluation process.  This memo is not a recommendation for one mode over 
another.  Further in-depth analysis must be made before finalizing modes for project 
definition purposes.   

The modal analysis was conducted on the 13 corridors in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1 Evaluation Corridors 

 

  



 
 

Appendix G: Modal Analysis Methodology and Results | 6/14/2017 | 4 

Definition of High Capacity Transit Modes 
The attributes of three different high capacity transit modes are defined, including bus 
rapid transit, streetcar, and light rail.   

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

Bus rapid transit is the most broadly defined transit mode; its definition is a matter of 
much debate among planners, advocates, and some policy makers. BRT can be broadly 
defined as “bus service with features designed to improve performance.” To improve 
upon ordinary buses, planners select from a toolbox of elements ranging from distinctly 
“branded” buses and stops to dedicated rights-of-way. Features of BRT can include low-
floor buses, traffic signal priority, off-board fare collection, center/curb boarding, and 
real-time arrival information. Depending on the extent of their application, a BRT line 
might be a minor improvement over a limited-stop bus route traveling at or near the 
speed of general traffic or function more like light rail with dedicated right of way allowing 
buses to travel at higher speeds. BRT projects might be said to exist along a continuum, 
although some planners and advocates have begun to group projects into subcategories 
labeled “light” and “heavy,” “partial” and “full” (with the latter term reserved for projects 
featuring more aggressive treatments, such as dedicated right-of-way and “station-like” 
stops).  

BRT vehicles are generally either 40- or 60-foot buses, sometimes custom-designed to 
resemble rail vehicles but often simply painted differently from other buses. BRT 
provides perhaps the best example that “mode” is not the same as “vehicle,” as an 
otherwise robust BRT project using the same buses as local service would nonetheless 
be of another mode. BRT station stops are often 0.25 to 0.5 miles apart and serve trips 
less than 5 miles long. BRT corridors generally serve between 1,200 and 2,100 
passenger per hour in each direction.  

Figure 2 Image of BRT in Cleveland, OH 
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Photo Credit: Nelson\Nygaard 

Streetcar 

Streetcar modes include a wide range of vehicle types, as well as varied concepts for 
running way operations (e.g., mixed traffic, dedicated lanes, or completely separate 
right-of-way), passenger amenity offerings, stop spacing, route length, service 
frequency, and other variables. Streetcar vehicles are generally single-train railcars (not 
intended to be operated in multi-car trainsets) that operate primarily in a shared right-of-
way with general purpose vehicles. Because streetcars run at street-level, the travel 
speed is generally the same as the flow of traffic. There is considerable variability in 
streetcar vehicle type, as well as in streetcar mode; systems can be electrified.  

Modern streetcar systems such as the Portland Streetcar, Atlanta Streetcar, and 
Seattle’s South Lake Union Streetcar operate using modern vehicles with operations 
designed to serve short distance circulation trips less than 4 miles long. Modern 
streetcars in the US generally have station stops every 0.5 mile and off-board fare 
collection. Legacy streetcar systems, such as Toronto, Melbourne, Manchester, UK, and 
Prague are examples of cities that retained their extensive streetcar or tram systems. In 
these cities, the vehicles have been periodically upgraded and replaced with modern 
vehicles. Typically, however, the modern vehicles operating on legacy systems are 
adapted to the legacy track and platform infrastructure, resulting in narrow vehicles with 
limitations on accessibility. 
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Figure 3 Image of Streetcar in Atlanta, GA 

Photo Credit: Lauren Holley and Central Atlanta Progress 

Light Rail 

Light rail vehicles (LRTVs) are somewhat larger than streetcars (80 to 90 feet long), and 
are often coupled together to form trains that allow a train and operator to carry more 
passengers. LRTVs are also somewhat faster over long distances than streetcar 
vehicles (with top speeds of around 65 miles per hour, compared to about 45 miles per 
hour), although streetcars can accelerate more quickly. LRTVs’ greater speed and 
capacity make them an attractive choice for longer trunk routes or regional intercity 
services over 5 miles. Light rail vehicles typically operate in their own off-street right-of-
way, although they can and sometimes do run in dedicated lanes on city streets.  

Light rail can be designed with varying service goals, taking on very different service 
attributes depending on the market to be served. For example, portions of the Sound 
Transit Link light rail in Seattle have been built with attributes of a heavy rail system 
(e.g., fully exclusive and grade-separated right of way, off-board fare payment, etc.), 
providing fast travel between Puget Sound cities with very limited stops. Conversely, 
Muni light rail in San Francisco serves local in-city trips at slower speeds and with much 
shorter stop spacing (similar to streetcar described above). Here much of the system is 
comprised of relatively short lines operating on city streets where there is less need to 
achieve the high speeds and competitive travel times required for longer distance 
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service. Generally, LRTVs have stations located 1.5 miles apart and serve 3,600 
passengers per hour per direction.  

Figure 4 Image of Light Rail in Phoenix, AZ 

 
Photo Credit: Valley Metro 

An example of the different typical operating characteristics of all three modes are 
described Figure 5, which is based on projects found in the Washington DC area. It 
should be noted that cost and operating characteristics may differ in other parts of the 
country. 
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Figure 5 Mode Attributes 
 

Source:  Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. http://planitmetro.com/2014/05/14/how-do-different-modes-compare/   
1. Land Use Intensity as measured within ½ mile of Metrorail stations or transit corridors. 
2. Vehicle and Corridor Capacity based on recent WMATA and other industry experience, APTA National Transit Database, and VDRPT Transit 
Service Design Guidelines.  
3. Capital and Operating Costs based on recent WMATA and other industry experience, APTA National Transit Database, and VDRPT Transit 
Service Design Guidelines.  

http://planitmetro.com/2014/05/14/how-do-different-modes-compare/
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Evaluation Criteria 
The modal analysis evaluated the 13 corridors across six criteria, selected based on 
industry experience and to coordinate with the federal funding selection process.  While 
there are many other different elements that may be examined, these are appropriate to 
look at for the purposes of selecting a mode for ridership modeling purposes. 

Vehicle Capacity on the Alignment 

One of the reasons to consider rail-based modes is the higher people carrying capacity 
of the alignment.  If an existing segment or alignment has capacity issues, where load 
standards are not expected to be met, then it will be identified.  Light Rail has a higher 
people carrying capacity than either streetcar or BRT. LRT vehicles can generally each 
carry about 180 passengers, while modern streetcars can carry 120 people and buses 
generally around 100 people.  Depending on the frequency and type of bus, BRT can 
move more people more quickly than streetcars, but streetcars do have higher overall 
capacity per vehicle.   

This criteria identifies whether a given corridor has capacity issues with given the service 
levels on existing bus network. 

Economic Development  

The ability to spur economic development is an important performance measure for two 
reasons: first, transit-oriented development can contribute to larger economic 
development and sustainability goals; and second, transit-oriented development (TOD) 
can improve transit access by increasing the number of destinations in a corridor. Rail 
modes have a long, proven track record of increasing land value and generating demand 
for certain types of development (including multifamily housing, retail and office). As a 
mode with only recent exposure in North America, BRT has a less measurable track 
record, but studies have begun to find some impact.1 For example, Boston’s Silver Line 
operating on rebuilt Washington Street between downtown Boston and Dudley Square 
has generated more than $700 million in new investment within a few blocks.2 Similarly, 
Pittsburgh’s East Busway, which shares a corridor with a railroad, generated more than 
$302 million in new development between 1983 and 2000. By 2007, more than $500 
million of new investment had been reported. 3 

A standardized rating for each mode was assigned – with rubber tired transit having 
“Lower” rating and rail having a “Higher” rating.   

Passenger Experience 

Ride comfort and the passenger experience are closely related to vehicle. Specifically, 
any vehicle on rails will not suffer from lateral sway or bumps resulting from tires on 

                                            
11 US Government Accountability Office. BRT Projects Improve Transit Service and Can Contribute to 
Economic Development. July 2012. http://www.gao.gov/assets/600/592973.pdf   
2 TCRP Report 118 Bus Rapid Transit Practitioner’s Guide. 2007. Exhibit 6-2. Reported Land Development 
Benefits of BRT. http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_118.pdf  
3 TCRP Report 118 Bus Rapid Transit Practitioner’s Guide. 2007. Exhibit 6-2. Reported Land Development 
Benefits of BRT. http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_118.pdf  

http://www.gao.gov/assets/600/592973.pdf
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_118.pdf
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_118.pdf
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uneven pavement. Rail vehicles are often able to accelerate and decelerate more 
smoothly than buses. However, even with highly tailored interior amenities, rubber tired 
modes are only as stable and comfortable as the pavement on which they operate; 
rarely can they match the stability and ride quality of a train.   

A standardized rating for each mode was assigned.  Rubber tired transit is assigned a 
“Low” rating and both rail modes are assigned a “High” rating.   

Ridership Growth Potential 

The potential for ridership growth in the future was determined using a qualitative 
assessment based on research and peer experience.  All three high capacity transit 
modes are expected to increase ridership over local bus service.  However, experience 
has shown that rail improvements increase ridership at higher rates than do bus based 
solutions.  For instance, the opening of the Tacoma Link Streetcar tripled ridership over 
the existing bus route it replaced, despite span, alignment, and frequency being 
identical.  European case studies have shown that ridership can increase up to 50% 
when rail service replaces bus service, although the “tram bonus” is typically 
approximately 25%4.  The supporting land use must be in place to obtain these types of 
results, but the trend is clear.   

Rail-based improvements are assigned a “High” ridership growth potential, while BRT is 
assigned a “Medium” ridership growth potential.  As a comparison, local bus routes 
would have a “Low” ridership growth potential. 

Capital Costs 

Capital cost is a measure that should be thought of in terms of cost-effectiveness—and 
indeed, one standard used to prioritize funding for transit projects is the projected “cost 
per new rider.” In general, rail projects, due to their much higher capital cost, will not 
perform as well in this regard as BRT projects. Light rail in particular can be very 
expensive to build. Costs can be substantially higher where tunneling; elevated structure 
or bridge construction is required. Costs for BRT projects vary widely depending on their 
infrastructure intensiveness, ranging from as little as a million dollars per mile for partial 
BRT to more than $50 million per mile if grade separation or property acquisition is 
necessary. Indeed, one of the arguments made by BRT skeptics is that a full BRT 
project comparable to rail in terms of infrastructure will be nearly as expensive, and that 
most capital cost savings from BRT are derived from a reduced investment in right-of-
way, property acquisition and stations.  

Ultimately, one should think in terms of total cost, or annualized operating and capital 
costs. While rail projects can incur significantly higher initial expense, lifecycle costs can 
be competitive with BRT projects due to the greater durability and longer lifespan of rail 
vehicles. Labor and fuel costs may also increase significantly over time, so any mode 
that reduces exposure in those areas (specifically, larger, electric vehicles) may prove 
less expensive in the long term. 

For this assessment, a corridor’s estimated capital costs are based on a quantitative 
assessment of the corridor length multiplied by a project price factor for bus rapid transit, 

                                            
4 http://reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/The-Modern-Tram-in-Europe.pdf 
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light rail transit, or streetcar.  A low and a high price factor range was developed based 
on peer averages and a review of the literature. It is important to note these price ranges 
are reference points and actual project costs may be higher or lower than these ranges 
based on project- and location-specific factors.   

Figure 6  Capital Cost Price Factor Ranges 
Mode  Lower Price Factor (2015$) Higher Price Factor (2015$) 

Bus Rapid Transit $5 million per mile $25 million per mile 
Light Rail Transit $40 million per mile $80 million per mile 
Streetcar $25 million per mile $45 million per mile 

BRT cost per mile estimates were derived from the results of NCHRP Project 20-65, 
Task 22, Cost/Benefit Analysis of Converting a Lane for Bus Rapid Transit.5 Table 7 on 
page 11 of the Research synthesis estimates that the cost of converting an arterial lane 
to a BRT lane for hypothetical 8-mile corridor (2015$) would be $5,671,708. This 
estimate was corroborated by reviewing average project development costs for other 
peer BRT projects reported in the TCRP Report 118 “Bus Rapid Transit Practitioner’s 
Guide” in Table 4-14.6 Reported BRT project costs range from $1.2 million per mile for 
the South Miami-Dade BRT Extension in 2007, to $329.3 million per mile for the Boston 
Silver Line in 2005. The cost of BRT projects in the current Fixed Guideway Capital 
Investment Grant” program pipeline range from $2.15 million per mile for the 
Jacksonville Transportation Authority BRT Southeast Corridor to $81.04 million per mile 
for the Van Ness Avenue BRT. The average cost per mile for the 11 projects is $18.61 
million per mile.7 

LRT cost per mile estimates were derived from a review of recently opened systems.8 
The average cost per mile was $63,640,000, ranging from $79.2 million per mile in 
Phoenix, to $185 million per mile for the recently opened Seattle Link South Line. Some 
of the systems reviewed included:  

 Los Angeles Blue Line 
 St. Louis Metrolink 
 Dallas DART Red-Blue Lines 
 Salt Lake City TRAX 

                                            
5 Ang-Olson, Jeffrey and Anjali Mahendra. NCHRP Project 20-65, Task 22, Cost/ Benefit Analysis of 
Converting a Lane for Bus Rapid Transit-Phase II Evaluation and Methodology. Research Results Digest 
352. http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_rrd_352.pdf  
6 TCRP Report 118 Bus Rapid Transit Practitioner’s Guide. 2007. 
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_118.pdf  
7 Capital Investment Grant Program Annual Report on Funding Recommendations FY16. 
http://www.fta.dot.gov/12304_16263.html 
8 Henry, Lyndon and David Dobbs. Comparative examination of New Start light rail transit, light railway, and 
bus rapid transit services opened from 2000. Presented to the TRB/APTA Joint Light Rail Transit 
Conference Salt Lake City 12 November 2012. 
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/conferences/2012/LRT/LHenry.pdf 
Light Rail Now. New U.S. light rail transit starter systems — Comparative total costs per mile. May 6, 2014.  
https://lightrailnow.wordpress.com/2014/05/06/new-u-s-light-rail-transit-starter-systems-comparative-total-
costs-per-mile/ 

http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_rrd_352.pdf
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_118.pdf
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/conferences/2012/LRT/LHenry.pdf
https://lightrailnow.wordpress.com/2014/05/06/new-u-s-light-rail-transit-starter-systems-comparative-total-costs-per-mile/
https://lightrailnow.wordpress.com/2014/05/06/new-u-s-light-rail-transit-starter-systems-comparative-total-costs-per-mile/
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 Houston MetroRail 
 Minneapolis Hiawatha Line 
 Hudson-Bergen 
 Charlotte Blue Line 
 Phoenix Metro 
 Seattle Link South Line 
 Norfolk Tide 

Average Streetcar costs vary widely depending on a number of system factors. For 
example, the Atlanta streetcar will cost around $26 million per mile and the Seattle 
streetcar cost $20 million per mile, while the Milwaukee streetcar cost $51.2 million per 
mile. A study in the Journal of Public Transportation found, on average, streetcar 
projects averaged $29 million per mile.9  

Probability of Federal Funding Support 

The Federal Transit Administration administers the “Fixed Guideway Capital Investment 
Grant” program, the typical source of federal funding for new high capacity transit 
projects. The program has three funding tracks: 

• Core Capacity for projects on existing fixed guideway systems with a maximum 
federal share of 80%,  

• Small Starts for projects of any mode with a total net capital cost of less than 
$300 million and a federal share of less than $100 million up to 80% of the total 
project cost, and10  

• New Starts for projects of any mode over $300 million and a federal share up to 
60%. Other federal funds, including the Surface Transportation Program (STP) 
within Federal Highway Programs, can be used to supplement New Starts full 
funding grant agreements up to 80%.  

Projects are submitted each year to the FTA for a rating based on a number of factors, 
including mobility, environmental benefits, congestion relief, economic development, 
land use, and cost effectiveness. Typically, an in-depth analysis of a corridor must be 
done to understand both the costs and benefits of a corridor.  The extent of the benefits 
is weighed against the project costs.  In general, projects that deliver more benefits for 
less cost are more likely to receive a higher rating and thus are more likely to receive 
federal funding.   

However, the August 2015 Final Interim Policy Guidance for the FTA Capital 
Investments Grants Program offers a simplified cost benefit approach called project 
justification warrants.  Warrants are pre-qualification approaches that allow proposed 
New Starts or Small Starts projects to automatically receive satisfactory ratings on 

                                            
9 The Modern Streetcar in the U.S.: An Examination of Its Ridership, Performance, and Function as a Public 
Transportation Mode. Journal of Public Transportation. Vol. 16, No. 4, 2013. http://www.nctr.usf.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2013/12/jpt16.4_Brown.pdf  
10 Reflects changes from FAST ACT transportation reauthorization signed into law on December 4, 2015. 

http://www.nctr.usf.edu/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/jpt16.4_Brown.pdf
http://www.nctr.usf.edu/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/jpt16.4_Brown.pdf
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certain project justification criteria based on the project’s characteristics or the 
characteristics of the project corridor. 

The combination of capital costs and existing ridership can be matched against the 
warrants to determine an overall likelihood of funding.  If a corridor can meet the 
warrants or is close to meeting the warrants, the likelihood of future funding is higher.  
Corridors that met this threshold were rated ‘high’, corridors that were close to the 
threshold were rated “medium”, and corridors that were far from threshold for warrants 
were rated ‘low’. It is important to note that projects rated ‘low’ could still perform well in 
the federal funding process but that further rigorous analysis and testing would be 
required. 

The warrant approach to judge likelihood of funding is not a replacement for the overall 
federal process, but it is intended to be a guideline. For many corridors additional 
analysis should be conducted before making a final decision on project effectiveness. In 
particular, corridors with estimated project costs exceeding $500 million require 
additional analysis regardless of the level of existing ridership in the corridor, as 
indicated in Figure 7, and the warrants are not applicable.  

Figure 7 New and Small Starts Warrants 
Total Small and New Starts Project 
Capital Cost 

 Existing Weekday Transit Trips11 
in the Corridor 

$0 to < $50 million and 3,000 or more 
$50 to <$100 million and 6,000 or more 
$100 million to <$175 million and 9,000 or more 
$175 to < $250 million and 12,000 or more 
$250 to < $500 million and 15,000 or more 
$500 million or more and Not Applicable 

 

Evaluation Results 
The following three tables present the results of the evaluation.  Each corridor is 
evaluated, by mode.   

                                            
11 Existing weekday transit trips in each corridor were calculated based on existing transit routes within a ½ 
mile buffer of the corridor.  
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Figure 8 Bus Rapid Transit Modal Analysis 

# Corridor Name Length 
(Miles) 

BRT Lower-Range 
Capital Cost 

Estimate (Millions 
2015$) 

BRT Higher-Range 
Capital Cost 

Estimate (Millions 
2015$) 

Existing 
Ridership 

Corridor 
Length 

 

Vehicle 
Capacity 

Needs 
Economic 

Development 
Passenger 
Experience 

Ridership 
Growth 

Potential 

Probability of 
Federal Warrants 

(low cost) 

Probability of 
Federal Warrants 

(high cost) 

1 Former Freight Corridor 17.9 $89.5 $446.5 6,400 17.8 No Lower Low Medium High Low 
2 5th Ave Grandview-CMH 8.1 $40.5 $203.0 1,400 8.1 No Lower Low Medium Low Low 
3 East Broad 10.0 $50.0 $251.0 4,800 10.0 No Lower Low Medium Medium Low 
4 East Main 11.2 $56.0 $280.5 4,500 11.2 No Lower Low Medium Medium Low 
5 East Livingston 10.0 $50.0 $249.5 3,800 10.0 No Lower Low Medium Medium Low 

8B High Street - Polaris via 3rd 15.6 $80.0 $390.0 10,900 15.6 Yes Lower Low Medium High Low 
8A High Street - Polaris 15.2 $76.0 $380.0 10,900 15.2 Yes Lower Low Medium High Low 
11 Eastland Mall-Easton 11.9 $59.5 $298.0 2,700 11.9 No Lower Low Medium Low Low 
12 Alum Creek-Whittier 5.7 $28.5 $143.5 3,500 5.7 No Lower Low Medium High Low 
13 Ohio/Champion-OSU 9.4 $47.0 $235.0 1,700 9.4 No Lower Low Medium Low Low 
14 West Broad 7.4 $37.0 $185.5 4,600 7.4 No Lower Low Medium High Low 
15 Franklinton-East Downtown 2.7 $13.5 $68.0 2,200 2.7 No Lower Low Medium Low Low 
22 Downtown - Polaris via North Corridor 15.0 $75.0 $374.0 6,200 15.0 No Lower Low Medium High Low 
24 Downtown-Airport-Easton 12.2 $61.0 $306.0 2,900 12.2 No Lower Low Medium Low Low 
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Figure 9 Light Rail Modal Analysis 

# Name Length 
(Miles) 

LRT Lower-Range 
Capital Cost 

Estimate (Millions 
2015$) 

LRT Higher-Range 
Capital Cost 

Estimate (Millions 
2015$) 

Existing 
Ridership 

Corridor 
Length 

 

Vehicle 
Capacity 

Needs 
Economic 

Development 
Passenger 
Experience 

Ridership 
Growth 

Potential 

Probability of 
Federal Warrants 

(low cost) 

Probability of 
Federal Warrants 

(high cost) 

1 Former Freight Corridor 17.9 $714.5 $1,429 6,400 17.8 No Higher High High N/A N/A 
2 5th Ave Grandview-CMH 8.1 $325.0 $650 1,400 8.1 No Higher High High Low N/A 
3 East Broad 10.0 $401.5 $803 4,800 10.0 No Higher High High Low N/A 
4 East Main 11.2 $448.5 $897 4,500 11.2 No Higher High High Low N/A 
5 East Livingston 10.0 $399.0 $798 3,800 10.0 No Higher High High Low N/A 

8B High Street - Polaris via 3rd 15.6 $623.5 $1,247 10,900 15.6 Yes Higher High High N/A N/A 
8A High Street - Polaris 15.2 $607.5 $1,215 10,900 15.2 Yes Higher High High N/A N/A 
11 Eastland Mall-Easton 11.9 $476.5 $953 2,700 11.9 No Higher High High Low Low 
12 Alum Creek-Whittier 5.7 $230.0 $460 3,500 5.7 No Higher High High Low Low 
13 Ohio/Champion-OSU 9.4 $376.0 $752 1,700 9.4 No Higher High High Low N/A 
14 West Broad 7.4 $296.5 $593 4,600 7.4 No Higher High High Low N/A 
15 Franklinton-East Downtown 2.7 $109.0 $218 2,200 2.7 No Higher High High Low Low 
22 Downtown - Polaris via North Corridor 15.0 $598.5 $1,197 6,200 15.0 No Higher High High N/A N/A 
24 Downtown-Airport-Easton 12.2 $489.0 $978 2,900 12.2 No Higher High High Low N/A 

 

N/A indicates corridors where the estimated project cost is $500 million or more and would not be eligible for Federal Warrants.  
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Figure 10 Street Car Modal Analysis 

# Name Length 
(Miles) 

SCT Lower-
Range 

Capital Cost 
Estimate 
(Millions 
2015$) 

SCT Higher-
Range 

Capital Cost 
Estimate 
(Millions 
2015$) 

Existing 
Ridership Corridor 

Length 
 

Vehicle 
Capacity 

Needs 
Economic 

Development 
Passenger 
Experience 

Ridership 
Growth 

Potential 

Probability of 
Federal 

Warrants (low 
cost) 

Probability of 
Federal 

Warrants (high 
cost) 

1 Former Freight Corridor 17.9 $446.5 $804 6,400 17.8 No Higher High High Low N/A 
2 5th Ave Grandview-CMH 8.1 $203.0 $365.5 1,400 8.1 No Higher High High Low Low 
3 East Broad 10.0 $251.0 $451.5 4,800 10.0 No Higher High High Low Low 
4 East Main 11.2 $280.5 $504.5 4,500 11.2 No Higher High High Low N/A 
5 East Livingston 10.0 $249.5 $449.0 3,800 10.0 No Higher High High Low Low 

8B High Street - Polaris via 3rd 15.6 $390.0 $701.5 10,900 15.6 Yes Higher High High Low N/A 
8A High Street - Polaris 15.2 $380.0 $683.5 10,900 15.2 Yes Higher High High Low N/A 
11 Eastland Mall-Easton 11.9 $298.0 $536.0 2,700 11.9 No Higher High High Low N/A 
12 Alum Creek-Whittier 5.7 $143.5 $258.5 3,500 5.7 No Higher High High Low Low 
13 Ohio/Champion-OSU 9.4 $235.0 $422.5 1,700 9.4 No Higher High High Low Low 
14 West Broad 7.4 $185.5 $333.5 4,600 7.4 No Higher High High Low Low 
15 Franklinton-East Downtown 2.7 $68.0 $122.5 2,200 2.7 No Higher High High Low Low 
22 Downtown - Polaris via North Corridor 15.0 $374.0 $673.0 6,200 15.0 No Higher High High Low N/A 
24 Downtown-Airport-Easton 12.2 $306.0 $550.0 2,900 12.2 No Higher High High Low N/A 

 

N/A indicates corridors where the estimated project cost is $500 million or more and would not be eligible for Federal Warrants.  
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Conclusions 

In transit, the type of vehicle matters. Vehicles are of a certain size; they can go a certain speed; 
they draw power from a certain source.  

Yet both buses and trains can be stuck in traffic—or be protected from traffic. Right-of-way 
design and management matters greatly, and is not tied to mode. In downtown Columbus, for 
instance, local bus lines use dedicated lanes in High Street.  

Many elements are strongly associated with one or more modes, either for technical reasons or 
for reasons of habit. For example, streetcars need not necessarily operate mostly in traffic, and 
the BRT concept was born of the idea that buses didn’t always have to “just be buses”—they 
could perform, in many ways, like trains. 

For the purposes of model inputs to determine ridership potential, the modal analysis suggests 
that bus rapid transit should be the first choice for most potential high capacity transit corridors. 

While the ability to shape land use, promote economic development, and enhance passenger 
comfort are all lower than rail-based technologies, the high cost of serving most of the potential 
high capacity transit corridors with rail does not appear to be warranted given the existing transit 
market. 

There are several corridors, however, where the higher costs of implementing rail should be 
considered.  Based on projected land use, the opportunity for redevelopment, and stakeholder 
support, three different corridors should be analyzed further for rail:   

 Model Streetcar for Corridor 15:  Franklinton - East Downtown.  This corridor has 
relatively low capital costs (less than $100M) and tremendous redevelopment 
opportunities. Coupled with  the short trip lengths (less than 3 miles) and the circulator 
nature of this corridor, with further analysis this corridor may be able to support streetcar 
service in the future. 

 Model Light Rail for Corridors 8 and 22: Downtown – OSU – Polaris.          The 
estimated capital costs for either alignment using light rail technology are close to a 
billion dollars.  However, the Downtown-OSU market represents the single biggest 
transit market in Columbus, and an extension north would make this a regional market 
with longer trip distances.  Streetcar technology is not suited for longer, regional trips.  It 
should be noted that the extension to Polaris adds significant costs with relatively lower 
ridership potential. Further project definition should continue, as a portion of this 
alignment shows the ability to support rail service.  Consideration should be given to 
phasing these corridors to begin with a shorter alignment. 

 Model Light Rail for Corridor 24:  Downtown – Airport – Easton.   This corridor has 
high capital costs and relatively low existing ridership.  However, among regional 
corridors, it has large amounts of redevelopable land and connections to two major 
activity centers.  This corridor would serve longer, regional trips, which are less suited for 
streetcar technology.  
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