


space is limited, street parking or bike lanes can serve 
as a buffer, as well.49

Crosswalks: Wide, high-visibility crosswalks are 
considered a best practice and are preferable to the 
two parallel lines often used.50

Median refuges: Median refuge islands are protected 
spaces placed in the center of the street to make 
crossing wide streets safer for people biking or walking. 
They should be at least 6’ wide to fit a bike, stroller, or 
wheelchair, and can have bollards or other elements to 
provide additional protection.51 Given the high speed 
and wide nature of the rapid transit corridors, median 
refuges should be provided that extend through the 
crosswalk to provide people walking and biking with a 
safe way to cross. 

Pedestrian signals: Because people will be walking to 
stations frequently, the pedestrian signal phase should 
be activated without needing to press a button, and 
people walking should be given a few seconds head 
start before turning vehicles--also known as a leading 
pedestrian interval, or LPI.

Level sidewalk across a driveway in Champaign, IL.  
Image by Pam Broviak on Flickr. 

Siddewalk with buffer at 1st & M Street NE DC. Image by Dan Reed.

Curb extension. Rendering by NACTO on Flickr.

Pedestrian-activated signals: Where many people 
are walking or biking but no traffic signal exists, Rapid 
Flash Beacons and High-Intensity Activated Crosswalk 
(HAWK), signals that people walking and biking can 
activate to cross a street where there are many people 
walking or biking, may be a good option. They are 
currently found in several places in Montgomery 
County, including University Boulevard, New Hampshire 
Avenue, Gude Drive, as well as in Washington DC.

Curb extensions: Also known as bump-outs or bulb-
outs, curb extensions widen the sidewalk, usually 
at corners, to slow down turning traffic and reduce 
crossing distances for people walking. Typically, curb 
extensions are about 6’, or the width of a parked car.52  

Safe driveways: Many of Montgomery County’s 
rapid transit corridors feature frequent driveways for 
businesses and residences that pose a danger to people 
walking. Sidewalks should stay level, continuous, and 
well marked across driveways in order to minimize 
difficulty for people with disabilities and to alert drivers 
to the presence of people walking.53  

Bicycle-Pedestrian Priority Areas designated as part of the Countywide Transit Corridors Functional Master Plan
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BICYCLE ACCOMMODATIONS

Bicycling experts have found that “low stress” streets 
and facilities, such as separated bike lanes, are 
essential in encouraging more than just the most 
confident people to bicycle. In a study by Portland State 
University, researchers found that the vast majority of 
people who wish to bike are “interested but concerned” 
and that, on a four-lane (or wider) street with 30-35 
miles per hour traffic or higher (currently true for all 
of the RTS corridors), most people would only feel safe 
biking in separated, protected facilities.54

Connectivity is also very important for good bicycle 
accommodations in the RTS corridors. Many of the RTS 
corridors currently present major barriers to people 
walking and biking, due to high levels of speeding traffic 
and long crossing distances. Facilitating connections 
across these corridors, such as continuing bike lanes 
through intersections or narrowing crossing distances to 
reach stations and better connect neighborhoods, will 
be critical to encouraging people to bike, walk, and take 
transit.55 

Los Angeles’ Orange Line Trail, a shared-use path. 
Image by Bob Blumenfield on Flickr.

Suburban buffered bike lane in Grove City, OH. Image by Dan Malouff.

Bus stop on Vancouver, Canada’s Dunsmuir Separated Bike Lane with 
extended bike lane through intersection. Image by Paul Krueger on Flickr.

Protected bike lanes: Physically separated from traffic 
by flexposts, curbs, or other elements, protected 
bike lanes offer the calm experience of a separated 
path on a high-speed street. They can be designed to 
accommodate people biking in one or two directions, 
and are typically between 8’ and 12’ wide. Protected 
bike lanes are now widely considered a best practice 
for encouraging more people to ride bicycles, especially 
on high-speed streets with high traffic volumes such 
as the RTS routes.56 Protected bike lanes can be found 

on Washington DC’s 15th Street NW and M Street NW. 
Montgomery County has one on Woodglen Avenue in 
White Flint. 

Shared-use paths: In Montgomery County, shared-use 
paths are typically 10’ wide but can vary between 8’ 
and 14’. They are for use by people walking and biking 
and are separated from traffic by a curb, barrier, or 
landscaped area. They can either be on the side of a 
road or in their own right-of-way entirely, such as the 
North Bethesda Trail.57

Buffered bike lanes: Buffered bike lanes are like 
conventional bike lanes with a designated buffer space, 
usually at least 2’ wide, between the bike lane and 
traffic lanes.58 In urban environments, a lane of parked 
cars is often used to provide greater protection and 
comfort for those riding bikes without requiring as 
much infrastructure as protected bike lanes. 

Bike lanes: Conventional bike lanes should be at least 
5.5’ wide and are best suited for streets that have fewer 
than 3000 vehicles per day and traffic speeds of less 
than 25 miles per hour.59 These are likely best for side 

streets that residents use to access RTS stations. Like 
other bike accommodations, green paint is often used 
to continuously distinguish the bike lane from traffic, 
and can be continued through intersections to remind 
turning drivers to look for people biking. A study in 
Portland found painted lanes through intersections 
increased drivers yielding to people on bikes from 72% 
to 92%.60  

Shared bus/bike lanes: While not ideal, in constrained 
sections it may be acceptable for bicycles and buses to 
share a lane, as is the case in parts of Philadelphia, New 
York, Minneapolis, and Ocean City, MD.61  

Sharrows: Sharrows indicate a shared lane between 
people biking and people driving, and are best used 
when the difference between car and bicycle speeds 
is very small. Sharrows should not be used on streets 
with design speeds greater than 25 miles per hour 
for safety reasons.62 In some cases, it may be best to 
accommodate people biking on parallel streets with 
low traffic levels, in which case sharrows may be an 
appropriate choice. 

7th Street shared bus/bike lane in DC. Image by Dan Malouff.Bike lane extended through an intersection in Chicago. 
Image by Steven Vance on Flickr.
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YORK VIVA MARKETING STRATEGY64 

Ontario, Canada’s York region developed a two-year 
(2002-2003) marketing and communications plan to 
develop and introduce the new Viva brand more than 
three years before the Viva system began operations. 
Since then, York’s transit agency has retained marketing 
staff for the Viva service.

Viva’s initial campaign slogan, “uniquely great transit,” 
emphasized the system’s new features and benefits. An 
interactive website and an online newsletter were utilized 
to encourage ridership. An outreach program involving 
community “Viva Ambassadors” and high school and 
college students, called “Team Viva,” raised community awareness at public venues and special events. 

In 2005, the year Viva began operations, a market research summary found very high brand recognition, including 
83% of non-riders interviewed. In the first full year of service, transit ridership in Viva corridors increased 56.57%.65  
A follow-up study in 2007 found that 100% of non-riders interviewed were aware of the Viva service.

ATTRACTIVE, UNIQUE, CONSISTENT BRANDING 
will help identify the high-quality RTS service as 
something new and separate from existing transit 

service. The names of many systems around the US 
cleverly refer to their high-speed and reliability along 
with a reference to local geography or transit agencies, 
like the VelociRFTA (Aspen, CO), the Emerald Express/
EmX (Eugene, OR), and the new CTfastrak (Hartford, CT).

Distinctive from other transit: To separate RTS vehicles, 
stations, and service from other local transit, RTS 
branding should be unique. 

Unified: Vehicles, route names, stations, signs, maps, 
and other elements of the system should share the 
same branding to help riders more easily identify the 
service. Ontario, Canada’s York Viva does this particularly 
well, with the vehicles, seats, signs, maps, trash cans, 
recycling bins, and even the glass of the station shelter 
all decorated with the attractive Viva logo.

Inclusive naming process: While consultants or 
government officials can brainstorm initial ideas for 
system names, it’s important to utilize the creative 
talent of the community to generate ideas and vote on a 
system name that the majority support.

Branded Snohomish (Seattle) Swift stop. Image by Sounder Bruce on Flickr.

BRANDING
Branding in the York Viva system. Images by wyliespoon on Flickr.

Branded Snohomish (Seattle region) Swift station. Image by Sounder Bruce on Flickr.

BRANDING
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MOST RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEMS in the US and 
Canada have cost, on average, less than $25 
million per mile to construct and have received 

funding from a mix of federal, state, and local sources. 

A dedicated source of funding for transit, such as an 
increment of the sales or property tax, or a mechanism 
to capture increased value around transit stations, is 
considered a best practice for producing sustainable and 
predictable financing for transit systems.66  Here is how 

a few of the most successful rapid transit systems in the 
United States have been financed.

Branded Snohomish (Seattle) Swift stop. Image by Sounder Bruce on Flickr.

BRANDING
FINANCE

City Name Major Funding Sources 
(Non-Federal)

Major Funding Sources
(Federal)

Cost/mile (Millions)

Eugene, OR67 EmX 20% Local Funds 80% Federal New Starts & 
Federal Small Starts

$5.25-$6.25

Los Angeles68 Orange Line 47.8% State Funds
41.8% Voter-Approved ½ Cent 
Sales Tax
1.3% City of Los Angeles

8.3% Federal New Starts & 
Other Federal Funds

$21

Seattle69 RapidRide 37% Voter-Approved 1/10 Cent 
Sales Tax
Other Local Funds 
1% State Funds 

49% Federal Very Small Starts
13% Other Federal Funds

$2-$4

Cleveland70 HealthLine 29.7% State Funds
15.2% City of Cleveland
5.9% Other Local Funds

49.1% Federal Funds $4.871 -$7.572

Financing structures: Other rapid transit systems around the country
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Montgomery County has a great opportunity to 
develop a first-class rapid transit network that 
will support present and future generations by 

drawing upon the lessons learned from other systems 
and the knowledge of residents who are daily users of 
the existing transportation system. When combined, 
the features of modern rapid transit systems frequently 
produce a 15-25% travel time savings over previous 
services, and a 5-25% increase in ridership or greater 
– Boston’s Silver Line produced an 85% ridership 
increase.73 

Just like the planners of our Metro system, Montgomery 
County leaders and residents now have the opportunity 
to make an essential investment for future generations.

With creative thinking and effective community 
engagement, Montgomery County can integrate this 
high-quality transit network into existing county roads 
and communities to reduce traffic, increase access to 
jobs and services, lower carbon emissions, and improve 
quality of life for all. 

Transit corridor design by NACTO on Flickr.

CONCLUSION
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