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Introduction
This project was produced in the Capstone Studio of the Master of Community and
Regional Planning program at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. The research on
public transportation and its modes is a topic of interest to the Lincoln/Lancaster
Planning Department staff and is related to the update of the Lincoln/Lancaster County
Comprehensive Plan (LPlan 2040).

Statement of Issue
As Lincoln continues its rapid growth, it is necessary to examine the future of public
transportation and the potential modes that it might take. Vehicle innovations and new
technologies continue to improve user experience. A rising demand for transit among
younger population segments provides both the need and opportunity for re-assessing
public transportation for the future (Fisher and Skopec 2012, 5). This project examines
various transit modes for the purpose of evaluating their future viability in mid-sized
cities, such as Lincoln. A brief treatment of transit-oriented development (TOD) is also
included.

What exactly is a mid-sized city? The answer is not perfectly clear, as the definition
varies among sources. Some say a mid-sized city ranges from 50,000 to 250,000
people (Kline and Forbes 2012, 7), while the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) gives a population range of 200,000 to 500,000. Still others
say a mid-sized city is any city below 1 million people (Sisson). As there is no generally
1

accepted definition of mid-sized cities, a flexible definition of 200,000 to 600,000 people
will be used in this paper.

Lincoln’s current transit system (StarTran) runs city buses on fixed routes throughout
the city. Paratransit vehicles are also available to individuals with disabilities. A pilot ondemand transit service called VANLNK was implemented by StarTran in late April 2020.
The new demand response service is booked through a smartphone app and is
currently open to anyone within the city (StarTran).

Relevance of the Issue to the 2040 Lincoln/Lancaster County Comprehensive
Plan
The examination of future options for public transportation in mid-sized cities is a
relevant topic to the Lincoln/Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan (LPlan 2040) - 2016
Update. There are multiple vision statements and goals within the plan that relate to the
need for an efficient public transportation system:
Environmental Stewardship and Sustainability
Goal: Incentives are used to encourage more projects and neighborhoods that
incorporate best practices for mixing uses and reducing vehicle trips, which will reduce
energy demands and harmful emissions. [LPlan 1.4]
Public transportation is generally better for the environment and more sustainable than
cars.

Healthy Community
“A healthy community is one that continuously creates and improves both its physical
and social environments. It also provides easy access and connectivity to other
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communities - places where every person is free to make choices amid a variety of
healthy, available, accessible, and affordable options.”
“Neighborhoods are friendly to pedestrians, children, bicycles, the elderly and people
with disabilities.” [LPlan 1.5]
Public transportation users are also pedestrians before and after they use it. In addition
to promoting neighborhood health, safety, and accessibility; walkable neighborhoods
allow transit users to get to their destination easier.
Vision for 2040 and Beyond
[This statement looks ahead to 2040 and the years that follow to envision the
community and set goals.]
● “Greater Downtown and nodes and corridors incorporate a mix of uses that
accommodate the daily needs of residents. “
● “Nodes and corridors with higher density are transit-oriented and have higher
service levels”
[LPlan 1.5]
These goals promote higher density, which necessitates increased use of transit.
The Lincoln Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 2040 Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) acts as Chapter 10 of LPlan 2040. This plan “provides the
blueprint for the area’s transportation planning process over the next 24 years.”
One of the principles outlined for the vision of the plan is A Balanced Transportation
System, as called for here: “While the system must function well for motor vehicles, it
should also promote public transportation, bicycling, and walking as viable alternatives
now and into the future.” [LRTP 2]
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Review of Academic and Professional Literature on the Issue

The question of which transit mode should be used in a transit system is an important
one. While there are other questions that should be answered first (e.g., location,
service level, capacity, etc.), choosing the best mode for a corridor or system is
essential, because it is choosing the best tool for the job. If we choose a tool that we
cannot afford or is not appropriate for the job, it can make completing the job inefficient,
unsustainable, or impossible (Spieler 2018, 2-10).

Why should one be concerned about public transit in the first place? The answer is
because it offers a great number of benefits. For one, public transit is an efficient and
sustainable means of transportation within a city (Walker 2012, 16-17). This can help
solve the difficult problem of urban congestion. Public transit is also safer than
automobile travel and it facilitates healthier lifestyles. It can offer more equitable
outcomes, especially when road space is dedicated to transit. Additionally, public transit
creates more employment and local business activity than most other transportation
investments. With the many general benefits of public transit in mind, attention can now
be turned to the various modes of public transportation (Litman 2019, 42-45, 63).

In the majority of today’s transit systems, modes can be generalized into two categories:
bus and rail. However, there are various types of each category. Rail can be generally
split into light-rail, heavy rail, and streetcars. Bus can be split into the conventional fixedroute bus, trolleybus, rapid bus, and bus rapid transit (BRT). There are other specialty
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modes as well, such as vanpool and demand-response transit (paratransit and
microtransit). Autonomous shuttles have begun appearing in pilot programs across the
U.S., as well. Though all these modes operate in various cities in the world, a closer
look will be taken at which modes are appropriate for mid-sized cities of the future
(National Transit Database 2019, 2-4).
By and large, the transit modes in mid-sized cities include the conventional fixed-route
bus and usually some form of paratransit for the elderly and individuals with disabilities.
Some have vanpool or rideshare forms of transit. Some medium-sized cities have BRT,
such as Eugene, Oregon, and Fort Collins, Colorado. Others, such as Omaha,
Nebraska, are in the process of implementing their own. A recent surge in streetcar
projects took place in the U.S. in the 2010s, causing many to talk about possible
implementation where they live. Light-rail, too, has been called for by many in mediumsized cities. As some transit modes work better in certain places and in certain
conditions, it is helpful to examine advantages and disadvantages of various modes
(Fisher and Skopec 2012, 22).
Litman describes some benefits of both bus and rail, in general. Bus service is cheaper
and more flexible than rail, and can be almost as fast and comfortable, as well. Bus
transit has the capability to serve a larger area. Because of this, it can attract higher
ridership than rail can with the same amount of resources, especially in low-density
areas. Bus Rapid Transit can attract high ridership and can be a catalyst for transitoriented development (Litman 2019, 88).
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Rail transit has advantages of its own. It can carry more passengers per vehicle and
does not require as much land per peak passenger trip, meaning that it has higher
vehicle capacity. Thus, it is usually more cost effective than the bus on busy corridors.
Rail tends to attract more “choice” riders (those who have the option of driving). Voters
tend to support funding for rail more than they do for bus service. Rail is also quieter
and causes less air pollution than the diesel bus. Land use impacts are often greater
with rail, as rail transit stations are popular for transit-oriented development (Litman
2019, 87).
Litman notes that it is better to choose which mode works for a particular situation than
to decide that one is absolutely superior. He includes the key differences between rail
and bus in Table 1.
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Table 1: Main Differences Between Bus and Rail

(Litman 2019, 88)
In their report, More Development for Your Transit Dollar, the authors compare Bus
Rapid Transit (BRT), Light Rail Transit (LRT), and the streetcar. They point out that
these three modes generally try to achieve the same goals: “an increase in speed,
predictability, passenger comfort, and passenger capacity.” They can all operate on
surface streets and may include things like a dedicated running way, limited stops, offboard fare collection, minimized conflicts with traffic at intersections, safe, attractive,
and permanent stations, and high-capacity vehicles. While both LRT and streetcars
need tracks and overhead wires, BRT can basically run on normal roads (Hook,
Lotshaw, and Weinstock 2013, 17).

7

The cost between these modes is also important to note. The advantage of operating
BRT (versus LRT) is that BRT services usually replace normal bus services, take on
their operating costs, and lower those costs through efficiencies. LRT, though, can often
duplicate bus services and compete with them for ridership (Hook, Lotshaw, and
Weinstock 2013,18).

A recent report titled “National Transit Summaries & Trends” by the National Transit
Database notes the high cost of building transit infrastructure. Because of the high
costs, it says, dedicated rail transit is generally only feasible in “high density areas with
congested transportation and high demand for travel alternatives” (2019, 18).
Additionally, the report provides a closer look at the cost of transit by mode, as shown in
Figure 1. The figure is divided into “Rail”, “Fixed Route Bus”, “Demand” (demand
response), and “Other” (vanpool and ferry boat). A key is provided below.

Figure 1: 2018 Cost per Passenger Mile (by transit mode)

(National Transit Database)
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Key
HR: Heavy Rail (e.g., subway)
CR: Commuter Rail (train from central city to outlying areas)
LR: Light Rail
SR: Streetcar
YR: Hybrid Rail (e.g., light rail vehicles operated on national railroads)
CB: Commuter Bus (similar to Commuter Rail)
MB: Motor Bus (conventional city bus)
RB: Bus Rapid Transit (frequent service, dedicated lanes, defined stations, active signal
priority)
TB: Trolleybus (fixed-route bus powered by electrical current from overhead wires)
DR: Demand Response
DT: Demand Response-Taxi
VP: Vanpool (ride-share that provides transportation to a pre-arranged group of people)
FB: Ferryboat
Figure 1 shows that “Demand” forms of transit cost the most, at $4.37 (DR) and $2.75
(DT) per passenger mile. Trolleybus and Streetcar follow closely at $2.41 and $2.02,
respectively. Vanpool has the lowest cost per mile at $0.13 (presumably because there
is no paid driver). Commuter Bus and Commuter Rail are also very inexpensive at $0.50
and $0.51, respectively. Motor Bus and Bus Rapid Transit have the same cost of $1.31
per passenger mile, which is significantly less than Trolleybus and Streetcar, but still
about $0.40 more than Light Rail per passenger mile.

Autonomous shuttles have been piloting in the U.S. for a few years and appear to offer
a hi-tech alternative to the traditional shuttle bus or downtown circulator. These small
shuttles operate on a fixed route at low speeds and have sensors to respond to the
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environment around them. They also help improve first and last mile mobility. The big
advantage of these is that they do not require a driver, so they save the transit agency
operating expenses. They are also battery electric which saves on fuel costs and
reduces tailpipe emissions. There are still many unknowns with autonomous vehicles,
and these shuttles are still in testing stages, so definitive advantages and
disadvantages are not known absolutely (Knight).
As noted above, LRT can be very helpful for stimulating transit-oriented development.
But as Hook et al point out, BRT can be just as useful. They found that “per dollar of
transit investment, and under similar conditions, Bus Rapid Transit leverages more
transit-oriented development investment than Light Rail Transit or streetcars” (Hook,
Lotshaw, and Weinstock 2013, 7). They also point out success predictors of TOD
outcomes. The number one predictor, they found, is strong government support. The
number two predictor is real estate market conditions, and the number three predictor is
the quality of the transit services (Hook, Lotshaw, and Weinstock 2013, 7).
As the authors find, government interventions are crucial to promote transit-oriented
development and leverage more investment. These interventions can include
regulations such as altering zoning and parking laws, investing in new infrastructure
(water, sewer, power, etc.), low-interest forgivable government loans for developers, tax
abatements for new developers, or government powers such as eminent domain. Other
regulations the city can implement are area-specific zoning such as TOD overlay zones.
Incentive zoning and Tax Increment Financing (TIF) are also useful tools the
government can use to support TODs (Hook, Lotshaw, and Weinstock 2013, 54-85)
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Case Studies
The following case studies were chosen for their innovative approaches to providing
public transit. All case study cities, excluding Arlington, Texas, provide traditional bus
service in addition to these supplemental modes of transit. Conventional fixed-route bus
service is almost always the necessary backbone of a transit system in mid-sized cities.
Table 2 provides contextual data on Lincoln and the remaining case study cities that
operate bus service.

Table 2: Bus Service Data (2018)
Case Study
Cities
Fort Collins,
CO
Little Rock,
AR*
Omaha, NE

Population
(2010)
143,986

Lincoln, NE**

Transit Agency
TransFort

# of
Buses
34

Ridership
2,938,654

Operating
Expenses
$12,262,374

255,828

Rock Region Metro

49

2,215,044

$14,073,966

408,958

Metro Transit

84

3,409,221

$25,899,403

258,379

StarTran

56

2,395,752

$11,282,618

*The population listed for Little Rock also includes North Little Rock.
**Arlington, Texas is not included as the city does not have bus service. Data for Lincoln, NE is provided
for reference.

Case Study #1
A. Project:
Max BRT and Land Use Integration on the Mason Corridor
B. Location:
Fort Collins, Colorado (population 143,986 in 2010)
C. Background:
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In the late 1990s, residents voted to improve transit with the “Building Community
Choices” ballot. When BNSF railroad wanted better separation for trains along
the Mason Corridor, the City of Fort Collins saw an opportunity and acquired an
easement to build a dedicated transit lane within BNSF’s right of way. With this
easement and the transit-friendly attitude of its residents, Fort Collins set out its
plan for the corridor that included plans for a high-level Bus Rapid Transit system
(BRT). In 2012 construction on the BRT corridor began and the system opened
in 2014. Figure 2 shows the BRT in action.

Figure 2: MAX BRT Bus Driving Along the Mason Street Corridor

(Twitter: @TransFort)
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D. Planning and Design Features:
The Mason Corridor is a five-mile corridor that includes the MAX BRT system
and bicycle and pedestrian trails.
a. The city created the Fort Collins Urban Renewal Authority to attract
development for their TODs and have zoned the area along the corridor
as a TOD overlay district.
b. The city implemented an urban design plan which called for increased
pedestrian access, minimizing setbacks for buildings, enhancing
wayfinding, and adding more landscaping.

The MAX BRT connects the southern part of the city to its downtown in the north.
Stations were built with ticket machines, weather shelters, digital displays
providing real-time bus arrival/departure information, and level boarding
platforms. The system uses dedicated lanes for 75% of its route, reducing
congestion with car traffic and making for a more reliable service. The bus
vehicles are longer, have high seat backs, continuous windows, and WiFi to
enhance the riding experience.
E. Economic Factors:
The whole BRT system cost $86.8 million, with most of the funds coming from
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). Local funding was provided by the
Colorado Department of Transportation, Colorado State University (CSU), the
Fort Collins Downtown Development Authority, and the City of Fort Collins. As
shown in Figure 3, the route connects major hubs along the corridor which
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include: the South Transit Center, Midtown and Foothills Mall, the CSU veterinary
hospital, CSU main campus, and Old Town/Downtown.

Figure 3: Map of the MAX BRT

(City of Fort Collins)
In the planning process, the city projected a regional impact of $150 million. The
transportation options and infrastructure that exist along the corridor enable the
City to focus development along the route. The Midtown area, for example, has
been experiencing denser, mixed-use development since the TOD zoning was
implemented.
F. Political Factors:
Fort Collins residents approved the transit-oriented ballot measure to provide
more tax money for transit. Federal and state funding provides a quarter of
funding for the transit system, but TransFort gets most of its funding from the
city’s general fund and sales tax. As long as its citizens and local government
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continue to support transit, the outlook for transit and development along the
corridor appears favorable.
G. Physical Factors:
The Mason Corridor is a major street that carries cars, BNFS trains (for a
portion), BRT, and a pedestrian/bike lane. The corridor includes many job
centers and services that make this a great location for transit and
pedestrian/bike access.
H. Results and Performance:
As noted above, the majority of the route is dedicated bus lanes, which reduces
bottlenecks with traffic and enables buses to serve a stop every ten minutes.
When service expanded from six days to seven days a week, demand for the
added Sunday service exceeded expectations by double (2,000 riders a day
instead of 1,000). In the first five years of service, the MAX provided 6.2 million
rides and average daily ridership saw an increase of 94% in its first year
compared to the conventional bus routes it replaced.
I. Analysis, Evaluation, Observations, and Lessons Learned:
The Mason Corridor redevelopment project has enhanced mobility, accessibility,
safety, and development along the corridor. Residents and visitors are able to get
to and from jobs and services with more ease, and because denser mixed-use
developments are being built, people can live closer to places they need to go to
on a daily basis.
J. Major Participants and Contacts:
Drew Brooks – Transit Director, TransFort
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Aaron Iverson – Senior Transportation Planner, City of Fort Collins
Emma McArdle – Transit Planner, TransFort
K. Project Website:
http://www.ridetransfort.com/max
L. Bibliography:
"Built to the MAX." Strong Towns., accessed Mar 7,
2020, https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2015/9/22/built-to-the-max.
"Bus Rapid Transit || Mason Corridor.", accessed Mar 3,
2020, https://www.fcgov.com/mason/transit.php.
Coltrain, Nick. 2019. "Fort Collins' MAX Bus might be a Hit in its First Five Years, but
Expansion Won'T be Easy." Coloradoan, May
16,. https://www.coloradoan.com/story/news/2019/05/17/fort-collins-transfort-maxbus-line-expansion-challenges-colorado/1189369001/.
Duggan, Kevin. "MAX Ready to Run in Fort Collins." Coloradoan., accessed Mar 3,
2020, https://www.coloradoan.com/story/news/local/2014/05/08/million-max-projectready-roll-fort-collins/8883481/.
Fisher, Emma and Peter Skopec. 2019. Millennials on the Move.
Spieler, Christof. 2018. Trains, Buses, People. Chicago: Island Press.

Case Study #2
A. Project:
Metro Streetcar
B. Location:
Little Rock and North Little Rock, Arkansas (combined population 255,828 in
2010)
C. Background:
As part of a broader revitalization plan in the mid-1990s, the cities of Little Rock
and North Little Rock, and Pulaski County, Arkansas, planned a streetcar system
16

to circulate through both downtown areas. Originally known as the River Rail
Streetcar, the Metro Streetcar opened in 2004 with three replica-style cars for the
relatively low cost of $19.6 million (2004 dollars). This included system design,
construction costs, three vehicles, and a maintenance building.

As the streetcar links the downtowns, it also links major attractions such as the
redeveloped River Market, a convention center, a central library, an arena and
ballpark, and the Clinton Presidential Library.
D. Planning and Design Features:
Phase 1 of the system originally ran a 2.5-mile line between the two downtowns,
but after an addition in 2007 (Phase 2), the network now spans 3.4 miles. The
streetcar runs on a single bi-directional line, with loops (couplets) in each
downtown area, as shown in Figure 4. The line mostly runs on city streets in
mixed traffic, but a dedicated lane carries the streetcar over the Arkansas River
bridge between the two cities.
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Figure 4: River Rail Streetcar Map

(The TransportPolitic)
E. Economic Factors:
Various elements helped keep costs down for implementation and operation of
the streetcar system. As noted above, running a single bi-directional line and
loop design rather than double-tracked system cuts a large portion of capital
costs. The use of replica heritage streetcar vehicles (illustrated in Figure 5) rather
than modern vehicles also greatly reduce startup costs as the simple heritage
design costs a fraction of what the modern design requires. The Central
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Arkansas Transit Authority (CATA) also offered to sell naming rights for the
system, cars and stations.

Figure 5: Replica Streetcar Design

(Little Rock Family)
F. Political Factors:
The governments of Pulaski County, Little Rock, and North Little Rock provided
local funding for the project. They were also able to secure eighty percent of the
total funding from federal sources. These include the New Starts Rail program,
flex Surface Transportation Program funds, and High Priority funds from the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21). The New Starts program
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is the only one of those funding programs still available but is set to expire in
2021 (though it could be renewed).
G. Physical Factors:
As noted above, the system connects the two downtowns and runs mainly in
mixed traffic. Operating in mixed traffic with other automobiles on the street can
create potential for delay in the service. Another factor that should be noted is the
boarding process. Boarding the Metro Streetcar requires the rider to step up to
enter the vehicle. Modern streetcar design, on the other hand, includes low-floor
boarding, making the boarding process easier and providing enhanced ADA
accessibility.
H. Results and Performance:
During the first year of operation, 200,000 passengers rode the streetcar. Due to
the early success of the project, construction of an extension to the President
Clinton Library began in 2006 and opened the following year with two additional
cars. An economic enhancement study performed by the Central Arkansas
Transit Authority in 2012 found that the Metro Streetcar stimulated $800 million
worth of construction investment. The study also found that between 2000 and
2012, for every $1 spent by taxpayers for construction of the streetcar, an
additional $135 of capital improvements and revitalization efforts was invested by
private developers and government organizations.
I. Analysis, Evaluation, Observations, and Lessons Learned:
The cities of Little Rock and North Little Rock are not very large in population, but
have been able to build and successfully sustain a streetcar system between the
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two downtown areas. In 2010, Little Rock had a population of 193,524 and North
Little Rock had 62,304 people. While these are not big cities by any means, the
Little Rock Urban Area is much larger at 431,388 people. This seems to be a
more practical size for operating a streetcar system and can be a good case
study for other mid-sized cities looking at implementing the streetcar. The ways
they cut costs make the prospect of streetcar transit less daunting to a city
without the budget for a modern and extensive streetcar system.
J. Major Participants and Contacts:
Jim Dailey – Former Little Rock Mayor
Keith Jones – Former CATA (now Rock Region Metro) Executive Director
Paul Pool – Former CATA Project Manager
K. Project Website:
https://rrmetro.org/services/streetcar/
L. Bibliography:
"U.S. Streetcar Systems- Arkansas." Railway Preservation., last modified July 1,
accessed Mar 3,
2020, http://www.railwaypreservation.com/vintagetrolley/littlerock.htm.
Davis, Ennis. 2009. "Affordable Streetcar: Little Rock River Rail | Metro
Jacksonville." Metro Jacksonville, Jan
20,. https://www.metrojacksonville.com/article/2009-jan-affordable-streetcar-littlerock-river-rail.
Kline, Sarah and Sasha Forbes. 2012. Midsize Cities on the Move. Washington, D.C.:
Reconnecting America.
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Case Study #3
A. Program:
Arlington Via Rideshare (Microtransit)
B. Location:
Arlington, Texas (population 365,438 in 2010)
C. Background:
In December 2017, the City of Arlington became the first municipal agency in the
nation to provide publicly regulated and privately operated microtransit service.
The flexible demand-response transit service was implemented to provide
personalized transportation within the city that connects to transportation hubs,
increases alternative transportation to public sector offices, provides a
convenient connection between campus and community, and spurs economic
activity by supporting local business hubs.

Passengers within the service area can book a trip using the Via app on their
smartphone or by calling a designated phone number. The program has no fixed
routes and charges a flat fee of $3 per trip. Passengers are picked up within one
to two blocks of their location. Similar to the carpool option of other
Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) like Uber and Lyft, Via Arlington is
able keep the cost lower by having passengers share their ride with others.
D. Planning and Design Features:
Via Rideshare serves an area with a population of 121,105 and a density of
4,844 per square mile, and a suburban, low-density land use pattern. The city
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uses ten donated six-passenger vehicles (Mercedes-Benz Metris), as shown in
Figure 6, and has two dedicated wheelchair vehicles as part of the program. The
City’s Transportation Department reports that privately-owned vehicles and
certified drivers are added to the fleet at times of high demand to keep wait times
within their twelve-minute goal.

Figure 6: Via Rideshare Vehicle and Customer

(Medium)
E. Economic Factors:
Connecting people to major nodes in the city spurs economic activity. The
service is able to do that with nodes such as downtown, the Entertainment
District, Arlington Memorial Hospital, and the TRE CentrePort train station all
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located in the service area. Riders are able to frequent local businesses and
participate in social activities.
F. Political Factors:
The City of Arlington’s Transportation Advisory Committee spent a year
researching and discussing the latest innovations in transportation. In their
presentation to the City Council, the committee recommended a demandresponse rideshare program for the City due to its ability to address mobility
needs in a flexible, efficient, and cost-effective manner. The Council accepted
their transportation plan, which serves as guidance to the city leaders in their
adoption of various policies.

A political factor that would affect the program’s continuation is if the City can no
longer acquire the two-thirds funding share that the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) has been providing. Another factor is that the service area
does not cover the entire population. Some taxpayers may be opposed to the
program if they are not directly served by it.
G. Physical Factors:
The service area covers a large portion of the city, from I-30 on its northern side
to past I-20 on its south side. The area covered includes the denser corridors of
the city, connecting people to major nodes, as shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7: Via Rideshare Service Area Map

(Via Arlington)
*The dark gray shaded area is the new addition to the service area - implemented in
January 2020.
H. Results and Performance:
In the first three months of operations, 11,800 trips were booked with the
rideshare. 70% of those were repeat customers, with the service garnering a
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97% satisfaction rating during that span. The City Council has renewed the
public-private partnership each year since its start in December 2017.
I. Analysis, Evaluation, Observations, and Lessons Learned:
On-demand rideshare is a relatively new form of transportation, but with cities
like Arlington forming public-private partnerships to enhance access in the city,
continued study can be made. It is not known how feasible and sustainable the
service can be for every city, but with new technologies, novel forms of public
transit like this should be explored.

As this is a pilot project and much of the cost is tied to operations, its continuation
is heavily dependent on funding. With the majority of it currently comes from the
Federal government, it would be up to the city whether they can pay for the
service should the Federal funding no longer be an option.
J. Major Participants and Contacts:
Alicia Winkelblech – Community Development and Planning Assistant Director,
City of Arlington
Kathryn Wilemon – Councilwoman, City of Arlington City Council
Bill Verkest – Chair, City of Arlington Transportation Advisory Committee
K. Project Website:
https://www.arlingtontx.gov/city_hall/departments/office_of_strategic_initiatives/tr
ansportation_planning/via_rideshare
L. Bibliography:
"Arlington’s Via on-Demand Rideshare Service Area Continues to Grow." City of
Arlington, TX., accessed Feb 13,
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2020, https://www.arlingtontx.gov/news/my_arlington_t_x/news_archive/2018_archi
ved_news/march_2018/arlingtons_via_on__demand_rideshare_service_area.
"Transportation Advisory Committee Presents Recommendations to City Council.",
accessed Feb 13,
2020, https://www.arlingtontx.gov/news/my_arlington_t_x/news_archive/2017_archi
ved_news/september_2017/transportation_advisory_presents_recommendation.
"Via Arlington." Via., accessed Feb 13, 2020, https://ridewithvia.com/arlington/.
"Via Rideshare." City of Arlington, TX., accessed Feb 13,
2020, https://www.arlingtontx.gov/city_hall/departments/office_of_strategic_initiative
s/transportation_planning/via_rideshare.
KFH Group. 2019. Demand Response Transit/Microtransit: A Guide for Implementing
Flexible Transportation Services.

Case Study #4
A. Project:
Transit-Oriented Development – Dodge Street Corridor
B. Location:
Omaha, Nebraska (population 408,958 in 2010)
C. Background:
With the implementation of Omaha’s Bus Rapid Transit system (ORBT) in 2020,
transit-oriented development (TOD) is being pursued by the City of Omaha to
stimulate growth around the BRT stations. The planning department has worked
both with the public and stakeholder committees to decide which components of
the built environment should be preserved, as well as determine opportunities for
enhancement. An illustration of the BRT route is shown in Figure 8.

27

Figure 8: ORBT Route

(Metro Transit)
D. Planning and Design Features:
Omaha plans to develop a series of mixed-use TOD districts, providing for
varying scales of intensity. These TOD overlay zones would regulate the scale of
development based on the particular “tiers” that are located within the zone. The
four tiers range from larger developments such as office, commercial, and mixeduse - with no limit on number of stories (Tier 1) - to small developments such as
single family detached homes, having a three-story limit on new developments
(Tier 4). Draft tier details can be seen in Table 3.
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Table 3: Potential Transit-oriented Development Tiers

(City of Omaha Urban Planning)

According to the City of Omaha Urban Planning Department, the main goals of
the TOD districts are to:
a. Maximize the use of the ORBT infrastructure investment
b. Respect the neighborhood context
c. Efficiently build the city’s tax base
d. Support equitable access to housing, jobs, education, and
entertainment
e. Provide urban living, working, and entertainment options that people
increasingly desire
f. Create, reinforce, and enhance the pedestrian environment and
community at BRT stops
g. Streamline the development review process for projects that meet or
exceed the TOD goals, guidelines, and regulations
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E. Economic Factors:
An economic study by SB Friedman estimates that more than $450 million of
private sector development will occur along the ORBT corridor. Transit-oriented
development zoning and overlays are one of the main catalysts for creating such
a high impact.
F. Political Factors:
Omaha has had to amend the city’s Master Plan to include the ORBT corridor,
and to reflect best practices for transit-oriented development. These
amendments were adopted by City Council in August of 2019.
G. Physical Factors:
The most intense development is recommended for the areas nearest the
stations. The tiered approach of the overlay zones calls for reduced building
heights and massing as growth moves outward, as shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 9: Draft TOD Overlay Zoning at 90th & 84th Street Stations

(City of Omaha Urban Planning)
The TOD program seeks to replicate form-based codes that have worked in other
places. Some of these include:
a. Prohibiting uses that are “non-transit supportive” (e.g., automotive
sales, repair, drive-throughs, storage).
b. Prohibiting parking lots between the street and a building.
c. Setting parking maximums.
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d. Establishing a maximum setback.
e. Setting height minimums (as well as maximums).
f. Requiring primary entrances on street frontages.
g. Setting minimum transparency requirements.
h. Limiting the amount of blank wall.
i.

Requiring a minimum percentage of a street frontage is occupied by a
building.

H. Results and Performance:
Ongoing – still being implemented
I. Analysis, Evaluation, Observations, and Lessons Learned:
The implementation and effects of Omaha’s TOD overlays, especially along the
ORBT route, should continue to be studied as they come to fruition in the years
ahead.
J. Major Participants and Contacts:
Derek Miller – Long Range and Mobility Planning Manager, City of Omaha
Kellie Johnston Dorsey – City Planner, City of Omaha
Jason Rose – Outreach Coordinator, Metro Transit
K. Project Website:
https://urbanplanning.cityofomaha.org/transportation-planning/transit-orienteddevelopment
L. Bibliography:
Better Together: Zoning (Reform) and Smart Growth 2018. Form-Based Codes Institute
at Smart Growth America. https://formbasedcodes.org/blog/better-together-zoningreform-smart-growth/.
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SB Friedman. 2013. "Central Omaha Transit Alternatives Analysis—Forecast of
Development Impacts of BRT and Streetcar Alternatives, Memorandum." In 2014
TIGER Application: Appendices, 23-48. Omaha, Nebraska: City of Omaha.
Transit Oriented Development 2019a. Omaha, Nebraska: City of Omaha Planning
Department.
"Transit Oriented Development." City of Omaha Urban Planning., accessed Feb 13,
2020, https://urbanplanning.cityofomaha.org/transportation-planning/transitoriented-development.

Case Study Conclusions
Though each case study city differs in population, density, and geometry, they have
been able to implement tailored projects to address their transit needs. As shown in
Table 4, the ability to acquire a large share of federal funding is crucial to implementing
these projects.

Table 4: Type of Service and Federal Funding
Case Study Cities
Fort Collins, CO

Population
(2010)
143,986

Little Rock, AR*

Service

Launch Year

Federal Funding

BRT/TOD

2014

FTA (80%)

255,828

Streetcar

2004

FTA (80%)

Arlington, TX

365,438

Rideshare

2017

FTA (66%)

Omaha, NE

408,958

BRT/TOD

2020

FTA (49%)**

*The population of North Little Rock is also included
**The Omaha BRT project was awarded a TIGER grant to cover 49% of the total construction cost.
Omaha was also selected to receive technical assistance from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
and Smart Growth America to develop their TOD plan.

Apart from Arlington, a common thread among the case study projects is the use of
basic technologies to provide a successful transit solution. The streetcar system is by

33

no means novel, nor is the motor bus. By using services that have been proven to work
and implementing transit-supportive policies, these projects have found success in both
ridership and economic development.

Final Conclusions and Recommendations
As noted in the literature review, it is helpful to view modes of transit as tools, rather
than an end in themselves. They exist to serve the movement of people and increase
accessibility. The question of mode selection is an important one, but should be one of
the later steps in planning for a transit project or system. While new technologies can
enhance the transit system, traditional means of public transportation still work well,
especially if they are frequent and convenient.

The literature and case studies illustrate that various modes of transit can operate in
mid-sized cities. As such, many could be appropriate for a city like Lincoln. The current
bus system is essential for the majority of public transportation within the city. Other
modes could be appropriate as supplementary service, such as on-demand microtransit, vanpool, autonomous shuttle, Bus Rapid Transit, and possibly streetcar. The
population and development density of Lincoln will probably not be high enough to
warrant high-level service/modes such as Light Rail or Heavy Rail in the foreseeable
future. For any supplementary service, it is advised that all relevant public agencies and
partners are involved in the planning process and implementation, regardless of mode.
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Recommendations:
1. General Recommendation:
Pick the mode that best fits the particular need. Each mode has its purpose –
and costs. Fixed-route buses can serve a larger area with lower costs. BRT and
modern streetcars seek not only to improve mobility, but shape land use, assist
in economic development, and provide for high ridership. The mode should
match the level of service desired, at the cost the transit agency is willing to pay.
Otherwise the service is not useful or sustainable.
2. Maintain and enhance the current fixed-route bus system. The bus serves a
lower density city well.
3. Explore implementation of BRT or streetcar along the busiest corridor(s).
4. Continue to monitor newer technologies such as microtransit and autonomous
shuttle.
5. Ensure that the Lincoln/Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan includes
amendments that support transit-oriented development. This should include
denoting busy corridors - such as the “O” Street service area - as designated for
transit-oriented development.
There is currently high bus ridership and relatively high development density
along “O” Street, which indicates that the corridor would be a prime candidate for
TOD and the higher level of service that BRT/streetcar can bring.
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6. Develop transit-friendly design regulations to be implemented within TOD overlay
zoning districts.
These regulations should include some or all of the following:
• Prohibiting uses that are “non-transit supportive” (i.e. automotive sales,
repair, drive-throughs, storage).
• Prohibiting parking lots between the street and a building.
• Setting parking maximums.
• Establishing a maximum setback.
• Setting height minimums (as well as maximums).
• Requiring primary entrances on street frontages.
• Setting minimum transparency requirements.
• Limiting the amount of blank wall.
• Requiring a minimum percentage of a street frontage is occupied by a
building.
7. Adopt TOD overlay zoning into the zoning code.
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