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CHAPTER 7 OBJECTIVES AND FRAMEWORK OF THE SHORT-TERM PLAN

7.1

OBJECTIVES

¢ ‘The primary ob_]ectwe of the short-tmm plan is to prepme a Jeepney/bus reroutmg plan-

and - necessary public transport facility 1mpiovement plan to be associated with the pro-

~ posed rerouting plan_ in anticipation of the scheduled completlon of the LRT,

- The LRT is currently being constructed along the busiest transport corridor located within

the intensively developed. urban areas. 1t extends approximately 14 kilometers and will
provide a grade- separated pubhc transpott link between the CBD on. both ends of the
C-4. (in the north and the south). -About 2 million or 20 percent of Metro Manila’s bus/
jeepney routes are plying the corridor to-link this area with.its environs, including those
outside Metro Manild, - The LRT, when completed, will provide mgmﬁcant transport .
capacities along the corridor. Tt wﬂl be in such a way that it would either mamly compete

orf partly supplement the’ exxstmg bus and jeepney transport in the affected areas,

_ In view of the nnpact of the LRT consttuctmn, a strong soc1o-poht1ca] need arose to

restructure the existing busl_]eepney operation and to prepare a plan which will render a
short-term solition to the public transport operation (bus and Jeepney) along the LRT.
The prmc1pdl considerations for the reroutmg pldn are: _ =

1) The rerouting plan should be consistent with hlghm traasport pohcles of the govern-

ment.
2) It should be ﬁnanc:lally acceptable to the LRT operation.

*3)- Thé plan should be technically acceptable for BOT’s nnplementatlon

4) It should'be techmcwﬂy acceptable for police enforcement.”

5) The plan ‘should be acceptable to’ exlstlng transport operators (especlaﬂy Jeepney

: drwersloperators) :

) However, in order for a plan’ to effectwely function’ of properly meet” the demand it has -

to be prepared with regards to the necessary improvements in road” links/intersections,
as well as termmalslturmng points. . ‘A balanced plan on the: physical aspects of pubhc_
transport Improvement can only be worked out by coordinating the interactions arnong .~
the factors relating to the route, termmalslturnmg points and road hnks/mtersectlons
as it is conceptuaﬂy shown in the 1llustratton below. '

_ Bouté K
© . Planniig s

- Public
Transport
Physical
Planning

‘Road Links/\ .-
Intersections
Improvement
Flanning

Terminaly
" Turning Point
. Improvement
Planning
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In view of .the neced for immediate implementation upon completion of the LR, the

* study intends to prepare a plfm as practlcql and 1cahstic as possible- through the following

measures~ '

1) “The conduct of a. compxehenswe ﬁcld survey to- collect accurate and on- n-the- -Spot
ittrformation on the existing public transpmt operation,
2} The ¢onduct of an in-depth analysis on possible rerouting alternatives, - :
3) The ‘conduct of a joint planning work between the Ministry and Study Team togethm
' with intensive and frequent discussions an relevant: planning pohcy guidelines and
 concepts among government agencies 1nvolved :

72 FRAMEWORK OF THE SHOR‘T-TERM PLAN

The short term plqn comprises a spec1f1c 1eroutmg plan ‘and assocxated fac1htv improve-
ment plan. for the LRT corridor and a prehmmary plan on the overall development di-

rections on rerouting and mode 1nterchange areas (tc1mma]s/termmal areas) The specific

plan for the LRT corndor is as foﬂows
1) Rer outmg Plasi:

a)’ Reroutmg sttucture plan will indicate prec15€ly Whlch roads w111 be used for bus
and jeepney operation, : :
b) Route list:- will give the information on integrated route basis, on ‘the approximate
capacities (how.many. number of units can be:accommodated in a route) and other
~ route characteristics (route name, length, roads via, turning points). This will be
- done in such a:way that an existing route’ can be cleariy related to the proposed
rotite. The list will also give the information on the legal status of a route, whether
the route is colo1 um or authorized by BOT, in order to facilitate 1mp]ementat:0n

2) Relevant Pubhc Transport Facihty Improvement Plan._
“a) Road 1mprovement plan:. will include the following: . -
i) road sections ‘where maintenance/rehabilitation is required

ii) intersections where installation of signals has to be considered
i) ‘estimated level of i 1mprovement costs

“b) Traffic control plan: “will include the -fo]iowing:

i) road sections that are to be one-way
ii): control of curbsule paricmg
111) control of on road market and street vendors

In view of the 1mportance t6. look into the i 1mprovemcnt of terrmnals/termmal areas.more
from the mid-term and comprehensive points of view, this task is discussed separately

from the above short-term plan. However, most of the short-term improvement measures'
in the terrmm} areas are covered in the i improvement of road and traffic on road.”
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CHAPTER 8 PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ROUTE PLANNING

8.1

8.1.1

PLANNING FRAMEWORK AND PROCEDURES -
General

® The overall work flow of thls task is shown in Figure 8.1, The whoie process is composed

of three major tasks, namely:

Inve_ntory Survey: intends to 1dent1fy the existence, locauon and i mventory of the routes

' cunently being operated This is aclneved by conductmg extensive
field surveys, = o R

Macro Level Analysis/Planning: intends to analyze the characteristics of the existing

public transport routes, impact of the LRT operation, preparation and

evaluation of alternatives to establlsh a basm route structure plan for -

the LRT-affected areas,

Actual Level Ana[yS!Sf_Piahntng; inte'nds to reﬁne'the_basic route structure__plans in prgpa-
~ration of a plan for eventual implementation wherein a proposed
mdmdual route hst with required ﬂeet capamty will be worked out.

8.1.2 Approach and Methodology

® The nature of this task is complex and comphcated not only technically but also pohn

tically for the following reasons:

1) The- existing public transport route structure in Metro Manila is extremely compli-.
cated mamly due to the existence of jeepneys and the_non -existence of comprehensive
data on'their inventory. and operation. Jeepneys operate on mote than 700 routes
involving almost 40,000 units, ‘Moreover, the corridor where the LRT is now under
construction is. the busiest transport corridor and more than half of the existing routes

- is directly affected; - ' :

2) Some fundamental public transport pohmes of the government dtrectly affecting the
rerouting plan cannot necessarily be taken for gtanted by using presumptions, hey
need to be extensively assessed and tésted in relation to this study. .

3) Due tothe significant role of jeepneys in the Metro Manila public transport system,
jeepney operators/drivers possess influential power, Unles plans are well coordinated,
they. Wln hardly be 1mplemented

: Accordmgiy, the study duly takes into account the fnllowmg poliits:

1) In order to analyze a consuierable number of alternative policies’ and pians the key is
how to. simplify the planning Process in terms of data and methodology without
reducing its required level of accuracy, Two basic measures were considered, namely
Integration of Routes: The existing 744 jeepney and 197 bus routes were simplified
by consohdatmg/lnteglatmg homogeneous or similar routes and their route informa-
tion. Although whole individual routes have to be deal. with during the actual imple-
mentation stage, in most cases, planning is prlmanly made based on the simplified
input-so that more dlternatwe funddmental factors/policy directions can be tested and’
-;analvzed As long as the process of simplification of actual/individual features is
logical and ‘realistic, it is always. recommended ‘that a szmp]lfled planning and data
base be used for analysis. The process of route 1ntegrat10n and’ dlsmtegratxon is dla—_
- 3gTammed in Figure 8.2, :

Apphcatmn of Computer—alded Analysm Method The size and nature of the task
deﬁmtely requlres the assistance of a goodlpractical computer-aided analysis method.



2)

At vatious stages of analysis and planning, computer models and programs were made
used of as much as possible not only on the large-scale computer at TTC but also on
the micro computer, In the public transport network assignment, TRANSTEP was
fully wtilized. _ o _

In order to work out realistic plans, close coordination was continuously maintained
within the team of JICA consultants and MOTC officials, Regular coordination with
other relevant govetnment agencies such as the BOT, MMC, CHPG, and police depart-
ments was also established.

: Figure 8.1 _
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Figure 8.2
Conceptual Framework of Route
Integration and Disintegration
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8.1.3 Planning Procedures

® The whole route planning process may be further brokendown into five steps, as shown
in Figure 8.3. In Steps I and I1, all necessary data were collected and prepared. Based on
these data, the modcl was calibrated. In Step 111, planning guidelines were determined on
the basis of the ‘government policies/policy guidelines and alternative plans were then
prepared and assessed. In Step IV (a reiterating process of Step 111), a more thorough
analysis was made for those alternatives which were narrowed down in Step LII. Step V
aimed at preparing guidelines for implementation.



Figure 8,3
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8.1,4 Preparation of Planning Base and Data
1} General _ .
® The planning base and data required for the study consists of those which express the
existing situation and characteristics of the Metro Manila bus and jeepney transport in -
relation to its system, demand and operation, They are as follows:

a) system : route and route characteristics _
b) demand : public transport passenger demand level, distribution and
R characteristics ' : I

¢) operations :  supply level, distribution and operating characteristics of units
® Due to the complexity and existence of a large number of public trafisport routes
(744 jeepney and 197 bus routes), the planning procedure required computerization of
‘a set of planning and data base which includes:
a) Zoning of study area
b) Road network and link data
c) Public transport line configuration and line data
d) Public transport passenger OD table
¢) TRANSTEP | .
f) Planning/Policy guidelines _ ‘
® Two sets of EDP data were prepared from the following viewpoints:

a) 64 zoning system an_d associated data base: to analyze the whole Metro Manila
" area in a more balanced way. S _
b) zoning system and associated data base: to analyze the LRT affected area with
particular attention to: _
i) LRT passenger loadingfunloading by individual station
i) Split in-traffic between Taft Avenue and Mabini/M. H. del Pilar
iii) Accessibility to LRT stations e _- o
& This section presents a discussion of the planning base and data mainly for the 64-
zoning system, while that for the 74-zoning system is presented in Appendix 8.4. -
2) Zoning of Study Area. ' _ L _
® The first step was to work out a reasonable zoning system which would meet the
~ specific planning objectives of this study. With jeepnecy rerouting as one major ob-
jective, a' new-zoning system that tookinto account the location of jeePney_t_erminalsl
turning points was developed.. The principle behind is that terminals which are-similar
in terms of location and function will be included in the same traffic zone. The
importance of. this zoning system is that it will affect route integration. Routes in
separate zones cannot be integrated although they have similar terminals and pass the - -
* same Toads.: L : _ '
®  As shown in Appendix 8.1, the zoning system comprises 64 zones: 58 zones are within
‘Metro Manila and six in external areas. This zoning system corresponds to the MMUTIP
. 202-zoning system (sec Appendix 8.2). The 74-zoning system is shown in Figure A of
Appendix 8.4. : : L .

3) Road Network and Link Data

® For the new zoning. system, the FDP road network was buile based ‘on the network
developed in MMUTIP: covering major roads and major public routes,

8-5



® The EDP road network is illustrated in Appendm 8.3. The followmg miormatmn were
prepared for each network link:

_a). iength of link - :

b) number of lanes

c) link speed :
d) delay function (relatlons hip: between velocity and capaelty )

The EDP road netwotk for 74-zoning system was prepared in a similar way and is
presented in Figure B of Appendix 8.4,

- 4) Public Tranapozt Route Conﬁguratmn and Line Data.

" @ Existing jecpney and bus routes were' further mtegmted from 196 and 96 basic routes
to 98 and 41 BDP routes, respectively, "T'his was done so that the total number of
routes would fit the capacity of TRANSTEP. The basic priniciples applied in this
integration process are shown in Table 8.1 (for both bus and- jeepney). These do not
comply with the roite. integration. method discussed in the previous section and,
therefore, were apphed to those routes outside the LRT corridor, -

& EDP route structures and the list of buses and Jeepneys p;eparec’ for the 64-zone
system are shown in Appendix 8.5.

Table_ 3.’1‘ |

Type of Routes Integrated for EDP
Type of Routes _ -
Combined in o - Frequency of
© Further Integration = = Conditions : _ Combined Routes
A ee— : route Iength isnot . FA -i» FB + FC
D sanssssas very much different ‘

3C___—u

A B © frequencies of A FA or FB
W— —_ and B routes are -
~similar
A - B frequencies of A - FA+FCor FB+FC
pre—— and Broute are© S
S _ similar -
5) OD Table

'® The 1980 HIS OD table was: developed for this parmcular exercise based on the 1980
and 1983 HIS analysis: ~'The methodology and characteristics of the 1980 HIS OD
table dre described in detail in Chapter 16. Lo

. The OD tables dsed in this exerclse ate:

“a) pubhc ttanspott passenger OD fot morning peak hour (all purpose}
b) prlvate transport vehicle OD for morning peak hour (all purpose)

86



6) TRANSTEP

Normally, a.comprehensive transport planning work for a large city like Metro Manila
requites a Lomputer model that can deal with a 31zeable amount of varied data and -

simulate various alternative scenarios, TRANSTEP is one of these readily available
models. In fact it }:as already been used in several tlansport studies for Metro Manila.

“such as MMUTIP 'LRT Extension Study, LRT Lme No. 1 Study and PNR Commuter

Study

Although the whole TRANSTEP is a comprehenswe cransport planmng package,

only some modules of the public transport assignment were used. In order to meet
the parncuiar planning objectives of JUMSUT, inprovements were made on several
areas such as an increase in capacity in terms of the number of public transport lines
to be inputted and an output format. Details on TRANSTEP and the improvements
made in this study are presented in Chapter 15. : -

Prior to the actual applicatlon TRANSTEP needed to be cahbmted T his process
is explained in detaﬂ in Appendix 8.6, :

82  REROUTING PLAN FOR LRT CORRIDOR

8.2.1 Assessment and Formulation of PohcyiP[annmg Guidelines
1) General o

Rerouting of bus and j jeepney is affected by certain government pohaes such as:

‘a) Intermodal relations along LRT cotridor
b) Faic system - '

i) LRT fare level and sytem in relation to bus and jeepney fare’ |
ii) introduction of differential fare for bus and j jeepuey.

<) Implementatxon capabilities

2) Modal Relations along the LRT Corrndor

It is clear that the entire public transport demand along the LRT corridors will not be
accomodated by the LRT alone. Judging fromm the analysis results of the LRT Line
No. 1 study and: other available information, LRT. will roughly meet 0.5 million
passengers/day out of the total publi¢ transport demand of 2.0 million passengers/
day (initial LRT capacity is 18,000 passengers!dlrection/hour oniy) Therefore there
is a need for LRT to be supplemented by bus and jeepney. A

LRT will mamly attract passengers. with longer trip lengths. 'Therefc')re, the impact

of LRT in terms of passenger traffic flow will be much larger than other modes of
public transport. (According'to further analy51s of the results of the LRT

Study, reduction in bus/jeepney passenger traffic flow at various road ‘sections is

. _approximately between 25 to 50 percent).

In order to accommodate the remaining public transport passengers alternatwe solu-
tions are:



Case A : by bus only
Case B : by jeepney only
Case C : by bus and jeepney
Case A will lead to the following:
a) purchase of a sizeable number of new buses
b} operation of a large number of existing 3ccpneys will be discontinued -
e) decrease in service level of public transport
d) easier regulation and control
Case B will lead to the following:
a) teaffic sitvation along the corridor will possibly become worse
- b) possible threat t0 LR operation
© ¢} difficult regulation and control

Case C will lead to the following:
a) no large change from the current situation
b) difficult to clearly determine the roles of bus and j jeepney
¢) difficult to implement and regulate whatever policy is introduced

Case C seems to be the only realistic and adequate solution so far c0n51der1ng the
severe limitation and problems of other cases.

® An analysm of the public transport passenger demand related to ‘the LRT corridor
also indicates that the type of demand along the LRT corridor is so complex that it
requires 2 combination of different modes and route strucrares. This is largely due
to the fact that the LRT corridor is directly related to almost all other important
transport corridors. Therefore, though the modal relations along the LRT corridor
require careful study with regards to the public transport demand characteristics of
the other. corridors, its basic modal shares can be conceptually illustrated as shown
1n Figure 8.4.

F'igt.zr'e 8.4
Concept of Modal Share along the LRT Corridor
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3) LRT Fare Level and Structure

®  An extensive exercise on how and to what extent the LRT fare level and structure
~ will affect the ridership of LRT passengers was made and explained in detail in Chaprer
11, Based on the discussions made in this chapter, the LRT fare was sct at a flat fare
cof P1.0, while the existing fate for bus and jeeptey _used_was . P0.65 for first five
kilometers and B0.13 for every subsequent kilometer thereafter. The LRT flat fare of
P1.0 has been considered to give the maximum LRT revenue with a minimum increase

in total gene1ahzed cost,

4) Bus and Jeepney Fare:

® This exercise intends to find a way to regulate bus and jeepney moda] shares by chang-
ing the current fare structures of bus and jeepney,

e The average trip length for bus and jeepney is 7.8 and 3.8 kilometers, respectively.
_The distribution is shown in Figure 8.5. Under the same fare level and structure,
passengers tend to use the bus for longer trips and the jeepney for shorter trips, as
" shown in Table 8.2. 1t is also notable that the trip length range between 2.6 and 7.5
kilometers, which forms the largest public transport market, is common to both
bus and - jeepney. This indicates that the bus and jeepncy have a more significant
competitive relationship or that their functional split is not- clear for this particular
trip length range,

o
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° 'lhc current bus and Jeepney fare structure nceds to be assessed with the following
i mind: —

‘a) to meet the passengers’ demanid charactcrisncs more propetly (passenger pre-
- ference is basxcally longer trip for bus arid shorter trip for jeepney).

‘b) to segment the market for bus and Jeepuey more clequy (thls is one way of
- protecting the bus mdustry) ~ '

In' consideration of the above factors, a possible d1rectlon for '1d_]ust1ng thc existing
fare for bus and jeepney is to introduce a relatively cheaper farfor jeepney passengers
for a distance shorter than five kilometers and similarly for bus passengers for a dis-
tance longer than five kilometers. - :

@ Differential fare between bus-and jeepney was tested The basic pr111c1p]e adopted in
this exercise is to apply a higher minimum fare for bus short distances and less rate of
increase in additional fale fcr any further distance. The concept is 1Hustrated below:

RO.65/5 kms.
+ BO.17/km.
o A JEEPNEY
~ FARE -
- (Pesos)

= BUS
RO.75/5 ks,
+ RO.14/km.

J N

—» DISTANCE
ms. “(Kms.)

T e i st o o e e e e e e

¢ The analysis on TRANSTEP application indicates that the introduction of dif-
ferential fare between bus and j jeepney will result in: -
a) a clearer spht of passengers between the bus and the j jeepney wherein the bus
atracts longer. trips and the jeepney, s shorter ones. :
b)-a considerable increase in' LRT" passenger traffic due to’ ‘the discouragement
- of long trip jeepitey. passengers. SRS R :

] Although more alternatives sieed to be tested and carefully evaiuatcd ‘it can be said

that the introduction of a differential fare between bus and jeepney wﬂl distinguish

“the bus and jeepney transport niarket more clearly, work positively for the LRT and
promote bus transport w1thout p0351bly mcreasmg the total econoric cost.

. Although more alternatwes need to be tested and carefully eva.luated it can be sald that
the introduction of a differential fare between bus and jeepney will dlstmgmsh the bus
and jeepney trensport market more clearly, work posnwely for the LRT and promote
bus transport without possibly increasing the total economic cost.
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5) lmplementatzon and anorcement Capabllltles*
® Jeepney. operations in Metro Manila are so extonsive and comphcated chat possible
and realistic 1mplementat1on and ‘enforcement methods take into account both in-
stltutlonal aspects as well as eraffic enfomement and, control, On the basis of dis-
cussions with relevant government agencies, it was agreed that this study stands on the
following basis: :

a) In order 10 assure a certam required Ievel of patronage for LRT, the longer
jeepney routes which run parallel to it should be detoured at certain sections
of the LRT corrldor s0 that they will not compete with the LRT on long dis-

_tances, The bus routes can be maintained as they are, conszdcrmg the 1elat1vely
_iow share and dlfﬁculties in operatlon along the narrow side stleets

b) As much as possible, no drastic rerouting will be done for the jeepneys.

c) When jeepneys are deviated from the LRT. corridor, it is proper that all j Jeepneys
be. banned from some common sections of the corrldor to facilitate the im-
plementatlon Consequently, there will be some. routes running the corridor

 for along distance to be cut at cértain points. :

d). Possible” types of new routes, including feeder services to LRT stations and

© in other potentlal demand areas, will be created to accommodate the expected
' surplus of jeeprieys due to the LRT operation and’ subsequent rerouting,
~e) The new route list should correspond clearly to the existing route list in order
' to facﬂltate relocanon of _]eepneys '

8.2, 2 Alternatfve Concepts of Reroutmg
' 1)- Plepfarauon of Alternatwe Reroutmg Structure Plans
L Alternative reroutmg plans were prepared to meet. the followmg ObjectIVES‘ '

a) to maximize the economic beneflts due to LRT operations '
b) to maximize the LRT patronage and revenue :
¢} to minimize the impact of LRT on bus and j _]eepney operahon

However, these appear contradictory to each other, : For example, _satlsfymg LRT
requirements will not necessarily be an optimum solution to bus and jeepney transport -
or to total public transport. Since the bus, jeepney and LRT share the same transport
‘market ‘and operate in the same area, a plan which favors one mode is always de-
trimeiital to the other. : :

L Although a sct of reroutmg pIans was prcparcd and assessed, the main purpose of this
exercise is not to determine the final plan-but to assess various alternatives and to
parrow down possible directions for further analysis.

® More speclﬁcally, the principles in devclopmg alternative rerouting plans are as follows: -

a) spht the functlons of the LRT, bus and jeepney more clearly in meeting dif-
ferent passenger demand:’ basmally longer trlps for LRT and bus, whde shorte1
trips forjeepney. : : '

" b) maximize use of LRT capac1ty as long as it w111 not bring about conmderab!e

adverse consequences. '

- ¢) rerouting plan will not be very comphcated nor 1mpract1cai to faCIhtate the
_ _1mplementatlon :



®  Alernatives plepazed on the basis of different possible rerouting conccpt‘; are classified
into the following groups:

 PLANA:
PLAN B:
PLAN C:

'PLANIM

PLAN E:

1w CORFIDOR o S |

Flgure 8.6
Basn: Route Pattern for PLAN B

is to adjust only those bus,’Jcepney coiites which’ mlght be affected by the

 LRT. Depending iipon the degree of influence by the LRT, these routes
" are either eliminated or shortened if the nimber of units are reduced. The

EDP route configuratlons for PLAN A are shown in Flgures 8.8 fmd 8,13

~ for jeepney and bus respectively.

is to. I’LSH‘UCU‘II‘& the bus/jeepney routes according to the principles shown
in’ Figure 8.6, Although jeepney routes will remain along the whole
corridor, the length ‘of the portion of routes which run parallel to the LRT
will ‘not ‘exceed 1/3 of the LRT corridor.” On the other hand, no bus
routes using Monumento and Baclaran as terminals will be operated unless
they serve the area outside of the LRT corridor, EDP route configurations
for PLAN'B are shown in Flgurcs 8.9 and 8.13.

aims to divert. Jeepney passengers with longer tnps to the LRT according
to the plan shown in Figure 8.7 wherein it is ‘assumed that all jeepney
routes will be ‘cut at Jones McArthur and Quezon Bridges. No jeepney

will cross ‘the Pa31g river via these bridges, otherwise, the jeepney routes

will remain as'is. On the other hand, bus routes w1ll remain onthose buclge‘;
EDP 1oute conhguranons are shown mn Flgures 8.10 and 8.13,

also aims to discoutage loncer trip jeepney passengers who travel par-
ticularly across Jones, McArthur, and Quezon bridges by diverting those
routes to other bridges such as Del Pan, Ayala or Nagtahan, instead of
cutting the routes. This concept is shown in Figure 8.7. Bus routes remain
as is. EDP route conﬁguratlons arc shown in Figures 8.11and 8.13.

to cut all the jeepney routes at Jones, McArthur and Quezon bridges

- which have ‘one end within C-2, and to divert those that have both ends

outside C-2. - This is basically ' the ‘combination of Plans C and D. Bus
routes remain as is. EDP route configurations are shown in Figures 8.12

and 8,13,
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Figute 8.7 :
Concept of Deviating Jeepney Routes
from Jones, McArthur, and Quezon Bridges
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" e Intracity Routes
~ {Frequancy 15Qand more/hr.)

e Intracity Routes o
{Frequency @ 150 or less /hr.)

— e Ir_\tsréitv Routes

{Frequency : 150 and iﬁore/hr.) '

— Iﬁlérci:y Routes -
{Frequenicy : 150 or less /hr.)

| Figure 8.9
~ Jeepney Line Configuration
' for Plan B
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2) Asscssment of Altetmtwe Plans

®

I‘hese plcms are based on the assumption of LRT smglc fare of P1.5 flat and Time Value
of PL.0/hour, ‘The summary of the results are shown in Table A of Appendix 8.7.
Althiough the LRT fare and passenget time value are different from those mentioned
eatlict, relative differences among the alternative rerouting plans can be assessed
as long as the alternatives are b'ised on the same assumptions. The hndmgs are as

foHows :

a) Rcﬁnement of affectcd route only (Plan A) shows a slight increase in LRT

passenger trattic. :
b) Plan B shows the greatest ‘increase in LRT passenger traffic but has an adverse

. economic impact largely due to the increase in number of transfers.

c) Plans C and D also show considerable increase in LRT passenger traffic. How-
ever, the former has an adverse economic impact, while the latter a favorable

~ one; Bus transport is favorable under Plan C, but not so under Plan D,

d) Plan E, which is a-combination of Plans C and D, shows 2 slightly better picture
in terms of overall economic impact, an increase patronage of bus transport
and minimum adverse’ effects to jeepney transport. However, the LRT pas-
senger traffic will i increase only by about 20 percent.- ' '

Regatdmg the dlrectmns for- further analysis on rerouting, the following factors should
be considered: - :

a) Reroutmg of j Jeepney along the LRT corridor would not bring any mgmﬁcant
adverse- economic gonsequences as Jong as jeepney routes are” allowed to exist
along the LRT corridor. :

b) The reroutmg pohcy that would brmg about an mcreased patronage of the
LRT:is not to allow any jeepney routes rur longer than 1/4 to 1/3 of the LRT
corridor distance at any ‘section of the corridor, This is ‘considered to be the
‘most fundamental policy which will effectively meet the planning requirements
without bringing about any adverse effects on overall public transport. Since
the basic route structure does not change much, no comphcated ‘measures are

" needed for 1mplementat10n _ :

c) Rerouting policy could also be’ effectweiy directed at dlvertmg more rottes
from the LRT corridor to othsr routes partlcularly to C-2. Positive economic
impacts can be expected ' '

It should be noted that éffective rerouting always takes into consideration the physical
and traffic cond1t10ns along the routes, particularly conditions of termmal/turmng
points if new locations need to be created or existing ones are to be expanded due to
rerouting. Local conditions’ siich as location, road and traffic conditions, land use and

© socio-economic activities and characteristics of particular areas need to be turther

studied, The important point for regulating jeepney routes and operation is improve-
ment and controlled development of existing termmals/turmng pomts which will

- benefit both public transport passengers as well as operators.

With regards to alternative rerouting, the poss1b1e dzrections for nnprovmg the ter-
rmnais/tummg points are as’ foﬂows '

PLANB: A con31derable number of exlstmg termmals and turning circuits need to
be restructured considering the LRT stations, interface with LRT and other
existing phiysical constraints in the LRT corridor.
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PLAN C: The functions of jeepney terminals around jones, McArthur, and Quezon
Bridges need to be strengthened, |

This includes a considerably wide range of pllysiéal improvements parti-
cularly in and around Qumpo Binondo/Sta. ‘Cruz, Divisoria and Lawton
area,

PLAN D: This plan assumes the improvement of jeepney termmals/turmng circuits
and roads near Del Pan, Ayala, and Nagtahan bridge.

- Particularly, the improvement of Dmsoria and Qutapo is 1nd1spensable for
this plan

PLAN E: Since this plan is a combination of Plans C and D, the above-mentioned
improvements ate also necessary.

¢ The passenger loading/unloading patterns of Plans A to E are also shown in Appendix
8.7.

8.2.3 Assessment of Possible Public Transport Roads in the LRT Corridﬁ% :

This section aims to identify and assess the availability of alternatlve public transpott
roads in the LRT corndor

1) Roads used during the LRT construction

® Due to the on-going LRT construction, the LRT corridor was closed at various
sections from time to time depending on its construction schedule, All the jeepney
and bus routes with the heaviest traffic flow in the Metro Manila road network
‘then had to be rerouted temporarily to the best available side streets.

® During this period, JUMSUT conducted public transport/traffic surveys along the
‘corridor (between December 1982 and February 1983). ‘It revealed that the total
traffic level at any of the cross sections of the LRT corridor and its side streets
remained at more or less the same level with that of “before” LRT construction.
Apparently, passenger travel demand is being met by the rerouted buses and
jeepneys; This implies that although the service level was consldcrably reduced -
due to traffic congestions caused by such factors as lack of road traffic capacity,
Jack of traffic signals and traffic control measures, poor and deteriorated surface
conditions of side streets, it is still considered that many of the side streets could
have provided and are able to provide considerable space and routes for traffic
along this corridor.

® Figures 8.14 and 8. 15 present the outline’ of this temporary rerouting around the
period of April and May 1983, Many of these secondary roads can be considered
"as possible permanent main public transport roads rather than temporary ones.
The characteristics of the temporary rerouting are as follows:
North Corridor:
a) Existing routes were basically maintained and rerouting was made by
maximizing use of available sade streets which run paraﬂel £0 R1zal Avf:nuel
Rizal Avenue Extension,

" b) Standard of the side streets vary from narrow two-lane roads to und1v1ded _
three to four-lane roads. An attempt to reduce traffic congestions was
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FIGURE 8.16 JEEPNEY ROUTE STRUCTURE
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- made by converting all these narrow side sttcets to one-way roads Although
the traffic flow was assured one-way or another, serious traffic congestions
were observed at the foﬂowmg road iocatlons durmg the peak hours or
throughout the day. -

'(Intersecuon) o T Ma{:’uamnéipalo

- N - W, FugosolT Mapua -

(Road Sections) : = — T, Mapua (between Antlpolo and Batangas)

: — T. Mapua (betw:,en V. Fugoso and Ongpin)

- Ongpin :

— Evangelista .

c) Of the available side streets, it was found out that traffic flow along F.

Huertas and .Oroquieta was faiily smooth. These streets are Jocated close -
- to' Rizal Avenue within a walking distance of 100 to 200 meters.

South Corridor:

a) The basic rercuting structure for the southern LRT cortidor is the same as
in the northern LRT corridor. ‘However, all the routes using Taft Avenue
- were split quite apart from each other by direction. Distance between the
~ two directioris is approximately 500 to 600 meters.
b) Although it was observed that no critical bottlenecks in the northern
- corridor exist, except for the Baclaran and Libertad areas and southera
portion of Harrison, congestions: spread all along the side streets due to
. insufficient capacity and substandard stricture conditions.
¢} As a whole, it is considered that with proper improvements most of the
above roads would be considered as posmbie roads for rcroutmg

2) Identification and Assessmient of Possible Alternative Roads

® Appendix 8.9. shows the toads which cari be possibly used for reroutmg on nnportant
sections of the north (Figure A) and the south (Figure B) corridors, respectively. The
information on these roads are presented in detail in Appendix 8.8, Although some
side streets and secondary roads are not wide and standards are not high
enough, an introduction’ of proper traffic ‘control measures, partlcu!arfy one-way.
traffic and parkmg control will enable them to be used as pubhc transport roads.

® These detour roads can be categorlzed into two, namely:
~a) Neartby streets closely located and considered a part of the LRT corridor
for direct alternatives: -
F. Huertas, Oroquieta, T. Mapua, etc. (R1za1 Avenue)
S. Marcelino, Smga]ong, Leveriza, etc. {Taft Avenue)

b) Roads which belong to different corrldors but can be considered as alter-
natives for long distanice routes: S

* A. MabinifJuan Luna, ]. A. Santos, A. Bomfacm Dlmasafang, etc.
(in the: north) -

— A, Mabini/M, H. del Pilar, F. B Harrison, South Super Highway
(in the south)

® Asshown in Appendix 8. 9., nearby streets which may be converted into detour routes
are found in the following sections:
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o betv&een l.l'th" AVeziue and 2nd Avcnhc :
 —  between Blumentritt and Plaza Sta, Cruz
~ between U. N. Avenue and P‘iS’ly Rotonda

Various side strects located in the above sections have been used as Jecpncy detour

routes since. the construction work for the LRT was started. However, they are

mostly narrow one-way streets and, thetefoxe requirc proper eraffic control
“measures and road improvements when used,

® The following corridors which are pqrallel to the LRT corridor, may be used as
alternative detour routes:

North ‘ _ _ o
— A, Mabini for Monumento — J. A. Santos Section
~ J: A. Santosf]ones bridge for. Hermosa — Plaza Lawton Section
— A, Bonifacio/Dimasalang for Monumento — Plaza Lawton Section

South o _ L T
—: M. H. del Pilar/Mabini/Harrison for T. M. Kalaw — Baclaran Section
— - South Super Highway for P, Quirino — Pasay Rotonda Section.

Among these cotridors, A Mabini, J." A. Santos, A. Bonifacio, and South Super
Highway are ‘conisidered too far from the LRT corridor, If jeepneys are diverted
to these corridors, it will cause not’ only inconvenience to passengers but also bring

about complaints from jeepney drivers and operators of these corridors. For the
north and south, therefore, there is oniy one realistic detour corndor for each, ie.:

a) Dimasalang/Queézon Boulevard for the north
" b) M.H. del Pl]ar/Mabnanarnson for the south

8. 2 4 Preparatmn and Assessment of the Reroutmg Structure Plans
s Preparatmn of Altematwe Reroutmg Plan '

¢ Alternative 1erout1ng pIans were prepared based on the, reroutmg pohcies agreed upon
_ and other existing local condmons such as the avallablhty of detour roads. It is hardly
possﬂale to ban jeepneys zlong the section between Plaza Lawton and T. M. Kalaw
since alternative detour reads are not available, The i impact of such banning on public
transport route structure jis-large and extensive, - As'a result; the alternative of banning
jeepneys in some specific road sections in the LRT corridar may be considered sepa- -
tately for. the North and the South dependmg upon the degree of its effect.

® Four alternative plans each for the north and for the south corridors were prepared,
_These alternative plans are shown in Appendix 8.10.The chmacterisncs of these plans -
~can be highhghted as fOHOWS'

'North Corridor: -

Alternative A (Minor rerouting): Banning the jeepney along Rizal Avenue between
V. Fugoso and Plaza Sta. Cruz ‘whete the traffic congestion is serious
- particularly arcund the intefsection at C. M. Recto, Otherwise, the

route structure remains basicalfy asis. '

: Altematlve B (Medium rerouting): Rerouting all along Rizal Avenue by bdnnmg the
jeepneys along Rizal Avenue between Plaza Sta Cruz and Solis. Al--
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though the routes’ basically fol[ow the existing ones, para!lel roads
(F. Huertas , Oroquieta, etc.) are made use of. :

Alternative C {Major reroutmg) Banning. the Jeepneys along Rizal Avenue between
Solls and Plaza Lawton mcludmg McArthus bridge '

‘a) Routes that have both end terminals outside. the section of Soias-_
- McArthur bridge: shall be diverted either to. J. A. Santos/Jones
bridge or - Dimasalang/Andalucia/Quezon - Blvd. /Quezon  bridge.

. b) Routes that'come from the north and have one end terminal
within the section, shall be diverted to the nearby strects runnmg
parallel to Rizal Avenue.

Consequently, the changes in’ route conﬁgurauon between Sohs and
‘MeArthur bridge is fairly considerable, though the ongmal ends of the
routes are maintained.

Alternative C' (Major reroutmg) Basically the same as Alternative C except- that all
o jeepneys passmg McArthur bridge will be rerouted to Quezon bridge.

South Corrldor

~Altemative I {Minor reroutmg) Banmng the Jeepneys aiong the most congested
' “section of Taft Avenue between P, ‘Quirino and VII‘.O Cruz Othcrwxse,
the basic route structure remains as is. .
Alternatwe I (Medmm reroutmg) .Expand the banning of jeepneys along Taft
- Avenue between P, Quu‘mo and Buendla otherwise, the route structure
bas1cally remains as is.

Alternative III (Major. reroutlng) Bannmg }eepne)rs all along T"lft Avenue between P,
Quirino and EDSA, -

a) Reroute Jeepney routes to the 51de streets; Leon Guinto, Dommga, :
P, ‘Burgos, and Zamora for the north bound and Dakota, Leveriza
and Park Avenue for the south bound :

b) Reroute some routes along Hamson

Alternative IV (Ma_]or reroutmg) Banmng jeepneys along Taft Avenue betwaen Vito
. Cruz and EDSA. Otherwise, it is basically the same as in Altematwe II1.
2) Evaluation of Altematwes _ _ _
& In order to quantltatlvely evaluate these aItcrnatlve plans, TRANSTEP assignment
cases were selected as follows: ' :
CASE1 : Al B (Nosth) + Ale. II (South)
o | _Banning of _]eepneys on:
Solis — Plaza Sta. Cruz and P, Quu"mo - Buend1a
CASE2 : Alt. © (North) + Alt, IiI (South) |

Banning of Jeepneys on:
. _ Solis — McArthur brldge and P. Quu‘lno — Pasay Rotonda '
- CASE3 : AltA° (North) + Ale I (South) '

Banmng of Jeepneys on: o
V Fugoso — Plaza Sta. Cruz and P. Qulrmo - Pasay Rotonda



~The alternatives were ﬁrst evaluated cons;dermg the LRT patronage. - The results are
shown int Fable 8.3. ,

This exetcise 1mpl;es the foIIowmg

a) The: reroutmg of jeepney routes from the existing LRT cotridor to other
cotridors ot to side streets is as similarly effective as cutting the jeepney routes
which compete or rin along the LRT corridor over the long distance.

b) Regarding the section of the LRT corridor where Jeepneys are batined, the
‘most effective portion in terms of LRT passenger patronage is considered that

“between: V. Fugoso ‘and Plaza Sta, Cruz at Rizal Avenve where side streets
have only insufficient capacities and passenger generation is large. Taft Avenue

- between P, Quirino and Buendia also needs to be banned from jeepneys.

c) With rerouting of i Jeepney roittes from these sections of the LRT corridot,
approximately 30 percent increase in LRT passengei traffic can be expected

- compared to the “Do- Nothmg” situation, -
d) 'Impact of the LRT due to the rerouting can be summatized as follows:

i) In Case 1, the type 1 routes are extremely affected, while other types have
similar. tendency as other cases,
ii) In Case 2, the LRT seems to equally affect all routes. _
i1} In Case 3, the type I and Iil routes are affected more than Case 2 but less
than Case 1.

) There will be a change 1 the rcqulred number of units running, Apprommate-
" 1y 3,300 — 3,800 jeepriey units and 300 409 bus units will become surplus
unless new routes are créated. '

. The complet:on of ithe’ LRT will deﬁnltely Iead to a decrease in jeepney and bus
passenger traffic on various roads i in and around the LRT corridor.

a) Con31derab]e ‘decrease in Jeepney and bus passenger traffic along the LRT
corridor is’ seen as follows._

i) 20:30 percent decrease anng Rizal Avenue Extension
© ii) More than 50 percent decrease along Rizal Avenue
iii) More than 50 percent decrease a]ong Taft Avenue

b) Among the roads running parallel to- ‘the LRT corridor, F. B. Harrison and
" Dimasalang/Quezon Boulevard show "a considerable “increase’ of more than
.. 20;percent due to the rerouting.: ‘However, other corridors where no routes
_ were dlverted show a decrease of about 5-40 percent.”

c) A considerable number of roads which feed into the LRT corrldor shows an
increase in public transport passenger trafﬁc This means the public transport
routes on these roads are providing feeder services to the LRT.

d) ‘The dectease in public transport passenger trafﬁc volume on the roads will not

- necessarily lead to the-decrease in traffic congestions, This is due to the
decrease in road ‘capacity along the LRT corridor and the increase in traffic
congestions around the LRT stations. It is to be noted that the benefit of LRT
will not be 11m1ted to the LRT corridor but will spread to parallel corridors.

Alternatives were evaluated consldermg road traffic aspects by major road secnons
“Tables 8.4 and *8.5 summarize the approximate level of jeepney traffic situation on
1elevant roads due to the rerouting plan, The tables indicate that the jeepney traffic
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volume would not exceed that of “without LRT™ situation along most of the relevant
road sections after the completion of the LRT. Table 8.6 bILEﬂY summarizes the other

aspects ot the impact of the 1er0ut1ng

Table 8.3 Withount - .
Impact of Rerouting to LR LRT With LRT - CASE. -
p p RS Without Without -~ __ - 0 :
assenger Patronage2/» £ Reroutiig  Rerouting 1 g 3
LRT. - _  _
No. of Passengers — . 48761 64950 58,464 59,879
Pass..Kms (000} - 357. 425 390 C 402
* Ave. Trip Length (Kins) - 73 65 6.7 6.7
Jeepney ' . o ' .
No. of Passengers 505,736 - 479,341 456,904 459,444 454,387
Pass.-Kms (000) 2,941 2,791 2,628 2,663 2,623
+ Ave. Trip Length (Kms) 58 5.8 58 5.8 5.8
Bus -~ - . o S .
No, of Passengers 167,866 156,039 166,201 167,370 170,211
Pass.Kms (000) 1,371 1183 1280 1,276 1,302
. Ave. Trip Length (Kms) 8.2 7.6 1.7 7.0 7.6
Total . . _
- Ne. of Passengers 673,602 684,141 688,055 685,638 684,477
Pass.-Kms {000) 4,312 4,331 4333 4,329 4,327
Ave, Trip Length (Kims) C 64 - 63 6.3 6.3 6.3
1/ Moraing peak hour
2/ Based on the assumption that the LRT fare le\'el is fixed at B1.0 flat -
_  and passenger time value ac Bl 'Hhr '
Table' 8.4 Estlmated One-wéy Huﬁrly Frequency
Comparison of Rerouting Impact on Jeepney Traffic .(Moming Peak?8 aw), 19834/
Volume on Relevant Road Sections (North Corridor) Beforef  With LRT .
. . : Without  but
‘ Length - No. of LRT Without _ :
Road Name (Kms.) Lanes Sitvation Rerouting Al A Al B Ale.C AlLC
Rizal Avende “ oS 4 295 530 520 ¢ . 0 0
{Solis-Blum:)’ S C ' . o '
Rizal Avenue .~ - 1.2 4 1,212 - 780 780 0O 0 0
{Blum.-Bambang)
Rizal Avenue . . o : . :
(Bambang-V. 0.3 4 1,304 700 700 O 0 0
‘Fugoso} ' ’
Rizal Avenue : . - -
. V. Fugoso-Plaza 10 4 1,054 . 490 0 6o . 0 0
Sta. Cruz _ o
Oroguieta/F. 1.5 3 417 270 270 1,050 360 560
. "Huerras- ) o B o .
' T. Mapua/ 0.7. 2 2 200 490 490 20 20
Evangelista . ) .
McArthur Bridge 05 . 4 1,022 - 470 470 _470_ 2.0 S0
‘Jomes Bridge 05 2 361 280 280 280 3703/ 280
Quezon Bridge - .. 0.5 4 1,569 (LI90 1,190 1,190 1.5702:" 1,660

1"’The _]eepney ‘I‘rafﬁc Volume for. Alternatives is estimated manually by using . that of the rele-
‘vant route calculated in the case of “With LRT but Withour Rerouting Situstion,” Therefare,
the_jeepney traffic volume shown under various a[ternatwes will be less dependmg upon the

degree of refouting.

2/ It is assumed here that the traffic volume wh:ch is supposed 1o be shown on McArthur Bndgc
be allocated for Jones Bridge and Quezon Bridge by 207% and §0%, respectively.
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. : 3 _Tablﬂ 8.5
Comparison of Rerouting Impact on Jeepney
Traffic Volime on Relevant Road Sections

: One-way Hourly Frsquency (7 — §a.m) 19831/
{South Corridor) ¥ Hourly Frequency

Before With LRT
Length . No.of  ERT Cons . but Without

Road Naine . {Kms) . Lanes truction  Rerouting  Ale ] AluIl Ale il Al IV
“Tafe Ave. (P. Gil- : i ' S
P. Quitino 6.7 .8 1171 680 680 680 680 630

* Taft Ave. {P. Quirino-

Vito Cruz) - 0.9 4 985 560 0 0 T
Taft Ave. (V. Cruz: : S

Buendia) ’ 0.9 4 754 420 420 0 ¢ 0
aft Ave. {Buendia- . .

Libertad) 0.8 4 1027 © 500 500 500 0 0

"Taft Ave. (Libertad- - . . .

S 1t 4 730 439 430 4310 0 0
Mexico Rd, (P. Reda.- : . C ‘
Baclzran) ' 0.7 4 : 364 - 280 280 280 280 280
Mabini/M.H. del Pilar .

“{P. Gil-P Quirino) o 2 756 600 600 600 800 600

Harsison (P. Quitino- . . -

~ Vite Cruz) 0.6 2 701 530 700 700 700 530
Harrison (V. Cruz. i :
" Buendis) 0.8 ‘2 701 520 520 740 740 740
Harrisan (Buendia- o )

s Libertad) ’ . 0.3 2 416 270 270 270 570 570
Harrison (Libéqtad- - o : '

. Baclaran . 1.6 ©2 355 . 230 230 230 460 460

.-DakotalL. Guinto - S : )

" {P. Quirino-V. Cruz) 0.9 . 4 186 110 500 500 560 500
Leve_rilaIDominga . . .
{V.Cruz-Buendia) 0.9 2 0. 0 4} 200 208 200
Leveriza/Zamora . o B . ) : :

“{Buendia-Libertad) 03 - 2. 0 0.0 0 200 200

. Park Ave.fZamora- o DR . ’ Lo . )
{Libertad-P. Reda.) 14 o2 o 0 0 0 200 200

if The method used in Table 84 was also applied for estimated the jeepney traffic volume for different alter-
. matives, . . .
: . Anticipated Adverse
b‘ . o ) : . " Overloading LRT Environmental
Table 8.6 © 0 Alternative © of Traffic . Patronage Impact
Evaluation of Alternatives o - = .
. NORTH CORRIDOR. - ; ]
Alternative A: ~- Blumentritr, T. Mapua less minimal
) (North), T. Mapua,
Evangelista
Alrernative B; Blumentritt, T: Mapua.  moderate . noticeable
(Morth), T. Mapua, - :
Evangelista
- Alternative’C: not significant ' . relatively  * minimal
Alternative G: " - notsignificant © 7 relatively mininal
SOUTH CORRIDOR -
Alternative It Baclaran less : minimal
Alrernative 1: © . Bdclaran, Hatrison: . moderate rainimal

. {Vito Cruz-Buendia)
‘Alcernative Iil: ‘ -'Baqiagan,-ff{anisoﬁ: © relatively - noticeable
TR ' {Vito Cruz-Baclaran) - C

Alte.rpa{;ive_IV:,, o Bax‘,léraﬁ,Ha_rrisor.l:. o rel.ative.h.{. . noticeable
. " (Vilo Criz-Baclaran) '
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8.2.5 Detailed Rerouting Structure Pian by Area

. Alternatlve reroutmg structure plans were thoroughly d1scussed wlth relevant government
_ agencies in coordination with the on-going projects; plans and existing enforcement capa-
bilities, The government agencies involved are the BOT, CHPG, MMC, the Police,
MMTEAM and LRTA, The plan finally concurred upon is shown i in Flgure 8.16.

1) Basic Concept of the Plan P
®  The most important concept of this plan is the Jeepney banned sections. They are:
a) Rizal Avenue Extension includes the followmg section: '

10th Avenue -- 5th Avenue (South bound)
b) Rizal Avenue includes the following sections:

Avrora — Plaza Sta Cruz (South bound)
Lope de Vega - Antipolo {(North bound)
¢) Taft Avenue mcludes the following ! sections:

P, Qulrmo _ EDSA (South bound)
EDSA — Padre Faura {North bound) "

® Dueto thls bannmg, the existing routes running along the LRT cmndor are a{fected
dependlng on the routes origin, destination and via.

® The existing routes currently tarning at Quiapo underpass will be transferred to
the LRT Central ‘Station ‘at Arroceros. However, it has yet to be determiried
whether all § jeepney routes should be- transferred or not.

®  The existing routes which can functlon as ‘feeder routes to the LRT will not be
affected: The passenger demand is- supposed to incréase to a conslderable extent
owing to the LRT. - - ;

® The new routes proposed as LRT' feeders aim at ﬁllmg the. gap taused by the
jeepney banning as well as improving. the llnkage of LRT with major sources of
passenger demand outmde the LRT corridor. The concept is shown in Flgure 8.17.

& The reroutmg plan has. no direct influence on other existing routes although the
demand distribution’changes to some extent dependmg on the route configuration,

2) Descriptlon of the Plan’ by Section

Monumento. — J. A, Santos Section: There wﬂl be no ma_]or changes in th1s section
except. for the following: _ B _ o
a) South-bound jeepney will be banned between 10th Avenue and Sth Avenue
and will be dwerted to ‘A. del Mundo, whlch runs paraﬂel to Rlzal Avenue
“Extension. '
© b) Jeepney routes bound for Recto from Navotas/Malabon area via Monumento
will be diverted to Heroes del 96 and 10th Avene.
o) _}eepney routes bound for Blumentrztt from the north of Novaliches will have -
* the 5th Avenue Station of LRT as its destinationi.
d) Turning movement at ‘Montmento will be modified to a minor extont with
- due consideration of the North LRT Terminals
' e) Asa feeder route, Arkong Bato- Monumento via M H, del Pilar is proposed,

The rationale behind these reroutmg schemes are as follows



“T'o mitigate traffic congestlon along Rizal Avenue Extension, - |
-To decongest the Monumento and Blamentritt Stations of the IRT by dx-

* verting some jeepney routes to feed into the 5th Avenge Station.

d)

'To provide better access to the North LRT Termmal for _]eepneys commg from

the north, west and east.
To discourage, to some extent, south- bound ]eepneys wInch divectly compete
with the LRT. R v

J. A, Santos — Tayuman Scction- Thls section includes Blumentritt, which is a major
junction point of the three corridors, ie., A, Bomfamo Rizal Avenue Exténsion, and
Rizal Avenue, Chanoes are as follows:

a)

b)

. d)l

Routes commg from thﬂ dlrection Of Rlzal Avenue Extension are COIlnBCtﬁd

to Oroquleta via J. A, Santos, T, Bugallon, T. Mapua and Laguna. However,

for the return trip, F. Huertas, Antipolo, Rizal Avenue and Aurora will be used.
Routes coming from the direction of A. Bonifacio and Retiro are linked to
Oroquicta through Blumentritt, P. Guevarra and Antipolo, For the return trip,
F. Huertas, Antipolo, P, Guevarra and Cavite will be used.
Tuthifig movement at Blumentritt will be changed with due consideration of
the following points: - o :
— not to cross major roads as uch as possible
-.— not to make left-turn movements as much as possible
— ot to cross PNR as.much as possible
— provide a good link to LRT to transfer passengers.
~ — .not to make a long jeepney queue along major roads

_As a feeder to LRT, Blumentritt — Altura!R Magsaysay via Maceda, Santiago is

proposed

These reroutmgs can be justified as follows:

a)
b)

¢)

To mitigate trafﬁc congestton of Rizal Avenue especta,ﬂy around the crossing
of PNR. o ‘

‘To decongest Blumentritt area by rat;onahzmg the tummg movement of
jeepneys, - - : S

To provide better access to the LRT Blumentntt Station for jeepneys coming
- from the north, west and east.

Tayuman - McArthur Bridge Sectlon. This section mcludes one of the busiest areas of
Metro Manila. The characterlstlcs are as follows

a)

. ‘_"B)

Routes coming, from the north- pass the side stleets mcludmg Oroqmeta
Bambang and T. Mapua up to Plaza Sta. Cruz, although the Recto-bound

routes branch-off from Oroquieta at V. Fugoso.. Those going north-bound
will branch-off from Rizal Avenue using Lope de Vega: and F. Huertas.

Recto, Plaza Lacson and Dasmarifias/Nueva/Escolta will be used as turning
points for routes commg from the north Plaza Lacson and Dasmarifias/Nueva/
Escolta w1ll be new turning circuits prepared for. poss1ble route cutting.

As feeder services for LRT, the following new foutes which will feed into the

) LRT Bambang Station consu;iermg the current traffic coatroi measures in the
" CBD area are proposed -

1) lesorla - Bambang via A, Rivera
it) Bambang Espaha Rotondd via Dapitan, Gov Forbes
iif) Balut — Bambang
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The rationale are as follows.

a) To mitigate traffic congestion along Rizal Avenue

b) To rationalize Jjeepney turning movement considering the expected jeepney
queues at LRT stations 1nclud1ng Carrledo. E

¢) To give better access to LRT by developing feeder routes from busy ateas in
the CBD to. the Bambang Station, which will alleviate the expected load at
Blumentritt, D, Jose and Caxmedo Stations, :

i McAithur Brldge — 'I. M. Kalaw Section: This section is the busiest section in Métro

Manila in terms of traffic volume. No rerouting is planned here except that a certain
- percentage of jeepneys turning at Quiapo Underpass at present will be transferred to
the LRT Central Station, :

T. M. Kalaw — P. Quirino Section: The rerouting plan covers the following:

a) South-bound jeepneys can continue to pass Taft Avenve. However, all jeep-

© neys except those turning at San Andres/Remedios have to make a right turn to
San Andres to enter Adriatico,-

b) On the other hand, north-bound ]eepneys will have to use Leon Guinto up to
Padre Fauora,

¢) The turning points of this section will not be Iargely changed. However, a new
turning point is proposed at San Andres/Remedlos takmg the possible route
cutting into account. R

d) A new feeder route Pandacan — Pler is proposed

This 1eroutmg is planned due to the followmg reasons:

“a) To alleviate the traffic congestion along Taft Avenue especially at the inter-
sections at P, Faura and P, Gil by diverting jeepneys to L. Guinto. :

b) To give a better access to the LRT Station by developing a new feeder route
between Pier and Pandacan where the service levei of public transport is con-
sidered to be low.

P. Quirino — Baclaran Section: This is presumably the section which will be most
affected by the rerouting plan. _

a) Mabini/Harrison will be converted into a south-bound one-way street (at least
for jeepneys) between San Juan and Sin “Andres’ in order £o famhtatc the
turning movement around P. Quirino and Vito Cruz. -

b) The routes passing Taft, Hatrison and Dakota at present will be rerouted as
follows: - : -

Vito Cruz Bound Jeepneys:
via Mablm . to M. H. del Pilar, P. Qumno, Harrison, Vito Cruz,
o Adriatico, Leveriza, San Andres, Mabini

via Dakota :  to Taft, San Andres Adriatico, -Vito Cruz (U-turn),
: Adriatico, Leveriza, Remedios, L. Guinto '

viaTaft ~: to Taft, San Andres, Adriauco Vlto Cruz, L. Gumto
Libertad Bound Jeepneys

via Mabini :  to M. H, del Pilar, P, Qumno Hamson ‘Buendia, Leve-
riza, Libertad, Harrison, San Juan, LeVerlza Adriatico,
Leveriza, San Andres Mabm1
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via Dakota/’l‘aft : to " Taft, San Andrcs Adrlatlcd Vite Cruz,
“Donada, Buendia, Levertza, Libertad, P. Burgos, Do-
~minga, L, Guinto

Pasay Rotonda Bound jeepneys.
via Mabini : M. H. del Pilar; P, ermo Harnson Libertad, Park
Avenue, F. Rein, Mexico Road, Harrison, San Juan,
_ Leveriza, Adriatico; Leveriza, San Andres, Mabini
via DakotafTaft 1 - Taft, San Andres, Adriatico, Vito Cruz, Donada,
. Buendia, Leveriza, Park Avenue, F, Rein, EDSA, Zamo-
ra; P, Burgos, Dominga ' .

Baclaran Bound Jeepneys:

via Mabini : M. H..del Pilar, P. Qumno Harrison, Rcdemptoust
' Roxas Boulevaxd {Service Road), T. Claudio, Quirino
Avenue, Harrison, San Juan, Leveriza, Adriatico, Leve-

riza, San Andres, Mabini '

via DakotalTaft . Taft, San Andres, Adnatico Vito Cruz Har-
- rison, Redemptonst, Roxas Boulevard {Service Road),
T. Claudio, Quirino Avenue, Harrison, San Juan, Leve-
 riza, Adriatico, Leveriza, Remedios, L. Guinto

d) The existing feeder routes will basmally remain as they are, although there will
be minor modifications in their turning points. -
e) In this section, due to considerable rerouting, new feeder routes are proposed
- as follows: ' '

- 1) Nichols — Pasay Rotonda
i) Libertad — Bafangay Palanan via Dian
ili) Libertad — Baclaran |
iv) Libertad — San Andres
v) Bacoor — Vito Cruz via Harrison, Park Avenue
vi) Nichols Gate — Vito Cruz via P. Burgos, Park Avenue
vii) Baltao — Buendla via Harrison

Thls rerouting aims to:

a) mitigate traffic congestlon along Taft Avenue, which bécoines narrower in this
- section than the northern part (from eight lanes to four lanes)
b) rationalize jeepney turning movements, by converting a number of side roads
© into one-way streets < ' o | '
¢) give good access to all the LRT stations by avozdmg anticipated jeepney quetes
and by developmg new feeder routes

8.2,6 Assessment of the Proposed Rerauting Structure Plan

* The proposed structure plan Was fimlly assessed using TRANSTEP to confirm the various
indicators which have been used for the discussions on topics.of the previous sections, The |
results are presented in Tab}es 8.7, 8.8, 8.9 and 8.10 and Figures 8.18 and 8.19.

@ Tables 8.7 and 8.8 mdlcate the followmg characteristics:

a) LR patronage will be guaranteed with the rerouting,
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Figure 8.17
Concept of Feeder Services
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b) The LRT together with the rerouting will bring about a 10 percent decrease in the
_ number of passengers and passenger-kilometers for the jeepney.

¢) The LRT alone will cause a decrease of seven percent in the number of passengers
and 14 percent in passenger-kilometers for the bus. However, with the combined
effect of 1cr0utmg, the number of passengers will retain its existing level while a
decrease of six percent in passenger-kilometers is foreseen.

d) Adverse economic impact due to rerouting will be minimal,

¢) Due to the LRT and associated rerouting, there will be a surplus of approximately
3,600 jeepneys and 300 buses on the demand level of 1980. However, considering
the natural increase in- transport demand of Metro Manila, this surplus will be
easily absorbed within a year or two, Moreover, feeder routes newly created in
connection with the LRT will be able to accommodate several hundreds of jeepneys.

® . Pigure 8.18 gives the LRT passenger ridership pattern, which is not considered too dif-
ferent from those shown and discussed in previous sections.

® Tables 8.9 and 8.10 give the idea on how the jeepney and bus routesfoperation will be
affected by the LRT. The impact varics depending upon the route type and where the
routes pass, The longer the parallelism of a route to the LRT, the more it will be affected,
They will be mostly the Types I and II, On the other hand, there are some corridors
(typically seen in Buendia) which will show considerable increase in passenger traffic
because the routes along the cortidor provide a significant feeder service to the LRT.

® Figure 8,19 summarizes the impact of rerouting and LRT on the existing public transport.

Table 8.7 . T
Chanse ir ’ . Without LRT With LR )
ge in Intermofial Relations of the Without Without Rerouting
Reroutmg Plan Rerouting Rerouting Plan

LRT o
No. of Passengers - 48,761 (100) 58,298 (120}

- Pass.-Kims (000) - 357 (100} 405 (113)
-Ave, Trip Length (kms) - 7.3 7.0 '

Jeepney
No. of Passengers
Pass-Kms s (000)
Ave. Trlp “Length (kms)

Bus .
. No, of Passengers

505,736 (100)
2,941 (100}
5.8

167,866 (100)

497,341 ( 95)
© 2,791 ( 95)
5.8

156,039 { 93)

462,027 { 91)
2,640 { 90)
5.7

168,938 (101)

Pass. Kms (000) 1,371 {100) 1,183 { 86) 1,280 { 94
Ave. Trip Length (kms) . 6.2 7.6 7.6
“Total _ .
No. of Passengers 673,602 {100) 684,141 (102) 689,262 (102)
Pass.-Kins (000) 4,312 (100) 4,331 (100} 4,335 (101)
Ave. Trip Length (kms) 6.4 6.3 6.3
Table 8.8 Wi fl t LRT with LRT
ithou 1
Esumated Number of Units Running of the Wichout Without Rerouting
Rerouting Plan Rerouting Rerouting Plan
Jeepney 35,500 33,700 31,900
Bus 5,900 5,100 5,600
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Table 8.9
Impact of the Rerouting Plan on Jeepney

Number of Passengers

Passenger — Kmns

Corriclor
Used {Other Wfout LRT  With LRT Wlout LRT  With LRT
Route than LRT Without Without ~ (Ratio) Rerouting Without Without  {Ratio} Rerouting
Type Corridor} Rerouting - Rerouting Plan “{Ratio}  Rerouting  Rerouting Plan  (Ratio)
I - 46_,210 36,579 (0.79) 29,166 {0.63) 190.;305 103,575 (0.54) 76,236 (0.40)
1 Mc Arthur 7,798 6,663 (0.85) 6,361 (0.82) 68,940 57,201  (0.83) 50879  (0.74)
Harrison 1,208 345 (0.29) 51 (0.29) 7,306 1,199 (0.16) 887  (0.12)
A. Bonifacio 4,728 437  (0.91) 3201 (0.68) 27,136 17,242 (0.64) 11,367  (0.42)
J.A. Santes 2,008 1,523 {076) 1570 (0.78) 9,651 7992 (0.83) 8007  (0.83)
Fier South 3,512 2,339 (0.67) 1,685 {0.48) 16,560 7,459 (0.45) 4872 (0.29)
Tidsa {North) 28,244 24,043 {0.85) 23,018 (0.81) 96,538 78,319 (0.81) 69,777 (0.72)
Espana 28,147 23214 {083) 22214 (079) 187,087 158827  {0.85) 147,728  {079)
Jones Bridge 9,424 7,258 (077) 5508 (0.58) 38,687 20480 (0,53) 17,088  (0.44)
Vite Cruz 1,647 1,647 (1.00) 1,457 (0.88) 1,904 S 1,904 {1.00) 1,568  {0.82)
Subtotal 86716 71,392  (0.82) 65365 (0.75) 453809 350,623 . (077) 312,173 (0.69)
1l McArthur 17,810 15089  (0.85) 14,946 (0.84) 129,812 111,871 (0.78) 99,180  (0.76)
A. Bonilacio 5,514 4,006 (0.73) 3492 (0.63) 19453 14752 (0.75) 13,108  (0.67)
Espafia 57,238 55506  (0.97) 54,063  (0.94) 360,986 414916 (112} . 337,474 (0.93)
Joues Dridge 609 421 (0.469) 157 (0.26) 1,904 1,267 {063} 599 (0.31)
Subtotal 81,171 75,022 (0:92) 72,658 (090} 512,245 522,746 (1.02}) 450,361  (0.88)
W - 10672 116848 (106 115798 {LO05) 697477 7B9745 (113} TE3AI8  (1.09)
v - 41500 44261 (1.06) 44971  (L67) 121,914 124349 {1.02) 117,945  (0.97)
vl : — 139,067 135,239 {0.97) 134,069 {0.96) 965,289 899,839 {0.93) 9_19,95? {0.95) -
TOTAL — 505,736 479,341 (0.95) 462,027 (0.91} 2,943,039 2,790,877 (0.95) 2,640,150 (0.90)
Table 8.10
Impact of the Rerouting Plan on Bus
Cortidor " Nember of Passengers _ Passenger-Kilometers
Used {Other W/out LRT With LRT Wiout LRT Wil]l_l,l('l' .
Route than LRT Without Withour - - Rerouting Without Without Rerouting
Type Corridor) Rerouting  Rerouting®  (Ratio) Plan (Ratio)  Kerouting . Rerouting  {Ratio) Plan- {Ratio)
il Espafia 5,598 2,670 (0.48) 3803 (0.68) 40,525 22,987 (0.57}) 25,442 {0.63})
Quirino Ave. 1,792 940 £0.52) 1,017 (057) 25417 12,784 (050) 14,143 {0.56)
5. 5.Howay 8,661 5841  (0.68) 7024 (0.81) 163,521 59,734 (0.37) 103258  (0.63)
Roxas Blvd. — - - - - — — — - - —
Buendia 758 . 887 (1.17} 1,131 {1.49) 7,813 10,415 (1.33) 13,410 {1.72}
A. Bonifacio 6,037 5,266 (0.87) 0,318 {1,05} 45,300 37,197 (0.82} 43,522 {0.96)
Subtotal 22,846 15,617  (0:68) 19.293  (0.84) 2BZ576 143,121 - (0.51) 199770 (D)
il Dimasatang 3,168 2,491 (0.71) 4,182 (1.32) 28,134 18,943 (0.67) 32447 (1.15)
P. Git 10,207 10,014 {0.98) 10,407  (1.02) 43,572 45538 {D.98) 45899  {1.0%)
Buendia 11,704 7,473 {0.64} 7,035 {0.60) 64,161 46,071 {0.72) 41,133 {0.64)
UN, Avenug 4,570 4,762~ (1.04) 5125 (1.12)  §3,130 13,562 (1.03) 15039 (1.15)
MeArthur 590 136 (0.23) 145 {075} 5,258 1,781 (0.34) 3,174  {0.60)
North Diversion .
Road 4,448 4,441 (1.00) 4609 (1L04) 31,628 32,976 (1.04) 35156 (111
Espaita 385 300 {D.78) 311 {0.81) 5,377 3,537 (0.66) 3,796 (0.71)
Quirino 4,023 2,484 - (0.62) 2997 (0.74) 39,496 25516  (0.65) 33519 (0.85)
Jones Bridge V2623 12,627 (1.00) 12,923 . (1.06) 34,449 33839 {098 37,193 (1.08)
Subtotal 51,118 - - 44,128 (086} 47,834  (0.94) 266,205 218763 '(0.82) 247,356- . (0.93)
v - 5,640 6,061 - (1.07) 6,195  (1.10) 40,488 - 42,520 (1.06) 44853  (1.11)
v - 15,807 15,667 (0.99) 17,654 {1.12) 72,813 74,434 {1.02) 86,531 (1.19}
vi - 14,614 15105 (1.04) 15992  (L09) 241,711 229848 (0.95) 249,725  (1.03)
v — 57,837 59,371 (1.03) 61,970 {1.07) 467,911 474,551 (1.01) 460,939 {0.99)
TOTAL - 167,866 156,039 {0,‘}3). 168,934 {101y 1,370,784 1,183A437 {0.86) 1,289,170 (0.94)
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FIGURE 8.19 INCREASE/DECREASE OF BUS/JEEPNEY PASSENéER
TRAFFIC VOLUME ON ROAD SECTIONS-*WITH LRT AND REROUTING"
MPARISON WITH “WITHOUT LRT AND REROUTING”

11 AND OVER

LESS THAN 07
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INCREASE/DECREASE RATIO:
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