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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE

This Evaluation Framework has been developed to guide the consideration of alternatives over
the course of the District of Columbia Transit Alternatives Analysis.  The alternatives currently
consist of a number of choices regarding corridors and alignments, modes, propulsion,
maintenance facilities, and stations.  The multi-step screening process will evaluate successively
fewer alternatives, with each screen becoming more detailed as the process advances, and will
culminate in the identification of a Locally Preferred System (LPS).   The LPS will consist of a
system of corridors with preferred modes, propulsion, stations, alignments, and facilities for each
corridor.

The Evaluation Framework has been designed to guide the Alternatives Analysis to the
identification of an LPS by achieving the following objectives:

• Identifying study goals and objectives

• Identifying a range of alternatives for consideration in each of the study corridors

• Outlining the evaluation criteria and measures of effectiveness which will be used to
evaluate the strategies which perform the best in meeting study area needs.

• Structuring the technical analyses necessary to understand and systematically evaluate
the implications of various transportation choices with respect to meeting the study goals
and objectives.

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Initiation of the District of Columbia Transit Alternatives Analysis is the result of several studies
that have been commissioned to identify potential solutions to the current transportation
challenges that face the District of Columbia.  These studies have recommended the creation of
intra-city connections to aid in District circulation and Metrorail system capacity relief.

More recently, potential transportation solutions have been coordinated with District of Columbia
land use and redevelopment initiatives.  Through cooperation with the District Office of Planning,
transportation plans and projects are expected to support community development initiatives
articulated in the District’s Comprehensive Plan, and the Strategic Neighborhood Action Plans
submitted by the Advisory Neighborhood Commissions each year.  Continuing coordination
between the Office of Planning and the District Department of Transportation is intended to
maximize the effectiveness of transportation and land use investments to their mutual benefit.

The District of Columbia Transit Alternatives Analysis will merge the recommendations from prior
planning efforts as well as expand the criteria used to select the priority corridors for transit
investment.  Through a series of early public involvement efforts, additional mobility and
community needs have been identified.  Therefore, the District and the Washington Metropolitan
Area Transit Authority (WMATA) are considering a wider range of future transit improvements
than had been most recently recommended in WMATA’S 2001 Transit Development Study.
Because of the agencies’ strong emphasis on coordinating their objectives to implement mutually
beneficial projects, the alternatives analysis has expanded the scope of previous studies and has
examined the District’s current transportation system as a whole.

The Alternatives Analysis is being conducted in accordance with Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) guidelines for identifying, evaluating, and selecting needed transportation improvements to
support local mobility, accessibility, and economic development goals as well as to connect
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healthy, vibrant communities.  Recommended improvements will enhance mobility within city
neighborhoods, provide enhanced access to existing transit service and leverage existing transit
infrastructure by extending the reach of the system and alleviating capacity constraints.

The Alternatives Analysis is being conducted by the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority (WMATA) on behalf of the District of Columbia and consists of four distinct components:

• Needs Assessment, which reviews the District’s demographic, transportation and land
use conditions and uses these as the basis for identifying system-wide transit
improvement needs;

• Alternatives Definition, which describes the alternative approaches for addressing the
needs identified in the needs assessment;

• Challenges and Benefits, which reviews the opportunities and issues for further study and
the required coordination associated with each of the alternatives under consideration;
and

• Solutions and Implementation, which recommends the funding, phasing, and operational
plans and parameters for the selected alternatives.

The identification of a Locally Preferred System will be made based upon the evaluation of
various of packages of transportation investments that consist of different modes, alignments,
station locations and programs, facilities locations, and vehicle propulsion options in each of
seven priority corridors.  While the same package may not be chosen for every corridor, the
evaluation process will assess how the individual corridor improvements can be integrated to
work together as a system.  The evaluation will consist of a multi-step screening process with
more detailed analyses conducted on fewer numbers alternatives, resulting in identification of an
LPS.

1.3 NEEDS ASSESSMENT

The transportation system within the District of Columbia will have to accommodate continued
growth in population and employment over the next 25 years.  In 2000, 572,000 people lived
within the city, with an average density of over 9,000 people per square mile.  In 2002, Mayor
Anthony Williams set a goal of attracting 100,000 new residents to the District over the next ten
years, which would represent an increase of almost 20 percent over the current population.
Along with population growth, employment within the District is expected to grow by 22 percent by
2025.

Given the high volume of travel demand within the city, the transit system has been essential in
helping the District handle everyday mobility needs as well as the demands of federal events,
annual festivals, and other special events unique to the nation’s capital.  To help combat growing
automobile congestion, the WMATA board has set a goal of doubling transit ridership by 2025.
However, the transit system is already experiencing overcrowding on key routes.  In 2000, all
lines on the Metrorail system were running at about 85% capacity.  With growing demand, all but
one of the lines are forecast to be running at over 100% capacity by 2010.  Bus load factors on
major corridors are also unacceptably high.

Based on growth projections, the District’s goals for economic development, and limitations of the
current transit system, the following statement of transportation needs has been developed.  This
statement of needs provides the framework for the identification of corridors to be considered for
more detailed analysis in the next steps of the project development process.  The statement of
needs contains the following elements:
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• Congestion:  The transportation network in DC is characterized by limited opportunities
for highway or street expansion due to environmental and density constraints.

• Capacity/Convenience/Coverage:  The Metrorail system serves several parts of the city
effectively, but there are still large gaps in service coverage.  Local bus service can be
effective in providing neighborhood circulation or connections to the Metrorail system, but
it is not the most effective means for moving large volumes of riders through high-
demand corridors.  The degenerating traffic conditions also reduce bus service
effectiveness, as bus passengers are ultimately inconvenienced by the same traffic
conditions as private automobiles.  In addition, as mentioned above, both the Metrorail
and Metrobus systems are approaching their maximum capacities.

• Access to Jobs:  District residents require more direct access to local and regional job
concentrations.

• Growth:  The District has been actively engaged in community and economic
development efforts to target areas that could be redeveloped to help accommodate the
100,000 additional residents the District government would like to attract to the city.

• Mobility:  Current and future District residents need transit improvements that will extend
the reach of existing transit services to communities and for trip purposes that are
currently underserved.  There is a need for high-capacity transit service that can offer
cross-town trip patterns and more direct connections across the Anacostia River without
forcing a transfer.  There is also a need to serve non-work trips made by neighborhood
residents and visitors to destinations located in different parts of the city.

• Economic development:  There are mutual benefits to be obtained by supporting
community development initiatives with transit investments.  The developing areas
receive the advantage of convenient transportation to a variety of destinations.  At the
same time, the transit investment will benefit from the built-in ridership base associated
with the redevelopment areas.

Inadequate transit access for many city residents and rising travel demand on overcrowded
transit vehicles and congested city streets are resulting in increasing travel times, decreasing
mobility, and additional travel costs for residents and businesses.  It is therefore appropriate to
consider a range of strategies for meeting the need for transit options which will support plans for
growth throughout the city.

1.4 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The goals and objectives for the District of Columbia Transit Alternatives Analysis were
developed as the result of initial public outreach efforts.  From June to December 2003, a series
of public meetings were held across the District with members of Area Neighborhood
Commissions (ANCs), citizens and neighborhood associations, Main Street Associations, and
other interested parties.  Participants were given an overview of the project, often with particular
reference to their area, and were asked to comment on issues of special concern.  The needs,
visions and expectations articulated during these meetings were then used to formulate specific
goals and objectives for the project.  An initial draft was reviewed and refined through two
meetings with the project management team, an interagency coordination group.  By comparing
the District’s existing conditions to the project goals and objectives, gaps between the existing
transportation network and the needs of the community it serves were identified.  The goals and
objectives which will guide the evaluation of alternatives and identification of an LPA are outlined
below.
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Goal: Access and Mobility

Objectives:
1. Increase neighborhood and activity center connectivity.

2. Improve access to regional centers.

3. Improve market demands.

Goal: Community and Economic Development

Objectives:
1. Support community development initiatives.

2. Enhance development benefits.

Goal: System Performance

Objectives:
1. Increase capacity.

2. Enhance efficiency and cost effectiveness.

Goal: Environmental Quality

Objectives:
1. Limit adverse impacts.

2. Support environmental benefits.

1.5 IDENTIFICATION OF AN INITIAL SET OF STUDY CORRIDORS

The process of identifying an initial set of study corridors began with a review of previous plans
and studies that focus on transit needs within the District.  Corridors that have been previously
identified in multiple studies as areas warranting additional transit investment have been identified
as candidate corridors for transit investment.  Additional corridors identified through the public
involvement process and the Needs Assessment for the project have also identified for
consideration  Public agencies, officials and citizens that have participated in multiple public
workshops have provided suggestions and comments that have resulted in the identification of
additional corridors for consideration.  The initial corridors are shown in Figures 1 through 7 and
include the following:

1.   Silver Spring to National Harbor
2.   Minnesota Avenue Metrorail Station to Bolling Air Force Base
3.   American University to Skyland SE
4A.   Georgetown to Minnesota Avenue Metrorail Station
4B.   Friendship Heights to Minnesota Avenue Metrorail Station
5.   Woodley Park Metrorail Station to Brookland Metrorail Station
6A.   Waterfront to Minnesota Avenue Metrorail
6B.   Friendship Heights to Minnesota Avenue Metrorail Station

  via the Waterfront
7.   National Harbor to Mt Vernon

The initial set of corridors will be further refined based on a review of both existing and future
transit travel patterns within the corridor study area.  This assessment will consider the results of
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a transit trip origin and destination survey conducted for existing transit riders in each of the
corridors and future year transit travel demand forecasts for individual corridor segments as a
basis for possible changes in the definition of the initial set of corridors.  These refinements in
corridor definition will be made to further optimize the ability of potential transit investments in
these corridors to accommodate demand.
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Figure 1
Silver Spring to National Harbor
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Figure 2
Minnesota Avenue Metrorail Station to Bolling Air Force Base
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Figure 3
American University to Skyland SE
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Figure 4
Friendship Heights/Georgetown to Minnesota Avenue Metrorail Station
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Figure 5
Woodley Park Metrorail Station to Brookland Metrorail Station
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Figure 6
Friendship Heights/Waterfront to Minnesota Avenue Metrorail Station
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Figure 7
National Harbor to Mount Vernon
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2.0 EVALUATION PROCESS
Figure 8 depicts a three-tiered evaluation process identified to guide the study.  For each level of
screening, measures related to the project needs, goals, and objectives will be applied to each
alternative at the various screening levels.  As a result, the number of alternatives decreases as
the number of screening criteria increases.  Consequently, the field of alternatives narrows to one
locally preferred alternative that best meets the goals and objectives for the project.

The evaluation process includes the following key steps:

• Screen 1 identification of modes, propulsion options, stations, facilities, and alignments
• Definition of alternatives for consideration in each corridor based on the results of the

Screen 1 assessments
• Screen 2 evaluations to identify the best performing alternatives in each corridor,
• Definition of system alternatives based on the results of the Screen 2 corridor evaluations
• Screen 3 evaluations of the system alternatives to identify a Locally Preferred System

(LPS) and phasing strategy.

Each of these key steps is described in the following sections.

2.1 SCREEN 1: IDENTIFICATION OF MODE, PROPULSION, STATION, FACILITY, AND
ALIGNMENT OPTIONS

The Screen 1 evaluations focus on identifying the best performing components of potential transit
investments for study area corridors.  The evaluations consider five types of components
including: transit modes, vehicle propulsion options, stations, facilities, and alignments.  Through
the application of general screening criteria that consider the engineering requirements, physical
constraints of the corridor, and public comment and preferences; the range of potential transit
investment options is narrowed to the most promising options for more detailed study.  The better
performing elements are retained for further evaluation, while other elements are set aside and
not advanced into subsequent screens.

2.1.1 Potential Modes
The identification and screening of potential transit modes is completed in two steps.     The first
step referred to as Phase 1A will focus on eliminating clearly infeasible modes based on criteria
related to compatibility of the mode with project related policies, compatibility with surrounding
land uses, and overall engineering feasibility, specifically, could the mode fit in the right-of-way of
the study corridors.  Phase 1B will examine the remaining modes in more detail, especially with
regard to impacts to neighborhoods and impacts to structures adjacent to the study corridors.

2.1.2 Propulsion Options
A range of potential vehicle propulsion options for each of the transit modes that are retained
from the Phase 1A and 1B assessments will be identified for further consideration.  The range of
propulsion options for each mode will be narrowed based on considerations of physical
constraints within the corridor, potential for community impacts, and public comment and
preferences.
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Evaluation Process
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2.1.3 Stations
Potential station locations in each of the study corridors are identified based on several
considerations including:

• population and employment densities
• access to regional and local activity centers
• typical station spacing for the modes retained for further study
• intermodal connections including access to metro rail stations
• current bus stops in the study corridors
• public and agency comments and suggestions

2.1.4 Facilities
Requirements for vehicle storage yards and maintenance facilities will be identified for each of the
retained modes.  These requirements will be used to identify potential sites for these facilities
within the corridor study areas.  Potential facility sites for each mode will be narrowed based on
considerations of physical constraints within the corridor, the potential for environmental and
community impacts, and public comment.

2.1.5 Alignments
One or more alignment options for each of the retained technologies in each of the refined
corridors will be identified for further study.  The identification of alignment options will consider
station locations identified for each corridor and policy direction restricting transit alignments to
existing transportation rights-of-way.

2.2 DEFINITION OF ALTERNATIVES FOR EACH CORRIDOR

2.2.1 No-Build and Baseline Alternatives
The No-Build and Baseline Alternatives establish a way to measure the effectiveness and both
beneficial and adverse impacts associated with proposed Build Alternatives.  The No-Build
Alternative focuses on likely infrastructure improvements and minor modifications to existing
services.  The No-Build Alternative will include the existing transportation system plus the
improvements included in the Constrained Long Range Transportation Plan that has been
established for the region. The Baseline Alternative includes all improvements incorporated in the
No-Build plus additional low-cost improvements to address the identified transportation needs.

2.2.2 Corridor Improvement Alternatives
The corridor alternatives will consist of combinations of the feasible modes, propulsion options,
stations, facilities, and alignments retained from the Screen 1 assessments for each of the
individual corridors. The definition of these alternatives will consider opportunities and constraints
from an engineering, operational, and community impacts perspective

2.3 SCREEN 2: BEST MODE, PROPULSION, STATIONS, FACILITIES, AND
ALIGNMENTS FOR EACH CORRIDOR

In this screening tier, the modes, propulsion options, stations, facilities, and alignments elements
retained from Screen 1 will be combined to create transit investment alternatives for consideration
in each of the corridors. Each alternative will consist of a transit mode, an appropriate vehicle
propulsion option, a general alignment with station stops and a potential maintenance/storage
facility site.  Each corridor may include multiple build alternatives. For each corridor the build
alternatives are compared to each other and the No-Build and Baseline Alternatives based on a
series of Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs).  MOEs measure the performance of each
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alternative relative to the goals and objectives established for the project.  The MOEs are
described in more detail in Section 3.3 of this report.  The build Alternative(s) that best meet the
project defined goals and objectives will advance for further evaluation in Screen 3. Those
alternatives that are less effective at addressing the goals and objectives of the project would not
move forward

2.4 SCREEN 3: BEST SYSTEM CONFIGURATION AND LOCALLY PREFERRED SYSTEM

The best performing alternatives from the Screen 2 evaluations will be used to form alternative
system options that include improvements in multiple corridors.  These alternative system options
will be evaluated and compared to the No-Build and Baseline alternatives based on MOEs
established for the project.  Based on the results of the third screening evaluation, a Locally
Preferred System (LPS) is identified.  Once a decision is reached on the LPS, various corridor
alignments within the LPS will be prioritized for implementation.
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3.0 EVALUATION MEASURES
This chapter describes the criteria and measures that have been proposed to for each screening.

3.1 SCREEN 1 MEASURES

The screening of potential transit modes is completed in two steps referred to as Phase 1A and
Phase 1B.  The considerations in each of these steps are described as follows.

3.1.1 Screen 1A: Policy Considerations
The first screen will involve a number of policy considerations that must be satisfied. If a mode
does not meet each of these criteria, then it will be considered to be infeasible and will be
dropped from further evaluation.  The criteria used in this first level screening exercise will
include:

• Surface Running Transit System.  The selected mode(s) should be entirely surface
running. The District of Columbia Department of Transportation and WMATA have stated
a preference for a surface running transit system to limit costs and to limit visual impacts
and related issues associated with aerial alignments.

• Engineering Feasibility.  The selected mode(s) and affiliated stop requirements must be
able to fit within the existing corridor Right-of-Way in order to minimize right-of-way
acquisition and neighborhood impacts.

• Neighborhood Compatibility.  The selected mode(s) must be compatible with adjacent
neighborhoods from the perspective of both horizontal and vertical scale.

3.1.2 Screen 1B: Transportation and Community Impacts
The criteria to be evaluated in Screen 1B include:

• Traffic Impacts.  Each mode is expected to affect traffic along the street on which the
mode will operate as well as potentially on adjacent and/or intersecting streets.  While all
modes considered will operate in mixed traffic (due to policy considerations discussed
above), they will differ in vehicle capacity, size, and width.  The width of the vehicle could
determine whether or not the existing street configuration can be preserved, or whether
an additional lane or lanes would be lost due to mode cross-section requirements.

• Neighborhood Scale and Impacts to Adjacent Structures.  In analyzing the remaining
modes for compatibility with neighborhood scale, the elements to be considered in the
analysis include the combined width of the street from curb to curb, the width of the
sidewalks, the size of adjacent buildings, and building uses. For each mode, vehicle size
and associated required infrastructure will be compared to the overall built environment in
which it would operate. In addition to vehicle size, each vehicle’s turning radii will also be
evaluated to determine whether each mode could make the necessary turning
movements required to move from corridor to corridor (or within corridors) without
creating significant impacts to adjacent buildings.

• Parking Impacts.   Parking along each of the corridors would be affected to some degree
by the second lane running configuration that has been identified by policy as the form of
running to be assumed in this analysis. This impact is based on the removal of parking
near intersections to allow for a bulb-out (also known as a curb extension).  Each mode
will be evaluated to determine if it will cause any additional parking impacts.
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• Transit Capacity Issues. The passenger carrying capacity of each mode within a corridor
depends on vehicle size, if mode vehicles can be combined into trains, and the frequency
of service within the corridor. An important consideration in evaluating alternatives is to
determine if each mode can feasibly provide the capacity necessary to meet projected
demand.

• Community Support.  Community support refers to the level of support or opposition from
elected officials, residents, and business community to each mode.

3.2 EVALUATION CRITERIA

The evaluation of build alternatives in Screens 2 and 3 will be based on the evaluation criteria,
from which the Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs) were developed.  The criteria provide a
number of ways to measure the consistency of the proposed alternatives with the goals and
objectives of the project.  A short description of each criterion is provided below:

Transit Travel Time.  Evaluates the change in travel time to local and regional activity centers
using rail or bus.

Accessibility.  Evaluates the ability of the proposed corridors to serve activity, population, and
employment centers.

Support of City Initiatives.  Evaluates the integration of proposed improvements with the goals
and objectives of economic revitalization initiatives within the city.

Community Support.  Evaluates the level of interest and support for or opposition to the proposed
improvements by area residents and businesses.

Travel Time Savings.  Evaluates the effect of proposed improvements on travel time for all
vehicles.

Person Through-Put.  Evaluates the effect of proposed improvements on the number of people
who can be moved through the corridor.

Community Fit.  Evaluates the physical compatibility of proposed vehicles, alignments, and stops
with neighborhood character and facilities.

3.3 SCREENS 2 AND 3: MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

The Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs) will be applied in Screen 2 and Screen 3 to evaluate
mode, propulsion, and alignment options for each corridor (Screen 2) and various system
configurations (Screen 3).  These screens will result in selection of a Locally Preferred System.
Table 1 on the following page shows the criteria and MOEs that have been identified for each of
the project goals and objectives and which MOEs are applied to each of the evaluation
screenings. The Measures of Effectiveness, data sources, and approach for each are described
below.
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Table 1: Evaluation Criteria, Measures of Effectiveness, and Screens

Goals/
Objectives

Evaluation
Criteria

Measure of Effectiveness Screen 2 Screen 3

Access & Mobility
Increase Activity
Center Connectivity

Transit Travel
Time

Change in Transit Travel Time to Local Activity Centers x x

Number of Regional Activity Centers Served (within ¼ mile) x
Change in Mode Share to Regional Centers x
Employment Near Stops (within ¼ mile) x x

Improve Access to
Regional Activity
Centers

Accessibility

Population Near Stops (within ¼ mile) x x
Improve Market
Demands

Ridership Passenger Miles Traveled / Route Miles x x

Community & Economic Development
Number of Main Street Corridors Served x x
Number of Strategic Targeted Neighborhoods Served x x
Number of Major Development Initiatives (AWI, SW Waterfront, etc) Served  x x

Support of
City
Initiatives

Zoning Potential/Capacity of Underutilized/Un-built Land x x

Support Community
and Economic
Development
Initiatives

Community
Support

Public Comment x x

System Performance
Transit Travel Times x x
Change in Vehicle Travel Times – Select O/D Pairs x x
Change in Travel Time Savings – Select O/D Pairs x x

Enhance Efficiency Travel Time
Savings

Transportation System User Benefits per Passenger Mile x
Corridor/System Mode Share x x
Change in Corridor/System Mode Share x x
Change in Corridor/System Carry Capacity (vehicles/transit) x x

Increase Capacity Person
Through-Put

Load Factors x x
Environmental Quality
Limit Adverse
Impacts and Support
Environmental
Benefits

Community
Fit

Physical Fit of mode/stop requirements within communities x x
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3.3.1 Access and Mobility Goal
Transit Travel Time Criterion

Measure:  Change in Transit Travel Time between Local Activity Centers.

Quantitative measure of the travel time on rail or bus transit between major local activity
centers in the study corridors.

Data Sources:
• List and map of local activity centers, defined using DC Office of Planning Generalized

Land Use Policies Map; list of cultural, educational, and health institutions; and the
National Park Service and ESRI websites.

• Forecast 2025 transit travel time between local activity centers, based on the regional
travel demand model.

Approach:
• Identify and map local activity centers.
• Estimate travel time between major local activity centers for each alternative.
• Establish change in travel time between local activity centers for each alternative based

on comparison to the no-build alternative.

Measure:  Change in Mode Share to Regional Centers.

Quantitative measure of percentage of total trips taken by transit (for trips with an origin or
destination in TAZs within ½ mile of corridor).

Data Sources:
• TAZ map of proposed corridors.
• Resulting future year 2025 mode share for TAZs that contain regional activity centers for

each alternative.

Approach:
• Identify TAZs within ½ mile of proposed corridor.
• Estimate future year 2025 mode share for each alternative based on model results.
• Establish change in mode share by comparing the results for each alternative to the no-

build alternative.

Accessibility Criterion

Measure: Number of Regional Activity Centers Served (within ¼ mile).

Quantitative measure of number of regional activity centers located with ¼ mile of corridor.

Data Sources:
• List and map of regional activity centers, as defined by Metropolitan Washington Council

of Governments (MWCOG).
• Map of alternative alignments and stations.

Approach:
• Identify and map activity centers.
• Determine number of activity centers within ¼ mile of each alternative.
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Measure:  Employment Near Stops (within ¼ mile).

Quantitative measure of forecast number of jobs within ¼ mile of transit stops.

Data Sources:
• MWCOG forecast data on employment by TAZ for year 2025.
• List and map of proposed stops for each alternative.

Approach:
Identify and map stops.
Establish ¼ mile radius around stops.
• Determine forecast number of jobs within ¼ mile of stops for each alternative.

Measure:  Population Within ¼ Mile of Stops.

Quantitative measure of forecast number of residents within ¼ mile of transit stops.

Data Sources:
• MWCOG forecast data on population by TAZ for year 2025.
• List and map of proposed stops for each alternative.

Approach:
• Identify and map stops.
• Establish ¼ mile radius around stops.
• Determine forecast number of residents within ¼ mile of stops for each alternative.

3.3.2 Community and Economic Development Goal
Support of City Initiatives Criterion

Measure: Number of Main Street Corridors Served.

Quantitative measure of number of Main Street corridors accessible by new service.

Data Sources:
• DC Mayor’s Office list of Main Street Initiatives.

Approach:
• Identify and map location of Main Street programs within DC.
• Map location of proposed corridors.
• Determine number of Main Street Corridors within ½ mile and number within ¼ mile of

alternatives.

Measure: Number of Strategic Targeted Neighborhoods Served.

Quantitative measure of number of neighborhoods targeted for redevelopment projects by the
District Office of Planning and accessible by new service.

Data Sources:
• DC Office of Planning list of 10 Strategic Neighborhoods.

Approach:
• Identify and map location of strategic targeted neighborhoods.
• Map location of proposed alternatives.
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• Determine number of strategic targeted neighborhoods within ½ mile and number within
¼ mile of proposed alternatives.

Measure: Number of Major Development Initiatives Served.

Quantitative measure of number of major projects and plans being undertaken by the District
Office of Planning (DCOP) and the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) that are
accessible by new service.

Data Sources:
• DCOP and NCPC plans.

Approach:
• List and map location of major development initiatives.
• Map location of proposed alternatives.
• Determine number of major development initiatives within ½ mile and ¼ mile of proposed

alternatives.

Measure: Zoning Potential/Capacity of Underutilized/Vacant Land.

Quantitative measure of the development potential of land within ¼ mile and ½ mile of
proposed corridors, based on amount of development allowed by zoning.

Data Sources:
• DC Office of Zoning maps.
• Current land use maps.
• Field review.

Approach:
• Map location of vacant or underutilized lots within ¼ and ½ mile of corridors.
• Map location of vacant buildings within ¼ mile and ½ mile of corridors.
• Determine amount of land available for development within ¼ mile and ½ mile of

corridors.
• Determine potential development square footage based on zoning

Community Support Criterion

Measure: Public Comment

Qualitative measure of community support for or opposition to various modes, alignments, or
propulsion options.

Data Sources:
• Comments from public meetings, telephone hotline, or feedback section of the project

website.
• Results of the placemaking survey.

Approach:
• Review comments and placemaking survey results for each corridor.
• Make determination of community support for each mode, alignment, or propulsion

option.
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3.3.3 System Performance Goal
Travel Time Savings Criterion

Measure: Transit Travel Times.

Quantitative measure of time it takes transit vehicles to travel between selected O/D pairs.

Data Sources:
• Estimated transit travel times based on regional travel demand model.

Approach:
• Identify key origin and destination points served by alternatives.
• Estimate travel time for each alternative for O/D pairs.

Measure: Vehicle Travel Times – Select O/D Pairs.

Quantitative measure of change in travel time for all vehicles between selected origins and
destinations.

Data Sources:
• Estimated future travel times for each alternative.

Approach:
• Identify key origin and destination points served by alternatives.
• Estimate future travel time between selected origins and destinations.

Measure: Travel Time Savings – Select O/D Pairs

Quantitative measure of amount of travel time saved for each alternative compared to no-
build alternative.

Data Sources:
• Estimated travel time between selected origins and destinations for no-build alternative,

based on regional travel demand model.
• Estimated travel time between selected origins and destinations for each alternative,

based on regional travel demand model.

Approach:
• Estimate travel time between selected origins and destinations for no-build and build

alternatives.
• Determine change in travel time savings for each alternative.

Measure: Transportation System User Benefits Per Passenger Mile.

Quantitative measure of travel time savings for each rider on a per mile basis.

Data Sources:
• Travel Demand Model and SUMMIT reporting module.

Approach:
• Determine weekday user expenditure savings in hours for each alternative.
• Determine annual passenger miles per alternative.
• Calculate user benefits per passenger mile in minutes.
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Person Through-Put Criterion

Measure: Corridor/System Mode Share.

Quantitative measure of the estimated percent of either corridor or system trips taken using
transit for each alternative.

Data Sources:
• Corridor total trips and transit trips for year 2025 from regional travel demand model.

Approach:
• Compute future corridor mode share based on model results for each alternative.

Measure: Change in Corridor/System Mode Share.

Quantitative measure of the estimated change in percent of either corridor or system trips
taken using transit, compared against the no-build alternative.

Data Sources:
• Corridor total trips and transit trips for year 2025 from regional travel demand model.

Approach:
• Determine future mode share for each of the alternatives.
• Compute difference between future mode share for no-build alternative and build

alternatives.

Measure: Change in Corridor/System Carry Capacity.

Quantitative measure of the change in number of person trips either the corridor or the
system can accommodate compared against the no-build alternative.

Data Sources:
• Vehicle capacity specifications.
• Operating plans for each alternative including the number of transit vehicles passing

through the corridor per hour (frequency).
• Any changes in roadway capacity as a result of each build alternative.

Approach:
• Determine capacity of transit vehicles and operations.
• Determine potential impacts to roadway capacity from each alternative.  Use average

auto occupancy to determine impacts to person trip capacity.
• Multiply number of new transit vehicles x vehicle capacity (transit) = transit capacity

increase.
• Add/subtract any potential change in person trip capacity due to roadway impacts.

Measure: Load Factors

Quantitative measure of amount of available transit capacity used.

Data Sources:
• Peak hour ridership forecasts from model.
• Peak hour transit capacity from estimates.
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Approach:
• Compute peak hour load factors based on ridership forecasts/corridor capacity.

3.3.4 Environmental Quality Goal
Community Fit Criterion

Measure: Physical Fit of Mode/Stop Requirements within Communities

Qualitative measure of the possible impact of alternative to neighborhood/community
character and facilities.

Data Sources:
• Land use surveys/windshield inspections.
• Photographs of current conditions.
• Images showing proposed modes/stops within neighborhoods.
• Information on community preferences from placemaking survey.

Approach:
• Compare images with community preferences.
• Identify possible neighborhood/community impacts.

3.4 IMPACT SCREENING

An assessment of the environmental and transportation impacts of each of the alternatives will be
conducted.  The assessment of environmental impacts includes the potential major social,
economic, and environmental impacts for each of the alternatives.  The assessment of
transportation impacts includes changes in transit service levels and ridership, travel patterns,
and traffic volumes and levels of service.

3.4.1 Environmental Impacts
Information on potential major social, economic, and environmental impacts will be used to further
refine the alternatives to mitigate any potential negative effects.  Considerations may differ
according to the circumstances in each corridor.  The impacts which may be considered include:

• Social and Economic Impacts.  This assessment may consider items such as:
consistency with plans and policies, land use and zoning, potential property acquisitions,
noise and vibration, economic development implications, community impacts, and
hazardous materials.

• Natural Environment and Resource Impacts.  This assessment may consider items such
as: air quality, vegetation and habitat, wildlife/threatened and endangered species, water
resources, wetlands, and energy.

• Cultural Resource Impacts.  This assessment may consider items such as: historic and
archaeological resources, parklands, and community facilities.

• Construction Impacts.  This assessment will consider the potential impacts from the
construction of the alternatives including items such as: construction noise and vibration,
disruption of vehicular and rail traffic, and access to residences and businesses.

• Environmental Justice Impacts. This assessment considers the extent to which
alternatives may result in a disproportionate adverse environmental effect on minority and
low income communities.
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3.4.2 Transportation Impacts
Information on the impact that each of the detailed alternatives would have on the existing and
planned future transportation system will be used to further refine the alternatives.  The impacts
which will be considered include:

• Transit Effects.  This assessment includes items such as: transit ridership impacts, ability
of the alternatives to address potential travel markets, operational impacts, transit travel
times, and system connectivity.

• Roadway Effects.  This assessment includes items such as: the ability of the alternatives
to address existing and future travel patterns, potential impacts to roadway and
intersection operations, travel time impacts, and safety impacts.

• User Benefits.  This includes the calculation of transit system user benefits for each of the
alternatives.  This calculation will be expressed in terms of cost per hour of user benefit.
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4.0 EVALUATION MILESTONES
Table 2 shows the evaluation process milestones, the major work products associated with each
milestone, and the entities that would potentially provide review and comments at each step.

Table 2:  Evaluation Milestones

Milestone Major Work Products Review
Identification of
Project Needs,
Goals, and
Objectives

• Needs Assessment
• Project Goals and Objectives
• Criteria and Measures of Effectiveness

• Project Advisory and
Oversight Team

• Project Management
Team

• Community and
Agency
Stakeholders

• General Public
Screen 1:
Identification of
Modal Elements

• Initial (Conceptual) Screening of
Modes  (Screen 1 Results)

• Detailed Definition of Alternatives
Report (To Be Considered in Screen
2)

• Capital and Operating Cost
Methodology Report

• Patronage Forecasting Methodology
Report

• Project Advisory and
Oversight Team

• Project Management
Team

Screen 2: Best
Alternatives in
Each Corridor

• Environmental Issues Screening
Results Report

• Transportation Screening Results
Report

• Screen 2 Evaluation of Alternatives
Report

• Final Definition of Alternatives Report
(For Screen 3 based on Screen 2

• Results- alternative “systems”)

• Project Advisory and
Oversight Team

• Project Management
Team

Screen 3:  Best
System of
Corridors

• Capital and Operating Cost Results
Report

• Screen 3 Evaluation of Alternatives
Report

• Project Advisory and
Oversight Team

• Project Management
Team

• Community and
Agency
Stakeholders

• General Public
Identification of
Locally Preferred
System and
Phasing

• Locally Preferred Strategy Report (with
Phasing/Implementation)

• Financial Analysis Results and
Financial Plan for LPS

• Project Advisory and
Oversight Team

• Project Management
Team

• Community and
Agency
Stakeholders

• General Public



District of Columbia Transit Alternatives Analysis 30

Evaluation Framework

The public outreach and agency coordination process is strategically geared to use the
appropriate means to reach the various audiences and to gain the appropriate level of input or
approval at the various phases of the process.  Entities or audiences providing review and
comment on study progress include the following.

Project Advisory and Oversight Team

This group includes the decision makers within the District Department of Transportation,
WMATA and other significant City and federal agencies.  Directors and Deputy Directors or their
designees will meet quarterly or as necessary at critical decision points to provide policy guidance
or approval.  In addition to these meetings and briefings, these decision makers are regularly
updated by their senior staff members who participate in monthly project management meetings.
They also receive copies of project materials, such as the Newsletter, and invitations to certain
events, such as topical roundtable sessions.

Project Management Team

This group includes project managers and task leaders from the client agencies, WMATA and
DDOT, and other relevant City and federal agencies.  They meet monthly or as necessary to
review project progress or work products, and to coordinate matters among the various agencies.

Community and Agency Stakeholders

This group brings together two important constituencies: relevant staff within the client agencies
and other City and federal agencies; and community leaders, such as members of the Area
Neighborhoods Commissions (ANCs) and representatives of civic, community, religious, business
and interest or advocacy groups.   This group will participate in some special program activities
such as focus groups, topical roundtable sessions or workshops to provide insight to their
communities and input about the project.

General Public

This group includes the citizens of the District of Columbia and interested parties from throughout
the Washington metropolitan region.  The primary means for reaching this group include the
project newsletter and website, and community meetings and events where the project team
presents or distributes information about the project.  These meetings and event also serve as a
primary means for community input.  The general public also has the opportunity to provide input
through the website, the project telephone hotline, and special activities such as surveys.

Table 3 on the following page further illustrates the overall approach for public outreach and
agency coordination.
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Table 3: Public Agency Outreach and Coordination

General Public Agency Staff &
Community
Leaders

Project
Management
Team (PMT)

Decision
Makers

Needs
Assessment

Brochure & Fact
Sheet
Newsletter &
Website
Community
Meetings &
Events

Focus Groups
Brochure & Fact
Sheet
Newsletter &
Website
Community
Meetings &
Events

PMT Meetings
Brochure & Fact
Sheet
Newsletter &
Website

Briefings, e.g.
Mayor, Council
Brochure & Fact
Sheet
Newsletter &
Website

Alternatives
Development

Newsletter &
Website
Community
Meetings &
Events

Workshops
Newsletter &
Website
Community
Meetings &
Events
Roundtables

PMT Meetings
Roundtables
Newsletter &
Website

Briefings
Roundtables
Newsletter &
Website

Alternatives
Evaluation

Newsletter &
Website
Community
Meetings &
Events

Newsletter &
Website
Community
Meetings &
Events
Roundtables

PMT Meetings
Newsletter &
Website
Community
Meetings &
Events
Roundtables

Briefings
Roundtables
Newsletter &
Website

Selection of
Locally
Preferred
Alternative/
Proposed Action

Public Hearings
Newsletter &
Website

Public Hearings
Newsletter &
Website

PMT Meetings
Public Hearings
Newsletter &
Website

Briefings
Public Hearings
Newsletter &
Website


