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From: Allison Davis, Dan Emerine, and Dan Malouff 
Date: June 7, 2016 
 
General comments: 

 We support the development of independent project analysis criteria for TPB, apart from the 
processes used to select projects for funding in DC, MD, and VA. Local process may be 
instructive for TPB, but the TPB geography has unique needs that the comparatively parochial 
state and sub-regional processes may not fully take into consideration. 

 We believe that it is likely that large-scale structural change to many of issues with the CLRP 
outcomes cannot be achieved only with transportation. We urge TPB to consider testing the 
package of priority projects against scenarios that look at changes to land use, pricing, and 
technology. We recognize that a package of projects, technology, other policies and land use are 
the way to move the proverbial needle, but also understand that we may have to prove the 
limited impacts of billions of dollars of additional infrastructure investment first. 

 
Comments about regional significance: 

 Ideally the definition of “regionally significant” is any project that affects a regional need. Since 
the RTPP serves that function, regionally significant projects are those that affect the RTPP 
goals. 

 We support the effort to cull the list of projects to a more manageable number for further 
analysis, but urge that “regionally significant” does not necessarily mean only “large projects” or 
projects that “cross boundaries.” Some regional needs, particularly within activity centers, are 
crucially important to the entire region but can only be met by many small local projects that, 
for the needs of this plan, can be combined in a package or program of improvements.. 
Therefore the TPB’s definition of regionally significant must include a mechanism for identifying 
and including such projects. 

 We support the following basis for a definition for regionally significant: 
1. Project is located on a current or future highway or arterial road; 
2. Project is located on a current or future priority transit line (including all rail, WMATA’s 

bus PCN, and possibly other transit PCN-equivalents); 
3. Project is located within an activity center.  

 
Comments about selection/prioritization criteria: 

 It needs to be clear what the proposed selection criteria will be used for. Will it be for an initial 
screen, for actual prioritization, or for both? We think this is still not clear to the work group and 
a clear flow chart of other non-text heavy diagram would be helpful. 

 Criteria that address transportation should cover both “mobility” (ie moving around) and 
“accessibility” (ie arriving somewhere). Both are necessary to a functioning transportation 
system, and it would be an error to focus solely on one or the other. 

 Since TPB will not be modeling individual projects, criteria must be measurable at the full-
system level.  

 It may not be possible to model some important priorities. Objective off-model criteria may be 
necessary. If so they should be developed and accepted. 

 Ideally there should be only 1 criteria per RTPP goal, however the diverse needs captured within 
each goal may necessitate multiple criteria. The minimum acceptable number of criterial should 
be used. 



 It appears the draft regional criteria were developed, then afterwards crosswalked against what 
RTPP goal(s) they might serve. If true, that would put the cart before the horse. Rather than 
asking “what RTPP goal does this criteria serve,” we should start with the RTPP goals and find 
criterial that relate to each one. We propose the following: 

1. RTPP Goal 1—Provide a comprehensive range of transport options: Percent of 
households within a 45-minute commute of jobs, by non-SOV trip. 

2. RTPP Goal 2—Promote a strong regional economy, including core & activity centers: 
Multiple activity centers are connected, or there is a major improvement to multimodal 
connectivity within an activity center. 

3. RTPP Goal 3—Ensure adequate maintenance, preservation, and safety: There is a 
reduction in breakdowns or incidents caused by lack of a state of good repair, due 
directly to a project with that specific purpose. To prevent all projects from claiming this 
benefit, it may be necessary to declare that projects meeting this criteria may not claim 
other benefits under other criteria.  

4. RTPP Goal 4—Maximize operational effectiveness & safety: The eficiency of the 
transportation network increase, as represented by an increase in the ratio of PMT 
relative to VMT. 

5. RTPP Goal 5—Enhance environmental quality & protect natural & cultural resources: 
Pollutant measures improve, including greenhouse gases. We recommend partial credit 
for per capita reductions, full credit for raw reductions. 

6. RTPP Goal 6—Support inter-regional & international travel & commerce: Nationally 
significant travel improves due to enhancements to the interstate highway system, a 
class 1 railroad, or a major airport.  

 




