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NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD

Date: November 19, 2014
Time: 12 noon
Place: COG Board Room

AGENDA
(BEGINS PROMPTLY AT NOON)

Public Comment on TPB Procedures and Activities
............................................................................................. Chairman Wojahn

Interested members of the public will be given the opportunity to make brief
comments on transportation issues under consideration by the TPB. Each
speaker will be allowed up to three minutes to present his or her views. Board
members will have an opportunity to ask questions of the speakers, and to
engage in limited discussion. Speakers are asked to bring written copies of
their remarks (65 copies) for distribution at the meeting.

Approval of Minutes of October 15 meeting
........................................................................................... Chairman Wojahn

..................................................................................................... Ms. Erickson
Chair, Technical Committee

Report of the Citizens Advisory Committee

Chair, Citizens Advisory Committee

...................................................................................................... Mr. Srikanth
Director, Department of
Transportation Planning (DTP)

............................................................................................. Chairman Wojahn
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12:50 pm

12:55 pm

1.00 pm

1.05 pm

7.

8.

9.

10.

ACTION ITEMS

Appointment of Nominating Committee for Year 2015 TPB Officers
........................................................................................... Chairman Wojahn
Chairman Wojahn will announce the appointment of a Nominating Committee
for year 2015 TPB officers. The TPB Bylaws provide for TPB officers to serve
for one calendar year, from January 1 through December 31. The
Nominating Committee will be asked to present a slate of year 2015 officers
for action by the Board at its December 17 meeting.

Approval of the Update of the Coordinated Human Service
Transportation Plan for the Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility for Seniors
and Individuals with Disabilities Program
............................................................................. Mr. Lovain, 2nd Vice Chair,

Chair, Human Service Transportation Coordination Task Force

Ms. Klancher, DTP

The Coordinated Human Service Transportation Plan, which was approved by
the TPB in 2009, must be updated to guide funding decisions for the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility for Seniors and
Individuals with Disabilities Program. At its June 18 meeting, the Board was
briefed on key elements of the update of the Coordinated Plan which include
the competitive selection framework for the Enhanced Mobility Program. On
July 17, the Board approved the key elements of the update to the
Coordinated Plan in preparation for a grant solicitation for the Enhanced
Mobility funds from August 28 to October 24. The Board will be asked to
approve the entire update to the Coordinated Plan.

Action: Adopt Resolution R9-2015 to approve the entire update to the
Coordinated Plan.

Approval of Final Call for Projects and Schedule for the Air Quality
Conformity Analysis of the 2015 CLRP and FY 2015-2020 TIP
............................................................................................... Mr. Austin, DTP
At the October 15 meeting, the Board was briefed on the draft call for
projects document and schedule for the air quality conformity analysis of the
2015 CLRP and FY 2015-2020 TIP. The Board will be asked to approve the
final document for distribution to state, regional, and local agencies.

Action: Approve the final call for projects document for the 2015 CLRP
and FY 2015-2020 TIP for distribution to state, regional, and local agencies.

INFORMATION ITEMS

Update on the Washington Region Transportation Planning Process
Certification Review
.................................................................................................... Ms. Jackson

FHWA, District of Columbia Division
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) conducted a certification review of the transportation
planning process for the Washington region on October 28-29. The Board
will be briefed on the observations compiled to date by the FHWA and FTA
which will form the basis for the certification report to be submitted early next
year.



1:15 pm
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1:40 pm

1:45 pm

1:55 pm

2:00 pm

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Briefing on the Highlights of Listening Sessions with Staffs of TPB
Jurisdictions on How the Region is Achieving the Goals in the Regional
Transportation Priorities Plan (RTPP)
.......................................................................................... Mr. Swanson, DTP
TPB staff have conducted a series of listening sessions to better understand
whether and how the staffs of TPB jurisdictions believe the region is
achieving the goals that are identified in the Priorities Plan. The Board will be
briefed on the highlights of the listening sessions.

Briefing on the Request From the Metropolitan Washington Air Quality
Committee (MWAQC) and the Climate, Energy and Environment Policy

ommittee to Affirm the reenhouse Emissions
Reduction Goals
.................................................................................................... Mr. Srikanth
At the October 15 meeting, the Board was briefed on an October 9 letter from
MWAQC and CEEPC requesting that the TPB affirm the 2008 COG
greenhouse gas reduction goals. The letter also informed the TPB that the
two committees have asked COG to convene a multi-sector, multi-
disciplinary professional working group to explore establishing a target for
screening the regional transportation plan, based upon the COG greenhouse
gas reduction goals. The Board will be briefed on a proposed TPB resolution
to affirm the COG greenhouse emission reduction goals. It will also be
briefed on COG actions to establish this working group.

Briefing on the Development of a List of Unfunded Transportation
Projects

............................................................................................ Mr. Griffiths, DTP
In response to a request from the TPB in September, the Board will be
briefed on the development of a list of transportation projects which could not
be included in the CLRP because funding has not been identified. The TPB
jurisdictions and agencies will be requested to provide recognized priority
transportation projects and their cost estimates for inclusion in the regional
list.

Briefing on the Draft Update of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the
National Capital Region
.................................................................................................. Mr. Sebastian
Chair of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee
The draft 2014 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the National Capital Region
identifies the capital improvements, studies, actions, and strategies that the
region proposes to carry out by 2040 for major bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. This plan is an update to the 2010 plan. The Board will be briefed
on the draft plan today and asked to approve the 2014 plan at its December
17 meeting.

Other Business

Adjourn

Lunch will be available for Board members and alternates at 11:30 am

Alternative formats of this agenda and all other meeting materials are available upon
request. Email: accommodations@mwcog.org. Phone: 202-962-3300 or 202-962-3213

(TDD). Please allow seven working days for preparation of the material.

Electronic versions are available at www.mwcoq.org.
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Item #2

NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD
777 North Capitol Street, NE
Washington, D.C. 20002-4226
(202) 962-3200

MINUTES OF THE
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD
October 15, 2014
Members and Alternates Present

Robert Brown, Loudoun County

Ron Burns, Frederick County

Rick Canizales, Prince William County

Marc Elrich, Montgomery County

Emad Elshafei, City of Rockville

Dennis Enslinger, City of Gaithersburg

Gary Erenrich, Montgomery County Executive
Lyn Erickson, MDOT

Jay Fisette, Arlington County

Tawanna Gaines, Maryland House of Delegates
Jason Groth, Charles County

Rene’e Hamilton, VDOT

Cathy Hudgins, Fairfax County

John D. Jenkins, Prince William County
Shyam Kannan, WMATA

Bill Lebegern, MWAA

Tim Lovain, City of Alexandria

Michael C. May, Prince William County

Phil Mendelson, DC Council

Mark Rawlings, DC DOT

Rodney M. Roberts, City of Greenbelt

Kelly Russell, City of Frederick

Peter B. Schwartz, Fauquier County

Paul Smith, Frederick County

Linda Smyth, Fairfax County Board of Supervisors
David Snyder, City of Falls Church

Tammy Stidham, National Park Service

Todd Turner, City of Bowie

Jonathan Way, City of Manassas

Victor Weissberg, Prince George’s County-DPW&T
Patrick Wojahn, City of College Park
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1. Public Comment on TPB Procedures and Activities

Nancy Smith reported that the Northern Virginia Transportation Alliance wants the CLRP
reevaluated in terms of transportation projects that support improving connectivity and reducing
congestion and travel delays from a regional perspective. She stated the next CLRP should focus
on deficiencies in the current network, including the western portion of the Maryland Beltway, I-
66 (both inside and outside the Beltway), a Northern Potomac River crossing, and an updated
American Legion Bridge. The TPB should prioritize project funding first to the most regionally
significant projects, then add more projects as budgets allow.

Bill Sadler of the Safe Routes to School Partnership noted that less than 2% of the TIP and
CLRP reflected projects for walking and biking trips. He encouraged the TPB to put more
consideration into investing in and promoting projects that make safer environments for these
modes.

Stewart Schwartz of the Coalition for Smart Growth requested the TPB establish a target for the
region to reduce CO, emissions from the transportation sector by 80 percent below 2005 levels
by 2050. He said the TPB should reevaluate the CLRP to meet the TPB’s goals for sustainability
and other guidelines as established in other COG-released reports and studies. He urged the TPB
to remove the Bi-County Parkway and the Manassas Battlefield Bypass from the plan, and focus
more generally on commuter rail and express bus services.

Kelly Blynn, an organizer for the Coalition for Smart Growth, reiterated Mr. Schwartz comments
about CO,, and requested the Board considering setting a specific target for emissions, as well as
interim targets and a target for reducing vehicle miles travelled (VMT). She urged the Board to
considering making shifts in investments from new road infrastructure to transit, walking and
biking projects, referencing the 2010 TPB “What Would It Take” report and the report “A
Global High Shift Scenario” from the Institute for Transportation and Development Policy.

2. Approval of Minutes of September 17 Meeting

A motion was made to approve the minutes of the September 17 meeting. The motion was
seconded and was approved.

3. Report of the Technical Committee

Ms. Erickson reported that the Committee met on October 3, and discussed all action items on
the October Board meeting agenda. The Technical Committee recommended approval of all
action items on the agenda.

The committee discussed the following: the 2015 CLRP draft Call for Projects, next year’s TIP,
and the results of the joint meeting with MWACQ and CEEPC regarding greenhouse gas
emissions.
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The committee received briefings on the following: the 2013 Regional Air Passenger Survey and
the Regional Street Smart Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Campaign.

The committee received the following informational items: the upcoming October federal
certification review, an update on the bicycle and pedestrian plan, and a briefing on the Virginia
Department of Rail and Public Transit Southeast High Speed Rail Study.

4. Report of the Citizen Advisory Committee

Ms. Loh reported that the Committee met on October 9. Members met with the Federal Highway
Administration and Federal Transit Administration’s review team regarding the MPQO’s federal
certification process. CAC members expressed appreciation of the Board and staff’s
responsiveness to the CAC.

The committee also discussed two items from the September Board meeting:

e The committee reiterated its request that the Board form a working group to
address the reauthorization of federal transportation legislation. They requested a
working group of TPB and committee members, not staff.

e Based on comments from Board member Jonathan Way, the committee submitted
a resolution asking the TPB to create a list of unfunded transportation projects in
the region, which would be available for use in public outreach and other regional
planning activities.

Mr. Wojahn requested that TPB staff respond to both of these items with recommendations
before the November TPB meeting.

5. Report of Steering Committee

Mr. Srikanth reported that the Committee met on October 3. They discussed and approved four
amendments to the FY 2014-2019 TIP.

e Additional funding will be allocated to the extension of the Manassas Battlefield
Parkway. This project will not receive federal funds, but is regionally significant in
affecting air quality.

¢ Funding for two states through the Transportation Alternatives Program

o Projects in Maryland, including the Montgomery County Sligo Creek Trail
o Projects in the District of Columbia, including three from the DDOT and one
from WMATA

e Funding for a research grant to DDOT for a pilot program that would support businesses
shifting deliveries to off-peak hours to improve congestion and operational flow

Mr. Srikanth remarked that TPB staff would host the TPB’s fall 2014 Community Leadership
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Institute, a three-day workshop to encourage citizens to engage in the regional transportation
process. He encouraged Board members to nominate individuals to apply.

Reviewing the letters received/sent by the Board, Mr. Srikanth noted the following letters
received:

e WMATA commended the 2014 CRLP for supporting full funding of the system’s good
state of repair. The organization also urged the TPB to ensure funding for Metro 2025.

e Two changes to the 2014 CLRP Performance analysis noted in a staff memorandum:

o Per request of TPB Members, two maps, one for 2015 and one for 2040, showing
forecasted levels of congestion based on the CLRP.

o Technical corrections showing the reported increase in VMT between 2014 and
2040 to be 21.6 percent instead of 20.3 percent and the VMT per capita to
decrease 2.4 percent instead of 3.45 percent.

e The FTA reminded the TPB that all projects receiving funding from the TIGER grant
program in September 2011 must be completed and have funds drawn down by
September 2016. The TPB must submit a detailed schedule for completing these projects
by the deadline.

e The USDOT announced a new initiative from the President, the Build America Initiative.
Build America supports the use of innovative financing strategies, including
public/private partnerships, to finance infrastructure. USDOT requested that the TPB
submit a list of projects from the CLRP that would be candidates for the program.

e The chair of the MWACQ and CEEPC in a joint letter has requested the policy
committees at COG to affirm the Region’s greenhouse gas reduction goals and also for
COG to convene a multi-sector, multi-disciplinary professional working group that would
identify viable, implementable local, regional and state action to help advance the
region’s greenhouse gas goals and to explore a greenhouse gas reduction target for
transportation. At a recent joint meeting of MWAQC and CEEPC, Mr. Srikanth made a
presentation explaining the regional transportation planning process, the role of the TPB,
and TPB’s forecasting of greenhouse gas emissions.

6. Chair’s Remarks

Mr. Wojahn noted that as of the October TPB Meeting, all meetings would be recorded and later
posted to the TPB website in audio format for the public.

Addressing the joint letter from MWAQC and CEEPC, Mr. Wojahn said he believed that the
TPB, MWAQC and CEEPC should work together across all sectors to advance the region’s
greenhouse gas reduction goals. Referring to the October edition of the TPB Weekly News Mr.
Wojahn noted estimates of reduction in transportation emissions: a 70 percent reduction in NOx
emissions and an 80 percent reduction in VOC emissions since 1990, even as the region has seen
an increase in population of about 40 percent and total vehicle miles traveled by a similar
margin. He also noted that we know that the federal standards for these criteria pollutants are
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getting tougher and that it is going to be more difficult to meet these standards in the future. He
also noted that currently there are no standards for meeting reductions in greenhouse gas
emissions. He said that he supports MWAQC-CEEPC request to have the COG staff create a
multi-sector working group of professionals from local and state environment, land use and
transportation agencies to identify implementable actions at the local, state and region level, that
contribute to CO, emission reductions.

The group would:

e Analyze strategies to quantify CO, emission reductions and associated collateral benefits;
e Look at implementation costs;

e Note what government actions would be needed;

e Estimate the time to implement these measures; and

e Explore the viability of specific goals in reducing CO, emissions in the transportation
sector

Mr. Wojahn said he wanted TPB staff to work with the COG staff in developing the details of
the working group, its staff, and work schedule. He asked that staff report back to the TPB in a
couple of months. He also asked that TPB members advise the staffs of their relevant

jurisdictional agencies to participate fully in the working group. He invited the
MWAQC/CEEPC co-chairmen to comment.

Mr. Snyder referenced the October 9 letter from MWAQC/CEEPC to the TPB. He noted that
while COG’s aspirational greenhouse gas reduction goals for the region is important the region
has to now work to identify what actions can realistically be taken at local, regional and state
levels to help advance those goals, while supporting the region’s economy and have positive
effects on health and severe weather events. The main emphasis, he noted, was for the
environmental and transportation sectors to work together to identify what they can do to
aggressively address the issue of air quality in the region in all the areas, including
transportation. The focus should be on specifically what these groups can do, what sort of
processes they can change, like looking at the CLRP with a different lens.

Mr. Fisette said that the goals that the COG board and all of our localities have adopted are
ambitious if we were expected especially to do them all ourselves. He opined that the goals are
not achievable unless the federal government participates in the solution. Mr. Fisette noted that
we are not as interested in a goal that is unachievable as milestones and reductions that are
achievable. He said he hoped the working group could begin work in the next few months. Any
resolution from the TPB to establish the group should not only set up a process, but also
demonstrate buy-in of TPB members.

Mr. Lovain remarked that the letter does talk about other sectors and not just transportation. He
noted that his hope is that that we would take this as broadly as possible, and not focus just on
transportation since it would be great to have the experts from COG and the individual

October 15, 2014 6



jurisdictions that can address the other sources of greenhouse gases as an integral part of this. He
also noted that he applauds the idea of focusing on achievability and that TPB should be part of
this effort.

Mr. Kannan commented that the TPB resolution should also call for all COG-affiliated groups to
look at past climate change goals. He said the TPB should not dismiss goals because they are
ambitious or challenging.

Mr. Zimbabwe agreed with Mr. Kannan’s statements. He suggested the TPB establish a vision
that sets the framework through which the working group will determine viable and
implementable solutions. The working group would determine how to implement that vision.

Ms. Smyth commented that the members of the TPB are responsible for implementation, and
have to contend with the issues that arise from such implementation. She said that a number of
challenging factors— including private-sector needs and actions as well as basic human
behavior— would need to be considered in the tasks confronting this working group.

Mr. Roberts said that environmental protection is a paramount concern. The current CLRP
represents a path that will not allow the TPB to affect climate change. He urged the TPB to take
action.

Mr. Elrich said that the TPB should not base its actions solely on what the business community
deems to be feasible or viable. He recognized that he TPB is limited in the range things it can do.
The underlying issue is the decision to shift people out of cars and into transit. He also he
mentioned that government regulations have led to amazing amounts of innovation, new
products and changes to the market.

Mr. Wojahn requested that TPB staff prepare a draft resolution for the November meeting
supporting the goals in the 2008 COG Climate Change Plan to reduce emissions 80 percent
below 2005 levels by 2050, and a draft outline of the multi-sector professional working group to
work on identifying implementable strategies to promote progress toward that goal.

Mr. Srikanth noted that he would work with the staffs for COG, MWAQC and CEEPC on both
tasks — a draft resolution supporting COG’s multi-sector greenhouse gas reduction goals and the
outline of the multi-sector working group. Mr. Srikanth also noted one of the things that we will
have to do as TPB staff is to find some resources that may be needed, which may require us to
look at our approved budgets for this program, particularly if we are going to need technical
assistance.
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ACTION ITEMS

7. Review of Comments Received and Acceptance of Recommended Response for
Inclusion in the Air Quality Conformity Analysis of the 2014 Financially Constrained
Long-Range Transportation Plan (CLRP) and the FY 2015-2020 TIP

Mr. Srikanth, referring to a memorandum, summarized the comments received and staff
responses regarding the Air Quality Conformity Analysis of the 2014 CLRP and the 2015-2020
TIP. He said that the comments and responses can be divided into five groups: reducing
transportation emissions, widening [-270 and U.S. Route 15 in Maryland, improving connections
between Maryland and Virginia, addressing specific projects identified by the Access for All
committee, and encouraging more regionally significant projects in future CLRPs.

Mr. Turner asked if staff could explain why the comments mentioned during the public comment
period at the beginning of the meeting that were apparently submitted but were not received.

Mr. Srikanth explained that the comments mentioned during the public comment period (by
Coalition for Smarter Growth) were sent to an out-of-date email address that was being used in
previous CLRP updates but not for the 2014 update. He noted that staff has reviewed these
comments that was distributed earlier during the meeting and provided the following responses:
comment on the importance of CO, in transportation planning — the Board has discussed this
extensively earlier today and is taking action on it; comment opposition to widening Route 123
in the Tysons area — this project was discussed by the Board back in the February-March
timeframe when the Board approved the projects for inclusion in the air quality conformity
analysis and the last element was opposition for the Manassas Battlefield Bypass, which was
also, I believe, has been reviewed by the Board in the past. Mr. Tuner asked that asked that
those comments be added to the record.

A motion was made by Mr. Erenrich to accept recommended responses to comments received
for inclusion in the Air Quality Conformity Analysis of the 2014 CLRP and the FY 2015-2020
TIP. The motion was seconded by Mr. Fisette. The motion was approved.

8. Approval of Air Quality Conformity Determination of the 2014 CLRP and the FY
2015-2020 TIP

Ms. Posey said that the 2014 CLRP and the 2015-2020 TIP both passed the Air Quality
Conformity Analysis. She said that following the approval of the CLRP and TIP, the Air Quality
Conformity Analysis would be sent to the Federal Highway Administration and the Federal
Transit Administration so those agencies can work with the EPA to review and approve the
analysis.

A motion was made to adopt Resolution R5-2015 finding that the 2014 CLRP and the FY 2015-
2020 TIP conform to the requirements of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.
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The motion was seconded and approved.
9. Approval of the 2014 CLRP

Mr. Srikanth noted that with the approval of the air quality conformity analysis and the responses
to comments on the proposed Plan update, staff recommends that the TPB approve Resolution
R6-2015 and adopt the 2014 CLRP.

A motion was made to adopt Resolution R-6-2015 approving the 2014 CLRP.
The motion was seconded and approved, with one opposing vote from Mr. Roberts.
10. Approval of the FY 2015-2020 TIP

Mr. Srikanth said that FY 2015-2020 TIP includes the first six years of the CLRP. He said based
on the previous three actions staff recommends that the TPB approve Resolution R7-2015.

A motion was made to adopt Resolution R7-2015 approving the FY 2015-2020 TIP. The motion
was seconded and approved.

11. Certification of the Urban Transportation Planning Process for the National Capital
Region

Mr. Srikanth presented Resolution R8-2015 to the Board. The resolution is a certification that the
TPB has, over the last four years, complied with all of the relevant federal regulations governing
the development of the region’s Constrained Long-Range Transportation Plan (CLRP) and six-
year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), including the Air Quality Conformity Analysis
and a number of other requirements and procedures. He noted that the resolution includes letters
from each of the region’s three state departments of transportation stating their agreement that
the TPB has complied with the federal regulations.

Chair Wojahn entertained a motion to adopt Resolution R8-2015. The motion was seconded. The
Board approved the resolution by a voice vote. Mr. Roberts was the sole “nay” vote.

INFORMATION ITEMS

12. Briefing on the Draft Call for Projects and Schedule for the Air Quality Conformity
Analysis of the 2015 CLRP and the FY 2015-2020 TIP

Mr. Srikanth briefed the Board. He directed the Board’s attention to a new summary brochure of
the longer, more technical “Call for Projects” document issued in past years to solicit new project
submissions for inclusion in the CLRP and TIP. He said the detailed document will still be part
of the package that TPB will issue as part of its Call for Projects as in years past, but would also
be asked to approve and distribute the summary brochure as a more user-friendly version of the
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longer document. He noted that the purpose of the summary, much like an executive summary,
was to highlight the policy priorities of the Board has adopted for projects to be included in the
next CLRP. Mr. Srikanth noted this is based on the advice from the Board as part of having
adopted the Regional Transportation Priorities Plan earlier in the year and to reflect the TPB’s
policy element for the CLRP, which is its Vision document. He said that the Board would be
asked to approve the Call for Projects at its November 19 meeting and that agencies will have
until December 12 to submit projects for inclusion in the plan. He said that adoption of the 2015
CLRP update is currently scheduled for October 2015.

Chair Wojahn opened the floor to questions.

Mr. Snyder recommended that the brochure include additional discussion of the specific air
quality and climate issues discussed previously in the Board meeting.

Mr. Zimbabwe commented that the brochure seemed text-heavy and difficult to read. He
recommended that the CLRP schedule information be moved to a separate insert, freeing up
room for the description of the policy framework and other content elements.

Mr. Brown suggested that the brochure include a link to a list of all projects in the CLRP, to
provide more user-friendly information than the existing CLRP database.

Mr. Fisette suggested changing “Reduce emissions of criteria pollutants and/or greenhouse
gases” to “Reduce emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases.”

Mr. Enslinger recommended that the document more specifically identify ways that the public
can comment during the CLRP process. He also asked that the web links in the document be set
up as clickable hyperlinks for people viewing the document electronically.

Mr. Lovain lauded staff for the development of the brochure. Specifically, he said it represents
an earnest effort to infuse some real strength into regional plans, by focusing attention on
specific kinds of projects that agencies can submit to address the region’s greatest needs.

Chair Wojahn echoed others’ satisfaction with the new document.

Mr. Srikanth acknowledged all Board member comments and said that staff would respond to as
many of the suggestions and recommendations as possible.

13. Briefing on the 2013 Regional Air Passenger Survey

Referring to the mailout and handout material, Mr. Roisman briefed the Board on findings from
the 2013 Washington-Baltimore Regional Air Passenger Survey, which was conducted last
October. He provided information on the purpose, history, methodology and findings of the
survey, which is conducted every two years. He said the survey provides the foundation for air
systems planning program at TPB.

October 15, 2014 10



Mr. Fisette called attention to the finding that 15 percent of trips to National Airport are taken via
transit. He asked how this percentage relates to major airports around the world where there is
good transit to airports.

Mr. Roisman said that 15 percent is a very high number for the U.S., but he did not know how it
would compare with airports outside the U.S.

Mr. Fisette asked if there are plans that extensively market the Silver Line to promote the new
access it will provide to Dulles.

Mr. Roisman said he understands that the Silver Line will be marketed for the new airport access
it provides because, among other things, it will distinguish Dulles as a world-class airport. He
asked TPB members representing the airports if they wanted to comment.

Mr. Lebegern said that with the opening of Phase I of the Silver Line, they have rebranded the
Washington Flyer Service. It runs from Wiehle Avenue, to Reston East, to Dulles. They have
also increased frequency. Regarding transit to National Airport, he said that he understands that
the transit mode share to that airport may be the highest in the country, and in previous surveys,
it was as high as 18 or 19 percent.

Ms. Hudgins emphasized the importance of making the right planning decisions. She said it is
important to ask if major investments are going to yield better transportation to airports for those
who need it.

Ms. Erickson said that weekend MARC service was inaugurated this past year. She also said that
the use of commuter bus services to BWI is on the increase.

Mr. Roberts asked how much benefit BWI would get if the Green Line were extended to it.

Mr. Roisman said that it something that would be need to be studied.

14. Update on the Regional “Street Smart” Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Education
Campaign

Mr. Farrell showed a video that summarized the FY 2014 Street Smart public safety advertising
campaign. He also announced the kickoff meeting for the Fall 2014 Street Smart campaign on
November 6. The video can be found here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0;7W1{1b9-20.

Chair Wojahn said that following a series of pedestrian fatalities in College Park, the city worked
with the Street Smart campaign to provide materials to educate people on the need to be more
careful. He asked how other jurisdictions might acquire these public awareness materials.
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Mr. Farrell provided his contact information. He said he could He added that Street Smart works
with transit agencies to place advertisements, and coordinates with jurisdictions to carry out
pedestrian and bicycle safety enforcement during the campaign.

15. Other Business
No other business was brought before the board.
16. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 2:00 pm.
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Item 3
TPB Technical Committee Meeting Highlights
November 7, 2014
The Technical Committee met on November7 at the Ronald F. Kirby Training Center at

COG. Seven items were reviewed for inclusion on the TPB agenda for November 19.

. TPB agenda ltem 8

The Coordinated Human Service Transportation Plan guides funding decisions
for the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility for
Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program. On July 17, the TPB approved
the key elements of the update to the Coordinated Plan in preparation for a grant
solicitation for the Enhanced Mobility funds from August 28 to October 24. The
Committee was briefed on the entire update to the Coordinated Plan, which the
TPB will be asked to approve at its November 19 meeting.

. TPB agenda ltem 9

The Committee was briefed on the draft call for projects document and schedule
for the air quality conformity analysis of the 2015 CLRP and FY 2015-2020 TIP.
The TPB will be asked to approve the final call for projects document at its
November 19 meeting.

. TPB agenda ltem 10

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) conducted a certification review of the transportation planning process for

the Washington region on October 28 and 29. The Committee was briefed on the
discussions at the review.

. TPB agenda ltem 11

TPB staff have conducted a series of listening sessions to better understand
whether and how the staffs of TPB jurisdictions believe the region is achieving
the goals that are identified in the Priorities Plan. The Committee was briefed on
the highlights of the listening sessions.

. TPB agenda ltem 12

At the October 15 meeting, the TPB was briefed on an October 9 letter from
MWAQC and CEEPC requesting that the TPB affirm the 2008 COG greenhouse
gas reduction goals. The letter also informed the TPB that the two committees
have asked COG to convene a multi-sector, multi-disciplinary professional
working group to explore establishing a target for screening the regional
transportation plan, based upon the COG greenhouse gas reduction goals. The
Committee was briefed on a proposed TPB resolution to affirm the COG



greenhouse emission reduction goals. It was also briefed on COG actions to
establish this working group.

TPB agenda ltem 13

In response to a request from the TPB, the Committee was briefed on the
proposed development of a list of transportation projects which could not be
included in the CLRP because funding has not been identified. The TPB
jurisdictions and agencies will be requested to provide recognized priority
transportation projects and their cost estimates for inclusion in the regional list.
The development of the list will be discussed at the November 19 TPB meeting.

TPB agenda ltem 14

The draft 2014 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the National Capital Region
identifies the capital improvements, studies, actions, and strategies that the
region proposes to carry out by 2040 for major bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
This plan is an update to the 2010 plan. The Committee was briefed on the draft
plan which the TPB will be asked to approve its December 17 meeting.

Four items were presented for information and discussion:

At its September meeting, the TPB approved reconstituting the Regional Bus
Subcommittee as the Regional Public Transportation Subcommittee. The
Committee was briefed on the proposed mission, goals and membership of the
reconstituted subcommittee.

TPB staff have developed a GIS mapping application to provide visualization
and enhanced information on major projects in the CLRP. When finalized, the
application will be incorporated into the CLRP website to display major highway,
HOV, and transit projects in the plan. The Committee was briefed on the
functionality of the application and the next steps prior to final implementation.

A new National Capital Region Vehicle Probe Data Users Group has been
established to enhance regional coordination, consistency, and capabilities in
the use of vehicle probe-based traffic data, toward performance-based planning.
The Committee was briefed on highlights from the first meeting.

The Committee was updated on the latest developments regarding US DOT
regulations on performance measures under MAP-21.



TPB TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES
ATTENDANCE — November 7, 2014

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FEDERAL/REGIONAL

DDOT Mark Rtawlings FHWA-DC oo
Jameshia Peterson FHWA-VA e

DCOP Dan Emerine FTA

NCPC e

MARYLAND NPS e

Charles County  ------- MWAQC N _

Frederick County =~ ----em- MWAA Mike Hewitt

City of Frederick Timothy Davis

Gaithersburg - COG STAFF

Montgomery County John Thomas

Prince George’s County
Rockville
M-NCPPC

Montgomery County

Prince George’s County

MDOT
Takoma Park

VIRGINIA

Alexandria
Arlington County
City of Fairfax
Fairfax County

Falls Church
Fauquier County
Loudoun County
Manassas

NVTA

NVTC

Prince William County
PRTC

VRE

VDOT

VDRPT
NVPDC
VDOA

WMATA

Faramarz Mokhtari
Lyn Erickson
Matt Baker

Pierre Holloman
Dan Malouff
Mike Lake
Malcolm Watson
Marie Scheetz
Robert Brown

Claire Gron

David Koch

James Davenport
Betsy Massie
Christine Hoeffner
Norman Whitaker
Dan Painter

Tim Roseboom

Danielle Wesolek

Kanti, Srikanth, DTP
Elena Constantine, DTP
Robert Griffiths, DTP
Andrew Meese, DTP
Gerald Miller, DTP
Ron Milone, DTP
Andrew Austin, DTP
Anant Choudhary
Lamont Cobb, DTP
Paul Des]ardin, DCPS
Michael Farrell, DTP
Ben Hampton, DTP
Charlene Howard, DTP
John Kent, DTP

Jeff King, DEP

Wendy Klancher, DTP
Sunil Kumar, DEP
Jessica Mirr, DTP

Jane Posey, DTP
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Daivamani Sivasailam, DTP
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[tem #5

MEMORANDUM

November 13, 2014
To: Transportation Planning Board

From: Kanathur Srikanth
Director, Department of Transportation Planning

Re: Steering Committee Actions

At its meeting on November 7, 2014, the TPB Steering Committee approved the following
resolution:

e SR7-2015: Resolution on an amendment to the FY 2015- 2020 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) that is exempt from the air quality conformity
requirement to update funding for fifty-six projects in the District of Columbia,
suburban Maryland, and Northern Virginia, as requested by the Eastern Federal
Lands Highway Division of the Federal Highway Administration (EFLHD)

The TPB Bylaws provide that the Steering Committee “shall have the full authority to
approve non-regionally significant items, and in such cases it shall advise the TPB of its
action.”






TPB SR7-2015
November 7, 2014

NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD
777 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002

RESOLUTION ON AN AMENDMENT TO
THE FY 2015-2020 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP)
THAT IS EXEMPT FROM THE AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY REQUIREMENT
TO UPDATE FUNDING FOR FIFTY-SIX PROJECTS IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA, SUBURBAN MARYLAND AND NORTHERN VIRGINIA, AS
REQUESTED BY THE EASTERN FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAY
DIVISION OF THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (EFLHD)

WHEREAS, the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB), which is
the metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the Washington Region, has the
responsibility under the provisions of Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21% Century
(MAP-21) for developing and carrying out a continuing, cooperative and comprehensive
transportation planning process for the Metropolitan Area; and

WHEREAS, the TIP is required by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) as a basis and condition for all federal funding
assistance to state, local and regional agencies for transportation improvements within
the Washington planning area; and

WHEREAS, on October 15, 2014 the TPB adopted the FY 2015-2020 TIP; and

WHEREAS, in the attached memorandum of October 2, 2014, EFLHD has requested that
the FY 2015-2020 TIP be amended to show updated funding consistent with their FY 2015-
2018 TIP for 22 projects in the District of Columbia, 10 projects in suburban Maryland, and
14 projects in Northern Virginia, as described in the attached materials; and

WHEREAS, these projects are exempt from the air quality conformity requirement, as
defined in Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations “40 CFR Parts 51 and 93
Transportation Conformity Rule Amendments: Flexibility and Streamlining; Final Rule,”
issued in the May 6, 2005, Federal Register;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Steering Committee of the National
Capital Region Transportation Planning Board amends the FY 2015-2020 TIP to show
updated funding consistent with the Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division’s
FY 2015-2018 TIP for 22 projects in the District of Columbia, 10 projects in suburban
Maryland, and 14 projects in Northern Virginia, as described in the attached materials.

Adopted by the Transportation Planning Board Steering Committee at its regular meeting on
November 7, 2014.












FY2015 - FY2018 Transportation Improvement Program
Federal Highway Administration
Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division

October 1, 2014 Last Printed:010ct14

ESTIMATED

PARK, REFUGE, FOREST OR PRIMARY FUNDS ADMIN BY / CONG DIST FLMA
PROJECT AWARD FY STATE COUNTY OTHER PARTNER/AGENCY DESCRIPTION CATEGORY FUND SOURCE PROG&&I\'/\IISII\EA)OUNT FROM TITLE DELIVER BY Phase CHANGE FROM LAST UPDATE NUMBER REGION
DC -- District of Columbia
GWMP_11(6) FY2015 DC District of Columbia George Washington Emergency Repairs to Arlington Memorial Bridge, 1R FLTP Between $1,000,000 Title 23 ~ EFLHD Planned New change - NPS_NC
Memorial Parkway resurface deck and repair trunnion posts. and $5,000,000
NAMA_17(1) FY2015 DC District of Columbia National Mall & Memorial Repair / Rehabilitate Watergate Bridge, NPS Storage 3RL PRA Between $1,000,000 Title23 ~ EFLHD In Acquisition No change - NPS_NC
Parks Area Bridge, mill & overlay of Parkway Drive and $5,000,000
NAMA_502(5) FY2015 DC District of Columbia National Mall and Memorial Rehabilitation of Kutz Bridge 3RL PRA Between $5,000,000 Title 23  EFLHD In Acquisition No change - NPS_NC
Parks and $10,000,000
ROCR_10(5) FY2015 DC District of Columbia Rock Creek Park Rehab. Beach Drive MISC PRA More than Title 23 EFLHD In Acquisition No change - NPS_NC
$10,000,000
ROCR_503(1) FY2015 DC District of Columbia Rock Creek Park Waterside Dr. Roadway reconstruction, drainage, 3RH_BRRP PRA Between $1,000,000 Title23 ~ EFLHD In Design No change - NPS_NC
guardrail, & street light replacement & misc and $5,000,000
CHOH_238(1) FY2016 DC District of Columbia Chesapeake & Ohio Canal CHOH 238(1) Replacement of Structure No. 3100-029P BRRP FLTP Between $100,000 Title23 ~ EFLHD Planned New change - NPS_NC
National Historical Park (Fletcher's Boathouse Bridge #1) and $250,000
FY2016 DC District of Columbia National Mall & Memorial Remove and relocate an overhead sign on the 14th MISC FLAP Between $250,000 Title23 ~ EFLHD Planned - NPS_NC
Parks Street Bridge. and $500,000
FY2016 DC District of Columbia Rock Creek Park Construct a trail along Galloway Street to reduce the MISC FLAP Between $250,000 Title23 ~ EFLHD Planned - NPS_NC
creation and use of social trails. and $500,000
FY2016 DC District of Columbia Rock Creek Park Const. trail along Tilden St. & raised ped. crosswalk to MISC FLAP Between $100,000 Title23  EFLHD Planned - NPS_NC
provide access to Peirce Mill Spring House. and $250,000
NACE_17(2)_18(2)_ETC FY2016 DC District of Columbia East Fort DuPont Resurface, restore & rehabilitate Routes 17, 18, 19, 118, 3RH FLTP Between $1,000,000 Title23  EFLHD In Design Name changed from NACE_17(2)_18(2) - NPS_NC
and 206 in Fort DuPont and Fort Davis and $5,000,000 to NACE_17(2)_18(2)_ETC
FY2016 DC District of Columbia National Mall & Memorial Rehab Inlet Bridge (3400-033) BRRH FLTP Between $500,000 Title23  EFLHD Planned - NPS_NC
Parks and $1,000,000
NAMA_16(2)_20(2)_ETC FY2016 DC District of Columbia National Mall & Memorial Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway, 17th st, Ind Ave & 3RL FLTP Between $5,000,000 Title 23 EFLHD Planned Name changed from NAMA_16(2) to - NPS_NC
Parks West Tidal Basin Turnaround pavement rehab. and $10,000,000 NAMA_16(2)_20(2)_ETC
FY2016 DC District of Columbia Rock Creek Park Pavement rehabilitation, geotechical investigation of RW FLTP Between $1,000,000 Title23  EFLHD In Design - NPS_NC
Repair retaining wall collapse and repair and $5,000,000
FY2016 DC Washington DC Rock Creek Park Rehab Struct 3450-029P Broad Branch and 033P BRRH FLTP Between $250,000 Title 23  EFLHD Planned - NPS_NC
Edgewater Stable and $500,000
FY2017 DC District of Columbia Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Fletcher's entrance placeholder 3RH FLTP Between $1,000,000 Title23  EFLHD Planned - NPS_NC
National Historical Park and $5,000,000
GWMP_11(4) FY2017 DC District of Columbia George Washington Arlington Memorial Bridge Permanent Repairs 3RL NPS Between $1,000,000 Title 23  EFLHD In Design No change - NPS_NC
Memorial Parkway and $5,000,000
FY2017 DC District of Columbia National Mall & Memorial Rehab Outlet Bridge & resurface East Basin Dr. 3RL_BRRH FLTP Between $1,000,000 Title 23 EFLHD Planned - NPS_NC
parks and $5,000,000
FY2017 DC District of Columbia National Mall & Memorial 15th St & Jefferson Dr Resurfacing 3RL FLTP Between $1,000,000 Title 23  EFLHD Planned - NPS_NC
Parks and $5,000,000
FY2017 DC District of Columbia National Capital Region Pavement Management outside Beltway 2R FLTP Between $500,000 Title23  EFLHD Planned - NPS_NC
and $1,000,000
FY2017 DC District of Columbia Rock Creek Park Light pave rehab & replace drainage system on Bingham 3RL FLTP Between $1,000,000 Title23  EFLHD Planned - NPS_NC
and Morrow Dr and $5,000,000
FY2018 DC District of Columbia National Mall & Memorial Rehabilitate Ohio Dr, W Basin Dr & WB to EB Turnaround 3RL FLTP Between $1,000,000 Title 23 EFLHD Planned - NPS_NC
Parks and $5,000,000
FY2018 DC District of Columbia Rock Creek & Potomac Park  Rehab Wise & Glover Roads 3RL FLTP Between $1,000,000 Title 23 EFLHD Planned - NPS_NC
and $5,000,000
|




FY2015 - FY2018 Transportation Improvement Program
Federal Highway Administration
Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division

October 1, 2014 .
ctober Last Printed:010ct14

Anne Arundel

Parkway

and $5,000,000

ESTIMATED
PARK, REFUGE, FOREST OR PRIMARY FUNDS ADMIN BY / CONG DIST FLMA
PROJECT AWARD FY STATE COUNTY OTHER PARTNER/AGENCY DESCRIPTION CATEGORY FUND SOURCE PROG&PAAII\IIQII\E/I)OUNT FROM TITLE DELIVER BY Phase CHANGE FROM LAST UPDATE NUMBER REGION
MD -- Maryland
FY2015 MD Prince Georges Patuxent Research Refuge Rehab. American Holly Dr (Rte 10), Beech Forest Rd 3RL SAFETEA-LU Between $250,000 Title 23 FWS Planned MD-04 FWS_R5
(Rte 100), & 3 Parking Lots (Rtes 900, 901, 902). and $500,000
BAWA_1(3)_2(3) FY2015 MD Prince George's Baltimore Washington Resurface and Restore approx. 5.3 mi. of the BW Pkwy, 3RH FLTP Between $5,000,000 Title 23 EFLHD In Design No change MD-05 NPS_NC
Parkway in both directions from 1495 to MD 197 and $10,000,000
CATO_900(1) FY2015 MD Frederick Catoctin Mountain Park Replacement of the Visitor Center Bridge at Catoctin BRRP PRA Between $1,000,000 Title 23 EFLHD In Design No change MD-06 NPS_NC
Mountain National Park and $5,000,000
CHOH_10(1) FY2015 MD Montgomery Chesapeake and Ohio Canal  Safety Improvements on the Great Falls Entrance Road 3RH PRA Between $250,000 Title 23 EFLHD In Acquisition No change MD-08 NPS_NC
National Historical Park and $500,000
FY2016 MD Frederick Catoctin Mountain Park Repair Rte 11 Section 0 Foxville-Deerfield Road 3RL FLTP Between $250,000 Title 23 EFLHD Planned MD-06 NPS_NC
and $500,000
FY2016 MD Montgomery Chesapeake and Ohio Canal  Access Road and Parking Lots PM & L3R 3RL FLTP Between $500,000 Title 23~ EFLHD Planned MD-08 NPS_NC
National Historical Park and $1,000,000
GREE_11(1) FY2016 MD Prince George's Greenbelt Park Main Enrtance Rd. & Park Central Rd. Bridge 3RH_BRRP PRA Between $1,000,000 Title 23 EFLHD In Design No change MD-05 NPS_NC
Replacement and Resurfacing of Rtes. 10, 11, 200 & and $5,000,000
201
FY2016 MD Montgomery and George Washington Clara Barton Pkwy mill and overly includes guardrail and 3RH FLTP Between $1,000,000 Title 23~ EFLHD Planned _VARIOUS NPS_NC
Prince George's Memorial Parkway guardwall and $5,000,000
FY2016 MD Prince George's National Capital Parks-East Improve Ped Cross at SUIT Prky & Forestville Rd incl. MISC FLTP Between $100,000 Title 23 EFLHD Planned MD-05 NPS_NC
sdwlk, signals, lights, signing, pvmt markings and $250,000
Prince George's, Baltimore Washington Resurface BW Parkway 3RL FLTP Between $1,000,000 Title 23 EFLHD Planned _VARIOUS NPS_NC



FY2015 - FY2018 Transportation Improvement Program
Federal Highway Administration
Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division

October 1, 2014 .
ctober Last Printed:010ct14

ESTIMATED
PARK, REFUGE, FOREST OR PRIMARY FUNDS ADMIN BY / CONG DIST FLMA
PROJECT AWARD FY STATE COUNTY OTHER PARTNER/AGENCY DESCRIPTION CATEGORY FUND SOURCE PROG&I\'/\IISII\E/I)OUNT FROM TITLE DELIVER BY Phase CHANGE FROM LAST UPDATE NUMBER REGION

VA -- Virginia

FW_OCBA_T302(1)

GWMP_4(2) 5(3)

"GWMP_500(1)

GWMP_1A93

Research Center

Movement.

and $100,000

FY2016 VA Prince William Occoquan Bay National Repair Deephole Point Road Trail (Trail Route T302/ RIP 3RH FWS Between $1,000,000 Title 23  EFLHD Planned No change VA-11 FWS_R5
Wildlife Refuge Route 400) and $5,000,000

FY2015 VA Alexandria George Washington Resurface, restore & rehab approx 1.6 miles of GWMP 3RH FLTP Between $1,000,000 Title 23 EFLHD In Acquisition VA-08 NPS_NC
Memorial Parkway NB & SB between Humpback Bridge & Airport and $5,000,000

FY2015 VA Arlington George Washington Resurface, Restore & Rehabilitate Pavement on the 3RL FLTP Between $1,000,000 Title 23 EFLHD In Acquisition No change VA-08 NPS_NC
Memorial Parkway Spout Run Pkwy E. & W. and Key Bridge Ramps and $5,000,000

FY2015 VA "Arlington 'George Washington "Repair/Rehabilitate SB ramp from National Airport '3RL_BRRH PRA "Between $1,000,000 Title 23 EFLHD In Design "No change VA-08 NPS_NC
Memorial Parkway (#027P) and Bridge (#028P) on Route 233 and $5,000,000

FY2015 VA Prince William Prince William Forest Park Repair the historic wooden truss bridge 3700-001P BRRH FLTP Between $250,000 Title 23 EFLHD Planned VA-11 NPS_NC

and $500,000

FY2016 VA Arlington, Fairfax George Washington North GWMP joint & crack sealing 2R FLTP Between $100,000 Title 23 EFLHD Planned VA-08 NPS_NC
Memorial Parkway and $250,000

FY2016 VA Arlington George Washington Iwo Jima Memorial Access Road Rehab 3RL FLTP Between $500,000 Title 23 EFLHD Planned VA-08 NPS_NC
Memorial Parkway and $1,000,000

FY2016 VA Fairfax George Washington Spall repair CIA/FHWA bridge structure 3300-003 BRRH FLTP Between $500,000 Title 23 EFLHD Planned VA-08 NPS_NC
Memorial Parkway and $1,000,000

FY2016 VA Arlington George Washington Minor trail realignment and Theodore Roosevelt parking MISC FLTP Between $250,000 Title 23 EFLHD In Design VA-08 NPS_NC
Memorial Parkway area pavement rehab. and $500,000

FY2017 VA Arlington George Washington Reconstruct SB GWMP Spout Run to Pimmit Run & NB 3RL_4R FLTP More than Title 23 EFLHD Planned VA-08 NPS_NC
Memorial Parkway GWMP PCC joint & crack repair $10,000,000

FY2017 VA Fairfax George Washington Fort Hunt Entrance Rd Mill & Overlay 3RL FLTP Between $250,000 Title 23 EFLHD Planned VA-05 NPS_NC
Memorial Parkway and $500,000

FY2017 VA Fairfax George Washington George Washington MP - Phase 1 - Rehabilitation of VA 3RL PRA More than Title 23 EFLHD In Design No change VA-10 NPS_NC
Memorial Parkway Route 123 Interchange $10,000,000

FY2018 VA Fairfax, Alexandria George Washington Reconstruct GWMP from CIA interchange to Capital 3RL_4R FLTP More than Title 23 EFLHD Planned _VARIOUS NPS_NC
Memorial Parkway Beltway $10,000,000

FY2015 VA Fairfax Turner-Fairbank Highway Intersection Control for Cooperative Vehicle/Pedestrian 3RH_NEW FAP Between $25,000 Title 23 EFLHD In Design _ VA-08 X_NA_OTH




NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION
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Item #5
MEMORANDUM
November 13, 2014
TO Transportat'on Plannin  Board
FROM: ant” Sri anth
Director Department of Transport t'on Plannin
RE: Letters Sent/Received S 'nce the October 15" TPB Meetin

The attached lett s were sent/rec ‘ved sinc th Octob r 15" TPB meet'n . Thel tt
will be rev ewed unde Ag nda 50 the November 19 TPB a end

Attachment
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cCO o0 of VI GI
Office of the Governor

Aubrey L Layne, Jr
Secretwy of Transport i

Au ust 14 2014

NOV 0 2014

Mr. Kanti Srikanth
xecutive Director NCRTPB
National Capital Re 10n Transportation P a nin Board
777 North C p ol St eet NE, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20002-4239

Dear Mr. Srikanth,

The expansion proposed or the metropolitan planning area boundary is hereby
pproved as shown on the accompanying map “Area for Inclusion in the National Capital
Region Transportation Planning Board’s Urbanized Area’, This approval, affecting a
portion of Fauquier County is appropriate and consistent with federal regulations at 23
CFR 450.312; resolutions of the MPQ and Fauquier County; and authorizations provided
by the Governor’s Execut’ve Order 72 0 2008 Ths signed letter, accompan’ d by the
map, shall serve as the documentation of t e approval.

Consistent with federal regul tions at 23 CFR 450, the subject area’s
transportation plans, programs and projects will require cooperative transportat'o
Pl nmin  approvals of the National Capital Re ion Transportation Plannn ~ oard as w il
as the Commonwealth,

Aub'ey L. e, Jr,
Attac  nt

i kF nr Buildin e 1 v Br d tree *Ri 1m nd, Vigi ia232 9 80  786-8032 Fux 804 786 6683 TTY (800) 828 | 20
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Mr. Paul McCulla,
Admini rator, Fau u'er Count

10 Ho 0 IN

Warrenton VA 20186
M- K meth Mc Lawhon, Office of the Governor
’T’f".‘,fylj,,'-}f‘::s;f; won Manager Town of Warrenton
P.O. Drawer 341
Warrenton, VA 20188-034
M . Allison Detuncq
Culpeper CTB member
3300 Berkmar Drive
Charlottesville, VA 22901
r. Gary Garczynski
Northern Virginia CTB me ¢
13662 Office Place
Suite 201 B
Woodbridge, VA 22192
Ms. Jennifer Mitchell,
DRPT Director
DRPT Planner
600 Ea t Main Street, Suite 2102
Richmond, VA 23219
VDOT NOVA Dist Admin, Helen L. Cuervo
VDOT Culpeper Dist Admin, John Lynch
VDOT TMPD, Marsha Fiol
VO Programming, Diane Mitchell
VDOT LAD, Jennifer Debruhl
Mr. Ivan Rucker,
Community Planner
400 North 8th Street, Suite 750
Richmond, Virginia 23219-4825
s Sandra Jackson,
Community Planner,
District of Columbia Division
Federal Highway Administration
1990 K Street NW, Suite 510
Washington, DC 20006-1 103
Mr. Tony Cho,
TARe ion |
1760 Market Street
Suite 500
Philadelph'a PA 1910 - 124

Patrick Hene } Eas BrudStee o R chm n Vrina? 219 (804) 786 8032  Fux {B04) 786 66

Y 800 828112



Staff Recommendation:

Issues:

Background

ITEM 10 - Action

July 16, 2014

Approval of Fauquier County, Virginia
to Become a Member of the TPB

Adopt Resolution R2-2015 to approve
Fauquier County membership in the
TPB.

None

The 2010 Census extended the
Washington DC-VA-MD Urbanized
Area into a portion of Fauquier County,
including the Town of Warrenton.
Federal planning regulations require
that this portion with a population of
about 21,000 be included in the
metropolitan planning area and that
répresentatives of the area be included
in the TPB's transportation planning
and programming process. Fauquier
County has accepted the TPB's April
invitation to become a member and
répresent the interests of its citizens in
the regional transportation planning
process.



TPB R2-2015
July 16, 2014

NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD
777 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE FAUQUIER COUNTY, VIRGINIA MEMBERSHIP IN
THE NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD

WHEREAS, based on the results of the 2010 Census, a portion of Fauquier
County, Virginia, including the Town of Warrenton and areas adjacent to Route 29
northeast of Warrenton has been designated as part of the Washington DC-MD-VA
urbanized area; and

WHEREAS, the MPA for the TPB had to be expanded, as per 23 CFR 450.312(a) and
related sections to include the newly added jurisdictions {portions of Faugquier County
and the Town of Warrenton); and

discuss these federally required planning and Programming process and answered
questions about the considerations and responsibilities that accompany membership in
TPB; and

WHEREAS, at the April 16, 2014 meeting, the TPB approved sending a letter inviting
Fauquier County to become a voting member of the TPB and represent the citizens’
interests and participating in the metropolitan transportation planning process; and

WHEREAS, the MPA boundary was reviewed by Fauquier County, TPB staff and VDOT
staff and it is proposed to be expanded (to include selected contiguous areas not



currently urbanized) pending approval of the Commonwealth's Secretary of
Transportation, as shown on the attached map entitled “Areas for Inclusion in the
National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board's Urbanized Area”, including the
entire Town of Warrenton and the Route 29/15 corridor south from the Town of
Warrenton to the intersection of Routes 29/15/17 and Routes 2911517 BUS; and

WHEREAS, on June 12, 2014, TPB staff and VDOT staff briefed the Fauquier County
Board of Supervisors on joining the TPB; and

NOw, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the National Capital Region
Transportation Planning Board approves Fauquier County, Virginia becoming a voting
member with the right to fully participate in all TPB work program activities.






REVISED 6/12/2014

RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION TO JOIN THE NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD AND PARTICIPATE IN THE
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROCESS

WHEREAS, the 2010 Census designated the Town of Warrenton, portions of the
adjoining service districts and areas adjacent to Route 29 northeast of Warrenton as an urban
cluster; and

WHEREAS, the Washington DC-VA-MD urbanized area was recently expanded to
include the urban cluster portions of Fauquier County; and

WHEREAS, the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB)
implements the transportation planning process for the region comprised of the Washington DC-
VA-MD urbanized area; and

WHEREAS, Federal law mandates that transportation projects be included in the
Constrained Long-Range Plan and the six-year Transportation Improvement Program prepared
by the TPB to receive federal funding; and

WHEREAS, Federal law also mandates that the interests of residents in the planning
region be represented in the transportation planning and programming process; and

WHEREAS, the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board invited Fauquier
County to become a voting member of the TPB, representing the citizens® interests and
participating in the regional transportation planning process; and now, therefore, be it

" RESOLVED by the Fauquier County Board of Supervisors this 12th day of June 2014,
That the Board of Supervisors does hereby authorize the County join the National Capital Region
Transportation Planning Board and participate in the region’s transportation planning process;
and be it

RESOLVED FURTHER, That the Board does hereby designate the area for inclusion as
shown on the attached map entitled “Areas for Inclusion in the National Capital Region
Transportation Planning Board’s Urbanized Area”, including the entire Town of Warrenton and
the Route 29/15 corridor south from the Town of Warrenton to the intersection of Routes
29/15/17 and Routes 29/15/17 BUS; and be it

RESOLVED FINALLY, That the County Administrator and County Attomey are hereby
authorized to execute any requirements associated with membership in the National Capital
Region Transportation Planning Board.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1401 EAST BROAD STREET
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219 2000

Charles A. Kilpatrick, P.E.

Commissioner

August 13, 2014

The Honorable Aubrey Layne
Secretary of Transportation
Patrick Henry Building
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Secretary Layne:

The 2010 Census population figures released March 27, 2012 indicate that there has been
an expansion of the Greater Metropolitan Washington D.C. Region urbanized area in
Virginia. Portions of Fauquier County, Virginia, including the Town of Warrenton and
community of New Baltimore, have attained urbanized area status (high urbanized land
use population density). As per 23 USC 134 and 23 CFR 450, this portion of Fanquier
County is now subject to federal metropolitan transportation approvals and receipt of
federal metropolitan transportation planning funds, and must be added to the metropolitan
planning area under jurisdiction of the National Capital Area Transportation Planning
Board Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), with the expanded MPO metropolitan
planning area boundaries formally to be approved by the Governor. The Governor's
Executive Order 72 of 2008 (item 4) delegates the responsibility for approval of such
metropolitan area boundaries to the Secretary of Transportation.

The Virginia Department of Transportation, representatives of the affected localities and
the MPO have collaborated on the revision of the MPO planning area boundary and for
the addition of a Fauquier County representative onto the voting membership of the
MPO. Resolutions of the MPO (July 16, 2014) and Fauquier County (June 12, 2014)
approve of the metropolitan planning area boundary expansion, The addition of one
representative from Fauquier County is not considered a substantial change for the vast
voting membership to that MPO, hence this revision does not warrant redesignation of
the MPO. As with all urbanized areas, the area’s transportation plans, programs and
projects will require cooperative epprovals of the MPO as well as the Commonwealth.
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For your review and approval, a draft approval letter is provided for your potential use,

A reference map of the proposed expanded metropolitan planning area boundary is
enclosed which should accompany your approval letter. Please sign and return your letter
of approval to me for mailing, appropriate distribution of copies and record-retention

purposes.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

,%’../a&%-/

Quintin Elliott
Chief Deputy Commissioner

Enclosures

cc:  The Honorable Charlie Kilpatrick
The Honorable Jennifer Mitchell
Mr. Rick Walton
Mrs. Marsha Fiol
Ms. Diane Mitchell
Ms. Jennifer DeBruhl
Ms. Helen L. Cuervo
Mr. John Lynch



Dan Painter (VDOT Culpeper)

Norman Whitaker (VDOT NOVA)

Craig Van Dussen (VDOT Fredericksburg)
Ms. Robin Grier

Amy Inman (DRPT)
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Octob 15, 2014

777 North Capitol Street, N.E., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20002-4201

De Chairman Wojahn:

Thank you for your letter re a din the Transportation Plannin Board’s Access for All (AFA)
Commuttee comments about the 2014 CLRp update,

As you requested, the comments will recerve fyj| conside t'on as we move forward with the
project developm nt process. We will provid 5 more spec’fic response for the October 23 AFA

If you have any quest'ons or Comments, please contact Norman Whitaker our Tran port ‘o

Plannn Dre to » t (703) 259-2799 or norman, wh'tak H@vdot virginia.gov,

We apprec'ate Your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

%/J—é—x /{ @”l@"

Helen L. Cuervo, P.E,
District Administrator
Northern V'rginia District

ce: Renée N, Hamilton
Maria Sinner P. .
Norman Whitaker

Virg niaDot.org
WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING






October 21, 2014

The Honorable Patr ck Wojahn, Chairman

Nat onal Capi al Region Tr nsporta ton Planning Board
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governmen

777 North Capital Street, N. ., Suite 300

Washington, DC 20002-4201

Dear Chairman Wojahn:

Thank you for your letter regard ng the Tr nspo ation Planning Board's Access
for Ali (AFA) Comm ttee comments about the 014 Con r ined Long-Range
Plan (CLRP) update.,

WMATA shares many of the concerns expressed by the AFA Committee. In
partcular, WMATA agrees that the region i1s not suffic ently focused on the
region's future public transportation needs. In fact, while recogni ing the
noteworthy step taken in the 2014 CLRP with the junsdic ions’ commitment to
provide the unds needed to keep Metro in a st te of good reparr, WMATA urged
the TP to turn tts immediate attention to ensuring full funding for Metro 2025.
Achieving a steady state of maintenance is an important first step, but the current
CLRP has insufficient funding to support the needs of the region of the future.

Comments regarding community-based, affordable public transportation

The AFA Committee raised concerns about imited or unavailable bus serv'ce in

areas urther from he regional core. The Priority Corridor Network (PCN), part of

Metro 20 5, calls for Improvements such as increased bus service frequency and

Woshinptan ~ span of service on 24 regional corndors that would help alleviate this concem.
Heromolltanfrea  However, among other factors, one must consider that while Metro operates bus
Transi Aunthority service, local and state junsd ctions own the roadways on which many of the

00 fih Street N

s gon DC 00 realizatio of their benefit require strong local partners, and significant funding
bse2i23v - commutments f om the jurisdictions.
e eopensd o Like the AFA Committee, WMATA Is also concerned about the affordability of

public t ansit. The lack of a dedicat d funding source necessitates a reliance on
annually appropriated support. Uniike almost every other major transit system in
the naton, WMATA depends on annual operatng subsidies from member
jurisdictions and revenues generated from passenger fares, advertising, parking,
ADsnct f au o etc. A are ult, WMATA face frequent f nancial and budgetary shortfalls that
e e necessitate the need to increase passenger fares, among other f nancing

H nership
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alternatives. The Authority understands the concems that fare increases may
have on traditionally-disadvantaged popuiation groups, and continues to make
the evaluation of potentially negative impacts a top priority when budget-related
service changes are proposed.

Comments regarding improving and maintaining bus stops and pedestrian
infrastructure

WMATA is encouraged by the support of the AFA Committee for our current
efforts to improve access to bus stops for people with disabilities. In April 2014,
the WMATA Board endorsed a goal to improve one percent of the region’s
inaccessible bus stops annually or about 68 stops per year. Since then, WMATA
has identified 57 priority bus stops for improvement. Stop selection was based
on a stop’s inaccessibility as a factor in the granting of MetroAccess eligibility.
To date, planning and design work for the first set of bus stop improvements is
underway. WMATA will implement improvements at five of the priority stops
using @ New Freedom grant and is coordinating with the jurisdictions on the
improvement of 18 other stops.

The AFA Committee raised the need for maintenance of bus stops and sidewalks
after improvements have been made. Routine maintenance is scheduled for
stops with a shelter and/or trash can, but is often performed on an as-needed
basis for other stops. Therefore, to facilitate the communication needed for the
maintenance and other aspects of each bus stop in the region, WMATA is
planning to develop a regional bus stop accessibility database. This tool will ailow
jurisdictions to provide status updates on their stops and allow customers to
provide comments or observations about each stop.

In sum, the region-wide bus stop improvement effort seeks to improve access to
fixed route transit service, reduce the demand for paratransit service, and
improve the safety of the region’s bus stops. This three-fold initiative directly
addresses several of the concerns expressed by the AFA Committee. WMATA
will continue to collaborate with the jurisdictions on the implementation of
fmprovements, and in its outreach to MetroAccess customers in proximity to
newly improved stops.

Comments regarding MetroAccess eligibility and fares

The AFA Committee raised concerns about how stricter eligibility requirements
are impacting those that are dependent on paratransit: however, the
MetroAccess eligibility and certification process, which is in full compliance with
the Americans with Disabilities Act and has been vetted by the FTA, has not
been changed with stricter eligibility requirements. The process requires the
completion of an application, including information from the individual's doctor,
and an interview. WMATA also conducts a functionai assessment to determine

the individual's ability to access and use bus and rail services for at least some of
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their trips.

During the FY15 budget process, the WMATA Board examined the current
approach to pricing for MetroAccess. Upon the recommendation of WMATA's
Access Advisory Committee, the MetroAccess fare policy changed to reduce the
maximum allowable fare from $7.00 to $6.50. In addition, WMATA's enhanced
fare calculator within Trip Planner ensures that our paratransit riders obtain the
lowest possible fare for the trip. Patrons are charged twice the equivalent fixed-
route SmartTrip fare based on the cheapest fare among modes available at the
time of their trip.

WMATA’s Public Participation Plan

Last month the WMATA Board approved the Title VI Public Participation Plan
(PPP) that, in its implementation, ensures the voices of our disadvantaged
populations are heard. Key recommendations of the PPP include creating a
consistent approach to outreach across the Authority, incorporating feedback to
and from the public, and ensuring that our various populations are reached in a
variety of mediums. That said, we appreciate the opportunity to review and
respond to the concerns raised by the AFA Committee and will consider them as
we move forward with the project development process.

if you have any additional questions on the comments included in this letter,
please do not hesitate to contact James Hamre, WMATA'’s Director of Bus
Planning, at (202) 962-2870 or JHamre@wmata.com or Christiaan Blake,
WMATA's Director of ADA Policy and Planning, at (202) 962-1125 or
CBlake@wmata.com.

Sincerely,

T T

/ Shyam(bénnan -

Managing Director
Office of Planning
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October 24, 2014

Mr. Kanti Srikanth

Director, Department of Transportation Planning
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
777 North Capitol Street, NE, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20002

Dear Mr Srikanth:

in response to your letter of September 30, 2014, | am confirming the s bmitt | of
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authonty’s (WMATA) detalled forms,
schedules, proposed revis ons and budget adjustments to refiect the current statu

of the projects and confidence in compieting the projects within the performance
period. These document were provided to the Council of Government on October
6, 2014 by our Director of Bus Planning, Scheduling and Customer Facilities, James

Hamre,

The summary of the three projects for which WMATA s responsible, and the
proposed budget changes, are listed in the table beiow:

_TIGER Grant WMATA A _igned Project Ac “v'tie

Original WMATA

Project Description Program Program

Budget Revision
Addison Road Line Project $ 200,000 {8 214,000
[-395 Multi-Modal Project $ 9,930,000 | § 9,770,550
Leesburg Pike (VA Rt 7) Project $ 1,340,000 | $ 1,084,000
Project M n gemen o MWCOG $ 401,450
OTAL $11,470,000 1,470 000

It is WMATA's intent to complete work by March 2016 to aliow for contractor
invoicing, work documentation and payments before June 30 2016, he end of
WMATA's  Y2016. That timing wil facilitate completion of all grant-related
submisstons to MWCOG by the September 30, 2016 project deadline.

Project Budget and Schedule Revi_ions
e The Addison Road rojec s nearing completion and the proposed revision to
the budget reflects the actuai cost o the project.
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The Virginia-7, Leesburg Pike project similarly refiects known costs and a
scope change to reflect a focus on completing the Transit Signal Priority
elements as defined in the recently approved MOU by VDOT.,

*  Work at Pentagon Transit Center (I-385 Corridor Project) has begun with 15
items currently under contract to F.H. Passion.

» The final engineering of the Franconia-Springfieid Station portion of the 1-395
Corridor Project is near completion. This request includes an adjustment to
reflect cost-to-complete estimates creating a bus platform station canopy.

» The Real Time Passenger Information system design is compiete. WMATA
is prepared to install signage at the Pentagon and Franconia-Springfield
stations and prepared to support related DDOT and SHA projects.

¢ The Department of Defense (DoD) has rejected the original proposal for

additional bus bays at the Pentagon Transit Center. However, WMATA has

been working with DoD and Arlington County to implement an alternative
investment, with even greater security, safety and strategic value, through
creation of a bus station on the Pentagon Reservation along Army Navy Drive

(Hayes Street Lot). Work leading to construction documents has recently

been initiated by DoD’s Integrated Project Team. Therefore, the anticipated

expenditures are reduced and the scope adjusted to reflect proceeding with
the final design and a partial construction expenditure of approximately
$650,000, with completion of the project via other sources.

The result of these budget revisions and scope adjustments will resuit in a small
reduction of reimbursable expenditures and completion of many ground-breaking
projects important to the region’s bus transit operations. WMATA is committed to
supporting these projects with timely execution of procurement, project management
and construction activities to improve the experience of thousands of daily bus
riders. If you have further questions on the information and documentation that you
have been provided, please contact James Hamre at 202-962-2870 or email him at

jhamre@wmata.com.
Sincerely,

Richard Sarles
General Manager and
Chief Executive Officer

cC: l/Chuck Bean, MWCOG
Reginald Lovelace, FTA Region NI
Corey Walker, FTA
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October 16, 2014

Mr. Kanti Srikanth

Director

Department of Transportation Planning
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
777 North Capitol Street NE

Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20002

RE: PRTC Completion Schedules for the TIGER Grant

Dear Mr. Srikanth:

Buy Replacment Bus Project, the Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation Commission (PRTC) was
awarded $9,650,000 for three (3) projects: Bus Security Cameras; Replacement Buses: and
acquisition/implementation of a Computer Aided Dispatch-Automatic Vehicle Location (CAD-AVL)
System,

a combined expenditure of $5,232,481, or more tha@n half of the grant. PRTC’s final project, the CAD-
AVL System, is stillin progress and is expected to be completed by the outside date associated with the
subject TIGER grant. To date, PRTC has received reimbursement of $2,283,953 for the first four (4)
Project Payment Milestones. There are five Project Payment Milestones remaining for the CAD/AVL
Project, totaling $1 ,868,581, and two other deliverables totaling $264,985, as detailed in Attachment 1.

PRTC looks forward to our continuous participation with our regional partners in completing the

Sincerely,

) -

Alfred Harf
Executive Director

Attachment: As stated

cc: Eric Marx, Director of Planning and Operations, PRTC
Betsy Massie, Director of Grants and Project Management, PRTC:
Carl Roeser, Manager of Information Technology, PRTC
Lora Byala, Foursquare ITP
Shana Johnson, Foursquare ITP

OmniRide * Metro Direct » OmniLink * Cross County Connector » OmniMatch » VRE
Administrative Office: (703) 583-7782 * Custonier Info: (703) 730-6664 * Toli Fres (E8B| 730-6664 » Fax: {703} 583-1377 » PRTClransit org
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
P.O. Box 178 - City Hall
Alexandria, Virginia 22313

703-746-4025
alexandriava.gov

October 21, 2014

Kanti Srikanth, Director

Department of Planning

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
777 North Capitol Street, NE, Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20002

Re:  TIGER Grant Status

Dear Mr. Srikanth,
activities for the TIGER grant project. I apologize for the delayed response. Please know that
Alexandria is committed to completing this project by the June 2016 deadline,

We have two TIGER Grant projects:
I) Project #10 US -1 Transitway (complete).
2) Project #12 Van Dorn/Pentagon, TSP/Queue Jumps, Superstops (will be complete by June 2016.)

The City of Alexandria’s schedule for this project is:

* SuperStops, Advertise Construction September 2014
* Queue Jump/TSP, Finalize Design November 2014
* SuperStops Award Contract November 2014
* SuperStops, Construction January 2015 — June 2015

* Queuve Jump/TSP, Advertise Construction  January 2015 — February 2015
*  Queue Jump/TSP, Award Contract March 2015
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October 21, 2014

Page 2
*  Queue Jump/TSP, Construction June 2015 — August 2015
* Queue Jump/TSP Implementation September 2015 — March 2016
* Project Complete April 2016

There are no anticipated changes to the scope of this project and the above schedule is firm and
the June 16, 2016 deadline is achievable,

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Bob Garbacz, Division Chief,

T&ES Traffic Engineering, at 703.746.4143 or Bob.garbacz@alexandriava.gov_.

Sincerely,

NN

Yon\Lambert, AICP
Acting Director

cc:  Sandra Marks, Deputy Director, T&ES/Transportation
Bob Garbacz, Division Chief, T&ES, Traffic Engineering
Ravindra Raut, Civil Engineer 1V, T&ES, Traffic Engineering
Lee Farmer, Principal Planner. T&ES, Transit Services

S admin\WorkirgDotumens\20 | 4-J0-20 Kaali -COG docx
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October 30, 2014

The Honorable Patrick Wojahn

Chairman, National Capit | Region
Transportation Planning Board

Metropolitan Wash ngton Counc | of Governments
777 North Capital Street, N. .; Suite 300
Washington DC 20002-4201

Dear Chairman Wojahn:

The Transportation Planning Board's (TPB) travel demand forecasting model (the
model) is the basis for all plann ng studies and projects in the region, and this
letter calls on the TPB to continue to improve the model to better represent
transit and non-motori ed modes of transporta ion. While the TPB has recently
made significant improvements uch as incorporating a mode choice model and
transit assignment process as well as other refinements, the model still does not
depict non-automobile trips on transit, bicycles, and foot as well as it could.

With the advent of Metroway bus rapid transit (BRT) streetcar, and the Purple
Line light rail transit, the region is increasing the level of investment in transit, and
the array of modes n the region is expanding well beyond what exists today. Due
to the limited amount of funding available there is also continued pressure from
federal and state legislation to evaluate and priontize transportation investments.
Since the model is the basis for the evaluation, it must ensure that all modes are
accurately represented to ensure decision makers across the region are making
the best use of limited resources.

 In the current model, Metrorail and light r il are grouped together in th
same category, whereas BRT and streetcar are grouped with express and
local bus in the same category. While differences among these modes are
clear in realty, without a model that reflects true differences of each
investment, decision makers are unable to ruly understand the
attractiveness and impacts of each mode.

 As traffic grows, bus speeds continue to low, and reliability and capital
and operating costs are affected. In the current model, bus run times are
independent of the level of traffic and subsequent traffc speeds. By further
developing the model to integrat bus speeds with that of general tr ffic,
decision makers will have a better understanding of the imp cts of the
myriad of the bus prionty measures, especially nght-of-way improvement ,
and their effect on ndership.

* Bicycling and walking to transit is the main mode of access for much of
our ndership. It is also increasing in mode share across the region,
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especially in the core and central jurisdictions and some of the regional
activity centers. In the past two years, the TPB's geographically-focused
survey on non-motorized transit has provided a better understanding of
bicycling and walking mode shares, especially in regional activity centers.
WMATA would like to see this effort integrated into the model.
Additionally, adding a non-motorized mode to the mode choice model
would better reflect walking and biking when changes to surrounding land
use are made. A better representation of biking and walking in the model
would help the accuracy of station access modes.

WMATA applauds the TPB's continued engagement of consultants to identify
best practices and test their compatibility with the current model; however, much
remains to be done. The above are only a few examples of model improvements
that the TPB could consider with regard to transit, bicycles, and pedestrians.

WMATA calls on the TPB to take action by undertaking a broader best practices
review of how transit, bicycles, and pedestrians are incorporated into other
regional models. From there, WMATA requests that the TPB identify the
necessary steps and schedule that will bring the region’s travel demand model in
line with best practices and perhaps becomes a leading model for metropolitan
planning organizations across the country. WMATA welcomes the opportunity to
work more closely with the TPB to find a common ground and design and
prioritize improvements to the modeling process that will further enhance its
usefulness for transit-related studies and decision-making.

We look forward to seeing a proposal with an action plan, schedule and costs to
improve how the regional transportation model represents the full range of
modes. Improving the model would enable the region to make better decisions
with the limited resources that we have.

Sincerely,

Shyam Kannan
Managing Director
Office of Planning
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October 27, 2014

The Honorable Patrick Wojahn

Chairman, National Capital Region
Transportation Planning Board

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
777 North Capital Street, N.E.: Suite 300
Washington, DC 20002-4201

Dear Chairman Wojahn;

This letter calls on the Transportation Planning Board (TPB) to take a leadership
role in (1) discussing how the Washington Metropolitan Area will provide the
money needed to address regional and local transportation system priorities, (2)
identifying the appropriate funding structure for the region's many unfunded
transportation needs, and (3) tracking progress towards obtainment of funding.

In 1998, the Transportation Planning Board (TPB) unanimously adopted a Vision
to provide the policy framework for continuing transportation system planning and
implementation in the Nation Capital Region. The TPB Vision incorporates the
eight planning factors specified in the current federal regulations' and has served
as the overall blueprint and policy direction for the Constrained Long Range Plan
(CLRP) since the 2000 CLRP update. Transportation agencies are required to
explicitly consider the Vision as a policy framework in their project and program
submittal processes, and it continues to serve as the guiding document for new
initiatives such as the Regional Transportation Priorities Plan (RTPP).

Upon the Vision’s adoption in 1998, the TPB unanimously decided to use it as
their guide for regional transportation investments in the 21* Century. Seven of
the eight policy goals have been incorporated into the regional planning process
where progress toward these goals is assessed and reported on annually. It is
time for the TPB to focus on the outlier: the goal that is difficult achieve, yet vitally
important to the success of our region and the quality of the region. In 2004 the
TPB issued the Time to AcF report, a call to action to address the serious
funding shortfalls in transportation. Time to Act identified transportation needs,
revenues, and funding shortfalls for the District of Columbia, Maryland, Virginia,
and WMATA that required additional commitment from all levels of government:
federal, state, regional, and local. As a result of this report, as well as the 2001
General Accounting Office report “Many Management Successes at WMATA, but
Capital Planning Could Be Enhanced” and the Brookings Institution Report,

149 USC and 23 USC §134 {metropolitan) and §135 (statewide)

2 National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board MWCOG, “Time to Act’, February 2004.
3 U.S. General Accounting Office, “Many Management Successes at WMATA, but Capital
Pianning Could Be Enhanced.” GAO-01-744. (2001).
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Washington Metro: Deficits by Design® the TPB established a panel sponsored
by the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG), the Greater
Washington Board of Trade, and the Federal City Council for the purpose of
advancing the critical issue of having dedicated funding for WMATA.

The Blue Ribbon Panel published its report on Metro funding in January, 2005.
Among the primary findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the report
were:

e There is and will continue to be an expanding shortfall of revenues
available to address both capital needs and operational subsidies of the
Metrorail and Metrobus systems.

» Federal needs require the federal government to significantly participate in
addressing these shortfalls, particularly for capital maintenance and
system enhancement.

o The Compact jurisdictions should mutually create and implement a single
regional dedicated revenue source to address these shortfalls.

e The most viable dedicated revenue source that can be implemented on a
regional basis is a sales tax.

e Federal and regional authorities should address alternate methods of
funding the MetroAccess needs of the region.

Together with publication of the report, the Panel urged sponsoring organizations
to advance their work by advocating on behalf of the Panel's findings,
conclusions, and recommendations. They called on the region’s leaders to take
action to build a coalition to support a dedicated revenue source for WMATA.
However, what was envisioned in 1998 with the adoption of the TPB's Vision,
studied in the early 2000's by the GAO, the Brookings Institution, MWCOG, the
Greater Washington Board of Trade, Congress, and WMATA, and advocated for
by representatives of each since then remains undone.

Since the recommendations put forth almost ten years ago, there has been little
additional work either in advancing the recommendations or in continuing to
create new ideas. Importantly, Goal 7.

The Washington metropolitan region will achieve an enhanced
funding mechanism(s) for regional and local transportation
system priorities that cannot be implemented with current and
forecasted federal, state, and local funding®

remains unlinked to the regional planning process and presents a large gap in
the fulfillment of the TPB Vision. Meanwhile, the region continues to grapple with
mounting transportation problems in the face of increasingly limited funding
dollars to combat the mobility-based threats to economic growth, sustainability,
and livability. Funding limitations continue to hamper regional transportation

4 Robert Puentes, “Washington Metro: Deficits by Design®, (Washington: Brookings Institution,
June 2004).
5 The TPB Vision. Available at: http://www.mwcog.org/transportation/activities/vision/
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planning initiatives that support the TPB Vision, Region Forward, and Economy
Forward, and should Goal 7 continue to go untended, it is unreasonable to
assume that the current situation will change for the better.

For this reason, WMATA calls upon the TPB to take action. WMATA requests the
TPB to recommit itself to advancing Goal 7 in the TPB Vision. This means that
TPB should examine enhanced funding mechanisms and establish a policy
recommendation on funding the region’s transportation future. WMATA requests
that the TPB take a leadership role in reigniting the torch on the discussion of
how the region will achieve enhanced funding mechanism(s) for regional and
local transportation system priorities, and identify the appropriate funding
structure for the region’s many unfunded transportation needs.

To ensure continuity of the conversation among regional leaders and to track
progress toward the achievement of this goal, WMATA requests TPB staff
incorporate a report of its status into the annual work program, and present
findings to the Board.

We look forward to seeing a proposal on how this goal will be addressed in a
regional forum and how the TPB will continue to work toward its achievement in
the future.

Sincerely,

—

e

‘Zhyam Kannan ~ -~
Managing Director
Office of Planning






ITEM 8 - Action
November 19, 2014

Approval of the Update of the Coordinated Human Service
Transportation Plan for the Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility for
Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program

Staff Recommendation:

Issues:

Background:

Adopt Resolution R9-2015 to approve
the entire update to the Coordinated
Plan.

None

The Coordinated Human Service
Transportation Plan, which was
approved by the TPB in 2009, must
be updated to guide funding decisions
for the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) Section 5310 Enhanced
Mobility for Seniors and Individuals
with Disabilities Program. At its June
18 meeting, the Board was briefed on
key elements of the update of the
Coordinated Plan which include the
competitive selection framework for
the Enhanced Mobility Program. On
July 17, the Board approved the key
elements of the update to the
Coordinated Plan in preparation for a
grant solicitation for the Enhanced
Mobility funds from August 28 to
October 24.






TPB R9-2015
November 19, 2015

NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD
777 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE UPDATE OF THE COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICE
TRANSPORTATON PLAN FOR THE NATIONAL CAPTIAL REGION

WHEREAS, the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB), the
metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the Washington Region, has the responsibility
under the provisions of the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) of
2012 for developing and carrying out a continuing, cooperative and comprehensive
transportation planning process for the Metropolitan Area; and

WHEREAS, under the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act — A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) of 2005, COG, as the administrative agent for the TPB,
served as the Designated Recipient for the JARC and New Freedom programs for the
Washington DC-VA-MD Urbanized Area; and

WHEREAS, in July 2006 the TPB established the Human Service Transportation Coordination
Task Force to oversee the development of a Coordinated Human Service Transportation Plan
to guide funding decisions for three programs under SAFETEA-LU Job Access and Reverse
Commute (JARC), New Freedom and the Elderly and Disabled Individual program; and

WHEREAS, the first Coordinated Plan, which included the framework for the competitive
selection process of JARC and New Freedom grants, was adopted by the TPB at its regular
meeting on April 18, 2007; and

WHEREAS, since 2007, the TPB has facilitated seven project solicitations and selections that
have resulted in 66 JARC and New Freedom grants totaling over $25 million in Federal and
matching funds; and

WHEREAS, an Update to the Coordinated Plan was adopted by the TPB at its regular meeting
on December 19, 2009; and

WHEREAS, MAP-21 in 2012 created the Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and
Individuals with Disabilities program to “improve mobility for seniors and individuals with
disabilities ... by removing barriers to transportation services and expanding the transportation
mobility options available”; and

WHEREAS, in June 2013 the Governor of Maryland, the Governor of Virginia and the Mayor of
the District of Columbia designated COG, as the TPB’s administrative agent, the recipient of
the Enhanced Mobility program for the Washington, DC-VA-MD Urbanized Area; and



WHEREAS, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issued final guidance for the Enhanced
Mobility program on June 6, 2014 with FTA Circular 9070.1G which requires that projects
funded with the Enhanced Mobility program be included in or respond to strategies in a
Coordinated Human Service Transportation Plan; and

WHEREAS, the TPB Human Service Transportation Coordination Task Force met five times
between October 2013 and May 2014 to provide guidance on the update to the Coordinated
Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Access for All Advisory Committee was invited to participate in the October
2013 and April 2014 Task Force meetings to provide input on the update to the Coordinated
Plan; and

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2014 the Human Service Transportation Coordination Task Force
concurred with the key elements of the update to the Coordinated Plan including the
competitive selection criteria;

WHEREAS, the key elements for the update to the Coordinated Human Service
Transportation Plan was adopted by the TPB at its regular meeting on July 16, 2014 in
preparation for a grant solicitation; and

WHEREAS, the update to the Coordinated Plan contains the key elements and updates the
Executive Summary, Introduction (Section 1), Appendices, Tables, and Figures;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD approves the attached Update to the Coordinated
Human Service Transportation Plan for the National Capital Region.
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Executive Summary

The Coordinated Human Service Transportation Plan (“Coordinated Plan”) must be
updated to guide funding decisions for the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) Section
5310 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals With Disabilities program (“Enhanced
Mobility Program”). The TPB’s first Coordinated Plan was adopted in 2007 and an update
was approved in 2009 to guide funding decisions for FTA’s Job Access and Reverse
Commute (JARC) and New Freedom programs.

The FTA issued final guidance for the Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and
Individuals with Disabilities program on June 6, 2014 (FTA C 9070.1G). This Coordinated
Plan was developed with the TPB’s Human Service Transportation Coordination Task
Force, Chaired by TPB Member Tim Lovain, to meet the requirements in the FTA Circular.
This updated Plan is based on the Coordinated Plan from 2009 which can be found here.

On June 12, 2014 the key elements of the update of the plan were released for a 30-day
public comment period that will end July 12. No public comments were submitted. At the
July 16 TPB meeting, the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB)
approved the key elements of the Coordinated Plan in preparation for a grant solicitation
for the Enhanced Mobility funds from August 28 to October 24. The major sections of the
Coordinated Plan document are the key elements described in this Executive Summary.

Background

The two-year transportation authorization, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century
(MAP-21), made significant changes to the JARC and New Freedom programs: it eliminated
the JARC program and consolidated the New Freedom and the Section 5310 Elderly and
Individuals with Disabilities Program into a new program “Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility
of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities”. Federal rules require that funding decisions
for the Enhanced Mobility program, as with JARC and New Freedom, must be guided by a
Coordinated Human Service Transportation Plan.

The Enhanced Mobility Program

The Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility program combines the former New Freedom program
with the old Section 5310, Elderly and Persons with Disabilities program. The goal of the
Enhanced Mobility program is to “improve mobility for seniors and individuals with
disabilities ... by removing barriers to transportation services and expanding the
transportation mobility options available!”. The annual apportionment for the Washington,
DC-VA-MD Urbanized Area of approximately $2.8 million can be spent throughout the



http://www.fta.dot.gov/legislation_law/12349_16011.html
http://www.mwcog.org/tpbcoordination/documents/Updated_Coordinated_Human_Service_Transportation_Plan.pdf
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/MAP-21_Fact_Sheet_-_Enhanced_Mobility_of_Seniors_and_Individuals_with_Disabilities.pdf

Urbanized Area (see Figure 1B). In consultation with The Maryland Transit
Administration (MTA), the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT),
the District Department of Transportation (DDOT) and Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority (WMATA), the TPB agreed to serve as the Designated Recipient for this
new program. In June of 2013 the Governor of Maryland, the Governor of Virginia and the
Mayor of the District of Columbia designated COG, as the TPB’s administrative agent, the
recipient of the Enhanced Mobility Program for the Washington, DC-VA-MD Urbanized
Area.

The FTA final guidance for the Enhanced Mobility program states that projects must be
included in the Coordinated Plan, or respond to strategies in the Plan. MAP-21 requires that
Enhanced Mobility funds be matched: 50 percent for operating projects and 20 percent for
capital and mobility management projects. The combined Enhanced Mobility program
incorporates elements from both previous programs, including the mobility management
designation, which enables those projects that improve access to multiple transportation
options to take advantage of the 20 percent capital match. The TPB funded several mobility
management-type projects under the JARC and New Freedom programs.

The Enhanced Mobility program includes a requirement that at least 55 percent of program
funds must be used on capital or mobility projects that are “public transportation projects
planned, designed, and carried out to meet the special needs of seniors and individuals
with disabilities when public transportation is insufficient, inappropriate or unavailable,”
The subrecipients of this 55% category can be non-profit organizations or qualifying State
or Local government agencies? .

The FTA final guidance includes reporting requirements for subrecipients regarding
ridership, asset conditions and vehicle inventories, some of which would have to be
reported in the National Transit Database, in addition to significant procurement, Title VI
and DBE requirements.

TPB Role in Job Access Reverse Commute (JARC) and New Freedom

Under SAFETEA-LU, COG, as the administrative agent for the TPB, served as the Designated
Recipient for JARC and New Freedom for the Washington DC-VA-MD Urbanized Area. The
TPB role under SAFETEA-LU with the JARC and New Freedom programs was to 1) establish
a Task Force on human service transportation coordination to oversee the development to
the Coordinated Plan, 2) solicit project proposals and select projects, and 3) administer and
provide oversight for the grants as the designated recipient of JARC and New Freedom
funds.
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Since 2007, the TPB has facilitated seven project solicitations and selections, and TPB staff
has provided grant administration and oversight of 66 JARC and New Freedom which total
over $25 million in Federal and matching funds. Grants include travel training, wheelchair-
accessible taxicabs, low-interest car loans to low-income families, shuttles to employment
training or sites, taxi vouchers, and door-to-door escorted transportation for older adults
and people with disabilities. The types of agencies that received grants include non-profits,
local government agencies, private transportation providers and WMATA.

The Human Service Transportation Coordination Task Force

The Human Service Transportation Coordination
Task Force (“Task Force”) was created by the TPB in
2007 to oversee the development of the Coordinated
Human Service Transportation Plan. Each year
between 2007 and 2012 the Task Force established
priority projects for the solicitation of JARC and New
Freedom grant applications. In addition, the Task
Force helps facilitate regional discussions about how
to improve coordination and service delivery for
people with disabilities, individuals with lower
incomes and older adults.

The Task Force membership includes a
representative from every TPB member jurisdictions’
transportation agency and human service agency. In
addition, non-profit organizations, private

transportation providers and consumers with disabilities and older adults are represented
on the Task Force. A list of the Task Force’s current membership can be found here.

At Task Force meetings held between October 2013 and May 2014, including two with the
Access for All Committee (AFA), members guided the development of the key elements of
the Update to the Coordinated Plan and the competitive selection criteria. At the May 15
Task Force meeting, members concurred with these key elements and selection criteria for
presentation to the Board.
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Key Elements of the Update to the Coordinated Plan

As previously stated, the TPB adopted the first Coordinated Plan in 2007 and approved an
update to the Coordinated Plan in December 2009. These Coordinated Plans were used to
guide funding decisions for the FTA’s JARC and New Freedom programs. The Coordinated
Plan must be updated to respond to the requirements of the Enhanced Mobility Program.

Figure E-1: Key Elements of the Coordinated Human Service Transportation Plan

There are five key elements of the Coordinated Plan. As Figure E-1 illustrates, the key
elements include 1) an identification of unmet transportation needs of people with
disabilities and older adults, 2) an inventory of existing transportation services for these
population groups, 3) strategies for improved service and coordination, 4) priority projects
for implementation and 5) project selection criteria.

Unmet Transportation Needs

Significant unmet transportation needs for people with disabilities, older adults and those
with low-incomes were identified by Task Force and AFA members, and are the foundation
for the strategies and priority projects. Five basic themes emerged from the numerous
transportation needs identified. The five themes are the need for:

e Coordination of transportation services and programs within and across
jurisdictions;

e Customer-focused services and more training for transportation providers;

e improved information and marketing on existing services;

e improvements and connections to existing services; and

e The need for additional options and more funding.
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Inventory of Existing Services

An inventory of existing transportation services for people with disabilities and older
adults is another key element for the Update of the Coordinated Plan and is provided in
Appendix X. A listing of specialized services by jurisdiction has been developed with
information from the Reach-a-Ride database. Reach a Ride provides tailored information
on the variety of specialized transportation options available in D.C., Suburban Maryland
and Northern Virginia. The inventory is provided in Appendix 3.

Strategies for Improved Service and Coordination

Federal guidance states that all projects funded under the Enhanced Mobility program
must either be included in the Coordinated Plan, or respond to one of the strategies
identified in the Plan. Four broadly defined strategies have been developed so that a wide
range of project types could be implemented to improve transportation for people with
disabilities and older adults:

e Coordinate transportation services and programs;

e Provide customer-focused services, improve marketing and training;
e Improve the accessibility and reliability of existing services; and

e Develop and implement additional transportation options.

Priority Projects

The priority projects identified below were developed to respond to the unmet
transportation needs. The purpose of the priority projects is to signal to potential
applicants the kinds of projects that are most needed in the region. Implementation is
dependent on a project sponsor that is able and willing to carry out the project and provide
the appropriate match funding. Agencies may also apply for other project types not listed
as priority projects. It is important to note that applications for priority projects are not
weighted more heavily than other project ideas; they are subject to the same competitive
selection criteria and scoring mechanisms.

A. Mobility Manager Positions at the Local Government Level
B. Challenge Grant for Coordinated Planning Efforts

C. Personal Mobility Counseling Services (Mobility Management at the Individual
Level)

D. Travel Training
E. Door-through-Door or Escorted Transportation Service

F. Expanded and On-Going Sensitivity and Customer Service Training for Taxi, Bus and
Paratransit Drivers

G. Shuttle or Taxi service to Bus Stops and Rail Stations
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H. Bus Stop and Sidewalk Improvements

et

Deviated Bus or Feeder Service for Targeted Areas or Population Groups
Pilot Programs that Expand the Use of Taxis for Medical Trips

Volunteer Driver Programs

S

Tailored Transportation Service for Clients of Human Service Agencies

Competitive Selection Criteria

The competitive selection process will be much like it was under the JARC and New
Freedom programs. The selection committee will be chaired by the Task Force chair, and
will include members from local human service and transit agencies, as well from national
organizations with expertise in transportation for people with disabilities. Members will
review and score the applications based on the selection criteria, and will make a set of
funding recommendations to the TPB. The TPB will be asked to approve the
recommendations based on the selection committee’s deliberations.

The selection criteria have been reevaluated based on the TPB’s experience in awarding
and administering grants under the JARC and New Freedom programs. The selection
criteria have remained substantially the same, with small changes being made to
emphasize the importance of project feasibility and an agency’s institutional capacity to
manage an FTA grant. The following selection criteria include a maximum of 100 total
points:

e Responsiveness to strategies in the Coordinated Plan (20 points)

e Demonstrates Coordination Among Agencies (25 points)

e Institutional Capacity to Manage and Administer an FTA grant (20 points)
e Project Feasibility (15 points)

e Serves a Regional Need (10 points)

e Customer Focus and Involvement (10 points)
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Section 1: Intfroduction

Approximately five million people choose to live, work, learn and play in the Washington,
DC region. Efficient transportation plays a major role in supporting travel to and from the
many activities that make the region the vibrant and dynamic area that it is. Facilitating the
movement of residents and visitors requires a complex transportation infrastructure of
various modes supported by a substantial network of public and private providers. This
transportation system must serve equally the needs of all who rely on it. Some
transportation-disadvantaged groups such as persons with disabilities and older adults
with limited incomes or mobility impairments have specialized needs that necessitate
focused planning and coordination efforts.

What Is Coordinatione

Coordination is a difficult term to define, and means different things to different people. Within
the context of human service transportation, the term refers to agencies, jurisdictions and non-
profit organizations working together to maximize transportation services for people with
disabilities, low-income populations and older adults and to eliminate service gaps. Various
state and federal funding streams have different administrative and eligibility requirements,
which complicate the coordination of public and human service transportation. The National
Resource Center for Human Service Transportation Coordination offers this definition:

Coordination is the efficient and effective use of transportation resources for
getting people to important destinations, such as jobs and medical
appointments.

Coordination means working with transit providers, human service agencies,
private institutions, businesses, volunteers and political leaders to broaden
transportation options.

Coordination is a local phenomenon, aided and supported by state and
federal policies, funding, programs and other resources.3

3 From http://web1.ctaa.org/webmodules/webarticles/anmviewer.asp?a=8&z=37.
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Purpose of the Coordinated Plan

The purpose of this Coordinated Human Service Transportation Plan for the National
Capital Region is to identify strategies and projects that help meet the transportation needs
of people with disabilities, older adults and those with low-incomes funding decisions for
the Section 5310, Enhanced Mobility Program administered by the Federal Transit
Administration.

In addition, the Coordinated Plan is also intended to broaden the dialogue and support
further collaboration between human service agencies and transportation providers to
better serve persons with disabilities and older adults.

The Coordinated Plan covers the jurisdictions of the multi-state region that is the National
Capital Region Transportation Planning Board’s (TPB’s) planning area. Figure 1A shows a
map of the TPB planning area and Figure 2B shows the Washington DC-VA-MD Urbanized
Area. The TPB also serves as the designated recipient for Enhanced Mobility program for
the Washington DC-VA-MD Urbanized Area.

What is the TPB¢

As the metropolitan planning organization for the Washington, DC-VA-MD Urbanized Area,
and the Designated Recipient of the Enhanced Mobility Program, the Transportation
Planning Board (TPB) has the privilege of preparing this Coordinated Human Services
Transportation Plan. The TPB is the federally designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the region, and plays an important role as the regional forum for
transportation planning. The TPB prepares plans and programs that the federal
government must approve in order for federal-aid transportation funds to flow to the
Washington region.

Members of the TPB include representatives of local governments; state transportation
agencies; the Maryland and Virginia General Assemblies; the Washington Metropolitan
Area Transit Authority; and non-voting members from the Metropolitan Washington
Airports Authority and federal agencies. The TPB has an extensive public involvement
process, and

For more information on the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board,
including a list of TPB members, visit www.mwcog.org/transportation. The TPB planning
area is shown in Figure 1A.
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TPB Role in JARC and New Freedom

Under SAFETEA-LU, the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG), as the
administrative agent for the TPB, served as the Designated Recipient for JARC and New
Freedom for the Washington, DC-VA-MD Urbanized Area. The TPB roles under SAFETEA-
LU with the JARC and New Freedom programs were 1) establish a Task Force on human
service transportation coordination to oversee the development of the coordinated plan; 2)
solicit project proposals and select projects; and 3) administer and provide oversight for
the grants as the Designated Recipient of JARC and New Freedom funds.

Since 2007, the TPB has facilitated seven project solicitations and selections, and TPB staff
has provided grant administration and oversight of 66 JARC and New Freedom grants,
which total over $25 million in Federal and matching funds. Grants include travel training,
wheelchair accessible taxicabs, low-interest car loans to low-income families, shuttles to
employment training or sites, taxi vouchers, and door-through-door escorted
transportation for older adults and people with disabilities. The types of agencies that
received grants include non-profits, local government agencies, private transportation
providers, and WMATA. COG will continue to administer and oversee the approximately 50
JARC and New Freedom grants that are still active.
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Figure 1A: The TPB Planning Area
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Figure 1B: The Washington DC-VA-MD Urbanized Area,
As Defined by the 2010 Census

2010 Census Urbanized Area
- Washington, DC--VA--MD Urbanized Area
Frederick, MD Urbanized Area

B \Valdorf, MD Urbanized Area
Baltimore, MD Urbanized Area
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MAP-21

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) is the reauthorization of federal
transportation legislation enacted in July 2012. MAP-21 continues the mandate of pursuing
coordination of funding and services for human service transportation, which now is
delivered through one program, the Enhanced Mobility Program (“new Section 5310”).
The new Section 5310 program combines the old New Freedom Program with the old
Elderly and Persons with Disabilities (5310) program. The goal of the Section 5310
program is to improve mobility for seniors and individuals with disabilities by removing
barriers to transportation services and expanding the transportation options available.

The new Section 5310 program requires a local match - 80/20 for capital projects and
50/50 for operating projects. Non-DOT federal funds can be used for the match, so long as
the federal share of the project does not exceed 95% of the total project cost. Under MAP-
21, federal funds for Section 5310 were included for federal fiscal years 2012 through 2014.

Section 5310 “Enhanced Mobility” at a Glance

The combined Enhanced Mobility program incorporates elements from both of those
programs as they authorized under SAFETEA-LU. The Enhanced Mobility program carries
forward the mobility management category that enables those projects that improve access
to multiple transportation options to take advantage of the 80/20 capital match.
Recognizing the importance of the Section 5310 funding to small agencies, the Enhanced
Mobility program includes a minimum requirement on vehicle purchases. This is more fully
described in “Traditional 5310 Project Requirements” below.

Operating assistance is available under Enhanced Mobility and requires a 50/50 match as
was required under the New Freedom program. Another provision carried over from the
New Freedom program is that other federal, non-DOT sources of funds may be used as
match. Enhanced Mobility provides for designated recipients to carry out a competitive
selection process to award subgrants, and those subgrants must be included in a locally
developed, coordinated human service transportation plan.

TPB Role in Enhanced Mobility

As the Designated Recipient for Enhanced Mobility, TPB is responsible for the competitive
selection of projects and for certifying that all projects selected for funding are included in
a “locally-developed, coordinated public transit human service transportation plan that
includes participation by seniors, individuals with disabilities; representatives of public,
private and nonprofit transportation and human service providers, and other members of
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the public.”* TPB has gathered and synthesized significant public input in developing the
Coordinated Plan, which is described more fully in “Public Input” under Section 2 below.

Changes fo JARC and New Freedom

The two-year transportation authorization, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century
(MAP-21), made significant changes to the JARC and New Freedom programs: it eliminated
the JARC program and consolidated the New Freedom program and the Section 5310
Elderly and Individuals with Disabilities program into a new program “Section 5310
Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities.” These changes are
illustrated in Figure 2 below. Federal rules require that funding decisions for the Enhanced
Mobility program, as with JARC and New Freedom, must be guided by a Coordinated
Human Service Transportation Plan.

Figure 2: Changes to the JARC and New Freedom Programs under MAP-21

Section 5310
Elderly and )

Individuals with
Disabilities

4 http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/C9070 1G FINAL circular -3.pdf
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Eligible Applicants

Eligible applicants under MAP-21 include state and local government agencies, private
nonprofit organizations, and operators of public transportation. Private taxi providers are
eligible but shared-ride services must be allowed in the jurisdiction in which they operate.

Traditional 5310 Project Requirements

Under SAFETEA-LU, the Section 5310 Elderly and Persons with Disabilities program
provided capital funds for the purchase of vehicles and other equipment. The Enhanced
Mobility program carries this over as a requirement that at least 55 percent of program
funds must be used on capital or mobility management projects for non-profits or
qualifying state or local governments. A state or local government entity is eligible for
the 55% category if the entity is either certified by a state agency as a coordination
agency or if no other non-profit agency is available to implement the project.. These
capital or mobility management funds in the 55% category must be used for “public
transportation projects planned, designed, and carried out to meet the special needs of
seniors and individuals with disabilities when public transportation is insufficient,
inappropriate or unavailable.”> The remaining 45 percent of program funds may be
used for operating projects or other projects eligible under the former New Freedom
program.
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Performance Measures Reporting Requirements

MAP-21 includes requirements for new performance measures reporting. Proposed
performance measures include:

1. modifications to the geographic coverage of transportation service, the quality of
transportation service or service times that increase the availability of
transportation services for seniors and individuals with disabilities;

2. ridership; and
3. accessibility improvements.

Additionally, MAP-21 includes a provision that all grant recipients (including Section
5310 Enhanced Mobility recipients) report on asset inventory or condition assessment
to the National Transit Database (NTD). These measures are subject to change pending
FTA’s final guidance, which has not been released as of the development of this
Coordinated Plan. Agencies applying for and receiving Enhanced Mobility grants will be
responsible for collecting the required performance measures data and reporting it to
TPB in a format and timeframe to be prescribed by FTA. TPB staff will provide technical
assistance to Enhanced Mobility grant recipients to ensure compliance with the
performance measures reporting requirements.
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Section 2: Plan Development

The Coordinated Human Service Transportation Plan (“Coordinated Plan”) must be
updated to guide funding decisions for the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) Section
5310 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals With Disabilities program. The TPB’s
first Coordinated Plan was adopted in 2007 and an update was approved in 2009 to guide
funding decisions for FTA’s Job Access and Reverse

Commute (JARC) and New Freedom programs.

This Coordinated Plan builds upon the 2007 and
2009 updates to the Plan. The Human Service
Transportation Coordination Task Force (“Task
Force”) was created by the TPB in 2007 to oversee
the development of the first Coordinated Human
Service Transportation Plan. The Task Force guided
this plan update as well. At Task Force meetings
held between October 2013 and May 2014,
including two with the Access for All Committee
(AFA), members guided the development of the key
elements of the update the Coordinated Plan and
the competitive selection criteria. At the May 15
Task Force meeting, members concurred with

these key elements and selection criteria for
presentation to the Board.

There are five key elements of the Coordinated Plan: 1) an identification of unmet
transportation needs of people with disabilities and older adults, 2) an inventory of existing
transportation services for these population groups, 3) strategies for improved service and
coordination, 4) priority projects for implementation and 5) project selection criteria.

On June 12, 2014 the key elements of the update of the plan were released for a 30-day
public comment period that will end July 12. No public comments were submitted. At the
July 16 TPB meeting, the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB)
approved the key elements of the Coordinated Plan in preparation for a grant solicitation
for the Enhanced Mobility funds from August 28 to October 24.
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Previous TPB Studies and Reports

The 2007 Coordinated Plan was developed within the context of several TPB studies and
reports, including the TPB’s JARC Plan (January 2004), and three reports from TPB’s Access
for All Advisory Committee®. The Improving Demand Responsive Services for People with
Disabilities report from February 2006 identified existing specialized transportation
services, gaps and shortcomings in those services, and recommendations for transit
improvements and coordination opportunities in the region. More recent studies and
reports, including the 2008 Metro Access Independent Review, the 2011 JARC and New
Freedom Program Assessment, and the 2012 Human Service Transportation Coordination
Study, have shed additional light on transportation challenges that remain and have helped
to frame the key components of this Coordinated Plan.

JARC and New Freedom Assessment

In an effort to evaluate their impacts, in 2011 the TPB hired Nelson Nygaard to conduct a
systematic review of 35 JARC and New Freedom projects funded between 2007 and 2010.

The purpose of the assessment was to determine the effectiveness
of the funded projects in meeting the transportation needs of low-
income workers and people with disabilities. The assessment also
reviewed the project solicitation and selection processes as well
as TPB'’s grant administration process. As part of its data
collection, the consultant interviewed a majority of the grant
recipients and summarized key findings and common themes
from among those interviews. The consultant conducted a peer
review of other agencies that administer JARC and New Freedom
programs and also conducted focus groups with consumers who
received services through the grant funded projects to learn

about any direct impacts on their mobility as a result of the
services.

Nelson Nygaard synthesized all of the collected data in its report and prepared a set of
recommendations for future project solicitations and for grant administration. Several of
these recommendations were implemented for the remaining JARC and New Freedom
project solicitations, and are incorporated into the TPB’s policies for administering the
Enhanced Mobility program. A copy of the full Assessment report is available here.

¢ The Access for All (AFA) Advisory Committee advises the TPB on transportation issues, programs, policies,
and services that are important to low-income communities, minority communities and people with
disabilities. The mission of this committee is to identify concerns of low-income and minority populations and
persons with disabilities, and to determine whether and how these issues might be addressed within the TPB
process. Membership includes community leaders from transportation-disadvantaged groups from around
the region. More info at: www.mwcog.org/fransportation/committee/afa
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Regional Coordination of Specialized Transportation Study

In 2012, TPB partnered with WMATA and Maryland
Department of Transportation to conduct a study that would
examine viable models for alternative methods of specialized
transportation service delivery. The study area included the
portions of suburban Maryland contained within the WMATA
compact; approximately 60 percent of Metro Access trips are
suburban Maryland trips. The study included a review of
specialized transportation services and funding streams of
those services; an examination of existing human service
transportation coordination and alternative models for service
delivery and an evaluation of their applicability for the study

area; and development of an action plan to be piloted by a
human service agency within Maryland.

The study recommended a model to be piloted that would use resources more effectively
while providing better service; this recommendation was for a coordination umbrella
model that serves as a management structure for a separate pilot project underway at the
time of the study (described in the study) as well as additional alternative models that can
be piloted with human service agencies. The study also recommended a timeline for
including other project types that could be piloted, and notes that the available of grant
funds from the state of Maryland is essential to the model’s sustainability. The full report is
available here.

The TPB Human Services Transportation Coordination Task
Force

In July 2006, the TPB formed the Task Force to oversee the development of the
Coordinated Plan and to steer coordination efforts in the region. In September 2006, the
TPB approved the membership for a Task Force. TPB member and Alexandria
Councilmember Tim Lovain chairs the Task Force, and its membership is comprised of
public transit agencies, state departments of transportation, private and nonprofit
transportation providers, human service agencies, and users of specialized transit services
from jurisdictions across the region. A complete list of Task Force members is included in
Appendix 1.
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Guiding Principles

MAP-21 continues the need for regional coordination of human service transportation. As
the metropolitan planning organization and the designated recipient of Enhanced Mobility
funds, the TPB has a unique opportunity to develop a plan that addresses the unmet needs
of people with disabilities and older adults to support their independence and mobility.
With that in mind, the TPB has established Guiding Principles for its Coordinated Human
Service Transportation Plan. These principles build upon each other, and are reflected
throughout this Coordinated Plan in the strategies and priorities described here.

The Right to Mobility

People with specialized transportation needs have a right to mobility”. Individuals with
limited incomes and people with disabilities rely heavily, sometimes exclusively, on public
and specialized transportation services to live independent and fulfilling lives. These
services are essential for travel to work and medical appointments, to run essential
errands, or simply to take advantage of social or cultural opportunities.

The costs of providing human service transportation are indeed rising. However, cost
containment should not be achieved at the expense of service delivery. Fortunately,
coordination of human service transportation offers the potential to improve service
delivery by reducing duplication, making use of available capacity elsewhere in the system,
and achieving economies of scale in providing these services.

Customer Service Focus

In providing public transportation, the transportation needs of the customer should always
be kept at the forefront. The abilities of individual riders vary in different aspects of the
transportation experience, from accessing program information, to trip scheduling, to route
navigation. Policies and procedures should be clear and flexible enough to allow for
different abilities, and to provide support as needed. The goal of every transportation
provider should be to facilitate a safe, courteous and timely trip every time.

Elimination of Service Gaps

While there are many providers serving a numerous and diverse clientele, significant gaps
exist in human service transportation, which limits the mobility of the individuals who rely
on it. Across the region, users of specialized transportation programs live and work in
different areas and have different travel patterns. To the maximum extent feasible, gaps in

7 Right to mobility is defined as getting from the door of where you are through the door of where you need to go.
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human service transportation services should be eliminated to ensure individuals have a
viable transportation option when they need it.

Maximize Efficiency of Service Delivery

Accessible vehicles are expensive to acquire and maintain. Maximizing the efficiency of
human service transportation vehicles helps to reduce program costs by generating
additional user revenue while also helping to eliminate gaps in service, without the need
for additional capital purchases. Transportation providers should collaborate to provide
services where extra capacity exists. The TPB Coordinated Plan will help to identify
opportunities for collaboration, as well as providing the space for resolving any issues
related to cross-jurisdictional service delivery.

Public Input

In developing this Coordinated Plan, public input was sought from a number of different
groups. The Task Force membership is comprised of a representative from every TPB
member jurisdiction’s transportation agency and human service agency. Non-profit
organizations, private transportation providers and consumers with disabilities and older
adults are also represented on the Task Force. The key components of the Coordinated
Plan, such as significant unmet transportation needs, were identified by the Task Force as
well as the Access for All Advisory Committee. The Task Force met five times between
October 2013 and May 2014 to provide guidance on the update to the Plan. The Access for
All Committee also participated in October 2013 and April 2014 to provide input. The
Coordinated Plan was released for a 30-day public comment period to obtain feedback
from the general public (June - July 2014); no comments were received on the plan.

In developing the 2007 Coordinated Plan, TPB conducted two professionally-facilitated
focus groups to hear from individuals with disabilities what their biggest transportation
challenges are. The transportation challenges identified through these focus groups remain
relevant and are incorporated into the unmet needs identified in the Coordinated Plan.
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Section 3: Assessment of Needs

Regional Demographic Profile

This profile illustrates how select transportation-disadvantaged population groups are
represented throughout the region in order to provide a backdrop for understanding
the transportation needs that the Coordinated Plan attempts to address. Appendix 4
provides more information and maps of these population groups.

Table 1 presents demographic data from the American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year
Averages for the years 2008-2012 for transportation-disadvantaged population groups
living in the Metropolitan Washington region. Over 394,000 people, or about 8% of
residents, live below the poverty line, and 645,800 individuals, 13% of residents, are
classified as low income, which is defined as making less than 1.5 times the official
poverty rate. Approximately 375,000 individuals - 7.5% of the population - have a
physical, sensory, or cognitive disability, and over 510,000 people in region - 10% of
the population - are over 65 years old. Individuals with limited English abilities make
up 10.7% of the region’s population, and the majority of these individuals are members
of the Hispanic/Latino community.
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Table 1 - Transportation-Disadvantaged Populations in the Washington Region

Washington
Population Group Percent of Region (1)
Region
Below the Poverty Level (2) 399,698 8%
Low Income or Below (3) 944,778 19%
Persons with Disabilities (4) 384,091 8%
Older Adults (65 and Over) 519,871 10%
Limited English Speakers (5) 522,761 11%
Total Population 5,187,252

Source: 2008-2012 U.S. Census American Community Survey; The geographic area is the
TPB Planning Area plus small portions of Stafford County, VA, Anne Arundel County, MD,
and Carroll County, MD.

(1) Due to each groups’ unique sampling “Percent of Region” will not compute with
Total Population.

(2) Official poverty level depends on family size. For a family of four the poverty
level is an annual income of $22,000.

(3) “Low-income” is commonly defined as income between 100 to 199 percent of
the poverty level. For a family of four an annual income of $44,000 or below is
considered low income.

(4) Includes individuals with a physical, sensory, and/or cognitive disability.

(5) Limited English Proficiency includes individuals who speak English less than
“very well.”
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Figure 3 - Regional Demographic Profile of Transportation-Disadvantaged
Populations in the Washington Region
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Source: 2008-2012 U.S. Census American Community Survey;. The geographic area is the
TPB Planning Area plus small portions of Stafford County, VA, Anne Arundel County, MD,
and Carroll County, MD.
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Unmet Transportation Needs

The Task Force has developed a list of significant unmet transportation needs of older adults
and people with disabilities; this list guided the development of the Strategies for Improved
Service and Coordination, which are included as part of Section 5 below. The strategies are a
critical element in the project selection process to ensure that MAP-21 funds are being
expended to address unmet needs in the region.

Figure 4 - The Five Categories of Significant Unmet Transportation Needs

= (Coordination of transportation services and programs to facilitate

Need for better service, communication and affordability across jurisdictions

Coordination o Local and State Interagency coordination (including
Medicaid)

o Nonprofit agency coordination

o Private transportation Provider Involvement

= (Centralized coordination or mobility managers at the state, regional
and local levels to provide improved information on and arrange
rides and services

* Improved decision making and coordination on transportation,
housing, education and land use policies; currently transportation
decisions and services are too fragmented

» Planning for the needed infrastructure to support the expected
growth in the older adult population with a focus on those who will
have low-incomes

= New approaches for training of transportation managers, agency
staff and others who have direct contact with customers to improve
communication, interactions and understanding of user’s needs and

Need for
Customer-
Focused
Services and *» Training customers on the use of available options, including but
Improved not limited to fixed-route services
Training

concerns

= Affordable and tailored transportation services for low-income
individuals with physical and developmental disabilities and older
adults

= Policy changes that adapt to changing travel needs of transportation-
disadvantaged populations, and better enforcement or existing rules
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Improved user-friendly information and marketing about existing
specialized services and fixed-route, including but not limited to

Need for " ay . 0 - - - -
Information accessibility for people with visual impairments and non-native
and Marketing English speakers in publications and electronic media
Targeting information on available options, in a variety of formats
(commercials, mailers, PSAs), to populations groups that could
benefit
Improved frequency, availability and accessibility of services
Need for Need for transportation services and programs that cross
Improvements Jurisdictional Boundaries
anfl Reliability of services for more timely access to jobs, programs,
Connections to . .
T medical appointments.
Existing
Services Connections to existing services, such as shuttles or taxis to
transit stations, for first mile/last mile and in outer areas where
services have been cut
Accessibility enhancements for pedestrians for better navigation
of physical infrastructure; better methods for reporting needed
improvements
Same-day service, especially for urgent appointments; use of
Need for accessible taxis for paratransit same day service
Additional More flexible options not based on location, time, or proximity to
Options and transit

More Funding

Affordable options for those with low or fixed incomes

Expansion of paratransit options outside of 3% mile of fixed-route
service that go beyond current service hours and consider the
outer jurisdictions

Affordable assisted transportation (both door-through-door and
escorted)

More funding to accommodate the diversity of options needed to
meet the needs of the region
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Section 4: Summary of Existing Services

Many general purpose and specialized transportation services are already providing needed
transportation for persons with disabilities and older adults throughout the region. The Task
Force has identified major providers of transportation services across all jurisdictions in the
region for persons with disabilities and older adults; a complete inventory is listed in Appendix
5. Services include all-purpose specialized transportation services, Medicaid transportation,
limited scope specialized services and fixed-route transit services. The updated inventory of
services is provided by Reach-a-Ride, the electronic transportation information clearinghouse
that was originally developed with a 2009 Job Access Reverse Commute (JARC) grant, and
which has been helping commuters research and evaluate specialized transportation options
for their own individual needs since 2010.8

Figure 5 depicts the general purpose specialized transportation services in the region. General
purpose paratransit is transportation provided for any ADA-eligible person for any trip
purpose — medical, shopping or otherwise. The most prevalent of these is WMATA’s
MetroAccess, its shared-ride, door-to-door service. Montgomery County operates Same-Day
MetroAccess service, and in Prince George’s County, residents can choose from among the
county-wide Call-a-Bus and Call-a-Cab programs and similar services at the local level.
Arlington County provides Specialized Transit for Arlington Residents (STAR) and Alexandria’s
program is called DOT Paratransit. Fairfax County offers taxi subsidies to ADA-eligible
individuals. The District of Columbia and Prince William County have no general purpose
paratransit service.

Complementing the general purpose specialized transportation services is a network of private
and nonprofit providers that provide additional transportation options. These providers
include taxi companies, human service agencies, nonprofit organizations and educational and
healthcare institutions. A 2008 New Freedom grant addressed a critical unmet need and
provided 20 wheelchair-accessible vehicles to two taxi companies in the District of Columbia
to provide the nation’s capital with reliable accessible taxi service. The vehicles have been in
operation since 2010, and both participating taxi companies are in the process of expanding
their fleet.

8 Reach-A-Ride can be accessed at http://www.reacharide.org/.
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Figure 5 - Specialized Transportation Services

Regionwide

. MetroAccess
Alexandria:

DOT
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Fairfax
County:

Taxi subsidy Arlington
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*The District of Columbia and Prince William County have no general-purpose paratransit service.

Complementing the general-purpose paratransit services are other services more limited in
scope or purpose. Of these, the biggest one in terms of budget is Medicaid transportation,
which is provided in all three states to all Medicaid eligible individuals for medical trips.

Fixed-route systems throughout the region offer additional options for accessible
transportation. These include: WMATA’s Metrobus and Metrorail; Arlington ART; Fairfax
County Connector; DC’s Circulator; Alexandria DASH; Prince George’s County The Bus;
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Montgomery County RideOn; TransIT in Frederick County; City of Fairfax CUE; Omni Link and
Omni Ride service in Prince William County; Virginia Regional Transit and Loudoun County
Transit in Loudoun County; and GEORGE in Falls Church.
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Section 5: Strategies for Improved Service and
Coordination

Barriers to Coordination

Many agencies involved in providing transportation services will agree that there are tangible
benefits to be realized through coordination of services. However, barriers both real and
perceived exist that constrain the ability of providers and other agencies to coordinate services
and realize benefits both for themselves and their clients.

Common barriers to coordination include lack of resources, different training requirements or
vehicle specifications, and funding requirements. Some, like the sharing of information across
jurisdictions, are more easily addressed through the structure of regular meetings among
agencies and providers.

Other barriers present greater challenges. [ssues like insurance and liability are more complex
challenges that require ongoing efforts and dialogue with numerous agencies, providers,
nonprofits and insurers. Another significant barrier to coordination is the multitude of
government programs and funding requirements. Over the past 30 years, federal, state and
local governments have implemented various programs aimed at improving coordination of
publicly funded transportation services for transportation disadvantaged populations,
including people with disabilities, Medicaid recipients, and other human service agency
clients. Unfortunately, barriers to coordination still exist, and many stem from the
administrative and eligibility requirements imposed by the Federal and State governments.

In fact, areas that have had the most success in coordination occur when the state has
mandated coordination and provided institutional support to make the coordination happen.
Given that this region includes two states and the District of Columbia, each with its own set of
transportation programs and accompanying rules, coordination between the three separate
states is challenging.

Opportunities for Coordination

The Task Force can play a role in facilitating discussions about coordination opportunities;
however, local jurisdictions should explore opportunities for collaboration. In 2009 the Prince
William County Area Agency on Aging convened county citizens, nonprofit agencies and
transportation providers to develop a county-wide mobility management plan that identified
existing transportation services as well as gaps in services that could be filled strategically. An
example of one of the outcomes from the mobility management plan was a county-wide
voucher program that would enable transportation disadvantaged residents to make trips that
were not available by public transportation.
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The region experienced success under the JARC and New Freedom programs in exploring
opportunities for coordination, by funding and successfully implementing projects such as
Reach-a-Ride, the regional information clearinghouse of transportation options, and rollDC, an
accessible taxi program in the District of Columbia. These types of collaborative projects can be
time and labor intensive, but can offer important transportation information and services to
individuals needing them.
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Strategies for Improved Service and Coordination

The Task Force developed the set of strategies and related actions intended to address
unmet needs and fill remaining gaps in human service transportation. Proposals submitted
for funding must be responsive to at least one of the following four strategies. Some
projects may have a greater overall impact on unmet needs, and accordingly are a greater
priority for funding.

The strategies have been developed to reflect the unique transportation needs facing both
older adults and people with disabilities; to reflect the importance of changes in
demographics and in travel patterns; and to reflect the ongoing need for additional
transportation options.

Strategies for Improved Coordination and Services

I.  Coordinate Transportation Services And Programs

e Improved service and agency communication across jurisdictions at the local
and state levels on transportation (public, non-profit, private and Medicaid)

e (Coordination should improve services for customers and reduce cost to
agencies

e Improve Local and State Interagency coordination with planning efforts and
mobility managers

¢ Improve Nonprofit agency coordination

e Involve Private transportation Providers

e Provide customer services that plan for the whole trip, and not simply the
ride, i.e., individuals often need information about various transportation
options, and assistance in researching those options and planning and
preparing for the trip

II. Provide Customer-Focused Services, Improve Marketing and Training

e Train transportation managers, agency staff and others who have direct
contact with customers to improve communication, interactions and
understanding of user’s needs and concerns

e Train customers on the use of available options, including but not limited to
fixed-route services

e Provide tailored transportation services for low-income individuals with
physical and developmental disabilities and older adults

e Market and advertise existing services; target and customize information to
people who need them most, such as people who utilize public housing,
senior centers, adult day care and dialysis facilities.

e Improve information on existing services and provide in appropriate formats
(including electronic media) to customers, caregivers, social service and
nonprofit agencies -- both public and specialized - that are available to
people with disabilities and that can most effectively meet their
transportation needs.

DRAFT 11/19/2014 Page |31



III. Improve the Accessibility and Reliability Existing Services

e Provide alternatives to traditional fixed-route transit and paratransit with an
emphasis on shared rides and privately-provided services

e Improved connections to existing services, including first mile/last mile
connections, such as improved infrastructure, deviated route services,
shuttles, or taxis to transit stations. These connections are critical in areas
where services have been cut.

e Improve pathways and physical infrastructure at bus and rail stations

e Provide better methods for reporting needed bus stop and sidewalk
improvements

IV. Develop And Implement Additional Transportation Options

e Improve the frequency, availability and accessibility of specialized services (both
capital and operating improvements).

e Provide services or programs that cross jurisdictional boundaries travel, as well
as services that can effectively accommodate individual trip requirements.

e Additional funding should be identified and secured to support and sustain these
programs.
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Section é: Priority Projects

The purpose of the priority projects is to signal to potential applicants the kinds of projects
that are most needed in the region. Agencies may also apply for other project types not
listed as priority projects. It is important to note that applications for priority projects are
not weighted more heavily than other project ideas; they are subject to the same
competitive selection criteria and scoring mechanisms.

A. Mobility Manager Positions at the Local
Government Level

(Mobility Management at the Systems Level)

What it is: A full or part-time staff position within a local county government, such as a
County’s transportation or human service agency, that serves in a number of capacities -
policy coordinator, operational broker - to help human service agencies and consumers
identify the best services for individual trip needs. The Mobility Manager would help
coordinate services in the jurisdiction and across jurisdictional lines and adapt the service
to local need. The Mobility Manager could also serve as an information resource, for
example, sharing information with agencies about project best practices, research, and
connecting agencies with travel trainers. Many national, state and local resources are
available to guide the establishment of the position with the functions that best meet the
needs of the region. To assist with regional coordination of human service transportation
and share best practices and lessons learned, a committee of the local mobility managers
could be established by the TPB.

Good Examples:

v" Montgomery County Maryland Department of Health & Human Services.

v Central Indiana Council on Aging (CICOA).

v’ State of Wisconsin (Mobility Manager in every County) and Wisconsin Association of
Mobility Managers.

v The National Center for Mobility Management (NCMM) has toolkits and position
descriptions for mobility managers, among other resources.
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B. Challenge Grant for Coordinated Planning Efforts

What it is: This strategy emphasizes the importance of coordination at the local level by
providing grant funds to jump start coordination efforts by funding the planning (and
potentially implementation) process. Grant funds could be utilized to make the planning
process more inclusive, encourage non-traditional but interested parties to take a seat at
the table, develop a local coordinated plan to share vehicles or develop a mobility
management plan for a County or region.

Good Examples:

v" Prince William County, Virginia’s “Transportation Options Group”, a coalition of
private non-profit and public human service agencies, transportation providers, and
government officials who developed and implemented a Mobility Management Plan.

v Resource: Administration for Community Living (ACL) Strengthening Inclusive
Coordinated Transportation Partnerships to Promote Community Living projects.

C. Personal Mobility Counseling Services

(Mobility Management at the Individual Level)

What itis: 1:1 help to customers in identifying their mobility needs and preferences,
understanding the available options in their community that fit and providing assistance
with application for programs or planning and reserving a trip from start to finish, as
requested.

This could be offered as an extension of an existing Information & Assistance/Referral
service. Through triage, callers seeking transportation resources could be referred to the
Mobility Counselor if it is determined they would benefit from direct assistance.

Good Examples:

v Jewish Council for the Aging’s Connect-a-Ride (funded by Montgomery County
DPWT).
v Dallas 2-1-1/Dallas Area Agency on Aging’s MyRide Dallas
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D. Travel Training

What it is: Travel Training teaches people with disabilities or older adults who are
unfamiliar with public transit how to use fixed-route services. There are different types of
Travel Training services, some include general orientation and others are tailored to the
needs of the individual. Training can be provided in groups, one-on-one and peer-to-peer.
Many people can benefit from travel training, including older adults, people with physical,
intellectual and sensory disabilities, people unable to afford their own vehicle and people
with limited English proficiency.

WMATA, local transit agencies, and non-profit organizations provide a range of travel
training services currently. However, there is wide recognition that the region would
benefit from having additional training of all types (orientation and mobility, one-on-one,
peer-to-peer, multi-day). Having a regional and or local transit provider as a partner on
this type of project would benefit both the transit agency and the travel training
participants. Transit partners could provide vehicles for training, be guest speakers at
trainings and possibly offer discounted fare cards.

Additional travel training is needed in the region for people with development disabilities,
and for non-English speakers. Transit agencies or non-profits could partner with a
community agency that provides assistance to immigrant or refugees groups, Current
travel training efforts could be leveraged if a more formal network of travel trainers was
formed, which could provide opportunities for peer-to-peer exchanges between travel
trainers and share innovative practices. More publicity about existing travel training
opportunities is needed for the consumer.

Good Examples:

v" Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA)

Fairfax County, Virginia’s Mobile Accessible Travel Training (MATT) bus

Columbia Lighthouse for the Blind

Resource: The Association of Travel Instruction (ATI) has a published definition of
travel training as well as other resources.

ANEANERN
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E. Door-through-Door or Escorted Transportation
Service

What it is: Escorted transportation services, also known as door-through-door or assisted
transportation, provides a means of extra safety and assistance to a rider who needs
support to travel. The level of assistance a program provides varies, but does not include
heavy assistance such as lifting or handling medical needs or equipment. Examples might
include preparing a rider for a trip by helping with a coat or gathering documents,
accompanying someone into a medical building and staying with them throughout their
appointment or helping an individual get into and out of a vehicle. Models include a
Personal Care Attendant (PCA) who travels with the individual in taxis and volunteer
drivers using their own or agency owned vehicles. It is important to note that needs go
beyond medical appointments for the individuals requiring this type of assistance. Errands,
groceries, hair care and socialization trips are also important and should be considered
since these are the first types of trips a person who requires assistance to travel eliminates
in favor of medical appointments.

Good Examples:

v Arlington and Alexandria Area Agency on Aging
v Knoxville-Knox County Community Action Committee’s Volunteer Assisted
Transportation Program

F. Expanded and On-Going Sensitivity and Customer
Service Training for Drivers

What it is: Training for bus drivers, Metro station managers, paratransit drivers, taxicab
drivers, customer service representatives and other front-line service providers who have
with direct interaction with seniors, people with disabilities and people of different socio-
economic statuses.

While many agencies are providing the service, this strategy would emphasize longer, more
comprehensive training for all staff (as well as refresher training) that involves actual
consumers and consideration of their perspective in the process. For example, agencies
could partner with a Center for Independent Living (CIL) or a Senior Center to bring
consumers to drivers for friendly, face-to-face engagement.

Good Examples:
v' Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART)
v" NJ Transit
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v" Diamond Transportation Services, Inc. - taxis
v" San Francisco MTA Accessible Services

G. Shuttle or Taxi service to Bus Stops and Raill
Stations

What it is: A feeder service for transporting people who are unable to access their local bus
stop or Metrorail station, for reasons that may include accessibility issues, distance and
location, to nearby rail stations and bus stops that will link them into the regional transit
system. This type of project would help solve the first mile/last mile problem in which
people who could use fixed route for a trip if they could get to their origin and destination
which is too far away from the closest bus stop or rail station.

An organization, agency or private company could fund a shuttle to their destination (worksite,
adult day care, hospital, etc. Taxi services could be utilized to fill the first mile/last mile in cases
where there isn’t enough demand for a shuttle. Ideas for partnerships might include local
agencies with existing van fleets sharing their vehicles or a local transit agency charging a
reasonable fee for the service to help offset some of the cost.

Good Examples:

v UPS Shuttle in Prince George’s County
v" Commuter Connections Guaranteed Ride Home Program
v' Meadowlink’s EZ Ride Program - Wood-Ridge, N]J

H. Bus Stop and Sidewalk Improvements

What it is: This project involves eliminating barriers to the use of public transit by people
using mobility devices or with mobility impairments by addressing missing infrastructure
such as curb cuts, sidewalks and signage. Bus stops need proper boarding and alighting
surfaces, spaces for a wheelchair under a shelter, accessible signage, proper snow removal
and removal of newspaper boxes or other items that block pathways. Bus stops and the
sidewalks leading to the bus stops need improvement to allow more people to use the bus
and rail system. Accessibility of the bus stops and sidewalks also need to be maintained
over time.

WMATA and the local jurisdictions have conducted an inventory of the approximately
20,000 bus stops in the region and has found that approximately half of them are not fully
accessible to people with disabilities. Using Federal funds to improve bus stop accessibility
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could add to the challenges that potential project sponsors face such as permitting, zoning,
and procurement of contractors.

Good Examples:
v" Montgomery County’s Bus Stop Accessibility Efforts
v' WMATA received $1.2 million New Freedom Grant from the TPB which will improve
88 stops
v Resource: WMATA'’s Bus Stop Inventory and Bus Stop Priority List
v" Trimet - Portland, OR

|.  Deviated Bus or Feeder Service for Targeted Area
or Population Groups

What it is: The premise behind the deviated bus or feeder service is that there are
currently customers with disabilities who rely on paratransit but could use a deviated bus
program or a feeder service. Some customers could potentially use fixed route transit, with
a direct trip from Metrorail, some travel training, and possibly through the use of an aide
on the vehicle.

In particular, MetroAccess clients with developmental disabilities that attend an adult day
care center or other agency program could benefit from having a “bus” option. A local
transit agency and/or non-profit agency could partner on the service. If two or more
agencies shared a feeder or the incremental cost of a deviated route bus service; the project
would be considered “Mobility Management” and would qualify for the 20% Capital Match.
Agencies could share responsibilities of taking calls and scheduling. In the case of deviated
route, there needs to be a balance between the deviation and the need for buses to meet
their time schedules.

Good Examples:

v" PRTC, Prince William County, Virginia
v" FASTRAN
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J. Pilot Programs that Expand the Use of Taxis for
Medical Trips

What it is: The use of taxis for medical appointments, in particular, dialysis, could help
curb the cost to public agencies and improve the customers transportation experience.
MetroAccess is a shared-ride pre-arranged service and the length of time a dialysis patient,
who may not be feeling well, is in a vehicle could also be reduced by the use of taxis. This
project would build upon existing efforts to provide taxi service to people with disabilities
as a more efficient and less expensive option than MetroAccess (customers would pay a
similar or lower MetroAccess fare; the taxi companies would be paid by a State or local
government). D.C. and WMATA are currently examining how MetroAcess customers going
to dialysis centers could take those trips on taxis instead of MetroAccess, and how this
could be a mutual benefit to the customers, MetroAccess, the DC government and taxicab
companies.

Good Examples:

v" Arlington STAR

K. Volunteer Driver Programs

What it is: The use of volunteers to drive agency owned or private vehicles to transport
seniors and people with disabilities to wherever they need to go. Volunteer driver
programs fill an important niche in outer and rural areas where transportation options are
more limited and as a more affordable option for riders requiring an extra hand with
groceries or navigation of a medical office building.

Insurance, liability, recruitment of volunteers, volunteer screening and training would need
to be considered.

Good Examples:

v Senior Connections, Montgomery County, Maryland
v’ Partners in Care, Anne Arundel County, Maryland
v Neighbor Ride, Howard County, Maryland
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L. Tailored Transportation Service for Clients of
Human Service Agencies

What it is: This project would assist people with disabilities who use agency services but
for whom public transit is not a viable option for them, either because of the unavailability
of transit or due to the nature of their disability. One option is that human service agencies
could work together and schedule a “fixed-route” type of service with small vans, designed
to pick-up clients within geographic clusters traveling to human service agency locations.
The service would be much like school bus transportation. An important element of success
is that the pick-up and drop-off locations need to geographically clustered, so that fixed-
schedule service is effective. Another option is that agencies provide transportation to their
clients by contracting with a provider, or with directly owned or leased vans.

Human service agencies could also coordinate and potentially share vehicles, maintenance,
insurance, operating support, and driver training between agencies to provide agency-
specific transportation for clients. If one or more agencies work together, costs such as
planning for a new service, scheduling, insurance, and driver training and salaries would
qualify as mobility management and only require a 20% match. These costs otherwise
would be considered an operating project and require a 50% match.

Good Examples:

v" ACCESS Transportation Services, Inc., Pittsburgh, PA - transports Area Agency on
Aging clients to adult day programs, etc.

v' Leslie, Knott, Letcher, Perry Community Action Council, Hazard, KY - serves
isolated, rural seniors to get them to senior centers and other services

Funding Types and Match Amounts

There are a variety of project types and eligible activities for which Enhanced Mobility
funds can be used, and the types of funding and match requirements create the possibility
for confusion. Table 2 includes common eligible activities under the Section 5310 program
and the type of funding that each activity would be funded as. The table also includes
potential sources of eligible match. The activities in the table are not intended to be an
exhaustive list, only to provide guidance.
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Table 2: Eligible Activities, Funding Types and Possible Sources of Match

If my project includes...

the funding type will be...

Possible sources of match

Capital | Operating Mobility
management

Travel training for people with Other eligible federal funding*

disabilities or older adults to learn X

how to use public transit

Mobility management planning to Local government funds;

coordinate local resources and County agency on aging funds;

identify unmet needs

Buying vehicles to provide new or X Private sources; local

additional service government grants;

Maintaining the vehicles we have X Agency funds

Buying software or equipment for X Local or county government or

ride or route matching agency funds

Personal mobility counseling for X Other eligible federal

clients funding*; agency funds

Door through door service to help Other eligible federal

clients travel to and from trips X funding*; income from service
contracts”

Sensitivity training for bus and taxi Transit agency funds; income

providers or managers to educate X from contracts to provide

them on issues facing people with training services

disabilities

Shuttle or taxi service to bus stops Other eligible federal

and rail stations X funding*; income from service
contracts”

Bus stop and/or sidewalk Local government funds;

improvements X business improvement district
funds

Deviated bus or feeder service X Transit agency funds
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Expanded use of taxis for medical Other eligible federal

trips X funding*; income from service
contracts®
Volunteer driver programs X Other eligible federal funding*

*Other eligible federal funding includes funding from other federal programs for employment, training,
aging, medical, community services, and rehabilitation services. For more information, visit

www.unitedweride.gov.

Ancome from service contracts may be used to match operating expenses only.
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Section 7: Framework for Competitive Selection

The competitive selection process will be much like it was under the JARC and New
Freedom programs. The selection committee will be chaired by the Task Force chair, and
will include members from local human service and transit agencies, as well from national
organizations with expertise in transportation for people with disabilities. Members will
review and score the applications based on the selection criteria, and will make a set of
funding recommendations to the TPB. The TPB will be asked to approve the
recommendations based on the selection committee’s deliberations.

The selection criteria have been reevaluated based on the TPB’s experience in awarding
and administering grants under the JARC and New Freedom programs. The selection
criteria have remained substantially the same, with small changes being made to
emphasize the importance of project feasibility and an agency’s institutional capacity to
manage an FTA grant. The following selection criteria include a maximum of 100 total
points:

¢ Responsiveness to strategies in the Coordinated Plan (20 points)
Points will be awarded based on how many strategies in the Coordinated Plan that
the project application addresses, in addition to how well the application responds
to the strategies.

¢ Demonstrates Coordination Among Agencies (25 points)
Coordination can include providing service to clients of multiple agencies,
coordinated purchasing, joint project planning and operation.

¢ Institutional Capacity to Manage and Administer an FTA grant (20 points)
This criterion considers the availability of sufficient management, staff and
resources to implement an FTA grant, and stable and sufficient sources of funds to
provide required match.

e Project Feasibility (15 points)
Proposed activities that are consistent with the objectives of funding, applications
that clearly spell out how a project will be implemented with defined roles and
responsibilities, and include an action plan with milestones and timelines.

e Serves a Regional Need (10 points)
Projects that serve more than one jurisdiction will be awarded more points than a
project than a project that includes only one jurisdiction.

¢ Customer Focus and Involvement (10 points)
To what extent does the applicant demonstrate an awareness of the needs of a
targeted population group and how will customers be involved in the development
and implementation of the proposed activity.
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Geographic Eligibility: The Washington DC-VA-MD Urbanized
Area

To be eligible for the 5310 Enhanced Mobility program funds administrated by COG/TPB,
Federal rules require that a project or service must end or begin in the Washington DC-
VA-MD Urbanized Area as defined by the 2010 Census, shown in Figure 1B. The TPB
planning area, shown in figure 1A, encompasses most of the Washington DC-MD-VA
Urbanized Area, but not all of it, and there are areas within the TPB planning area that are
not in the Washington DC-MD-VA Urbanized Area.

For projects that do not end or begin in the Washington DC-VA-MD Urbanized Area,
agencies can apply for the 5310 Enhanced Mobility Funds apportioned to Maryland Transit
Administration (MTA) and Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT)
for Small Urbanized and Rural Areas.

Figure 6: Flow of Funds for the Enhanced Mobility Program

Large Urbanized
Area Apportionment
(200K and over)

TPB Designated
MTA Recipient for DC-VA-
MD Urbanized Area
DRPT (Includes all of D.C.)

DRAFT 11/19/2014 Page |44



Appendix 1: Members of the TPB
Human Service Transportation
Coordination Task Force




TPB Human Service Transportation Coordination Task Force Membership

First Last Or ization Title City St

Deanna Archey Montgomery County Department of Transportation: Ride On Rockville MD
Maimoona [Bah-Duckenfield [Arlington Agency on Aging Program Director Arlington VA
Tapan Banerjee Fairfax Area Disability Services Board Co-Chair, Mobility & Transportation Committee Fairfax VA
Melissa Barlow (Ex-Officio Member) Federal Transit Administration. Region 3 DC Metro Office] Senior Community Planner Washington DC
Tammy Beard Yellow Cab of Prince William County President Woodbridge VA
Carolyn Bellamy MV Transportation Consumer Representative Wheaton MD
Christiaan [Blake WMATA Director, Office of ADA Policy and Planning Washington DC
Shawn Brennan Montgomery County DHHS / Aging & Disability Mobility & Transportation Program Manager Rockville MD
Sheilah Brous Maryland Department of Transportation - Office of the Secretary Transportation Policy Analyst Hanover MD
Daria Cervantes The Arc of Montgomery County Director of Vocational & Day Services Rockville MD
Courtney _[Clyatt DC Cancer Consortium Director, Program Monitoring and Evaluation Washington DC
Charlie Crawford Montgomery County Commission on Persons with Disabilities Vice Chair Rockville MD
Rikki Epstein The Arc of Northern Virginia Executive Director Falls Church VA
Lyn Erickson Maryland Department of Transportation Manager and Federal Liaison Hanover MD
Jeannie Fazio Maryland Transit Administration Program Manager, Office of Local Transit Support Baltimore MD
Pam Forshee VA Regional Transit (VRT) Communications Manager Purcellville VA
Anthony Foster DDOT Citywide Transportation Planner Washington DC
Allison Gerber Workforce Investment Council Executive Director Washington DC
MaryAnn | Griffin Alexandria Office of Aging & Adult Services Director Alexandria VA
Claire Gron Northern Virginia Transportation Commission (NVTC) Transportation Policy Analyst Arlington VA
Xavier Hixon United Communities Against Poverty, Inc. Director, Community Planning & Research Division Capital Heights |MD
Susan Ingram Community Support Services, Inc. Executive Director Gaithersburg MD
Stacy Jackson Montgomery County DOT Service Manager, Medicaid & Special Transportation Rockville MD
Al Karoma Fastran Fairfax VA
Charlie King Red Top Cab Company Vice President Arlington VA
Jane King AARP Alexandria VA
Thornette |Leacock Prince George's County Dept. of Public Works & Transportation Program Manager Largo MD
Sharon LeGrande Northern Virginia Family Service Director, Workforce Developm. & Self-Sufficiency Prgms. [Oakton VA
Jillian Linnell Northern Virginia Transportation Commission (NVTC Transit Projects & Policy Manager Arlington VA
Timothy Lovain CHAIR - City of Alexandria Council Alexandria VA
Michelle Lucas DC Goodwill Director, Workforce Development Washington DC
Kelley MacKinnon Arlington County Dept. of Environmental Services, Transit Division ART Transit Operations Coordinator Arlington VA
John Mahoney Virginia Dept. of Rail & Public Transportation (DRPT) Human Svc. Transportation Project Mngr. Richmond VA
Erin McAuliff Coalition for Smarter Growth Policy Fellow Washington DC
Susie McFadden-Resper [DC Office of Disability Rights ADA Compliance Specialist Washington DC
Glenn Millis WMATA - Office of ADA Policy & Planning Senior Policy Director Washington DC
Jeanna Muhoro Fairfax County Department of Neighborhood/Community Services Qutreach Coordinator, Special Populations Fairfax VA
Nancy Norris TranslIT Services of Frederick County Director Frederick MD
Sam Qji Montgomery County DOT Chief, Medicaid and Special Transportation Section Rockville MD
Oliver Parker DC Department on Disability Services Transportation Coordinator Washington DC
Nicky Pires Tri County Council for Southern Maryland Regional Transit Coordinator Hughesville MD




TPB Human Service Transportation Coordination Task Force Membership

Cynthia Porter-Johnson Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation Commission (PRTC) Transportation Project Manager Woodbridge VA
Mac Ramsey The Arc of Prince George's County Executive Director Largo MD
Harriet Block Jewish Council for the Aging Director, Mobility Management Rockville MD
Corinna Sigsbury WMATA - Office of ADA Programs Access Planning Manager Washington DC
Richard Simms DC Center for Independent Living Executive Director Washington DC
Karen Smith The Arc of Greater Prince William Executive Director Woodbridge VA
Roy Spooner Yellow Cab Company of DC General Manager Washington DC
Rev. Gloria|Swieringa ACORN of Prince George's County, Maryland Ft. Washington |MD
Eden Tecklebrhane DC Office on Aging Program Analyst Washington DC
Circe Torruellas DC Department of Transportation (DDOT) Senior Transportation Planner Washington DC
Robbie Werth Diamond Transportation Services Chair - TPB Priv. Providers Task Force Springfield VA
Spring Worth DC Department of Transportation (DDOT) Transportation Planner Washington DC
Steve Yaffe Arlington County Dept. of Environmental Services, Transit Division Transit Svcs. Manager (ART & STAR) Arlington VA
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Selection Criteria for the Enhanced Mobility Program
Approved by the Human Service Transportation Coordination Task Force on

May 15, 2015
Criterion Definition Maximum
‘ Points ‘
1. Responsiveness to [Project proposals that address multiple strategies will make better use of limited funding and will be 20
Coordinated Plan  |weighted more heavily. This criterion considers two issues: how many strategies does the project
address (there is a total of four), and how well does it address them?
Questions this criterion explores:
@) How relevant or responsive is the proposal to the strategies and priorities from the Coordinated
Plan?
b) How relevant is the proposal to the needs and/or constraints of the target individuals meant to be
served?
c) Have the needs of the target individuals been clearly defined and does the scope of the proposal
address them appropriately?
2. Coordination Project proposals that include coordination with other agencies or organizations will be weighted 25
Among Agencies more heavily than single-applicants. Coordination can include providing service to clients of multiple
Qgencies, coordinated purchasing, joint project planning and operation.
Questions this criterion explores:
a) Does the proposal describe the mechanisms for project management, with the responsibilities of
each agency or partner clearly assigned?
b) Are processes for sharing of information and decision making clearly described?
c) What are the financial or other contributions of each partner agencies?
d) Are there any private sector partners involved?
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3.

Institutional
Capacity to Manage
and Administer an
FTA Grant

Becoming a recipient of a Federal Transit Administration (FTA) grant requires that grant recipients
have a strong institutional capacity and resources to implement and oversee the grant. The grant
recipient will need to have adequate staff and resources to administer the grant and ensure FTA
requirements are met, including gathering detailed data on ridership and vehicle condition, defining

The amount of time required to administer an FTA grant can be significant.
Questions this criterion explores:

a) Does the applicant have sufficient management capacity (including staff, equipment, and ability)
to implement the grant and meet FTA requirements?

b) Does the applicant have stable and sufficient sources of funds to provide the required match for
the project?

c) What consideration has the applicant given how the project could be sustained after the grant

ends?

Civil Rights and DBE polices, preparing reports, and preparing and submitting invoices, to name a few.

20

4.

Project Feasibility

The criterion will explore the feasibility of the project, including:

@) Are the proposed activities appropriate, practical, and consistent with the objectives of the
funding?

b) Is the action plan clear and concise?

c) Does the proposal contain objectively verifiable indicators of outcomes? Is there an evaluation
component included?

15

5.

Regional Need

Project proposals that include service or programs in more than one County or City will score higher
than projects that serve a single jurisdiction.

10

6.

Customer Focus

To what extent does the applicant’s proposal demonstrate a strong awareness of the needs of the
individuals for whom the project is intended? The application should describe the beneficiaries,
including the use of quantitative and qualitative data as needed to describe the specific problems and
needs of the target group. The proposal should describe the involvement of the target population in
the project design and/or should demonstrate that these individuals have positive expectations and
perceptions of the proposed activities.

10

Total Maximum Points

100
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Appendix 3: Inventory of Specialized
Services




Reach-a-Rida Database

REGION-WIDE PROVIDERS (DRAFT)

July 2014

Wheelchair
Accessible? Source of
Name Service Area Eligibility (Y/N) Fee Structure Funds Website
Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis | Entire Region Resident of service area of DC, MD, or VA Y None State, Grants, http://www.alsinfo.org
Association DC/MD/VA Chapter with ALS or PLS and registered with the Private Donations
Chapter
Buckley's for Seniors, LLC Entire Region Non-wheelchair user unless accompanied N Fees - http://www.buckleys4seniors.com/
by an aid
Generation, Inc. Entire Region - 0| Private Funds _
Hospital for Sick Children Entire Region HSCSN outpatients and HSCPC inpatients, Fee schedule for outpatients, Federal, Private | http://www.HSCPediatricCenter.org
outpatients through authorization approved by DC Medicaid Donations
schedule, inpatients free
Jewish Council for the Aging of |Entire Region Adults age 55+ and persons with Y NA Local, Federal, http://www.accessjca.org/
Greater Washington disabilities Private Donations
Jewish Social Service DC, Montgomery County, |Adults who are frail, persons with Y Sliding scale based on Local, Grants, http://www.jssa.org/
VA, and Baltimore for JSSA | disabilities in need of escort to medical income Fees, Endowment
clients in Montgomery and |appointments and can't take bus/taxi
DG; Also parts of Prince
George's and Frederick w/in
30 mi of JSSA
MetroAccess Entire Region; Customers Persons with disabilities Y Two times the fastest Local, State, http://www.wmata.com/accessibility/metroaccess
may take trips that start or comparable fixed-route fare, Federal, Fees _service/
end less than 3/4 mi from max. of $7 per one-way trip
nearest bus route or metro
station
METROEXPRESS LLC. Entire Region Persons with physical disabilities or people Y Self Pay, Medicaid, Medicare |- http://www.metroexpress.us
living with/ recovering from illness/injury
National Children's Center Entire Region Children and adults with developmental Y None Local, State, http://www.nccinc.org/
disabilities in DC and MD who are served by Federal
NCC
National Multiple Sclerosis Entire Region Individuals diagnosed with Multiple Y None Grants, Private www.msandyou.org
Society, National Capital Sclerosis Donations
Chapter
Rock Creek Foundation Entire Region Adults 21+ being served by Rock Creek Y Public transit cost, Local, State http://www.thesantegroup.org/
Foundation MetroAccess or fixed route
Total Care Services, Inc. Entire Region Older Adults None - -
Transport-U Entire Region - Evercare Insurance - http://www.transportu.com/
Virginia Department of Medical All of Virginia, and medical | Virginia Medicaid members None State, Federal http://dmasva.dmas.virginia.gov/default.aspx
Assistance Services providers in DC and MD




Reach-a-Rida Database

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PROVIDERS (DRAFT)

July 2014

Wheelchair
Accessible? Source of
Name Service Area Eligibility (Y/N) Fee Structure Funds Website
AHI Ward 8 Senior Services - Lead | DC, Ward 8; parts of Silver | Residents of DC Ward 8, age 60+ Y None, Donations Accepted | Private Donations |-
Agency for Ward 8: Spring, Oxon Hill, and
WEHTS transportation servcies Marlow Heights, MD
AHI Ward 8 Senior Services - Lead | DC, Ward 8; parts of Silver | Residents of DC Ward 8, age 60+ N None, Donations Accepted | Private Donations |-
Agency for Ward 8: Spring, Oxon Hill, and
Nutrition programs, shopping, call Marlow Heights, MD
sights, and activities
Barney Neighborhood House: DC, Wards 1 and 4 Residents of DC Wards 1 and 4 age 60+ N None, Donations Accepted | Local, Fees http://barneynh.org/index.html
Recreational and social activities
Barney Neighborhood House: DC, Wards 1 and 4 Residents of DC Wards 1 and 4 age 60+ Y WEHTS - no fee, sliding scale |Local, Fees http://barneynh.org/index.html
WEHTS transportatation services based on income for Call 'n
Ride program
DC Center for Independent Living |DC Persons with disabilities Y None, Donations Accepted |- http://www.dccil.org/
East River Family Strengthening DC, Ward 7 Residents of DC Ward 7 age 60+ Y WEHTS - no fee, sliding scale |Local, Fees http://www.erfsc.org/index.html
Collaborative Project KEEN - Lead based on income for Call 'n
Agency for Ward 7: Ride program
WEHTS transportation services
East River Family Strengthening DC, Ward 7 Residents of DC Ward 7 age 60+ N None, Donations Accepted | Local, Fees http://www.erfsc.org/index.html
Collaborative Project KEEN - Lead
Agency for Ward 7:
Transport to programs and offices
Most of Mongomery Adults with disabilities and who are clients
Easter Seals Regional Headquarters | County, Parts of DC of the agency's Adult Day Center Y Transport cost included with (- http://www.easterseals.com
Emmaus - Lead Agency for Ward 2: |DC, Ward 2 Residents of DC Ward 2 age 60+ N None, Donations Accepted | Local, Fees http://www.emmausdc.org/
Recreational and social activities
Emmaus - Lead Agency for Ward 2: |DC Residents of DC Ward 2 age 60+ Y WEHTS - no fee, sliding scale |Local, Fees http://www.emmausdc.org/
WEHTS transportation services based on income for Call 'n
Ride program
Residents of DC age 60+, with low-income,
and disadvantaged; preference given to
First Baptist Church Senior Center |DC Ward 4 residents N None, Donations Accepted |- -
Hattie Holmes Senior Wellness Residents of DC age 60+ who use the
Center DC, mostly Ward 4 Wellness Center N None, Donations Accepted |- http://barneynh.org/wellness_center.html
lona Senior Center - Lead Agency
for Ward 3 and parts of Wards 2 & | DC, Ward 3 and parts of 2 & |Residents of DC Ward 3, and pars of Wards
4: Grocery store trips 4 2 &4 age 60+ Y None, Donations Accepted | Local, Fees http://www.iona.org/
lona Senior Center - Lead Agency
for Ward 3 and parts of Wards 2 &  DC, Ward 3 and parts of 2 & |Residents of DC Ward 3, and pars of Wards
4: WEHTS Transportation Services 4 2 &4 age 60+ Y WEHTS - no fee, sliding scale I Local, Fees http://www.iona.org/
Life Skills Center DC and surrounding area Program participants Y None Local, Medicaid, |http://www.lifeskillscenterdc.org
Grants
Medical Transportation
Management Inc DC Medicaid-eligible beneficiaries Y NA Local http://www.mtm-inc.net
Model Cities Senior Wellness
Center DC Residents of DC age 60+ N None, Donations Accepted |- -




Reach-a-Rida Database

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PROVIDERS (DRAFT) CONT'D

July 2014

Wheelchair
Accessible? Source of

Name Service Area Eligibility (Y/N) Fee Structure Funds Website
Seabury Ward 5 Aging Services -
Lead Agency for Ward 5: http://www.seaburyresources.org/community_serv
WEHTS transportation services DC, Ward 5 Residents of DC Ward 5 age 60+ Y WEHTS - no fee, sliding scale I Local, Fees ices/ward_5_lead_agency/index.html|
Seabury Ward 5 Aging Services -
Lead Agency for Ward 5: http://www.seaburyresources.org/community_serv
Recreational and social activities DC, Ward 5 Residents of DC Ward 5 age 60+ Y None, Donations Accepted |Local, Fees ices/ward_5_lead_agency/index.html|

DC, mostly East of Anacostia |Low income seniors who use the SOME http://www.some.org/services_stability_elderly.ht
SOME Dwelling Place River Dwelling Place Senior Center N - - ml
So. Wshntn Wst of River Family
Strengthening Cllbrtv - Lead
Agency for Ward 6: Recreational and
social activities DC, Ward 6 Residents of DC Ward 6 age 60+ Y None, Donations Accepted |Local, Fees http://swwrfsc.org/home.html|
So Washntn Wst of the River Family
Strengthening Cllbrtv - Lead
Agency for Ward 6: WEHTS
transportation services DC, Ward 6 Residents of DC Ward 6 age 60+ Y WEHTS - no fee, sliding scale l| Local, Fees http://swwrfsc.org/home.html|
St. John's Community Services DC Agengy Clients in DC Y - Medicaid http://www.sjcs.org/
Neighborhoods around

VIDA Senior Center VIDA Center in NW DC Adults age 60+ who use VIDA center N None, Donations Accepted |- http://www.vidaseniorcenters.org/
Washington Elderly Handicapped | DC, Northern VA within the |DC residentes age 60+ Y None, Donations Accepted |- http://barneynh.org/wehts.html
Transportation Service (WEHTS):  |Beltway, MD within the
Group trips to grocery stores Beltway
Washington Elderly Handicapped | DC, Northern VA within the |DC residentes age 60+ Y Sliding scale base on Local http://barneynh.org/wehts.html
Transportation Service (WEHTS):  |Beltway, MD within the income, lowest cost for $40
Subsidized cab fare Beltway book of coupons is $12
Washington Elderly Handicapped | DC, Northern VA within the |DC residentes age 60+ Y None, Donations Accepted | Local, Fees http://barneynh.org/wehts.html

Transportation Service (WEHTS):
Medical, shopping, and personal
business

Beltway, MD within the
Beltway




Reach-a-Rida Database

ARLINGTON COUNTY PROVIDERS (DRAFT)

July 2014

Wheelchair
Accessible? Source of
Name Service Area Eligibility (Y/N) Fee Structure Funds Website
Arlington County Agency on Arlington, Northern VA STAR users age 60+ going to healthcare Y $3 local, $4 inside beltway, |State http://www.arlingtonva.us/aging
Aging: Door-to-door/ hand-to-hand  |inside the beltway, DC appointements, visit family, nursing homes $9 regional, plus income
service for STAR users based fee up to $10
Arlington County Agency on Arlington County Residents of specific retirement homes Y None Local, State, http://www.Arlingtonva.us/aging
Aging: Grocery store trips ages 60+, and other residents age 60+ who Federal
can get to those locations
Arlington County Agency on Arlington, Northern VA Arlington residents who have temporary Y $3 local, $4 inside beltway  |Local http://www.arlingtonva.us/aging
Aging: Health care appointments inside the beltway, DC inability to drive or use public transit.
during short term disability
Arlington County Agency on Arlington, Northern VA Arlington Residents age 60+ who have Y $3 local, $4 inside beltway  |Local http://www.arlingtonva.us/aging
Aging: Health care appointments inside the beltway, DC submitted MetroAcess application and
while MetroAccess application is need to get to health care appts.
approved
Arlington County Agency on Arlington and surrounding; |Arlington Residents age 70+ Y Same as taxi, but $20 books |Local http://www.arlingtonva.us
Aging: Subsidized taxi fares trips must begin in can be bought for $10 (20
Arlington books/year)
Arlington County Department of  Arlington County - Y - - R
Human Services, Aging and
Disability Services Division,
Intellectual and Developmental
Disability Services (IDDS) Bureau
Arlington County of Environmental |Entire Region Arlington Residents certified eligible for Y $3 local, $4 inside beltway, |Local http://www.ArlingtonSTAR.com
Services, Division of MetroAccess $9 regional
Transportation
Arlington County Senior Adult Arlington County Arlington Residents age 55+ Y $10 annual registration fee |Local http://www.arlingtonva.us/departments/parksrecr
Program plus $2 each way eation/seniors/page69155.aspx
Arlington County Senior Center Arlington County Arlington residents age 60+ Y Donations Local http://www.arlingtonva.us/departments/parksrecr
Nutrition Program eation/seniors/page69155.aspx
Walter Reed Adult Day Health Care Arlington County Arilington residents age 18+ with Y Income based sliding scale  |Local, Fees http://www.arlingtonva.us/departments/HumanSe
Center, Arlington County Aging disabilities who are members of Walter rvices/services/aging/MadisonMain.aspx
and Disability Services reed Adult Day Care Center




Reach-a-Rida Database

CITY OF ALEXANDRIA (DRAFT)

July 2014

Wheelchair
Accessible? Source of
Name Service Area Eligibility (Y/N) Fee Structure Funds Website
Alexandria City Community City of Alexandria and Clients of certain CSB programs Y None Local, State, http://alexandriava.gov/boards/info/default.aspx?
Services Board surrounding area Federal, Grants, |id=36546
Fees
Alexandria Department of Alexandria, Falls Church, Alexandria residents and visitors who Y $3.00/trip within 5 mi. of Local http://alexandriava.gov/Transit
Transportation and Arlington, Fairfax, Fairfax cannot use tranist due to disability Alexandria, $5.00/trip for
Environmental Services/Transit  CitY further
Services
Med Choice Transportation INC |Alexandria, Fairfax, Falls 0 Y www.MedChoiceTransportation.com
Church, Loudon




Reach-a-Rida Database

July 2014

FAIRFAX COUNTY PROVIDERS - Incl. City of Falls Church and City of Fairfax (DRAFT)

Wheelchair
Accessible? Source of
Name Service Area Eligibility (Y/N) Fee Structure Funds Website

Annandale Christian Annandale, Culmore, Older residents of Annandale Christian N None Grants, Private http://www.accacares.org/
Community for Action Bailey's Crossroads, and Community for Action service area with low Donations

Lincolnia incomes
City of Fairfax Human Services  Fairfax City, George Mason | Persons with disabilities Y Two times CUE bus fare Local http://www.fairfaxva.gov/humanservices/Human$

University, Vienna Metro, ($3.60/ one-way trip) ervices.asp

and Fair Oaks Hospital
City of Falls Church Housing and | Falls Church City of Falls Church resident age 62+, or Y Monthly co-pay $10 - http://www.fallschurchva.gov/Content/Governme
Human Services Division permanently and totally disabled, with nt/Departments/CommunityServices/HHS/HHS.asp

income less than $30,000/year x2cnlid=2060

Fairfax County Department of  rajrfax, and Fairfax City; Fairfax County resident sponsored and
Community and Recreation drops off all over Northern | certified by county human services agency;
Services VA Each progam has its own eligibility Y Call Local http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/ncs/
Fairfax County Neighborhood Entire Region; pick-up or Residents of Fairfax County or the City of Y Coupon books $20 for $30in |- http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/fcdot/seniors.htm
and Community Services: drop off in Fairfax Fairfax with annual income of $40,000 or taxi fares (max. 16 books/
Limitted income services less, $50,000 or less for married couple year)
Fairfax County Neighborhood Entire Region; pick-up or Residents of Fairfax County or the City of Y Coupon books $11 for $33in |- http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/fcdot/taxiaccess.ht
and Community Services: drop off in Fairfax Fairfax with a disability and is registered taxi fares m
Disability services with MetroAccess
Family Partnership Frederick County, 10-mi Participants services, residing within a 10- N 0| Local, Grants http://www.frederickcountymd.gov/index.aspx?NI

radius mile radius D=55

Older adults unable to drive themselves to Local, Grants,

Herndon-Reston FISH, Inc. Herndon and Reston, VA medical appointments N None Private Donations | http://www.herndonrestonfish.org/

Alexandria, Fairfax, Falls
Med Choice Transportation INC  Church, Loudon - Y - - www.MedChoiceTransportation.com
Shepherd's Center of Nothern Annandale and Springfield, |Annandale and Springfield residents age N None Private Donations | http://www.shepherdscenter-annandale.org/
Virginia, Annandale-Springfield VA 50+
Shepherd's Center of Oakton- | Oakton and Vienna, VA Residents of Oakton and Vienna, VA age N None Private Donations | http://www.scov.org/

Vienna

50+




Reach-a-Rida Database

LOUOUN COUNTY PROVIDERS (DRAFT)

July 2014

Wheelchair
Accessible? Source of
Name Service Area Eligibility (Y/N) Fee Structure Funds Website
Loudoun County Area Agency | Loudoun County, VA Loudoun County residents age 55+ Y $1 each one-way trip Local, State, http://www.loudoun.gov/aaa
on Aging Federal
Virginia Regional Loudoun County and West | General Public Y $.50 one-way for most fixed |Local, State, http://www.vatransit.org
Falls Church Metro Station route, ADA/Demand Federal

Transportation Association

to and from Ashburn

Response $1-$3, W. Falls
Church Metro Commuter
route $1.75




Reach-a-Rida Database

PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY PROVIDERS (DRAFT)

July 2014

Wheelchair
Accessible? Source of
Name Service Area Eligibility (Y/N) Fee Structure Funds Website
The Arc of Greater Prince Manassas, Manassas Park Individuals with developmental disabilities Y Sliding scale based on Local, Medicaid,
William/INSIGHT receiving services from The Arc income, Medicaid Grants, Fees,
Private Donations
Potomac and Rappahannock Prince William, Manassas, | General public; reduced fairs apply to those Y $1.20 one-way regular, (5.60) | Local, State, www.prtctransit.org
Transportation Commission: Manassas Park age 60+, Medicare card holders, or those reduced, $2.50 local day pass |Federal
Omnilink service with approved reduced fare application ($1.25 reduced), $11 weekly
pass ($5.50 reduced). Tokens
$12 for 10 ($6 reduced)
Potomac and Rappahannock Woodbridge, Manassas, General public; reduced fairs apply to those Y $3.30 one-way regular, $2.65 | Local, State, www.prtctransit.org
Transportation Commission: Gainesville, age 60+, Medicare card holders, or those with SmarTrip, $1.65 Federal
Metro direct service Franconia/Springfield Metro |with approved reduced fare application reduced
Station, West Falls Church
Metro Station
Potomac and Rappahannock Woodbridge, Lake Ridge, General public; reduced fairs apply to those Y $7.00 one-way regular, $5.50 | Local, State, www.prtctransit.org
Transportation Commission: Dale City, Dumfries, age 60+, Medicare card holders, or those with Smartrip, $3.50 reduced |Federal

OmniRide Service

Manassas, Gainesville,
Washington, DC/Arlington
employment centers,
Tysons Corner

with approved reduced fare application




Reach-a-Rida Database

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PROVIDERS (DRAFT)

July 2014

Wheelchair
Accessible? Source of
Name Service Area Eligibility (Y/N) Fee Structure Funds Website
25 sq. mi. surrounding Bethesda help service area residenr in need
Bethesda Help Bethesda Montgomery of financial assistance, food delivery, or N None Private Donations |http://www.bethesdahelp.org/
County transportation
Damascus Help Areas of upper Montgomery Adults, yogth, and children accompanied N None Private Donations |http://www.damascushelp.org/
County by a guardian
Easter Seals Regional Most of Mongomery Adults with disabilities and who are clients Transport cost included with
\ Y - http://www.easterseals.com
Headquarters County, Parts of DC of the agency's Adult Day Center other fees
Friend's House Retirement Enti i Iti Medi
. ntire re.g'lon and baltimore Residents of Friend's House age 62+ N Donations or Self-pay ed!ca.re, http://www.friendshouse.com/
Community for specific events Medicaid, Fees
Gaithersburg Help Gaithersburg Gmthersburg residents that live within N None Grants., Private http://www.gaithersburghelp.org/
service area Donations
M A ¥ . . .
ontgomery Founty rea Montgomery County Adults 60+ Y None, Donations Accepted |Local http:/fwww. montg.omerycoyntymd gov/sentmpl.a
Agency on Aging sp?url=/content/pio/senior/index.asp
. . Subsidy assistance is
. Montgomery County and Low income seniors (67 years and older) X L
Montgom n II-n-R - . A A
ontgomery County Ca ide Medical Facilities in the and individuals with disabilities (18 years Y provided on ? sliding fee Local, State http. /,/WWM./ montgomerycountymd.gov/DOT
Program . . scale determined by total transit/seniors.htm|
entire Region and older), )
household income
Montgomery County ‘ . . Montggmer){ Com.J.nty re5|dent.s with mental
. Entire Region (medical or physical disability that receive MD http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/dottmpl.a
Department of Transportation, ) o Y None Local )
. ¢ ) . offices) Medicaid and have no other means or sp?url=/content/dot/index.asp
Division of Transit Services access to transportation
M
Montgomery County Same Day on.tgomer.y. C.ou.nty and Certified Metro Access participants who 50% Subsidy Assistance, up http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/DOT-
Medical Facilities in the L Y Local, State . .
Access Program ) . recide in Montgomery County to $60 per month transit/seniors.html|
entire Region
Seniors and people with
M Ri g . . . . .
ontgome‘ry County Ride On Montgomery County General Public v disabilities ride free on Ride Local, state http. /(V\{WW montgomerycountymd.gov/DOT-
Bust Transit On and Metro Buses County transit/index.html|
from 9:30 AM - 3PM M-F
Connect-A-Ride Montg(?mery .County and  |Adults 50 or older, and disabled adults of all v None Local http://www.accessjca.org/article/17/programs/ge
the entire region ages t-around
Escorted Transportation Montgomery County Low income older adults in Montgomery v Subsidized, low fee Local http://www.accessjca.org/article/17/programs/get-
County around
National ital B'nai B'rith i
atIO. al Capita B ai B'rit M(.)ntg.orr?ery.County,- Re.5|dents.of Hgmefrgst House age 62+ v $2 Donation Local, State, http://www.homecresthouse.org
Housing Foundation primarily in Silver Spring with physical disabilities Federal
Support Center Montgomery Count; Particpants of the Support Center that are Y Determined individually by fil Local, State, Medic|http://www.thesupportcenter.net/
PP gomery Y age 21+ with a disability, and older adults i ' ' P ’ PP ’
Participants in The Arc of Montgomergy
M Y - Stat http://th fi .
The Arc of Montgomery County |Montgomery County County's employment or day rehab. prog. ate ttp://thearcofmontgomerycounty.org/
The Senior Connection of southern Montgomery Residents of service areas age 62+ N None, may give gas reimburs(Local, Grants, Priva http://www.seniorconnectionmc.org/
Montgomery County, Inc County
United Cerebral Palsy on the Pri '
4 rince George's, Clients of UCP on the Potomac Y None - http://www.ucppotomac.org
Potomac Montgomery
Poolesville, Beallsville, Residents of Western Upper Montgomery
Western Upper Montgomery Barnesville, Dickerson, and | County help service area who don't have N None - http://www.wumcohelp.org

County Help

Boyds

their own transportation




Reach-a-Rida Database

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY PROVIDERS (DRAFT)

July 2014

Wheelchair
Accessible? Source of
Name Service Area Eligibility (Y/N) Fee Structure Funds Website
City of Bowie Senior Center City of Bowie Residents of the City of Bowie age 55+ and Y None, Donations Accepted http://www.cityofbowie.org
persons with disabilities

City of Laurel, Department of Parks  City of Laurel Residents of the City of Laurel age 55+ and Y Local, State, Fees | http://www.laurel.md.us
and Recreation persons with disabilities
City of New Carrollton 5-mi radius of City of New |- Y None State http://www.new-carrollton.md.us

Carrollton
Greater Baden Medical Services Rural Prince George's, Patients of Greater Baden Medlical Services Y None - http://www.gbms.org

Charles County
New Horizons Supported Services |- Adults who are DDA certified from one of Y None, Provided by DDA State, Private http://www.nhssi.org
Inc the counties served Donations
Prince George’s County Prince George's County Prince George's County Residents who are Y $1 per ride, seniors and Local http://www.princegeorgescountymd.gov/Governm
Department of Public Works and unable to use bus or rail services. persons with disabilities no ent/Agencylndex/DPW&T/Transit/bus.asp?nivel=fo
Transportation: Call-a-bus service fee, escorts ride free ldmenu(2)
Prince George’s County Prince George's County Prince George's County residents age 60+ N $10 for $20 coupon book Local http://www.princegeorgescountymd.gov/Governm
Department of Public Works and and residents with a disability ent/Agencylindex/DPW&T/Transit/cab.asp?nivel=fo
Transportation: Call-a-cab service Idmenu(2)
Prince Georges County Prince George's County Prince George's County residents age 60+ Y None Local http://www.princegeorgescountymd.gov/Governm
Department of Public Works and ent/Agencylindex/DPW&T/Transit/bus.asp?nivel=fo
Transportation: Senior Idmenu(2)
transportation service
Simon Transportation LLC DC, Montgomery, Prince - Y - - www.simontransportationmd.com

George's
The Arc of Prince George's County | Prince George's County Program participants Y none State http://www.thearcofpgc.org/index.html
United Cerebral Palsy on the Prince George's, Clients of UCP on the Potomac Y None - http://www.ucppotomac.org

Potomac

Montgomery




Reach-a-Rida Database

FREDERICK COUNTY PROVIDERS (DRAFT)

July 2014

Wheelchair
Accessible? Source of
Name Service Area Eligibility (Y/N) Fee Structure Funds Website
Daybreak Adult Day Services Frederick County Adults age 55+ and younger adults on an Y Sliding scale based on State, Fees http://www.daybreakadultdayservices.org/
individual basis income, assistance available

Family Partnership Frederick County, 10-mi Participants services, residing within a 10- N - Local, Grants http://www.frederickcountymd.gov/index.aspx?NI

radius mile radius D=55
Frederick Community Action Frederick, MD Lower-income clients enrolled with FCAA Y None Local, State, http://www.cityoffrederick.com/fcaa
Agency Federal
Frederick County Department of Frederick, Thurmont, Adults age 60+ who participate in lunch N Donation requested to Local, Federal, http://www.frederickcountymd.gov/index.aspx?nid
Aging Brunswick, Emmitsburg, and | program and live within 3-mi radius senior center, others trips Fees =54

Urbana have destination based fee
Frederick County Head Start Frederick County Children age 3-5 and their income-eligible N None Local, State, http://www.frederickcountymd.gov/index.aspx?NI

families Federal D=56

TransIT Services of Frederick Frederick City, Walkersville, |General public Y $1.10 cash fare, 10 trip Local, State http://www.FrederickCountyMD.gov/transit
County Brunswick, Jefferson, tickers, monthly passes, and

Emmitsburg, Thurmont reduced fare available
TransIT Services of Frederick Entire Region (medical Medical assistance recipients designated by Y None, County billed monthly | Local, State http://www.FrederickCountyMD.gov/transit
County: Medical Assistance Program | offices) County
TransIT Services of Frederick Frederick County Adults age 60+ and persons with Y $1.50 medical trips, $2.50 Local, State http://www.FrederickCountyMD.gov/transit

County: TransIT-Plus

disabilities

non medical. 10-trip tickets -
$1 medical, $2 non-medical




Reach-a-Rida Database

CHARLES COUNTY PROVIDERS (DRAFT)

July 2014

Wheelchair
Accessible? Source of
Name Service Area Eligibility (Y/N) Fee Structure Funds Website
Charles County Department of | Charles County General public for fixed route, adults age Y $1.00 each way or $2.00 all  |Local, State, http://www.go-vango.com/
Community Services 60+ or disabled for specialized day pass, half fare for senior |Federal
and disabled

Charles County Nursing and Charles County Participants in or residents of the Center's Y None Medicare, http://www.ccnrc.com/pages/index.asp
Rehabilitation Center services or facilities Medicaid, Fees
Greater Baden Medical Services Rural Prince George's, Patients of Greater Baden Medical Services Y None 0/ http://www.gbms.org

Charles County




Reach-a-Rida Database

TAXI COMPANIES (DRAFT)

July 2014

Wheelchair
Accessible? Source of
Name Service Area Eligibility (Y/N) Fee Structure Funds Website

Action Taxi Montgomery County General Public Y Montgomery taxi rates - http://www.actiontaxi.com/
Alexandria White Top Cab Entire Region; pick-up or General public Y Alexandria taxi rates - http://www.whitetopcab.com/index.html
Company drop off in Alexandria
Alexandria Yellow Taxi Entire Region; pick-up or General public Y Alexandria taxi rates - http://www.alexandriayellowcab.com/default.asp
Company drop off in Alexandria X
Arlington Red Top Cab Company Entire Region; pick-up or General public Y Arlington taxi rates - http://www.redtopcab.com/

drop off in Arlington
Barwood Taxi Entire Region; trips must General Public Y Montgomery taxi Rates - http://www.barwoodtaxi.com/

originate or terminate in

Montgomergy County
Blue Top Cab Company Entire Region; pick-up or General public Y Arlington taxi rates - http://www.bluetop.com/

drop off in Arlington
Diamond Transportation Entire Region General Public Y Both pick-up and mileage Private Funds, http//www.diamondtransportation.us
Services feeRates based on location |Fees

pick-up and distance.

Fairfax Red Top Cab Company | Entire Region; pick-up or General public Y Arlington taxi rates - http://www.fairfaxredtopcab.com/

drop off in Fairfax
Fairfax White Top Cab Company | Entire Region; pick-up or General public Y Fairfax taxi fares - http://www.whitetopcab.com/index.html

drop off in Fairfax
Fairfax Yellow Cab Company Entire Region; pick-up or General public Y Fairfax taxi fares - http://www.yellowcaboffairfax.com/index.aspx???

drop off in Fairfax
Friendly Cab Company Entire Region; pick-up or General public Y Arlington taxi rates - -

drop off in Arlington
Paramont Taxi Company Entire Region; pick-up or dro|General public Y Prince George's taxi rates - -
Regency Cab Entire Region; trips must General Public Y Montgomery Co. taxi rates |- http://www.regencytaxi.com

originate or terminate in

Montgomergy County
Royal Cab Company Entire Region General public Y DC taxi rates Federal JARC& | http://www.DCTAXIONLINE.COM

New Freedom

Springfield Yellow Cab Entire Region; pick-up or General public Y Fairfax taxi fares - http://springfieldyellowcabs.com/
Company drop off in Fairfax
Sun Cab Montgomery County General public Y Montgomery taxi rates Fees http://www.suncabmoco.com/
Taxi-Taxi as Dispatcher for 6 taxi
operators in Prince George's Prince George's taxi rates,
County Entire Region; pick-up or dro| General public N vouchers, TaxiCab card - -
Yellow Cab Company Entire Region - Y Taxi Rates - http://www.dcyellowcab.com/




Appendix 4: Regional Demographic
Profile of Transportation-Disadvantaged
Groups




This Appendix provides 2012 data from the 2008-2012 American Community Survey (ACS) on
the numbers and spatial locations for transportation-disadvantaged population groups the
Coordinated Plan helps serve.

Transportation-disadvantaged groups are defined as populations lacking financial, physical,
or language ability to provide their own transportation and/or have difficulty accessing public
transportation.

Based on Census data, the population groups in this Appendix are defined as:

Below the Poverty Level _
o Official poverty line depends on family size.'
o 1 person = $11,000 per year
0 4 people =$22,000 per year

e Low-Income Population )
o “Low income” defined as below twice the poverty line."
o 1 person = $22,000 per year
0 4 people = $44,000 per year

e Limited English Speakers include individuals who speak English less than “very
well.”"

e Persons with Disabilities include individuals with any type of physical, sensory, and/or
cognitive disability. For individuals under 5, hearing and vision difficulty is used to
determine disability. Individuals between 5 and 14 also include cognitive, ambulatory,
and self-care difficulties. Individuals 15 years of age and older includes the five
categories and independent living difficulty."

e Older Adults are individuals over 65 years of age.

Geographic area includes the Transportation Planning Board (TPB) planning area and the
Washington, DC-VA-MD Urbanized Area (see Figure 4-1). In instances where the Urbanized
Area falls outside the TPB planning area only tracts associated with the Urbanized Area were
included. As a result, the geographic area includes portions of Stafford County, VA, Anne
Arundel County, MD, and Carroll County, MD.
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Eight percent of residents lived below the poverty level in 2012 and an additional 11 percent
were classified as low-income (see Table 4-1 and Figure 4-2). In the same year, 8 percent of
persons had a disability and over 10 percent of people were 65 years of age and over. Poverty
rate for persons with disabilities is almost twice that of the general population (see Figure 4-
3). Individuals with Limited English Proficiency make up 11 percent of the population.
Although not shown in the table, it is interesting to note that over 22 percent of the region's
population is foreign born, which includes many recent immigrants to the region.

Figures 4-4 to 4-8 show the spatial locations of transportation-disadvantaged population
groups in the region.

Transportation-Disadvantaged P(;I—r?t?ll:titlis in the Washington Region, 2012
Population Group Wasgginogr:on Percent of Region (1)

Below the Poverty Level (2) 399,698 8%

Low Income or Below (3) 944,778 19%

Persons with Disabilities (4) 384,091 8%

Older Adults (65 and Over) 519,871 10%

Limited English Speakers (5) 522,761 11%

Total Population 5,187,252

Source: 2008-2012 U.S. Census American Community Survey; numbers are for the TPB and Urbanized Area (see definition on
page 2).
(1) Due to each groups’ unique sampling “Percent of Region” will not compute with Total Population.
(2) Official poverty level depends on family size. For a family of four the poverty level is an annual income of
$22,000.
(3) “Low-income” is commonly defined as income between 100 to 199 percent of the poverty level. For a family of
four an annual income of $44,000 or below is considered low income.
(4) Includes individuals with a physical, sensory, and/or cognitive disability.
(5) Limited English Proficiency includes individuals who speak English less than “very well.”
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Figure 4-2: Regional Demographic Profile of Transportation-Disadvantaged Populations in
the Washington Region
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Source: 2008-2012 U.S. Census American Community Survey; numbers are for the TPB and Urbanized Area.

Figure 4-3: Poverty Rates for Transportation Disadvantaged Groups
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Endnotes

"U.S. Census. 2014. “Poverty thresholds.” Accessed May 29, 2014.
http://www.census.gov/hhes/wwwi/poverty/data/threshld/index.html.

" Low-income is commonly defined as income between 100 to 199 percent of the poverty level.

Short, Kathleen. November 2011. “The Research Supplemental Poverty Measure: 2010.” U.S. Census. Accessed
May 29, 2014. http://www.census.gov/prod/2011pubs/p60-241.pdf;

“Census shows 1 in 2 people are poor or low-income.” December 15, 2014. Associated Press. Accessed May 29,
2014 via USA Today. http://usatoday30.usatoday.com/news/nation/story/2011-12-15/poor-census-low-
income/51944034/1.

Il Shin, Hyon B. and Rosalind Bruno. October 2003. “Language Use and English-Speaking Ability: 2000.” U.S.
Census. Pg. 2. Accessed May 29, 2014. http://www.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/c2kbr-29.pdf.

v Beginning with the 2008 ACS, the Census significantly revised the questions to determine disability. These
changes affected the populations identified and it is not recommended to compare 2008 and newer figures to prior
data, including 2000 Decennial. For more information, please see:

U.S. Census. “How Disability Data are Collected.” American Community Survey. Accessed June 2, 2014.
http://www.census.gov/people/disability/methodology/acs.html;

Cornell University. “What is the Census 2000 disability measurement issue?” Disability Statistics. Accessed June 2,
2014. http://www.disabilitystatistics.org/faq.cfm#Q7.

For detailed definitions of the six disability categories (Hearing, Vision, Cognitive, Ambulatory, Self-care, and
Independent living difficulty) see: U.S. Census. 2012. “American Community Survey and Puerto Rico Community
Survey; 2012 Definitions.” Pg. 56-57. Accessed June 5, 2014.
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/data_documentation/SubjectDefinitions/2012_ACSSubjectDefinitions.
pdf
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Appendix 5: TPB Resolution Approving
Key Elements of the Update to the
Coordinated Human Service

Transportation Plan, July 16, 2014




TPB R1-2015
July 16, 2014

NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD
777 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE KEY ELEMENTS OF THE UPDATE TO THE
COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICE TRANSPORTATON PLAN FOR THE NATIONAL
CAPTIAL REGION

WHEREAS, the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB), which is the
metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the Washington Region, has the responsibility
under the provisions of Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) for
developing and carrying out a continuing, cooperative and comprehensive transportation
planning process for the Metropolitan Area; and

WHEREAS, under the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act — A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), COG, as the administrative agent for the TPB, served as
the Designated Recipient for the JARC and New Freedom programs for the Washington DC-
VA-MD Urbanized Area; and

WHEREAS, in July 2006 the TPB established the Human Service Transportation Coordination
Task Force to oversee the development of a Coordinated Human Service Transportation Plan
to guide funding decisions for three programs under SAFETEA-LU Job Access and Reverse
Commute (JARC), New Freedom and the Elderly and Disabled Individual program; and

WHEREAS, since 2007, the TPB has facilitated seven project solicitations and selections that
have resulted in 66 JARC and New Freedom grants totaling over $25 million in Federal and
matching funds; and

WHEREAS, the first Coordinated Plan, which included the framework for the competitive
selection process of JARC and New Freedom grants, was adopted by the TPB at its regular
meeting on April 18, 2007 (R22-2007); and

WHEREAS, an Update to the Coordinated Plan was adopted by the TPB at its regular meeting
on December 19, 2009 (R13-2010); and

WHEREAS, MAP-21 created the Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals
with Disabilities program to “improve mobility for seniors and individuals with disabilities ... by
removing barriers to transportation services and expanding the transportation mobility options
available”; and

WHEREAS, in June 2013 the Governor of Maryland, the Governor of Virginia and the Mayor of
the District of Columbia designated COG, as the TPB’s administrative agent, the recipient of



the Enhanced Mobility program for the Washington, DC-VA-MD Urbanized Area.

WHEREAS, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issued final guidance for the Enhanced
Mobility program on June 6, 2014 with FTA Circular 9070.1G; and

WHEREAS, FTA Circular 9070.1G requires that projects funded with the Enhanced Mobility
program be included in or respond to strategies in a Coordinated Human Service
Transportation Plan; and

WHEREAS, the five key elements of the Coordinated Plan are 1) an identification of unmet
transportation needs of people with disabilities and older adults, 2) an inventory of existing
transportation services for these population groups, 3) strategies for improved service and
coordination, 4) priority projects for implementation, and 5) the framework for the competitive
selection process; and

WHEREAS, the Coordinated Plan and subsequent-t updates were developed through a
process that included participation by older adults, people with disabilities and representatives
of public, private, and nonprofit transportation and human services providers; and

WHEREAS, the Human Service Transportation Coordination Task Force met five times
between October 2013 and May 2014 to provide guidance on the update to the Coordinated
Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Access for All Advisory Committee was invited to participate in the October
2013 and April 2014 Task Force meetings to provide input on the update to the Coordinated
Plan; and

WHEREAS, on May 15 the Human Service Transportation Coordination Task Force
concurred with the key elements of the update to the Coordinated Plan including the
competitive selection criteria;

WHEREAS, on June 12 the key elements of the update of the Coordinated Plan were released
for a 30-day public comment period that ended July 12; and

WHEREAS, the attached memorandum dated July 10, 2014 describes the key elements to the
update to the Coordinated Plan, including the framework for the competitive selection process
for the Enhanced Mobility program;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD approves the key elements for the update to the
Coordinated Human Service Transportation Plan for the National Capital Region.

Approved by the Transportation Planning Board at its regular meeting on July 16, 2014.


http://www.fta.dot.gov/legislation_law/12349_16011.html
http://www.fta.dot.gov/legislation_law/12349_16011.html

Appendix 6: TPB Resolution on the
Update to the Coordinated Plan
December 19, 2014

(TO BE INSERTED)
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removing barriers to transportation
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transportation mobility options
available”
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July 16: TPB Approved the Key Elements of
the Update to the Coordinated Plan

November 19: TPB Asked to Approve Full
Coordinated Plan Document

January 21, 2015: TPB is asked to Approve
Funding Recommendations from the Selection
Committee
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ITEM 9 - Action
November 19, 2014

Approval of Final Call for Projects and Schedule for the Air Quality
Conformity Analysis of the 2015 CLRP and FY 2015-2020 TIP

Staff Recommendation: Approve the final call for projects
document for the 2015 CLRP and FY
2015-2020 TIP for distribution to state,
regional, and local agencies.

ISSUEes: None

Background: At the October 15 meeting, the Board
was briefed on the draft call for
projects document and schedule for
the air quality conformity analysis of
the 2015 CLRP and FY 2015-2020
TIP.






2015

UPDATE

CALL FOR PROJECTS

WWW.MWCOG.ORG/CLRP2015 #CLRP2015




Alternative formats of this publication can be made available.
Phone: 202.962.3300 or 202-962.3213 (TDD)
Email: accommodations@mwcog.org. For details: www.mwcog.org.



mailto:accommodations@mwcog.org
http://www.mwcog.org/
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@ NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD

CALL FOR PROJEGTS

2015 CALL FOR PROJECTS

The 2015 Call for Projects is a broad solicitation for any
new projects that area transportation agencies wish to
submit for inclusion in the 2015 update of the region’s
Constrained Long-Range Transportation Plan (CLRP), or
for changes to any projects already in the plan.

ELIGIBLE AGENCIES Municipal, county, state, regional,
and federal agencies with the fiscal authority to fund
transportation projects.

ELIGIBLE PROJECTS Any project deemed regionally
significant for air quality purposes. This typically means
any project that adds or removes highway or transit
capacity. Agencies may also submit any other projects
they wish to highlight at the regional level.

SUBMISSION DEADLINE Descriptions for new projects
and updates to information for projects already in the plan
are due December 12, 2014. Descriptions must include
cost estimates and identification of available funding.
Additional information, including required Congestion
Management documentation, is due April 3, 2015.

The TPB strongly encourages agencies to consider

regional goals, priorities, and needs as they develop
and select projects to submit for inclusion.

WWW.MWCOG.ORG/CLRP2015

2015

UPDATE

THE ANNUAL CLRP UPDATE

Each year, the TPB updates the CLRP to include new
projects that area transportation agencies expect to build,
operate, and maintain over the next 20 to 30 years. The TPB
also invites changes to projects already in the plan.

The projects submitted for inclusion in the CLRP have
been developed by local, state, and/or regional agencies
consistent with local plans and with input from the public.

Under federal law, the CLRP can only include those projects
for which funding is “reasonably expected to be available.”
As such, it paints a picture of the future transportation
system that the region currently expects to be able to afford.

UPDATING THE TIP

Every two years, the TPB also updates the region’s six-
year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The

TIP identifies those projects from the CLRP which are
expected to receive funding for planning, engineering, or
construction within the next six years.

The most recent update of the TIP occurred in 2014.
Projects that need to be added to the TIP this year will be
added as amendments to the adopted FY 2015-2020 TIP.

For a list of all projects currently in the CLRP and/or TIP,
please visit www.mwcog.org/clrp/projects.

#CLRP2015




THINK REGIONALLY,

ACT LOCALLY

Agencies should consider regional goals, priorities, and needs when
developing and selecting projects to submit for inclusion in the CLRP.

TPB VISION: REGIONAL GOALS,
OBJECTIVES, & STRATEGIES

The TPB Vision, adopted by the TPB in 1998, provides a
comprehensive set of policy goals, objectives, and strategies
to help guide transportation planning and investment
decisions in the Washington region.

The Vision is the official policy element of the CLRP and was
developed collaboratively by TPB members and technical
staff from throughout the region.

1. Provide reasonable access at reasonable cost
to everyone.

2. Promote a strong regional economy, including
a healthy core and dynamic Activity Centers.

3. Prioritize management, performance,
maintenance, and safety of all modes and
facilities.

4. Use the best available technology to maximize
system effectiveness.

5. Enhance and protect the region’s natural
environmental quality, cultural and historic
resources, and communities.

6. Achieve better interjurisdictional coordination
of transportation and land use planning.

7. Achieve one or more enhanced funding
mechanisms to support regional
transportation priorities.

8. Support options for international and
interregional travel and commerce.

www.mwcog.org/TPBvision

FEDERAL

REGIONAL PRIORITIES: MAINTENANCE,
FAIRNESS, & EFFICIENCY

The Regional Transportation
Priorities Plan, adopted by the TPB
in January 2014, focuses attention
on a handful of transportation
strategies with the greatest potential
to advance regional goals rooted in
the TPB Vision.

The priorities, summarized

below, were identfied through a
= combination of technical analysis,
stakeholder input, and public
outreach.

Meet Our Existing Obligations
Funding for maintenance and state-of-good-repair needs
should continue to be prioritized over system expansion.

Strengthen Public Confidence & Ensure Fairness
Efforts to increase accountability and address the needs

of transportation-disadvantaged individuals should be
considered in all stages of project planning, design, and
implementation.

Move More People & Goods More Efficiently
Projects should seek to alleviate congestion and crowding
and accommodate future growth as efficiently as possible,
with a focus on multimodal approaches and concentrating
future growth in mixed-use Activity Centers.

www.mwcog.org/PrioritiesPlan

Development of the CLRP is governed by a number of federal requirements

which must be met in order for the plan to be approved and for federal

REQUIREMENTS

transportation dollars to continue flowing to the region.

Non-Discrimination
& Equity

Transportation planning
and funding decisions must
not have disproportionate
impacts on transportation-
disadvantaged populations,
including persons with
disabilities and individuals
with low incomes.

Air Quality Conformity

Under the CLRP, future vehicle-
related emissions of four
common air pollutants must
remain below regional emissions
budgets approved by the EPA.

Financial Constraint

Sufficient funding from existing
or anticipated revenue sources
must be reasonably expected to
be available to build, operate,
and maintain the region’s
transportation system.

Congestion Management Other Requirements
Documentation + Consideration of Federal
The TPB must undertake efforts Planning Factors

to identify the location, extent, « Public Participation

and severity of congestion in
the region for the purpose
of identifying alternative
ways to use existing and
future transportation facilities * Freight Planning
efficiently and effectively. Considerations

« Interagency Consultation

+ Environmental Mitigation
Discussion

For the list of all federal requirements, see the full 2015 CLRP Call for
Projects document at www.mwcog.org/CLRP2015.



Agencies will specifically be asked to note how the projects they

submit help support or advance these goals, priorities, and needs.

ADDITIONAL POLICY CONTEXT

The following policy documents and studies, developed by the
TPB or together with other regional policy committees, provide
additional context to guide planning and decision making.

« National Capital Region Climate Change
Report (2008)

« Region Forward: A Comprehensive Guide
for Regional Planning and Measuring Progress
in the 21st Century (2010)

« CLRP Aspirations Scenario (2010)
« “What Would It Take?” Scenario Study (2010)

These policy documents and studies focus attention on
additional policy goals for the transportation sector, including
reducing vehicle-related greenhouse gas emissions. And, while
the region has achieved significant reductions in vehicle-related
emissions of various pollutants in recent decades, tougher new
federal air quality standards, which are expected in the next
couple of years, are likely to require further reductions.

PUBLIC

INVOLVEMENT

THE REGION’S GREATEST NEEDS

In developing and selecting projects to submit for inclusion
in the 2015 CLRP, agencies should give priority to projects
that address the following regional needs.

L]

Reduce congestion on the roadway
and/or transit system

Improve the operational efficiency of the
existing roadway and/or transit system

Provide high-quality transportation options
between and/or within Activity Centers

Reduce vehicle-miles traveled (VMT)
per capita

Reduce emissions of criteria pollutants
Reduce emissions of greenhouse gases

Increase use of travel modes other
than driving alone

Projects submitted for inclusion in the CLRP have been developed by local,
state, and/or regional agencies with input from the public. Additional public
involvement opportunities occur during the annual CLRP update process.

GETTING INVOLVED LOCALLY

Transportation decisions in our region are made every day at many
different levels of government. Those decisions help shape the
projects submitted for inclusion in the CLRP.

The first timely opportunity for effective public input is during

the local project development process, when ideas for future
improvements are first being conceived and refined. The comment
periods included as part of the CLRP update process provide
additional opportunities to provide input.

Learn more about transportation planning in your
community at TransportationPlanningHub.org.



SCHEDULE FOR DEVELOPMENT

& ADOPTION OF THE 2015 CLRP UPDATE
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PROJECTS COMMENT PROJECTS PROJECT COMMENT 2015 CLRP
DUE FROM PERIOD APPROVED DETAILS PERIOD ADOPTION
AGENCIES  (detailsbelow) FOR ANALYSIS ~ DUE (detailsbelow)  BY TPB

DEADLINES FOR AGENCIES

To submit new projects or changes to existing projects,
designated agency representatives must complete project
description forms and provide inputs for the Air Quality
Conformity Analysis.

DEADLINE 1: DECEMBER 12, 2014

Complete online project description forms and Air Quality
Conformity Input information for projects deemed regionally
significant for air quality purposes.

DEADLINE 2: APRIL 3, 2015

Provide all other required project information, including
Congestion Management Documentation, for regionally
significant projects.

To submit required project information
online, please visit http://itip.mwcog.org.

For the complete 2015 CLRP update schedule,
see insert or visit www.mwcog.org/CLRP2015.

ABOUT THE TPB

ACCESSIBILITY

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
777 N. Capitol St., NE, Ste. 300

Washington, DC 20002

202-962-3200 www.mwcog.org

WWW.MWCOG.ORG/CLRP2015

National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board

COMMENT PERIODS

The 2015 CLRP update will include two 30-day comment
periods during which the public and any TPB member or
stakeholder can submit comments on the plan update.

JANUARY 15 - FEBRUARY 14, 2015

Comment on the projects submitted for inclusion in the 2015
CLRP update. The comment period takes place before the
projects are included in the federally required Air Quality
Conformity Analysis.

SEPTEMBER 10 - OCTOBER 10, 2015

Comment on the draft 2015 CLRP update, the results of the Air
Quality Conformity Analysis, and any of the associated analyses
of the 2015 CLRP update prior to adoption by the TPB.

To submit comments on the 2015 CLRP update,
please visit www.mwcog.org/TPBcomment.

#CLRP2015




INTRODUCTION

The National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB), the designated Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) for the Washington region, has responsibilities for both long-term
transportation planning covering the next two to three decades (the Financially Constrained
Long Range Transportation Plan or CLRP) and short-term programming of projects covering the
next six years (the Transportation Improvement Program or TIP). The planning horizon for the
plan is from 2015 to 2040. The plan identifies transportation projects, programs and strategies
that can be implemented by 2040, within financial resources “reasonably expected to be
available.”

Purpose of this Document

This document is a broad solicitation for projects and programs to be included in the 2015
Plan and the FY 2015-2020 TIP. Individual counties, municipalities and state and federal
agencies with the fiscal authority to fund transportation projects are invited to submit projects
in response to the solicitation. The purpose of this document is to:

1. Describe the regional policy framework that should guide project development and
selection;

2. Review federal requirements related to the Plan and TIP; and

3. Explain the project submission process for the Plan and the TIP.

OVERVIEW OF THE REGIONAL POLICY FRAMEWORK AND FEDERAL
REQUIREMENTS

The Plan and TIP should address the regional policy framework, the central element of which is
the TPB Vision, as well as meet certain federal requirements. Together, the regional policy
framework and the federal requirements make up the key criteria for the development of the
Plan and TIP, as summarized in Figure 1 on the next page. The eight policy goals in the TPB
Vision can be found on page 8.

The Plan and TIP must also meet federal requirements involving financial constraint, air quality
conformity, public participation, a Congestion Management Process (CMP), non-discrimination
and equity (Title VI and environmental justice), and other requirements. A financial plan must
show how the updated long-range plan can be implemented with expected revenues. The plan
and TIP need to demonstrate financial constraint and conformity with air quality standards set
forth by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

PLANNING REGULATIONS

The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act — a Legacy for Users or
SAFETEA-LU became law in 2005 and the U.S. Department of Transportation issued final
regulations for Metropolitan Transportation Planning on February 14, 2007. MAP-21 or Moving
Ahead for Progress in the 21° Century is the successor to SAFETEA-LU and was signed into law
on July 6, 2012. Federal planning regulations based on this law are under development and are
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expected to be released within the next year. Until such time, the 2007 regulations remain in
effect unless otherwise specified in MAP-21.

Some of the basic requirements pertaining to the CLRP and TIP process have remained
unchanged between SAFETEA-LU and MAP-21, including:

e The Plan and TIP must still be updated every four years. The 2014 CLRP was a major
Plan update with a new financial plan.

e A Congestion Management Process (CMP) is still required. The Congestion Management
Process is a systematic set of actions to provide information on transportation system
performance, and to consider alternative strategies to alleviate congestion, enhancing
the mobility of persons and goods. MAP-21 enhances congestion and reliability
monitoring and reporting.

e FEight federal planning factors to consider during Plan and TIP development. The TPB
Vision incorporates all eight planning factors; security is addressed implicitly.

e During the development of the long-range plan, the TPB and state implementing
agencies will have to consult with agencies responsible for land use management,
natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, historic preservation, airport
operations and freight movements on projects in the Plan. The Plan must include a
discussion of potential environmental mitigation activities along with potential sites to
carry out the activities to be included.

Figure 1: Key Criteria for Developing the Plan and TIP

Regional Policy Framework: Federal Requirements

e The TPB Vision Financial Constraint
e The Regional Transportation Air Quality Conformity

Priorities Plan Non-Discrimination and Equity
e Additional Policy Context Environmental Mitigation
Congestion Management Process

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PLAN AND TIP

The TPB is responsible for preparing a program for implementing the plan using federal, state,
and local funds. This document, known as the TIP, provides detailed information showing what
projects are eligible for funding and implementation over a six-year period. Like the Plan, the
TIP needs to address the TPB Vision and federal requirements. The TIP includes portions, or
phases, of projects selected for implementation from the Plan. While the entire project is
described in the Plan, in many instances only a portion of the project is included in the six-year
TIP. The Plan is reviewed every year and the TIP is updated every two years. Under federal
requirements the Plan and TIP must be updated at least every four years.

November 19, 2014 8



O SCHEDULE FOR THE 2015 CLRP AND THE FY 2015-2020 TIP

October 15*

November 19

December 12

January 9

January 15

January 21*

February (TBD)

February 14

February 18*

April 3

September 4

September 10

September 16*

September (TBD)

October 10

October 21*

*Regular monthly TPB meeting

November 19, 2014

TPB is briefed on the draft Call for Projects document and summary
brochure.

TPB releases final Call for Projects. Transportation agencies begin
submitting project information through online database.

DEADLINE: Transportation agencies complete online submission
of draft project inputs.

Technical Committee reviews draft CLRP & TIP project submissions
and draft Scope of Work for the Air Quality Conformity Analysis.

CLRP & TIP project submissions and draft Scope of Work released for
30-day comment period.

TPB is briefed on project submissions and draft Scope of Work.

TPB staff briefs Metropolitan Washington Air Quality Committee Technical
Advisory Committee (MWAQC TAC) on submissions and Scope of Work.

Comment period ends.

TPB reviews comments and is asked to approve project submissions and
draft Scope of Work.

DEADLINE: Transportation agencies finalize CLRP forms
(including Congestion Management Documentation forms where
needed) and amendments to the FY 2015-2020 TIP. Submissions
must not impact conformity inputs. Note that the deadline for
changes affecting conformity inputs was February 18, 2015.

Technical Committee reviews draft CLRP & TIP and Conformity Analysis.

Draft CLRP & TIP and Conformity Analysis are released for 30-day
comment period at Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting. CLRP
Performance Analysis and Regional Priorities Plan Assessment are also
published.

TPB is briefed on the draft CLRP & TIP and Conformity Analysis.

TPB staff briefs MWAQC TAC on the draft CLRP & TIP and Conformity
Analysis.

Comment period ends.

TPB reviews comments and responses to comments, and is presented with
the draft CLRP & TIP and Conformity Analysis for adoption.



SECTION 1: REGIONAL POLICY FRAMEWORK

The TPB Vision and the Regional Transportation Priorities Plan make up the regional policy
framework meant to help guide transportation planning and decision-making in the
Washington region. A small number of other TPB and COG policy documents and studies
provide additional policy context. The TPB strongly encourages agencies to consider this
regional policy framework as they develop and select projects to submit for inclusion. The
regional policy framework will be used to review and assess the projects and programs under
consideration for inclusion in the Plan and TIP.

THE TPB VISION

To guide the planning and implementation of transportation strategies, actions, and projects
for the National Capital Region the TPB adopted the Vision in October 1998 that includes a
comprehensive set of policy goals, objectives, and strategies. The TPB Vision incorporates the
eight planning factors specified in current federal regulations; security is addressed implicitly.
The eight planning factors are provided in Section 2.

Vision Statement

In the 21st Century, the Washington metropolitan region remains a vibrant world capital, with a
transportation system that provides efficient movement of people and goods. This system promotes
the region's economy and environmental quality, and operates in an attractive and safe setting—it is

a system that serves everyone. The system is fiscally sustainable, promotes areas of concentrated
growth, manages both demand and capacity, employs the best technology, and joins rail, roadway,
bus, air, water, pedestrian and bicycle facilities into a fully interconnected network.

The Vision Goals

1. The Washington metropolitan region's transportation system will provide reasonable
access at reasonable cost to everyone in the region.

2. The Washington metropolitan region will develop, implement, and maintain an
interconnected transportation system that enhances quality of life and promotes a
strong and growing economy throughout the entire region, including a healthy regional
core and dynamic regional activity centers with a mix of jobs, housing and services in a
walkable environment.

3. The Washington metropolitan region's transportation system will give priority to
management, performance, maintenance, and safety of all modes and facilities.

4. The Washington metropolitan region will use the best available technology to maximize
system effectiveness.

5. The Washington metropolitan region will plan and develop a transportation system that
enhances and protects the region's natural environmental quality, cultural and historic
resources, and communities.

6. The Washington metropolitan region will achieve better inter-jurisdictional
coordination of transportation and land use planning.

November 19, 2014 10



7. The Washington metropolitan region will achieve an enhanced funding mechanism(s)
for regional and local transportation system priorities that cannot be implemented
with current and forecasted federal, state, and local funding.

8. The Washington metropolitan region will support options for international and
interregional travel and commerce.

THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES PLAN

The Regional Transportation Priorities Plan, adopted by the TPB in January 2014, is the other
main element of the TPB’s regional policy framework. It is meant to focus attention on a limited
number of specific strategies with the greatest potential to advance regional goals rooted in the
TPB Vision.

The top priority identified in the Priorities plan is proper maintenance of the region’s
transportation system. The plan says that a well-maintained system is vital to ensuring traveler
safety and in laying the groundwork for future improvements.

The Priorities Plan also calls attention to strategies to strengthen public confidence and ensure
greater fairness throughout the region, mainly through efforts to improve accountability,
efficiency, and accessibility during project planning, design, and implementation.

Finally, the Priorities Plan calls for a greater focus on moving more people and goods more
efficiently, with an emphasis on promoting concentrated development in Activity Centers and
providing more non-auto travel choices for more people.

The Priorities Plan was developed over the course of nearly three years with the help of
technical analysis, stakeholder input, and public outreach. The TPB approved the Scope and
Process for development of the plan in July 2011. Stakeholder listening sessions and a public
forum held in 2012 helped evaluate an early draft of regional challenges and strategies. An
online survey of a representative sample of the region’s residents in 2013 helped identify
strategies that the public were likely to support.

Regional Priorities Identified in the Regional Transportation Priorities Plan

Meet Our Existing Obligations: Funding for maintenance and state-of-good-repair needs should
continue to be prioritized over system expansion.

Strengthen Public Confidence and Ensure Fairness: Efforts to increase accountability and
address the needs of historically transportation-disadvantaged populations should be
considered in all stages of project planning, design, and implementation.

Move More People and Goods More Efficiently: Improvements to the transportation system
should seek to do more with less—to make more efficient use of existing infrastructure and
promote greater use of more efficient travel modes for both people and goods.
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ADDITIONAL POLICY CONTEXT

A number of other TPB and COG policy documents and studies provide additional policy context
for the development and selection of projects to submit for inclusion in the Plan:

e National Capital Region Climate Change Report (2008)

e Region Forward: A Comprehensive Guide for Regional Planning and Measuring Progress
in the 21°" Century (2010)

e CLRP Aspirations Scenario (2010)

e “What would It Take?” Scenario Study (2010)

These policy documents and studies focus attention on additional policy goals for the
transportation sector, including reducing vehicle-related greenhouse gas emissions. And, while
the region has achieved significant reductions in vehicle-related emissions of various pollutants
in recent decades, tougher new federal air quality standards, which are expected in the next
couple of years, are likely to require further reductions.

THE REGION’S GREATEST NEEDS

In developing and selecting projects to submit for inclusion in the 2015 CLRP, agencies should
give priority to projects that address the following regional needs:

e Reduce congestion on the roadway and/or transit system

e Improve the operational efficiency of the existing roadway and/or transit system

e Provide high-quality transportation options between and/or within Activity Centers
e Reduce vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) per capita

e Reduce emissions of criteria pollutants

e Reduce emissions of greenhouse gases

e Increase use of travel modes other than driving alone

Agencies will be asked to note how the projects they submit help support or advance these
goals, priorities, and needs on the CLRP project description form.
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SECTION 2: FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS

AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY

The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 require that the transportation actions and
projects in the CLRP and TIP support the attainment of the federal health standards. The
Washington area is currently in a nonattainment status for ozone and fine particles standards
(PM2.5, or particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers in diameter). The CLRP and
TIP must meet air quality conformity regulations: (1) as originally published by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in the November 24, 1993 Federal Register, and (2) as
subsequently amended, most recently on March 14, 2012, and (3) as detailed in periodic FHWA
/ FTA and EPA guidance.

BACKGROUND

Ozone Season Pollutants (VOC and NOx)

On May 21, 2012 EPA designated the Washington, DC-MD-VA region as a marginal
nonattainment area for the 2008 ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Until
new mobile budgets are developed, the region must adhere to those currently approved by EPA
under the old 1997 standard. The currently approved budgets for VOC and NOx were
submitted to the EPA by the Metropolitan Washington Air Quality Committee (MWAQC) in
2007, as part of an 8-hour ozone SIP, responding to the 1997 Ozone Standard. On February 7,
2013 EPA found adequate the 2009 Attainment and 2010 Contingency budgets included in this
SIP. The budgets are 66.5 tons/day of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) and 146.1 tons/day of
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) for the 2009 Attainment Plan and 144.3 tons/day of NOx for the 2010
Contingency Plan.

Fine Particles (PM2.5) Pollutants

On December 17, 2004 EPA designated the Washington, DC-MD-VA region as nonattainment
for the 1997 Fine Particles Standard. PM2.5 standards refer to particulate matter less than or
equal to 2.5 micrometers in diameter. On January 12, 2009, EPA determined that the region
had attained the 1997 PM, s NAAQS and issued a clean data determination for the area. On
May 22, 2013 MWAQC approved a PM, s Resignation Request and Maintenance Plan for the
Washington region. This Maintenance Plan includes forecast year mobile budgets for direct
PM, s and Precursor NOx. Until these mobile budgets are found adequate or are approved by
EPA, the region will assess conformity based on a test that shows emissions in forecast year
scenarios are no greater than those in a 2002 base.

CURRENT STATUS

As part of the conformity analysis of the 2015 CLRP, projected emissions for the actions and
projects will need to be estimated for the following forecast years: 2015, 2017, 2020, 2025,
2030, and 2040. If the analysis of mobile source emissions for any of these years shows an
increase in pollutants above what is allowed, it will be necessary for the TPB to define and
program transportation emission reduction measures (TERMs) to mitigate the excess emissions,

November 19, 2014 13



as has been done in the past. The TPB Technical Committee's Travel Management
Subcommittee will develop a schedule for submittal and analysis of candidate TERM proposals
for potential inclusion in the 2014 CLRP for the purpose of NOx, VOC, or PM2.5 emissions
mitigation. Should emissions analysis for any forecast year indicate excess emissions which
cannot be mitigated, TPB's programming actions would become limited to those projects which
are exempt from conformity.

FINANCIAL CONSTRAINT

UPDATING THE PLAN

The following financial requirements for the Plan are based upon the current federal planning
regulations and MAP-21 requirements.

The long-range Plan must include a financial plan that demonstrates the consistency
between reasonably available and projected sources of Federal, State, local, and private
revenues and the cost of implementing proposed transportation system improvements.
The plan must compare the estimated revenue from existing and proposed funding
sources that can reasonably be expected to be available for transportation use, and the
estimated costs of constructing, maintaining and operating the total (existing plus
planned) transportation system over the period of the plan.

The estimated revenue by existing revenue source (Federal, State, local and private)
available for transportation projects must be determined and any shortfalls shall be
identified. Proposed new revenue and/or revenue sources to cover shortfalls must be
identified, including strategies for ensuring their availability for proposed investments.
Existing and proposed revenues shall cover all forecasted capital, operating, and
maintenance costs. All revenue and cost estimates must use an inflation rate(s) to
reflect “year of expenditure dollars” based upon reasonable financial principles and
information developed cooperatively by the MPO, States and public transportation
operators.

The Financial Analysis for the 2014 CLRP was adopted by the TPB in October 2014. This
financial analysis produced the same financial “big picture” as in the 2010 analysis; the majority
of currently anticipated future transportation revenues will continue to be devoted to the
maintenance and operation of the current transit and highway systems. More information
about the current financial plan is available at www.clrp.mwcog.org/elements/financial.

Agencies should review the timing, costs and funding for the actions and projects in the Plan,
ensuring that they are consistent with the "already available and projected sources of
revenues."  Significant changes to the projects or actions in the current plan should be
identified. New projects and programs, specifically addressing regional air quality conformity
needs also should be identified. If new funding sources are to be utilized for a project or action,
agencies should describe the strategies for ensuring that the funding will be available.

Other projects or actions above and beyond those for which funds are available or committed
may be submitted to the Plan under illustrative status. A change in project status from
illustrative to full status would require a Plan amendment. lllustrative projects will not be
assumed in the air quality conformity determination of the Plan.
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DEVELOPING INPUTS FOR THE TIP

The following financial requirements for the TIP are based upon the current federal planning
regulations and MAP-21 requirements.

The TIP must be financially constrained by year and include a financial plan that
demonstrates which projects can be implemented using current revenue sources and
which projects are to be implemented using proposed revenue sources (while the
existing transportation system is being adequately operated and maintained).

In developing the TIP, the MPO, the States and the public transportation operators must
cooperatively develop estimates of funds that are reasonably expected to be available
to support TIP implementation. The TIP shall include a project or a phase of a project
only if full funding can reasonably be anticipated to be available for the project within
the time period contemplated for completion of the project.

Only projects for which construction and operating funds can reasonably be expected to
be available may be included under full status in the plan. In the case of new funding
sources, strategies for ensuring their availability shall be identified. In developing the
financial analysis, the MPO shall take into account all projects and strategies funded
under Title 23, USC and the Federal Transit Act, other Federal funds, local sources, state
assistance, and private participation. All revenue and cost estimates must use an
inflation rate(s) to reflect “year of expenditure dollars” based upon reasonable financial
principles and information developed cooperatively by the MPO, States and public
transportation operators.

In non-attainment areas, projects included for the first two years of the current TIP shall
be limited to those for which funds are available or committed.

To develop a financially constrained TIP, agencies should begin with the projects and actions
committed in the previous TIP. After reviewing the estimates of available state and federal
funds for the period, agencies can identify the actions and projects as inputs for the TIP,
ensuring that projects for the first two years are "limited to those for which funds are available
or committed."

NON-DISCRIMINATION AND EQUITY (TITLE VI AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE)

The Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color,
and national origin in programs and activities receiving federal financial assistance. The Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) issued the Circular “Title VI and Title VI-Dependant Guidelines for
Federal Transit Administration Recipients” (FTA C 4702.1A) on May 13, 2007. The Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) also has published guidance on how the TPB must ensure
nondiscrimination in its plans, programs and activities: “FHWA Desk Reference: Title VI
Nondiscrimination in the Federal Aid Highway Program”.

The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG), as the administrative agent for
the TPB, has developed a Title VI Plan to address the numerous Title VI requirements.
On July 14, 2010 the COG Board adopted the “Title VI Plan to Ensure Nondiscrimination in all
Programs and Activities” which includes a policy statement, Title VI assurances and
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nondiscrimination complaint procedures. The Title VI Plan describes how COG and the TPB
meet a number of Title VI requirements, and is available at www.mwcog.org/titlevi.

The TPB addresses these requirements in several ways. First, to ensure on-going input from
transportation disadvantaged population groups, the TPB has a proactive public involvement
process as described in the TPB’s Public Participation Plan. The TPB established the Access for
All Advisory Committee in 2001 to advise on issues, projects and programs important to low-
income communities, minority communities and persons with disabilities. Second, each time
the Plan is updated, the AFA committee reviews maps of proposed major projects and
comments on the long-range plan. The AFA chair, a TPB member, presents those comments to
the TPB. Third, an analysis of travel characteristics and accessibility to jobs is conducted to
ensure that disadvantaged groups are not disproportionately impacted by the long-range plan.
The latest analysis and AFA report can be found on the CLRP website. Fourth, The TPB has a
Language Assistance Plan (Language Assistance Plan: Accommodating Individuals with Limited
English Proficiency in the Planning Process) and follows the COG accommodations policy for
people with disabilities and LEP persons to ensure access to documents and meetings.

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT DOCUMENTATION

The Congestion Management Process (CMP) is a systematic set of actions to provide
information on transportation system performance, and to consider alternative strategies to
alleviate congestion, enhancing the mobility of persons and goods. The CMP impacts many
aspects of the CLRP, including problem identification, analysis of possible actions, project
prioritization and selection, and post-implementation monitoring. With the CMP, TPB aims to
use existing and future transportation facilities efficiently and effectively, reducing the need for
highway capacity increases for single-occupant vehicles (SOVs).

In accordance with federal law and regulations, the regional CMP must look at a number of
separate components of congestion. The CMP must identify the location, extent, and severity of
congestion in the region. Within the TPB work program, the CMP considers information and
trend analysis on overall regional transportation system conditions, and undertakes a number
of associated travel monitoring and analysis activities. A data collection and analysis program
compiles transportation systems usage information, incorporates that information in its travel
forecasting computer models, and publishes the information in reports. TPB's periodic aerial
surveys of the region’s freeways show the most congested locations and associated planning or
project activities occurring at that location. Since there are only very limited sources of
information at the regional level for non-freeway arterials, agencies or jurisdictions should use
their own data sources to characterize congestion on those facilities.

The following additional CMP components should be addressed through this Call for Projects as
follows:

1. The CMP must consider congestion and congestion management strategies directly
associated with Plan projects. Requested in this Call for Projects is documentation of any
project-specific information available on congestion that necessitates or impacts the
proposed project. Submitting agencies are asked to cite whether congested conditions
necessitate the proposed project, and if so, whether the congestion is recurring or non-
recurring.
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2. For any project providing a significant increase to SOV capacity, it must be documented
that the implementing agency considered all appropriate systems and demand
management alternatives to the SOV capacity. This requirement and its associated
questions are substantially unchanged from what has been requested in recent years. A
special set of SOV congestion management documentation questions must be answered
for any project to be included in the Plan or TIP that significantly increases the single
occupant vehicle carrying capacity of a highway. A copy of the Congestion Management
Documentation Form is included in this Call for Projects document for reference. Note
that this form is not required to be filled out for all projects, only for projects meeting
certain criteria. Non-highway projects do not need a form.

Certain highway projects may also be exempt from needing a form. The detailed
instructions later in this Call for Projects document provide further instructions and
exemption criteria. It is recommended to complete a form in association with all
submitted, non-exempt projects to ensure compliance with federal regulations and with
regional goals.

OTHER FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS

The SAFTEA-LU Final Planning Rule adds several other federal requirements in addition to air
guality conformity and financial constraint which are described briefly here.

CONSIDERATION OF FEDERAL PLANNING FACTORS

MAP-21 reaffirms the eight planning factors in the SAFETEA-LU Final Planning Rule to consider
while developing the Plan and TIP, listed below, and emphasizes safety, security and
consistency between transportation and economic development. The TPB Vision incorporates
all of the planning factors specified in the current federal regulations, except for explicitly
addressing security. However, the TPB and the region have been very active in addressing
security since 9/11 and have incorporated security and safety into the TPB's planning
framework through a series of on-going planning activities. Implementing agencies will be
asked to identify how each project addresses the eight planning factors in the project
submission forms.

1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global
competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency;

2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for all motorized and non-motorized
users;

3. Increase the ability of the transportation system to support homeland security and to
safeguard the personal security of all motorized and non-motorized users;

4. Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight;

5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the
quality of life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and
State and local planned growth and economic development patterns;

6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and
between modes, for people and freight;

7. Promote efficient system management and operation; and

8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.
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PuBLIC PARTICIPATION

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) are required to do the following based on the final
planning regulations:

e Representatives of users of pedestrian walkways, bicycle transportation facilities, the
disabled are specifically added as parties to be provided with the opportunity to
participate in the planning process;

e The MPO is to develop a participation plan in consultation with interested parties that
provides reasonable opportunities for all parties to comment; and

e To carry out the participation plan, public meetings are to be: conducted at convenient
and accessible locations at convenient times; employ visualization techniques to
describe plans; and make public information available in an electronically accessible
format, such as on the Web.

The TPB adopted an update of its Participation Plan on September 17, 2014. The Plan can be
found online at www.mwcog.org/clrp/public/plan.asp.

INTERAGENCY CONSULTATION

During the development of the long-range plan, the TPB and state implementing agencies will
have to consult with agencies responsible for land use management, natural resources,
environmental protection, conservation, historic preservation, airport operations and freight
movements on projects in the Plan. Consultation may involve comparison of a map of
transportation improvements to conservation plans or maps and natural or historic resources
inventories. The TPB’s efforts on this requirement are described on the CLRP website at
www.mwcog.org/clrp/elements/environment/.

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION DISCUSSION

The Plan must include a discussion of potential environmental mitigation activities along with
potential sites to carry out the activities to be included. The discussion is to be developed in
consultation with Federal, State, and tribal wildlife, land management, and regulatory agencies.
Implementing agencies will be asked to identify on the project description forms “types of
potential mitigation activities” for major projects. Implementing agencies will be asked to
identify on the project description forms “types of potential mitigation activities” for major
projects. The TPB’s efforts on this requirement are described on the CLRP website at
www.mwcog.org/clrp/elements/environment/envmitigation.asp.

FREIGHT PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

The ability to move freight and goods is a critical element of the Washington region's economy.
All businesses and residences rely on freight. There is a strong emphasis on freight movement
considerations in metropolitan transportation planning.

On July 21, 2010 the TPB approved the National Capital Region Freight Plan. This was the first
Freight Plan for the metropolitan Washington area. It defines the role of freight in the region,
provides information on current and forecasted conditions, identifies regional freight concerns
such as safety and security, and includes a National Capital Region Freight Project Database.
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Questions 27 and 28 on the CLRP Project Description Form address a number of planning
factors, including economic competitiveness, truck and freight safety, accessibility and mobility
of people and freight, and integration and connectivity of the transportation system for people
and freight. Strong consideration should be given to projects that support these goals for
freight.

ANNUAL LISTING OF PROJECTS

Federal regulations require that the TPB must publish or otherwise make available an annual
listing of projects, consistent with the categories in the TIP, for which federal funds have been
obligated in the preceding year. With the assistance of and in cooperation with the
transportation implementing agencies in the region, the TPB has prepared a listing of projects
for which federal funds have been obligated each year since 2001.

PERFORMANCE-BASED PLANNING

MAP-21 put forth seven National Goals for Performance-Based Planning and Programming.
Those goals include:

Safety

Infrastructure Condition

Congestion Reduction

System Reliability

Freight Movement and Economic Vitality
Environmental Sustainability

Reduced Project Delivery Delays

Nouhs,wnNe

The TPB is awaiting the finalization of the federal regulations for MAP-21 before incorporating
these into the CLRP and TIP development process.
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SECTION 3: PROJECT SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS

This section describes the process to be used by transportation implementing agencies when
updating project information for the CLRP as well as the Air Quality Conformity inputs, the
Transportation Improvement Program and the Congestion Management Process. The project
description forms are designed to elicit information to enable policy makers, citizens and other
interested parties and segments of the community affected by projects in the plan to
understand and review them. Description forms must be completed for all projects to be
included in the Plan and the TIP. All regionally significant projects, regardless of funding source,
must be included in the Plan for Air Quality Conformity information purposes. A Congestion
Management Process Form must be completed for all projects meeting the requirements
described on page 33 of these instructions. The remainder of this section describes how to
update Plan, TIP and Conformity project information using an online database application.
TERM analysis and reporting procedures are not addressed here; see Section 4 for those
instructions.

THE ONLINE DATABASE FOR THE CLRP, TIP AND AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY
INPUTS

An online database application is used to gather project information from each agency. Staff
from implementing agencies will be assigned an account with a user name and password.
There are two levels of access to the database; editors and reviewers. Each agency should
decide which person on their staff should assume these roles. Once logged into the application
users will have access to the most recent version of the Plan and TIP information that was
approved by the TPB. TPB staff will offer training sessions to assist staff with the application as
needed.
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CLRP PROJECT DESCRIPTION FORM INSTRUCTIONS

Projects should be described in sufficient detail to facilitate review by the TPB and the public.
Specific information is needed on the project location and physical characteristics, purpose,
projected completion date, total estimated costs, proposed sources of revenues, and other
characteristics. Submissions for studies should indicate those cases where the design concept
and scope (mode and alignment) have not been fully determined and will require further
analysis. TERM projects or actions should also be identified. Project Description Forms should
be used to describe the full scope of a facility's improvements.

Basic Project Information

1. Submitting Agency

2. Secondary Agency .

3. Agency Project ID ..

4. Project Type...........

5. Project Category....

6. Project Name.........

7. Facility ..........u........

November 19, 2014

The agency that is submitting the project information.
Defined by the user’s agency status.

Other agency working in conjunction with primary agency

Agencies can use this field to track projects with their own
ID systems.

Identify the functional class or category on which projects
will be grouped in reports. Options include: Interstate,
Primary, Secondary, Urban, Transit, Bike/Ped, Bridge,
Enhancement, ITS, Maintenance, CMAQ, Other.

Identify the nature of the project: System Expansion
(adding capacity to a road or transit system), System
Preservation (any work on the road or transit system that
does not add capacity), Management, Operations and
Maintenance, Study, Other.

Brief, user-friendly name of the project;

These fields should be wused to describe actual
infrastructure or transit routes. Any of these fields may be
left blank and there is no need for redundant entries. If a
project can be described adequately in the Project Title
field, it is not necessary to fill in these fields.

Interstate or State abbreviation for route type, e.g. |, VA,
MD, US. Combinations such as VA/US are acceptable

The route number that corresponds with the above prefix.
Again, combinations are acceptable.

Full name of facility; e.g. “Capital Beltway,” “East Street”
or “Red Line”. To the extent possible, this field should be
limited to actual street names or transit routes.

Any term that needs to be used to further describe a
facility, such as “extended”, “relocated” or “interchange”.
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8. From (At) ..occecceeeeeeciieeeeennen.

10. Description ..........ccceeeeevvnnne..

11. Projected Completion Year.....

12. Project Manager ....................

13. E-MQil oo

14. Web Site ....couuuueeeeeeeiiieeeeenennnnn,

15. Total Mileage..........................

16. Map Image...........cccceuueuenennee.

17. Documentation ......................

18. Jurisdiction .........c.cceuveeevevunnnn..

19. Baseline Cost/As Of ................

20. Amended Cost/As of...............

P Yo 1V [ ol =2
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The beginning project limit or location of a spot
improvement. Use the (At) checkbox to indicate a spot or
interchange improvement. Follow the conventions above
for Prefix, Number, Name and Modifier.

Terminal project limit. Follow conventions above for
Prefix, Number, Name and Modifier.

Describe the project as clearly as possible. Use public-
friendly phrasing and avoid technical jargon where
possible.

Estimated year that the project will be open to traffic or
implemented.

Name of project manager or point-of-contact for information

E-mail address for project manager or point-of-contact for
information

URL for further project information from implementing
agency

If available; enter the total length of the project to the
closest tenth of a mile.

If available, upload an image file to assist

If necessary, upload any extra documentation for the
project. This could include financial plans or supplemental
information materials.

Select the appropriate jurisdictions for the project.
Multiple jurisdictions can be selected by pressing the CTRL
key while clicking.

Initially estimated cost of project (in $1,000s) and
approximate date of that estimate.

Updates to project cost (in $1,000s) can be entered here
with date of the amended cost estimate.

Indicate the sources of funds: Federal, State, Local, Private,
Bonds, Other. Hold the CTRL key down to select multiple
sources.
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Regional Policy Framework

22. Provide Options ........ccceeunen... Identify all travel mode options that this project
provides, enhances, supports, or promotes.

23. Activity Centers ................. Indicate if the project begins or ends within an activity
center, connects two or more centers, and/or promotes
non-auto travel within one or more centers

24. Maintenance.......cccceeeeeeeennnnn. Does this project contribute to enhanced system
maintenance, preservation, or safety?

25. Operations ..........ccevieeanen. Does this project reduce travel time on highways and/or
transit without building new capacity, and does it
enhance safety?

26. Environment...................... Is the project expected to contribute to reductions in
emissions of criteria pollutants and/or greenhouse
gases?

27. Travel and Commerce......... Does the project support interregional and international

travel and commerce (freight and passenger)?

28. Additional Framework ......... Provide any additional information that describes how
this project further supports or advances these and
other regional goals.

MAP-21 Planning Factors
29. Please identify any and all planning factors that are addressed by this project:
Use the checkboxes to select all that apply:

a. Supports the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by
enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency.

b. Increases the safety of the transportation system for all motorized and
non-motorized users.

i. Isthis project being proposed specifically to address a safety
issue?
Note: It is presumed that all new projects being constructed
include safety considerations. Select “Yes” only if the primary
reason the project is being proposed is to address a safety issue.

ii. Ifso, please briefly describe (in quantifiable terms, where
possible) the nature of the safety problem:

¢. Increases the ability of the transportation system to support homeland
security and to safeguard the personal security of all motorized and
non-motorized users.
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d. Increase accessibility and mobility of people

e. Increase accessibility and mobility of freight

f.  Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation,
improve the quality of life and promote consistency between

transportation improvements and State and local planned growth and

economic development patterns.

g. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system,

across and between modes, for people and freight.

h. Promote efficient system management and operation.

i. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.

Environmental Mitigation

30. Have any potential mitigation activities been identified for this project? If so, identify the
types of activities below.

Use the checkboxes to select “Yes” or “No” and to identify any mitigation activities being

planned for this project.

Congestion Management Process Documentation

Air Quality,

Energy,

Floodplains,

Geology, Soils and Groundwater,
Hazardous and Contaminated Materials,
Noise,

Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species,
Socioeconomics,

Surface Water,

Vibrations,

Visual and Aesthetic Conditions,
Wetlands,

Wildlife and Habitat

The following addresses the MAP-21 component called the Congestion Management
Process. Please see the discussion on Congestion Management Documentation in Section 2
of this document for more information. Questions 25 and 26 should be answered for every
project. In addition, a Congestion Management Documentation Form should be completed

for each project or action proposing an increase in SOV capacity.

31. Congested Conditions

a.

Do traffic congestion conditions on this or another facility necessitate the proposed

project or program?
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Check “Yes’ if this project is being planned specifically to address congestion
conditions.

If so, is the congestion recurring or incident-related non-recurring in nature?
Use the checkboxes to identify either option.

If the congestion is on a different facility, please identify it here:
Identify the name of the congested parallel or adjacent route that this project is
intended to relieve.

32. Capacity
The federally-mandated Congestion Management Process requires that alternatives to
major highway capacity increases be considered and, where reasonable, integrated into
capacity-increasing projects. Except if projects fall under at least one of the exemption
criteria listed under part (b), projects in the following categories require a Congestion
Management Documentation Form:

New limited access or other principal arterial roadways on new rights-of-way
Additional through lanes on existing limited access or other principal arterial
roadways

Construction of grade-separated interchanges on limited access highways where
previously there had not been an interchange.

Is this a capacity-increasing project on a limited access highway or other principal
arterial?

Check “Yes” if the project will increase capacity on an SOV facility of functional class
1 (limited access highway), 2 (principal arterial) or 5 (grade-separated interchange
on limited access highway).

If the answer to Question 26.a was “yes,” are any of the following exemption criteria
true about the project? (Choose one, or indicate that none of the criteria apply):

e None of the exemption criteria below apply to this project — a Congestion
Management Documentation Form is required.

e The project will not use federal funds in any phase of development or
construction (100% state, local, and/or private funding).

e The number of lane-miles added to the highway system by the project totals less
than one lane-mile

e The project is an intersection reconstruction or other traffic engineering
improvements, including replacement of an at-grade intersection with an
interchange

e The project, such as a transit, bicycle or pedestrian facility, will not allow private
single-occupant motor vehicles.

e The project consists of preliminary studies or engineering only, and is not funded
for construction

e Any project whose construction cost is less than 510 million.
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Review the list of potential exemption criteria and determine if any of them are true, thus
exempting the project from needing a separate Congestion Management Documentation
Form. If more than one criterion is true, please select just one as the primary criterion. Use
the pull-down menu to identify the exemption criterion.

C. If the project is not exempt and requires a Congestion Management
Documentation Form, click on the link provided to open a blank Congestion
Management Documentation Form.

Record Tracking

33. Completed Year...................... Use this field to indicate the year that the full scope of the
project has been opened to traffic or implemented.

34. Project Withdrawn................. Use this checkbox to indicate that a project is being
withdrawn from the Plan.

35. Withdrawn Date..................... Provide an approximate date for the withdrawal of the
project.

36. Created bY....eeeeeeeeeevcnnnreennnnen. Identification of who created the record originally.

37.Created ON....oeeevveeeiiiiieeens Date record was originally created on

38. Last Updater.....cccceeevvviveennns ID of last person to make modifications to record

39. Last Updated On .................... Recorded date and time of last modifications to record

40. ComMmMENtS...cccvvveeeeeeeeeeiennnnnee General notes for agency or TPB staff to use.

TIP PROJECT DESCRIPTION FORM INSTRUCTIONS

Funding information should be completed for each project intended for programming in the
current TIP. The TIP should show all funds (federal and non-federal) that are expected to be
obligated between FY 2015 and FY 2020. Previous fiscal years are shown for historical purposes
only and have no bearing on the current fiscal years.

1.

2.

Submitting Agency .............c........ Automatically displayed based on user’s agency.
CLRP Parent Project Name............ Automatically filled in based on parent project.
Project Name.............cccceeevuveunnnn... A very brief, public-friendly description of the project

phase; e.g. “East Market Street Widening” or “Downtown
Circulator Bus.” This can be the same as the project name.

FACility ..cceoveeveeeiiiiiieiieciieee e, These fields should be wused to describe actual
infrastructure or transit routes. Any of these fields may be
left blank and there is no need for redundant entries. If a
project can be described adequately in the Project Title
field, it is not necessary to fill in these fields.
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Q. PrefiX..ooueemsoviveeseiieaiesiiieeannans Interstate or State abbreviation for route type, e.g. I, VA,

MD, US. Combinations such as VA/US are acceptable.

b. NUMDBEr ....cccceeeeeeccvveeiaeaeeiaaann, The route number that corresponds with the above prefix.

Co NAME cuuueeeeeeeeeeeeccvieiieeeeieen, Full name of facility; e.qg. “Capital Beltway,” “East Street”

or “Red Line”. To the extent possible, this field should be
limited to actual street names or transit routes.

d. Modifier.........cccceevvvvevvivvnaanns Any term that needs to be used to further describe a

facility, such as “extended”, “off-ramp”, or “interchange”.

5. From (At) ccceeevoeeeeiieeeeeeeiee e, The beginning project limit or location of a spot

improvement. Use the (At) checkbox to indicate a spot or
interchange improvement. Follow the conventions above
for Prefix, Number, Name and Modifier.

6. TOeiiiiiiieieeee e Terminal project limit. Follow conventions above for

Prefix, Number, Name and Modifier.

7. Description ..........cccceeevvvveveneeenennnns Describe the project as clearly as possible. Use public-

friendly phrasing and avoid technical terms where possible.

8. Agency Project ID ............ccccceunu... Agencies can use this field to track projects with their own

9. Projected Completion Year...........
10. Project Status..........ccceeeeeveeveeeene.

11. Completed.........uuueeeeveevvcreeennnnnnnn.

ID systems.
Estimated year that the project will be complete.
Project is delayed, complete, withdrawn, or ongoing

Date the project was completed (open to traffic) or
implemented

12. Environmental Review ................. Type of NEPA documentation required, if any
13. Review Status.......ccccceeveevccuveneennnn. Current status of any required NEPA documentation
14. Bike/Ped Accommodations........... Indicate using the pull-down menu whether the project is:

15. Complete Streets Policy................

16. Complete Streets Detail ...............

17. Capital Costs

a) Primarily a bicycle/pedestrian project,
b) Includes accommodations for bicycle/pedestrian users,
c) Does not include accommodations for bicycles/pedestrians.

Does your jurisdiction or agency have a Complete Streets
Policy?

Indicate if the project advances the Complete Streets goals
of your agency, or if the policy is not applicable or is
exempt, and for what reason.

a. AmMOouUNt......ccovvveveviinnnennnn. Funds shown in $1,000s
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b. PhaS€....coovevveeeeeieeiiannnn,

c. Fiscal Year ........................
d. Source........cccouviiiniuiinnnen.
e. Fed/State/Local Share......
18. Creator ......ccocevvvevveeiiiiniieneeen,
19. Created On ..........cccoevvevcreeinnecnnne.
20. Last Updated On ..........cccceeenn......

21. Last Updater..........cccoeeeevcuveeennnnn.

Funds obligated for: a) Planning and Engineering,
b) R.O.W. acquisition, c) Construction, d) Studies and
e) Other

Fiscal year in which funds are expected to be obligated
Federally recognized source of funds

Percentage distribution of federal, state and local funds
Recorded ID of the user that created the record

Date record was originally created on

Recorded date and time of last modifications to record

Recorded ID of last person to make modifications to
record

AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY INPUT INSTRUCTIONS

2. Conformity ID....cccvevevvviieeeeinn,
3. Agency ID cooeeeiiiiiieeeeeee

4. Improvement..........ccccceeeeeeeeennnnn.

5. FACIlItY coceveeeeeiiiiiieiieeeeeee e

d. Modifier.........cccceevvvvivviivnannns

6. From (At)..cccceeeveeeeeeeeeeciiivveenenann,

November 19, 2014

TPB Staff will assign each project a Conformity ID

Agencies can use this field to track projects with their own
ID systems.

Pull-down field to identify type of improvement being
made to the facility (e.g. construct, widen, upgrade, etc.)

These fields should be wused to describe actual
infrastructure or transit routes. Any of these fields may be
left blank and there is no need for redundant entries. If a
project can be described adequately in the Project Title
field, it is not necessary to fill in these fields.

Interstate or State abbreviation for route type, e.g. |, VA,
MD, US. Combinations such as VA/US are acceptable.

The route number that corresponds with the above prefix.

Full name of facility; e.g. “Capital Beltway,” “East Street”
or “Red Line”. To the extent possible, this field should be
limited to actual street names or transit routes.

Any term that needs to be used to further describe a
facility, such as “extended”, “off-ramp”, or “interchange”.

The beginning project limit or location of a spot
improvement. Use the (At) checkbox to indicate a spot or
interchange improvement. Follow the conventions above
for Prefix, Number, Name and Modifier.

Terminal project limit. Follow conventions above for
Prefix, Number, Name and Modifier.
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8. Description ...........ccceeeeeevveeennnnnn. This field is not required but can be used to provide
additional information beyond the data in the other fields.

9. Facility Type From/To
a. Facility Type From.................... Functional class of facility before improvement
b. Facility Type TO......ccccevvuveeenn. Functional class of facility after improvement

10. Lanes From/To

a. Lanes From .........ccceeeveeveeeeennn, Number of lanes on facility before improvement
b. Lanes To.......ccovveeeeeeeeeeccrennnn, Number of lanes on facility after improvement
11. R.O.W. Acquired..............ccccuvuenn. Right-of-way has been acquired for the facility
12. Under Construction? .................... Construction has begun on the facility
13. Projected Completion Year........... Estimated year that the project will be complete.
14. Completed..........ccceeeveuveiiniinenan, Date the project was completed (open to traffic) or

implemented

15. Creator ........cooeeeveeeeiciiieiiiiieeen, Recorded ID of the user that created the record
16. Created ON .......cccuvvvnnnvnnnnnnnnns Date record was originally created on
17. Last Updated On .................... Recorded date and time of last modifications to record
18. Last Updater...........ccccccevunee... Recorded ID of last person to make modifications to
record

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT DOCUMENTATION FORM FOR SOV PROJECTS

A Congestion Management Documentation Form should be completed for each project or
action intended for the Plan that involves a significant increase in single-occupant vehicle (SOV)
carrying capacity of a highway.

Brief and complete answers to all questions are recommended. A reference to an external
document or an attachment without further explanation on the form itself is not
recommended; findings of studies, Major Investment Studies, for example, should be
summarized on the form itself. References to other documents can be made if desired in
addition to the answer provided on the form.

As a rule of thumb, the scale and detail in the responses to the questions should be in
proportion to the scale of the project. For example, a relatively minor project needs less
information than a major, multi-lane-mile roadway construction project.

The form can summarize the results of EISs or other studies completed in association with the
project, and can also summarize the impact or regional studies or programs. It allows the
submitting agency to explain the context of the project in the region's already-adopted and
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implemented programs, such as the Commuter Connections program, and to go on to explain
what new and additional strategies were considered for the project or corridor in question.

SAMPLE FORMS

The following pages are samples for the CLRP Project Description Form, TIP Project Description
Form, and Congestion Management Documentation Form.
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FINANCIALLY CONSTRAINED LONG-RANGE
TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR 2040
PROJECT DESCRIPTION FORM

BASIC PROJECT INFORMATION

1. Submitting Agency:

2. Secondary Agency:

3. Agency Project ID:

4. Project Type: [ Interstate U Primary [ Secondary [ Urban [ Bridge [ Bike/Ped [l Transit [1 CMAQ
O ITS [0 Enhancement [ Other [ Federal Lands Highways Program
J Human Service Transportation Coordination [1 TERMs

Category: [0 System Expansion; [ System Maintenance; [] Operational Program; [ Study; [ Other

6. Project Name:

Prefix Route  Name Modifier
7. Facility:
8. From (Oat):
9. To:

10. Description:

11. Projected Completion Year:

12. Project Manager:

13. Project Manager E-Mail:

14. Project Information URL:

15. Total Miles:

16. Schematic:

17. Documentation:

18. Jurisdictions:

19. Baseline Cost (in Thousands): cost estimate as of MM/DD/YYYY
20. Amended Cost (in Thousands): cost estimate as of MM/DD/YYYY
21. Funding Sources: [ Federal; [0 State; [J Local; I Private; [ Bonds; [ Other

Regional Policy Framework

22. Provide a Comprehensive Range of Transportation Options
Please identify all travel mode options that this project provides, enhances, supports, or promotes.

[dSingle Driver [cCarpool/HOV

IMetrorail dCommuter Rail [streetcar/Light Rail

[IBRT LJExpress/Commuter bus CIMetrobus Local Bus
[Bicycling Owalking [IOther

Does this project improve accessibility for historically transportation-disadvantaged individuals
(i.e., persons with disabilities, low-incomes, and/or limited English proficiency?) OYes [LINo



23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

CLRP PROJECT DESCRIPTION FORM

Promote Regional Activity Centers

Does this project begin or end in an Activity Center? [(Yes [INo

Does this project connect two or more Activity Centers? [Yes [INo

Does this project promote non-auto travel within one or more Activity Centers? [Yes [INo

Ensure System Maintenance, Preservation, and Safety
Does this project contribute to enhanced system maintenance, preservation, or safety? [Yes [INo

Maximize Operational Effectiveness and Safety

Does this project reduce travel time on highways and/or transit without

building new capacity (e.g., ITS, bus priority treatments, etc.)? ClYes [INo

Does this project enhance safety for motorists, transit users, pedestrians, and/or bicyclists? [1Yes [INo

Protect and Enhance the Natural Environment
Is this project expected to contribute to reductions in emissions of criteria pollutants? [lYes [INo
Is this project expected to contribute to reductions in emissions of greenhouse gases? [1Yes [INo

Support Interregional and International Travel and Commerce
Please identify all freight carrier modes that this project enhances, supports, or promotes.
OLong-Haul Truck  OLocal Delivery [JRail  [JAir

Please identify all passenger carrier modes that this project enhances, supports, or promotes.
ClAir ClAmtrak intercity passenger rail [Intercity bus

Additional Policy Framework

In the box below, please provide any additional information that describes how this project further
supports or advances these and other regional goals.

MAP-21 PLANNING FACTORS

29.

Please identify any and all planning factors that are addressed by this project:

a. [ Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global
competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency.

b. O Increase the safety of the transportation system for all motorized and non-motorized users.
i. Is this project being proposed specifically to address a safety issue? [ Yes; [1 No
ii. If yes, briefly describe (in quantifiable terms, where possible) the nature of the safety problem:

c. [ Increase the ability of the transportation system to support homeland security and to
safeguard the personal security of all motorized and non-motorized users.

d. O Increase accessibility and mobility of people.
e. [ Increase accessibility and mobility of freight.

f. O Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of
life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned
growth and economic development patterns.

g. [J Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between
modes, for people and freight.

h. [0 Promote efficient systemm management and operation.

i. O Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.



CLRP PROJECT DESCRIPTION FORM

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION

30.
a.

Have any potential mitigation activities been identified for this project? [ Yes; [INo

If yes, what types of mitigation activities have been identified?

U Air Quality; O Floodplains; [ Socioeconomics; [1 Geology, Soils and Groundwater; [ Vibrations;
U Energy; U Noise; U Surface Water; [J Hazardous and Contaminated Materials; [ Wetlands

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT INFORMATION

31.

Congested Conditions

a. Do traffic congestion conditions necessitate the proposed project or program? [ Yes; [ No

If so, is the congestion recurring or non-recurring? [J Recurring; [0 Non-recurring

If the congestion is on another facility, please identify it:

. Capacity
. Is this a capacity-increasing project on a limited access highway or other principal arterial? [J Yes; U

No

. If the answer to Question 26.a was “yes”, are any of the following exemption criteria true about the

project? (Choose one, or indicate that none of the exemption criteria apply):

1 None of the exemption criteria apply to this project — a Congestion Management Documentation Form is required
[ The project will not use federal funds in any phase of development or construction (100% state, local, and/or private funding)
J The number of lane-miles added to the highway system by the project totals less than one lane-mile

[J The project is an intersection reconstruction or other traffic engineering improvement, including replacement
of an at-grade intersection with an interchange

[J The project, such as a transit, bicycle or pedestrian facility, will not allow private single-occupant motor vehicles
[J The project consists of preliminary studies or engineering only, and is not funded for construction

J The construction costs for the project are less than $10 million.

If the project is not exempt and requires a Congestion Management Documentation Form, click here
to open a blank Congestion Management Documentation Form.

RECORD MANAGEMENT

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

Completed Year:

(1 Project is being withdrawn from the CLRP.
Withdrawn Date: MM/DD/YYYY

Record Creator:

Created On:

Last Updated by:

Last Updated On:

Comments:



TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
FOR FY 2015-2020

PROJECT DESCRIPTION FORM
BASIC PROJECT INFORMATION
1. Submitting Agency:
2. CLRP Parent Project Name:
3. Project Name:

Prefix Route  Name Modifier
4. Facility:
5. From (_ at):
6. To:

7. Description:
8. Agency Project ID:
9. Projected Completion Year:

10. Project Status: _ New Project
__In previous TIP, proceeding as scheduled
__In previous TIP, delayed or reprogrammed

11. Completed:

Environmental Review
12. Type: PCE; CE; DEA; EA; FONSI; DEIS; FEIS; F4; N/A
13. Status: _ Proposed for preparation; _ Under preparation; _ Prepared for review; _ Under review; _ Approved

Complete Streets

14. Bicycle/pedestrian Accommodations: _ Primarily a bicycle/pedestrian project
__ Bicycle/pedestrian accommodations included
__No bicycle/pedestrian accommodations included
_ Not applicable

15. Does your jurisdiction or agency have a Complete Streets policy? _ Yes _ No (If Yes, answer #16)

16. Choose one of the following: __ Complete Streets policy is not applicable to this project
__ This project advances our Complete Streets goals

__ This project is exempt (ldentify exemption from menu below)
__ Grandfathered
_ User group prohibited by law
__ Excessive cost
__Absence of need
__ Environmental
__ Historic Preservation
_ Accommodation of user group contrary to

Jurisdiction/agency policy or plans

Capital Costs

FISCAL AMOUNT PHASE SOURCE FED | STA | LOC
YEAR




**DRAFT**

2014 CLRP FY2015-2020 TIP AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY INPUTS

(Highway and HOV)

Conformity
ID

Agency
ID

Agency Name

Improvement

Facility

From

To

Facility Type

Lanes

Under Const.

or ROW

acquired?

Complt.

Date or
Status




CONGESTION MANAGEMENT DOCUMENTATION FORM
FOR PROJECTS IN THE 2040 CLRP

Agency: Secondary Agency:
Project Title:
Prefix Route Name Modifier

Facility:
From (_ at):
To:

Jurisdiction(s):

Indicate whether the proposed project's location is subject to or benefits significantly from any of the
following in-place congestion management strategies:

Metropolitan Washington Commuter Connections program (ridesharing, telecommuting, guaranteed
ride home, employer programs)

A Transportation Management Association is in the vicinity

Channelized or grade-separated intersection(s) or roundabouts

Reversible, turning, acceleration/deceleration, or bypass lanes

High occupancy vehicle facilities or systems

Transit stop (rail or bus) within a 1/2 mile radius of the project location

Park-and-ride lot within a one-mile radius of the project location

Real-time surveillance/traffic device controlled by a traffic operations center

Motorist assistance/hazard clearance patrols

Interconnected/coordinated traffic signal system

Other in-place congestion management strategy or strategies (briefly describe below:)

List and briefly describe how the following categories of (additional) strategies were considered as full
or partial alternatives to single-occupant vehicle capacity expansion in the study or proposal for the
project.

a. Transportation demand management measures, including growth management and congestion
pricing

b. Traffic operational improvements

c. Public transportation improvements

d. Intelligent Transportation Systems technologies




CONGESTION MANAGEMENT DOCUMENTATION FORM

e. Other congestion management strategies

f. Combinations of the above strategies

10. Could congestion management alternatives fully eliminate or partially offset the need for the proposed
increase in single-occupant vehicle capacity? Explain why or why not.

11. Describe all congestion management strategies that are going to be incorporated into the proposed
highway project.

12. Describe the proposed funding and implementation schedule for the congestion management
strategies to be incorporated into the proposed highway project. Also describe how the effectiveness
of strategies implemented will be monitored and assessed after implementation.




ITEM 9 - Action
November 19, 2014

Approval of Final Call for Projects and Schedule for the Air Quality
Conformity Analysis of the 2015 CLRP and FY 2015-2020 TIP

Staff Recommendation: Approve the final call for projects
document for the 2015 CLRP and FY
2015-2020 TIP for distribution to state,
regional, and local agencies.

Issues: None

Background: At the October 15 meeting, the Board
was briefed on the draft call for
projects document and schedule for
the air quality conformity analysis of
the 2015 CLRP and FY 2015-2020
TIP. This document is a companion
brochure to the full draft Call for
Projects document, which is available
at www.mwcog.org/CLRP2015.



@ NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD

CALL FOR PROJEGTS

2015 CALL FOR PROJECTS

The 2015 Call for Projects is a broad solicitation for any
new projects that area transportation agencies wish to
submit for inclusion in the 2015 update of the region’s
Constrained Long-Range Transportation Plan (CLRP), or
for changes to any projects already in the plan.

ELIGIBLE AGENCIES Municipal, county, state, regional,
and federal agencies with the fiscal authority to fund
transportation projects.

ELIGIBLE PROJECTS Any project deemed regionally
significant for air quality purposes. This typically means
any project that adds or removes highway or transit
capacity. Agencies may also submit any other projects
they wish to highlight at the regional level.

SUBMISSION DEADLINE Descriptions for new projects
and updates to information for projects already in the plan
are due December 12, 2014. Descriptions must include
cost estimates and identification of available funding.
Additional information, including required Congestion
Management documentation, is due April 3, 2015.

The TPB strongly encourages agencies to consider

regional goals, priorities, and needs as they develop
and select projects to submit for inclusion.

WWW.MWCOG.ORG/CLRP2015

2015

UPDATE

THE ANNUAL CLRP UPDATE

Each year, the TPB updates the CLRP to include new
projects that area transportation agencies expect to build,
operate, and maintain over the next 20 to 30 years. The TPB
also invites changes to projects already in the plan.

The projects submitted for inclusion in the CLRP have
been developed by local, state, and/or regional agencies
consistent with local plans and with input from the public.

Under federal law, the CLRP can only include those projects
for which funding is “reasonably expected to be available.”
As such, it paints a picture of the future transportation
system that the region currently expects to be able to afford.

UPDATING THE TIP

Every two years, the TPB also updates the region’s six-
year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The

TIP identifies those projects from the CLRP which are
expected to receive funding for planning, engineering, or
construction within the next six years.

The most recent update of the TIP occurred in 2014.
Projects that need to be added to the TIP this year will be
added as amendments to the adopted FY 2015-2020 TIP.

For a list of all projects currently in the CLRP and/or TIP,
please visit www.mwcog.org/clrp/projects.

#CLRP2015




THINK REGIONALLY,

ACT LOCALLY

Agencies should consider regional goals, priorities, and needs when
developing and selecting projects to submit for inclusion in the CLRP.

TPB VISION: REGIONAL GOALS,
OBJECTIVES, & STRATEGIES

The TPB Vision, adopted by the TPB in 1998, provides a
comprehensive set of policy goals, objectives, and strategies
to help guide transportation planning and investment
decisions in the Washington region.

The Vision is the official policy element of the CLRP and was
developed collaboratively by TPB members and technical
staff from throughout the region.

1. Provide reasonable access at reasonable cost
to everyone.

2. Promote a strong regional economy, including
a healthy core and dynamic Activity Centers.

3. Prioritize management, performance,
maintenance, and safety of all modes and
facilities.

4. Use the best available technology to maximize
system effectiveness.

5. Enhance and protect the region’s natural
environmental quality, cultural and historic
resources, and communities.

6. Achieve better interjurisdictional coordination
of transportation and land use planning.

7. Achieve one or more enhanced funding
mechanisms to support regional
transportation priorities.

8. Support options for international and
interregional travel and commerce.

www.mwcog.org/TPBvision

FEDERAL

REGIONAL PRIORITIES: MAINTENANCE,
FAIRNESS, & EFFICIENCY

The Regional Transportation
Priorities Plan, adopted by the TPB
in January 2014, focuses attention
on a handful of transportation
strategies with the greatest potential
to advance regional goals rooted in
the TPB Vision.

The priorities, summarized

below, were identfied through a
combination of technical analysis,
stakeholder input, and public
outreach.

Meet Our Existing Obligations
Funding for maintenance and state-of-good-repair needs
should continue to be prioritized over system expansion.

Strengthen Public Confidence & Ensure Fairness
Efforts to increase accountability and address the needs

of transportation-disadvantaged individuals should be
considered in all stages of project planning, design, and
implementation.

Move More People & Goods More Efficiently
Projects should seek to alleviate congestion and crowding
and accommodate future growth as efficiently as possible,
with a focus on multimodal approaches and concentrating
future growth in mixed-use Activity Centers.

www.mwcog.org/PrioritiesPlan

Development of the CLRP is governed by a number of federal requirements

which must be met in order for the plan to be approved and for federal

REQUIREMENTS

transportation dollars to continue flowing to the region.

Non-Discrimination
& Equity

Transportation planning
and funding decisions must
not have disproportionate
impacts on transportation-
disadvantaged populations,
including persons with
disabilities and individuals
with low incomes.

Air Quality Conformity

Under the CLRP, future vehicle-
related emissions of four
common air pollutants must
remain below regional emissions
budgets approved by the EPA.

Financial Constraint

Sufficient funding from existing
or anticipated revenue sources
must be reasonably expected to
be available to build, operate,
and maintain the region's
transportation system.

Congestion Management Other Requirements
Documentation + Consideration of Federal
The TPB must undertake efforts Planning Factors

to identify the location, extent, « Public Participation

and severity of congestion in
the region for the purpose
of identifying alternative
ways to use existing and
future transportation facilities * Freight Planning
efficiently and effectively. Considerations

« Interagency Consultation

+ Environmental Mitigation
Discussion

For the list of all federal requirements, see the full 2015 CLRP Call for
Projects document at www.mwcog.org/CLRP2015.



Agencies will specifically be asked to note how the projects they

submit help support or advance these goals, priorities, and needs.

ADDITIONAL POLICY CONTEXT

The following policy documents and studies, developed by the
TPB or together with other regional policy committees, provide
additional context to guide planning and decision making.

« National Capital Region Climate Change
Report (2008)

« Region Forward: A Comprehensive Guide
for Regional Planning and Measuring Progress
in the 21st Century (2010)

« CLRP Aspirations Scenario (2010)
« “What Would It Take?” Scenario Study (2010)

These policy documents and studies focus attention on
additional policy goals for the transportation sector, including
reducing vehicle-related greenhouse gas emissions. And, while
the region has achieved significant reductions in vehicle-related
emissions of various pollutants in recent decades, tougher new
federal air quality standards, which are expected in the next
couple of years, are likely to require further reductions.

PUBLIC

INVOLVEMENT

THE REGION’S GREATEST NEEDS

In developing and selecting projects to submit for inclusion
in the 2015 CLRP, agencies should give priority to projects
that address the following regional needs.

L]

Reduce congestion on the roadway
and/or transit system

Improve the operational efficiency of the
existing roadway and/or transit system

Provide high-quality transportation options
between and/or within Activity Centers

Reduce vehicle-miles traveled (VMT)
per capita

Reduce emissions of criteria pollutants
Reduce emissions of greenhouse gases

Increase use of travel modes other
than driving alone

Projects submitted for inclusion in the CLRP have been developed by local,
state, and/or regional agencies with input from the public. Additional public
involvement opportunities occur during the annual CLRP update process.

GETTING INVOLVED LOCALLY

Transportation decisions in our region are made every day at many
different levels of government. Those decisions help shape the
projects submitted for inclusion in the CLRP.

The first timely opportunity for effective public input is during

the local project development process, when ideas for future
improvements are first being conceived and refined. The comment
periods included as part of the CLRP update process provide
additional opportunities to provide input.

Learn more about transportation planning in your
community at TransportationPlanningHub.org.



SCHEDULE FOR DEVELOPMENT

& ADOPTION OF THE 2015 CLRP UPDATE
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PROJECTS COMMENT PROJECTS PROJECT COMMENT 2015 CLRP
DUE FROM PERIOD APPROVED DETAILS PERIOD ADOPTION
AGENCIES  (detailsbelow) FOR ANALYSIS ~ DUE (detailsbelow)  BY TPB

DEADLINES FOR AGENCIES

To submit new projects or changes to existing projects,
designated agency representatives must complete project
description forms and provide inputs for the Air Quality
Conformity Analysis.

DEADLINE 1: DECEMBER 12, 2014

Complete online project description forms and Air Quality
Conformity Input information for projects deemed regionally
significant for air quality purposes.

DEADLINE 2: APRIL 3, 2015

Provide all other required project information, including
Congestion Management Documentation, for regionally
significant projects.

To submit required project information
online, please visit http://itip.mwcog.org.

For the complete 2015 CLRP update schedule,
see insert or visit www.mwcog.org/CLRP2015.

ABOUT THE TPB

ACCESSIBILITY

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
777 N. Capitol St., NE, Ste. 300

Washington, DC 20002

202-962-3200 www.mwcog.org

WWW.MWCOG.ORG/CLRP2015

National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board

COMMENT PERIODS

The 2015 CLRP update will include two 30-day comment
periods during which the public and any TPB member or
stakeholder can submit comments on the plan update.

JANUARY 15 - FEBRUARY 14, 2015

Comment on the projects submitted for inclusion in the 2015
CLRP update. The comment period takes place before the
projects are included in the federally required Air Quality
Conformity Analysis.

SEPTEMBER 10 - OCTOBER 10, 2015

Comment on the draft 2015 CLRP update, the results of the Air
Quality Conformity Analysis, and any of the associated analyses
of the 2015 CLRP update prior to adoption by the TPB.

To submit comments on the 2015 CLRP update,
please visit www.mwcog.org/TPBcomment.

#CLRP2015




October 15*

November 19

December 12

January 9

January 15

January 21*

February (TBD)

February 14

February 18*

April 3

September 4

September 10

September 16*

September (TBD)

October 10

October 21*

*Regular monthly TPB meeting

TPB is briefed on the draft Call for Projects document and summary
brochure.

TPB releases final Call for Projects. Transportation agencies begin
submitting project information through online database.

DEADLINE: Transportation agencies complete online submission
of draft project inputs.

Technical Committee reviews draft CLRP & TIP project submissions
and draft Scope of Work for the Air Quality Conformity Analysis.

CLRP & TIP project submissions and draft Scope of Work released for
30-day comment period.

TPB is briefed on project submissions and draft Scope of Work.

TPB staff briefs Metropolitan Washington Air Quality Committee Technical
Advisory Committee (MWAQC TAC) on submissions and Scope of Work.

Comment period ends.

TPB reviews comments and is asked to approve project submissions and
draft Scope of Work.

DEADLINE: Transportation agencies finalize CLRP forms
(including Congestion Management Documentation forms where
needed) and amendments to the FY 2015-2020 TIP. Submissions
must not impact conformity inputs. Note that the deadline for
changes affecting conformity inputs was February 18, 2015.

Technical Committee reviews draft CLRP & TIP and Conformity Analysis.

Draft CLRP & TIP and Conformity Analysis are released for 30-day
comment period at Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting. CLRP

Performance Analysis and Regional Priorities Plan Assessment are also
published.

TPB is briefed on the draft CLRP & TIP and Conformity Analysis.

TPB staff briefs MWAQC TAC on the draft CLRP & TIP and Conformity
Analysis.

Comment period ends.

TPB reviews comments and responses to comments, and is presented with
the draft CLRP & TIP and Conformity Analysis for adoption.



ITEM 11 - Information
November 19, 2014

Briefing on the Highlights of Listening Sessions with Staffs of TPB
Jurisdictions on How the Region is Achieving the Goals in the
Regional Transportation Priorities Plan (RTPP)

Staff Recommendation: Receive briefing on the highlights of
the listening sessions.

Issues: None

Background: TPB staff have conducted a series of
listening sessions to better understand
whether and how the staffs of TPB
jurisdictions believe the region is
achieving the goals that are identified in
the Priorities Plan.






“ARE WE ACHIEVING OUR REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION GOALS?”

Draft Report
On Listening Sessions
With the Staff of the COG/TPB Member Jurisdictions

November 13, 2014

. OVERVIEW

Between June and October of 2014, TPB and COG staff conducted a series of ten listening sessions with
approximately 90 local staff members of the TPB’s member jurisdictions to discuss the Regional
Transportation Priorities Plan (RTPP) and COG’s Place+ Opportunity report. This report summarizes the
key themes that staff heard in those sessions.

1. BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

The TPB approved the RTPP in January 2014. In February, the board asked staff to develop an
assessment comparing the 2014 Constrained Long-Range Plan, still in draft form, and the RTPP. The
“Priorities Plan Assessment of the 2014 CLRP,” which was released to the TPB in two parts—an initial
gualitative assessment in April and the final assessment report in September—provided an overview of
how staff understands the 2014 CLRP supports the goals and priorities identified in the RTPP.

In preparing that assessment, however, it became clear that many implementation activities necessary
to achieve the goals of the RTPP typically occur at the local level and will not be reflected in the projects
and analysis of the CLRP. The RTPP Listening Sessions were conceived as a means to better understand
activities of the TPB member jurisdictions that advance our common regional goals, and to identify
opportunities to promote implementation of the various strategies identified in the RTPP. Through the
listening sessions, the TPB staff met with the professional staffs of the local jurisdictions and sought out
their opinions and experiences with regard to achieving our regional transportation goals.

The listening sessions were designed to: 1) gather information on whether and how jurisdiction staffs
believe we are achieving regional goals, and 2) expand awareness of the RTPP among the TPB’s member
jurisdictions.

The sessions specially sought to illuminate the connections between the RTPP’s policy framework and the
planning and decision-making activities conducted by the TPB’s members. The sessions also included
discussion about the importance of regional Activity Centers, which were highlighted in both the RTPP and
the recently approved Place + Opportunity report. COG staff developed the Place + Opportunity report as
a resource to strengthen and enhance Activity Centers throughout metropolitan Washington.
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1l. WHO PARTICIPATED

TPB and COG staff conducted 10 sessions in which more than 90 local staff members of the TPB’s
member jurisdictions participated. Each group brought together a mix of professional staffers, including
many who do not typically participate in TPB activities and may not be familiar with the RTPP. In
addition to transportation planners, all the meetings included staff working on land-use and community
planning and transportation management and operations.

Separate listening sessions were not conducted for those Maryland municipalities and Virginia cities
(except Alexandria) that are members of the TPB. However, staff from those jurisdictions were invited

to participate in sessions hosted by county staff.

The following sessions were conducted:

e Frederick County/City June 25

e Montgomery County (Gaithersburg, Rockville, Takoma Park invited) June 25

e Alexandria June 30

e District of Columbia June 30

e Prince George’s County (Bowie, College Park, Greenbelt invited) July 1

e Charles County July 2

e Loudoun County July 9

e Arlington County July 15

e  Prince William County (Manassas and Manassas Park invited) July 17

e Fairfax County (City of Fairfax and Falls Church invited) October 17

The team of TPB and COG staffers who made presentations and facilitated discussions at the sessions
included Benjamin Hampton, Sophie Mintier, Dan Sonenklar, and John Swanson. Afterwards, those
individuals jointly identified the themes that are documented in this report.

V. HOW WE CONDUCTED THE SESSIONS

The sessions were conducted as two-hour, facilitated focus groups. Each session began with a brief staff
presentation on the RTPP and on the Place + Opportunity report.

The six goals of the RTPP formed the basis for discussion:
1. Provide a Comprehensive Range of Transportation Options
2. Promote a Strong Regional Economy, Including a Healthy Regional Core and Dynamic Activity
Centers
Ensure Adequate System Maintenance, Preservation, and Safety
Maximize Operational Effectiveness and Safety of the Transportation System
Enhance Environmental Quality, and Protect Natural and Cultural Resources
Support Inter-Regional and International Travel and Commerce

oukAWw

The listening sessions focused on Goals 1-3, although the remaining goals (4-6) were discussed briefly
towards the end of each session. To a large degree, the first three goals encompass a range of topics
that in many ways include objectives more explicitly called out in the last three goals. For example, the
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RTPP’s focus on Activity Centers (Goal 2) promotes environmental objectives, which are the focus of
Goal 5.

For each of the first three goals, staff provided a short briefing on “what we know” related to the goal,
including information on projects in the CLRP and TIP, and forecasts from the 2014 CLRP performance
analysis. It should be noted that each session began with Goal 3 — “Maintenance” — because it is
actually the top priority in the RTPP. The discussion then proceeded to Goals 1 and 2. However, this
report, in the themes described below, follows the numerical ordering of the goals.

Before talking about each goal, staff used internet polling software (www.polleverywhere.com) to ask a
series of questions about the degree to which participants believe the region or their jurisdiction is
achieving key objectives in the RTPP. With this polling software, participants were able to use their
cellphones to answer a total of nine questions. TPB and COG staff emphasized that the polling was not
being used for data gathering, but rather was intended to be a fun way to galvanize conversation,
quickly get everyone involved, and establish a baseline for further probing in the discussion.

At the conclusion of each session, participants were asked for suggestions on follow-up activities that
the TPB and COG can conduct to promote the goals of the Priorities Plan.

V. WHAT WE HEARD
TPB and COG staff have identified the key themes, which are described below, from the 10 listening

sessions with local staff. In all cases, these were opinions, ideas and concerns that were discussed in
more than one session with more than one jurisdiction.

Goal 1: OPTIONS
Provide a Comprehensive Range of Transportation Options

Regional Background Information:

Staff provided information from the CLRP regarding anticipated regional system performance,
revenues/expenditures, and projects in the CLRP. In presenting this information, staff
explained: “Here is what we know, from a regional perspective. Now we want to hear what you
think, from both a professional and personal perspective.”

Five key questions were used to frame the discussion. These questions focused on specific types
of transportation options.
1. Sufficient Transit Options

Discussion question:
e In 25 years, there will be sufficient transit options in our region. [Agree? Disagree?]


http://www.polleverywhere.com/

DRAFT
11-13-14

Discussion themes:

e New projects are generating optimism and excitement. Participants generally agreed that in 25
years, the region will have a wider variety of transit options to meet different needs. A number
of participants noted that in the near future, with the arrival of projects like the Silver Line,
Purple Line and streetcars/light rail, the public will have first-hand experiences with new kinds
of transit. Positive public opinions of those new services will create support for additional
increases in transit capacity. Others said that in the near future, the region will see dramatic
new examples of how transit can catalyze transit-oriented development. Projects like Tysons,
for example, will provide a transformative model for the rest of the region and the nation at
large.

e Local bus systems are effectively meeting local needs. Participants expressed confidence in
local bus services. Many of them also called attention to the important role of commuter bus
systems, and called for enhancements in such services. Some participants indicated that local
bus services are focused on meeting the needs of low-income individuals more than being an
option for “choice” riders. That is, local governments have been successful in funding and
implementing systems, and providing greater service, but they are not necessarily coaxing
people out of cars.

e lots of good plans, but doubts about implementation. Participants expressed concern about
the length of time needed to complete large transportation projects. Noting that major projects
take decades, some participants questioned whether the right steps were being taken now to
make sure the “next big thing” is built 20 years from now. Participants also spoke about the
underlying challenge of prioritization: Do we focus on one big project or should we try to move
forward with lots of priorities?

e Concerns about lack of funding and leadership. Participants expressed frustration about the
ongoing lack of funding for transportation and the implications that had for planning major new
transit facilities or expanding service levels on existing facilities. Some described difficulty in
realizing plans for more transit-supportive development patterns, citing insufficient market
demand and the political challenges of making tough decisions.

e Some major regional gaps, particularly in the suburbs. While transit coverage in the core was
acknowledged to be extensive, some participants spoke of the need for transit to reach into
outer suburban locations and to connect suburbs through circumferential services. However,
some participants said it was important to honestly acknowledge that we cannot provide transit
in all corners of the region, particularly in low-density locations.

e Good land-use designs are essential for making non-road options viable. Almost invariably,
conversations about transit options included discussion of land use, including the need to focus
on mixed uses and walkability.

e Concern that transit systems will not be sufficiently connected across jurisdictions. In a number
of jurisdictions, participants expressed concern that systems planning was not happening at the
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regional level. While expressing optimism about local innovative services, they feared these
enhancements could result in patchwork systems that will be difficult to navigate and use.

2. Sufficient Options for Drivers

Discussion question:
o In 25 years, there will be sufficient options in our region for drivers. [Agree? Disagree?]

Discussion themes:

e General acknowledgement that we won’t be adding a lot of new roads in the next 25 years.
Participants generally accepted that adding new road capacity is increasingly hard and we are
unlikely to do much of it in the coming decades. Some participants generally supported this
reality, noting that we already have a ubiquitous, extensive road system. Others said that new
capacity is still needed, but it is unlikely to happen because of costs and other political realities.

e Some key road connections are still needed. In particular, staffers in the outer jurisdictions
emphasized that their road networks have key missing gaps. They noted that their plans call for
completion of these road improvements, which are local priorities. Many of these same
participants said that many communities lack alternative routes and so traffic is funneled onto
already congested roads. They stressed the importance of relieving bottlenecks and they also
spoke about the need for more connectivity and street grids.

e Significantly reducing congestion is not likely. There was general acceptance that congestion
overall is not likely to get much better, even with capacity enhancements. Participants noted
that even plans that call for extensive new capacity (e.g., Northern Virginia’s TransAction 2040)
forecast continuing high levels of congestion on many roads.

e Balancing supply and demand. Participants said that decision makers and planners are
constantly seeking to determine the right line between accommodating and discouraging
driving. When considering new road capacity, they said, it is often tricky to achieve the right
balance.

e Demand reduction is key. A number of participants noted that “options for drivers” should also
mean non-driving alternatives. We need to moderate demand for driving by providing other
transportation options and through better land use, they said.

e There’s little appetite for tolling. As part of the wider topic of demand reduction, many
participants acknowledged that road pricing would be highly effective. Yet, when pressed on
this topic, most participants did not foresee a significantly larger role for tolling in our region.
They cited the political challenges of adding new capacity, even if it is tolled. And they indicated
that it was even less likely that we would toll existing capacity. (Participants at the session in
D.C. expressed a different position on this last point, indicating that tolling existing roads was
part of their new long-range plan, “moveDC.”)
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3. Sufficient Options for Pedestrians & Bicyclists

Discussion question:
e In 25 years, there will be sufficient options in our region for pedestrians and bicyclists. [Agree?
Disagree?]

Discussion themes:

o “Just look at the progress we’ve made.” Participants widely said that over the last decade
there has been a cultural shift in the general public toward acceptance of walking and bicycling.
Planning professionals and decision makers have both led and followed this change in attitude.
Increasingly, the way we design roads and build communities embodies a “complete streets”
sensibility, most participants said.

e In many cases we’ve taken care of the low-hanging fruit. Participants observed that many
improvements in recent years have been uncontroversial and relatively inexpensive, but that
won’t always be the case. For example, retrofitting roads often requires giving up capacity for
vehicles — which can be hard to justify given the relatively low ped/bike mode shares that are
typically forecast. In suburban locations, critical last-mile gaps are a continuing challenge in
getting commuters from transit to jobs. And in many jurisdictions, participants expressed
concern about the insufficiency of funding for ped/bike improvements, even though they are
usually much less expensive than other modes.

e Significant differences between inner and outer jurisdictions. Participants noted that in outer
suburban areas, the challenges for ped/bike planning primarily relate to land use. These places
still do not have enough clustered destinations to make biking and walking a viable
transportation option. In contrast, inner jurisdictions increasingly have sufficient destinations
within proximity, but they need more infrastructure and funding for ped/bike improvements. In
discussing outer suburban locations, participants noted that walking and bicycling infrastructure
is still often viewed primarily as recreational.

4. Maximizing Use of the Existing Transit System.

Discussion question:
e The region is making adequate progress in maximizing use of the existing transit system.
[Agree? Disagree?]

Discussion themes:

e Small fixes can go a long way. Participants spoke with enthusiasm about small steps they have
taken to improve local transit services, and they agreed that more is needed. They said that all
levels of transit services should be seeking new efficiencies -- things like reconfiguring seats, and
improving bus stops and signage. A number of participants noted that we need to more fully
employ bus priority treatments.
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o We need to tap underutilized transit capacity. Participants noted that Metro stations on the
eastern side of the region have lots of capacity for ridership and development. Others spoke
about the opportunities for reverse commuting on both Metrorail and commuter rail. They
emphasized the challenges of promoting job growth near underutilized rail stations. But they
also spoke about the difficulties of designing communities that are not auto-oriented around
transit stations.

e Transit capacity in the core is deficient. Participants acknowledged the Metro system’s inability
to keep up with growing demands in the core. They said that eight-car trains and core station
improvements are essential. And in some cases, they expressed alarm that the region’s transit
was being expanded (particularly the Silver Line), but core capacity improvements were not yet
funded.

o Lack of enthusiasm for WMATA’s Metro 2025 package (Momentum). As part of an
introductory briefing, TPB staff did indicate that Metro 2025 was not funded in the 2014 CLRP.
In the following discussions, however, participants rarely cited this lack of funding as a pressing
concern. When directly asked about it, they often expressed general support for the
improvements, although some raised concerns about specific aspects of the $6-billion package.
In general, their responses indicated a sense that this was not a problem they were involved in
addressing or responsible for. In some cases, participants assumed that core capacity needs will
eventually get taken care of.

5. Accessibility for Disadvantaged Populations

Discussion question: d
e The region is making adequate progress in ensuring accessibility for persons with disabilities, low
incomes and limited English proficiency. [Agree? Disagree?]

Discussion themes:

e Steady progress for people with disabilities. Largely due to ADA, participants noted, the region
and the country overall have seen major progress in ensuring accessibility for people with
disabilities.

e But full accessibility for people with disabilities is expensive and takes a long time. Participants
noted that ADA is essentially an unfunded mandate, so funding remains a challenge. In addition,
many improvements will simply take a while. One participant noted, for example, that utility
poles on sidewalks cannot be relocated overnight. (Note: The cost of running MetroAccess was
rarely cited by participants as an issue of major concern.)

o Affordable housing is the top concern regarding low-income access. In most discussions,
participants expressed concern about the increasing lack of affordable housing near transit and
in Activity Centers.

e But the cost and limited coverage of transit is also a problem. Many participants noted that
transit fares are increasingly unaffordable for low-income people. They further commented that
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transit services are not adequate for those who do not commute during the peak or need to

travel in reverse commute directions.

Goal 2: ACTIVITY CENTERS
Promote a Strong Regional Economy, Including a Healthy Regional Core and Dynamic Activity Centers

Regional Background Information:

As background, staff presented the Activity Centers map and list, and provided data from regional
forecasts for 2040. These data included the increased percentage of anticipated growth in Activity
Centers and the increased number of Activity Centers that will be connected by high-capacity transit.

Three key questions were used to frame the discussion. These questions focused on concentration of
future development in Activity Centers, improving circulation within Activity Centers, and providing
better connections between Activity Centers.

1. Concentration within Activity Centers

Discussion question:
e n 25 years, the Activity Centers in my jurisdiction will be high-quality places in which to live and
work. [Agree? Disagree?]

Discussion themes:

e Broad acceptance of the concept of concentrated, mixed-use centers. Throughout the region,
participants noted that decision makers, stakeholders and citizens have broadly endorsed the
concept of Activity Centers that are mixed-use, concentrated, and walkable. They cited
numerous examples of centers that are already built or are underway.

e But true mixed-use development is hard. Participants noted that the market doesn’t always
“follow the plan” and that political leadership is sometimes lacking. Attracting jobs is especially
important, but often difficult.

e Activity Centers are increasingly unaffordable. Successful Activity Centers are often some of
the most unaffordable locations in which to live. Some participants cited this as the most
resonant public criticism of the idea of concentrated development.

2. Circulation with Activity Centers
Discussion question:

o In 25 years, it will be possible to conveniently travel within the Activity Centers in my jurisdiction
without a car. [Agree? Disagree?]
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Discussion themes:

e Big attitude change in recent years. Participants spoke proudly about their accomplishments in
promoting non-motorized transportation within Activity Centers. They described a virtuous
circle of creating new supplies of ped/bike infrastructure, which in turn creates new demand for
non-motorized transportation facilities. Participants noted that recent experiences have shown
that circulation improvements are possible everywhere, including in Activity Centers in outer
jurisdictions.

e Lack of good design is a continuing challenge. Participants noted that density is not enough. In
many locations, roads are still very focused on car travel and they are very hard to retrofit.
Further, participants said that a lack of redundancy in routes and services is a continuing
challenge.

3. Connections between Activity Centers

Discussion question:
e In 25 years, the Activity Centers in my jurisdiction will be sufficiently connected to the rest of the
region with a variety of transportation modes. [Agree? Disagree?]

Discussion themes:

e New and existing transit is making good use of Activity Centers. Participants indicated general
satisfaction that Activity Centers are increasingly connected by transit. In particular, new
projects such as the Silver Line and the Purple Line are efficiently connecting corridors between
Activity Centers, making multi-modal travel increasingly viable.

e Attracting jobs is key. Again, many participants said the fundamental challenge comes back to
land use. Creating good places depends, in part, on having strong connections to other places.
And developing strong connections depends on having strong employment.

e Last-mile connections continue to be a challenge. Even where transit connections exist, they
may not be viable for commuting because jobs are not accessible on foot from the destination
station — or they do not feel accessible.

e More regional systems planning is needed. Participants expressed concern about a lack of
comprehensive, regional planning to identify opportunities and gaps among transit and other
cross-jurisdictional projects. In a number of sessions, participants expressed particular interest
in exploring options for circumferential corridors and for promoting reverse commuting.
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Goal 3: MAINTENANCE
Ensure Adequate Systems Maintenance, Preservation, and Safety

Regional Background Information:

Staff provided information about maintenance from a regional perspective, emphasizing that the
Priorities Plan identified maintenance as the region’s number-one priority. TPB staff said that the 2014
CLRP provides full funding for maintenance, operations, and state of good repair for roads and transit.
To a large degree, this good news was the result of recent revenue increases in Virginia and Maryland.

Discussion questions:
e Rate how you think the region is doing in maintaining our roads. [5-1: Excellent to Poor]
e Rate how you think the region is doing in maintaining our transit systems. [5-1: Excellent to Poor]

Discussion themes:

e Compared to other places, we’re actually doing pretty well in this region. Many participants
commented on poor conditions in other states and regions. They acknowledged that here at
home, maintenance could be a lot worse.

o There’s a perception that roads are better maintained than transit. Participants throughout
the region, even in places not served by Metro, described negative public perceptions about
Metro maintenance. In general, the participants (who were largely employees of local
government) said they considered local transit to be better maintained than regional transit.
Most participants acknowledged that Metro has made recent progress, but it will take a while to
turn around negative public perceptions. Years of deferred maintenance on Metro have created
a stigma.

o New money at the state level is helping to get transportation to a state of good repair.
Participants said the recent revenue increases in Maryland and Virginia will make a big
difference. Many of them said that they would have answered this question differently only a
year ago.

e Although there’s new money at the state level, funding for local roads has been squeezed.
Participants generally expressed concern that local roads often get ignored. This was probably
the point most frequently mentioned regarding road maintenance. For example, in Maryland’s
outer jurisdictions, participants called attention to the reductions in the Highway User Revenue
Program.

e There’s a general concern that funding will continue to be unreliable. Participants noted that
funding is still beholden to annual budget cycles. Moreover, transportation needs still outpace
funding, and participants were concerned that large capital projects could absorb most of the
new revenues.

10
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Goals 4-6

To conclude the listening sessions, staff presented the final three goals of the Priorities Plan and asked
participants to comment on regional successes and where they saw the biggest gaps between what the
goals call for and what we realistically can expect to see over the next 25 years.

This part of the discussion was much shorter than the earlier goals and participants were not asked
polling questions. However, some recurring themes emerged from these discussions, which are
described below.

Goal 4: Maximize Operation Effective and Safety of the Transportation System

o Self-optimizing systems will offer big opportunities. In a number of sessions, participants spoke
about autonomous vehicles and buses. They also described ways in which technology will make
car sharing even more convenient than it is today. They said we need to “get ahead” of such
technologies. In some cases, participants expressed concern that we are behind—or seem to be
behind — in implementing new technologies to improve transportation efficiencies.

e Data coordination is vital. Participants spoke about the need to promote cross-jurisdictional
data coordination. In some cases, they spoke about lack of data, lack of data compatibility, or
simply lack of data sharing.

Goal 5: Enhance Environmental Quality, and Protect natural and Cultural Resources

o Emphasize public health. Participants said that a greater emphasis should be placed on the
strong linkages between public health and active transportation.

e Evaluate transportation and land-use options for climate change impacts. Participant said that

in seeking to reduce greenhouse gases, the region needs to focus on evaluating the potential
impacts of land-use changes and transportation investments.

Goal 6: Support Inter-Regional and International Travel and Commerce

e Airports are economic engines for the region. Many participants generally commented on the
important economic role of airports, including for freight.

e Airport access is a continuing challenge. Participants in several sessions noted that airport
access is inadequate.

WHAT CAN/SHOULD THE TPB AND COG DO IN THE FUTURE?

To close the conversations, participants were asked what the TPB and COG should do to further
promote implementation of the principles of the RTPP and Place + Opportunity. Some the ideas that
were suggested are listed below:
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e Regional Planning

o Scenario analysis — Translate the RTPP’s strategies into specific scenarios and analyze
what the impacts and benefits would be.

o Regional inventory of planned unfunded projects — Develop an inventory of unfunded
transportation projects that are in the approved plans of the TPB’s members
jurisdictions. Such an inventory can be potentially used for future analysis, including
scenarios.

o Define, clarify and focus upon true regional challenges — Focus on things that can only
be accomplished if we work together — and the benefits of doing so.

e Technical Assistance

o Support and expand high-payoff, low-cost technical assistance. Examples include the
TPB’s Transportation/Land-Use Connections (TLC) Program and the ULI Technical
Assistance Program.

o Provide information and analysis for decision-making related to Activity Centers.
Examples could include information on how to reduce parking requirements, what
density thresholds are needed to support transit, or how (re)development can occur in
underutilized Activity Centers on the eastern side of the region.

VL. NEXT STEPS

This report will be used to inform future work activities that will follow up on the RTPP. Such activities
may include new outreach, regional analysis, and a refocusing of programs regarding technical
assistance.
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Overview

* |0 Sessions, June-October, 2014

* More than 90 participants —

— Professional staff from a variety of local
departments, perspectives

* Purpose:

— Gather info on whether/how the staff of our
members believe we are achieving regional goals

— Expand awareness of the RTPP and Place +
Opportunity



Methodology

Two-hour focus groups
Short presentations:

— RTPP

— Place + Opportunity
— CLRP baseline info

Polling software used to
launch discussion:

|0 questions answered
with cell phones

— Polleverywhere.com
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O‘LO Q Goal I: Optlons

a ®  Having more options to choose from makes it easier for
k people to find the travel mode that works best for them
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Sufficient Transit Options

Discussion question:
In 25 years, there will be sufficient transit options in our region.
[Agree? Disagree?]

Discussion themes:

* New projects are generating optimism and excitement.
* Local bus systems are effectively meeting local needs

* Lots of good plans, but doubts about implementation.

* Concerns about lack of funding and leadership.

* Some major regional gaps, particularly in the suburbs.

* Good land-use designs are essential for making non-road options
viable

* Concern that transit systems will not be sufficiently connected
across jurisdictions.



Sufficient Options for Drivers

Discussion question:

In 25 years, there will be sufficient options in our region for drivers. [Agree?
Disagree?]

Discussion themes:

General acknowledgement that we won’t be adding a lot of new
roads in the next 25 years.

But some key road connections are still needed.
Significantly reducing congestion is not likely.

Tricky to find the right balance between providing supply and
reducing demand.

There’s little appetite for tolling.



Sufficient Options for
Pedestrians & Bicyclists

Discussion question:

In 25 years, there will be sufficient options in our region for pedestrians and
bicyclists. [Agree? Disagree?]

Discussion themes:

* “Just look at the progress we've made” — big changes in the last
decade.

* In many cases we've taken care of the low-hanging fruit.

* Significant differences between inner and outer jurisdictions.



Maximizing Use of the
Existing Transit System

Discussion question:

The region is making adequate progress in maximizing use of the existing
transit system. [Agree? Disagree?]

Discussion themes:
* Small fixes can go a long way -- e.g., improving bus stops.

* There is still underutilized capacity to tap -- e.g., reverse commute,
lines on the eastern side of the region.

* Transit capacity in the core is deficient.

* Lack of enthusiasm for WMATA'’s Metro 2025 package
(Momentum).



Accessibility for
Disadvantaged Populations

Discussion question:

The region is making adequate progress in ensuring accessibility for persons
with disabilities, low incomes and limited English proficiency.

[Agree? Disagree?]

Discussion themes:
* Steady progress for people with disabilities.

* But full accessibility for people with disabilities is expensive and
takes a long time

* Affordable housing is the top concern regarding low-income access.

* But the cost and limited coverage of transit is also a problem.
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Goal 2. Act|V|ty Centers

Concentrate housing.and job development in Activity
Centers, connect Activity Centers with high-capacity
transportatlon optlons and enhance Iocal circulation



Concentration In
Activity Centers

Discussion question:

In 25 years, the Activity Centers in my jurisdiction will be high-quality places
in which to live and work. [Agree? Disagree?]

Discussion themes:

* Broad acceptance of the concept of concentrated, mixed-use
centers.

* But true mixed-use development is still challenging to implement.

* Activity Centers are increasingly unaffordable.



Circulation Within
Activity Centers

Discussion question:

In 25 years, it will be possible to conveniently travel within the Activity
Centers in my jurisdiction without a car. [Agree? Disagree?]

Discussion themes:
* Big attitude change in recent years.

* Lack of good design is a continuing challenge.



Connections Between
Activity Centers

Discussion question:

In 25 years, the Activity Centers in my jurisdiction will be sufficiently
connected to the rest of the region with a variety of transportation modes.
[Agree? Disagree?]

Discussion themes:

* New and existing transit is making good use of Activity Centers.
* Attracting jobs is key.

* Last-mile connections continue to be a challenge.

* More regional systems planning is needed.



Goal 3: Maintenance & Safety
Keeping the region’s roads, bridges, and transit systems in a
state of good repair in order to ensure reliability and safety
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Maintenance of Roads & Transit

Discussion questions:

* Rate how you think the region is doing in maintaining our roads. [5-1:
Excellent to Poor]

* Rate how you think the region is doing in maintaining our transit systems.
[5-1: Excellent to Poor]
Discussion themes:

* Compared to other places, we're actually doing pretty well in this
region.

* Perception that roads are better maintained than transit.
* New state money helping to get systems to a state of good repair.
* Even with new state money, funding for local roads is squeezed.

* General concern that funding will continue to be unreliable.



Goals 4-6

Goal 4: Maximize Operation Effective and Safety of
the Transportation System

* Self-optimizing systems will offer big opportunities.

e Data coordination is vital

Goal 5: Enhance Environmental Quality, and Protect
natural and Cultural Resources

* Emphasize public health.

* Evaluate transportation and land-use options for climate change
impacts.

Goal 6: Support Inter-Regional and International
Travel and Commerce

* Airports are economic engines for the region.

* Airport access is a continuing challenge.



What Can/Should the TPB and
COG Do in the Future?

Some suggested ideas:

Regional Planning
* Scenario analysis.
* Regional inventory of planned unfunded projects

* Define, clarify and focus upon true regional challenges

Technical Assistance
* Support and expand high-payoff, low-cost technical assistance.

* Provide information and analysis for decision-making related to
Activity Centers.



QUESTIONS?

John Swanson jswanson@mwcog.org
Dan Sonenklar, dsonenklar@mwcog.org
Ben Hampton, bhampton@mwcog.org
Sophie Mintier, smintier@mwcog.org



ITEM 12 - Information
November 19, 2014

Briefing on the Request From the Metropolitan Washington Air
Quality Committee (MWAQC) and the Climate, Energy and
Environment Policy Committee (CEEPC) to Affirm the 2008 COG
Greenhouse Emissions Reduction Goals

Staff Recommendation: Receive briefing on

e a proposed TPB resolution to affirm
the COG greenhouse emission
reduction goals, and on

e COG actions to establish a multi-
sector, multi-disciplinary
professional working group to
explore establishing a target for
screening the regional transportation
plan, based upon the COG goals.

Issues: None

Background: At the October 15 meeting, the Board
was briefed on an October 9 letter from
MWAQC and CEEPC requesting that
the TPB affirm the 2008 COG
greenhouse gas reduction goals. The
letter also informed the TPB that the
two committees have asked COG to
convene a multi-sector, multi-
disciplinary professional working group
to explore establishing a target for
screening the regional transportation
plan, based upon the COG
greenhouse gas reduction goals.
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TPB RXX- 2014
December 17, 2014

NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD
777 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002

RESOLUTION ON THE METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON COUNCIL OF
GOVERNMENTS’ REGIONAL MULTI SECTOR GOALS FOR REDUCING
GREENHOUSE GASES

WHEREAS, the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB), the metropolitan
planning organization (MPO) for the National Capital Region (Region), has the responsibility
under the provisions of Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21 Century (MAP-21) to carry out a
continuing, cooperative and comprehensive transportation planning for the Region; and

WHEREAS, the TPB is committed to preserving and enhancing the Region’s environment
through transportation plans focused on reducing congestion and emphasizing projects and
programs that move more people and goods efficiently and reduce reliance on single-occupant
vehicles; and

WHEREAS, the TPB, which is associated with the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments (COG) as an independent policy committee, works closely with COG’s Board of
Directors (“COG Board”) and its regional policy advisory committees, including the Climate,
Energy, and Environment Policy Committee, and the Region Forward Coalition, as well as the
Metropolitan Washington Air Quality Committee on matters of regional multi-sectorial planning;
and

WHEREAS, in November 2008 the COG Board, through resolution R60-08, adopted the
National Capital Region Climate Change Report that included voluntary goals to reduce
greenhouse gases by 10 percent below business as usual projections by 2012 to encourage
early action, by 20 percent below 2005 levels by year 2020 to encourage expansion of
recommended policies and programs, and by 80 percent below 2005 levels by year 2050 to
stimulate support for research into technologies and clean fuels needed to stabilize greenhouse
gas emissions; and

WHEREAS, in January 2010 the COG Board, through Resolution R9-10, adopted the Greater
Washington 2050 Coalition Report And Voluntary Regional Compact that set out goals in nine
areas and incorporated the previously adopted regional greenhouse gas emission reduction
goals; and

WHEREAS, TPB’s What Would it Take scenario analysis in 2010 quantified the effects of
transportation sector specific actions for reducing greenhouse gas emissions; and

WHEREAS, the recommended greenhouse gas reduction actions in the National Capital Region
Climate Change Report and the What Would it Take scenario analysis provide significant co-
benefits and enhance the future of the Region’s quality of life; and
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WHEREAS, the Region has benefited from federal, state and local actions across sectors that,
even while accommodating considerable growth, have achieved significant reductions in
emissions of criteria and other pollutants including fine particulate matter, carbon monoxide,
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and volatile organic compounds; and

WHEREAS, actions taken to address criteria pollutants in the Region have also reduced
greenhouse gas emissions; and

WHEREAS, TPB recognizes achieving reductions in criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas
emissions as a priority and has been reporting projected on-road greenhouse gas emissions in
the CLRP Performance Report; and

WHEREAS, there is a need to identify additional cost-effective, coordinated actions that may be
taken across all sectors of the Region’s economy to further reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and optimize the economic well-being and environmental quality of our region; and

WHEREAS, COG now intends to convene a multi-sector, multi-disciplinary professional working
group to identify implementable local, regional and state actions in each of the four sectors
including the transportation sector and quantify benefits, costs and implementation schedules,
to inform exploration of greenhouse gas reduction goals for the transportation sector.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD:

1. Affirms COG’s regional, multi-sectoral goals for greenhouse gas reductions, as guided
by jurisdictional endorsements of the Greater Washington 2050 Compact.

2. Commits TPB staff and resources to supporting the proposed multi-disciplinary
professional working group to be convened by COG to develop a multi-sector action plan
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, criteria pollutants and other related co-benefits.



ITEM 13 - Information
November 19, 2014

Briefing on the Development of a List of Unfunded Transportation
Projects

Staff Recommendation: Receive briefing on the development of
a list of transportation projects which
could not be included in the CLRP
because funding has not been

identified.
Issues: None
Background: At the September TPB meeting, the

Board requested the development of a
list of transportation projects which
could not be included in the CLRP
because funding has not been
identified. The TPB jurisdictions and
agencies will be asked to provide
recognized priority transportation
projects and their cost estimates for
inclusion in the regional list.



NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BOARD

MEMORANDUM
November 12, 2014

To: Transportation Planning Board

From: Robert E. Griffiths,
Acting Co-Deputy Director of Transportation Planning

Subject: Development of List of Unfunded Transportation Projects

At the September 17, 2014 TPB meeting Board Member Jonathan Way from the City of Manassas
asked staff to develop a list of the region’s unfunded transportation projects. He noted that the draft
CLRP Financial Plan stated that the region has many unfunded transportation needs, but it does not
specify what those needs are or how much they would cost. He stated that it is as important for the
region to know what is not currently being funded as well as what is being funded. Mr. Way
suggested that this list of unfunded projects should include all transportation projects in the region
that states and local governments had approved in their long-range plans, but were not currently
included in the CLRP. This list should also include cost information about these projects.

At the October 9, 2014 TPB Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) discussed TPB member Jonathan
Way’s request that staff compile a list of planned, but unfunded transportation projects and passed a
resolution stating that CAC supported his request. This CAC resolution also added a further request
that the compilation of unfunded projects include a public participation component. The CAC saw
the compilation of unfunded projects as opportunity to engage the public in a regional discussion
about issues and projects they care about, and what it would take to achieve their funding and
implementation.

As directed by the Board at its September 17, 2014 meeting, TPB staff proposes to work with the
members of the TPB Technical Committee to compile this list of unfunded transportation projects.
Staff will ask the TPB Technical Committee member from each member jurisdiction to provide a
listing of all transportation projects in their jurisdiction that are in an approved plan, but not currently
in the CLRP, but would be eligible to be included if funding were available and to provide a cost
estimate and/or cost estimate range for each project in this list. It is expected that these unfunded
projects would be drawn primarily from the Move DC Plan in the District of Columbia, the local
jurisdiction MDOT priority letters in Maryland and the NVTA Transaction Plan 2040 in Virginia. In
addition, local jurisdiction TPB Technical Committee members and TPB Technical Committee
members representing WMATA, PRTC, NVTC, VRE and MARC will also be asked to provide a
listing and cost estimates for unfunded projects in their approved transit plans.

TPB staff will compile these lists into a single document and present this information to the TPB for
review. After review of the unfunded project listing by the TPB and at its direction, staff could work
with the CAC on a process to engage the public in a regional discussion about these projects and
what would be necessary to achieve their funding and implementation.

777 North Capitol Street NE, Suite 300, Washington, DC 20002-4290
Web: www.mwcog.org/tpb Phone: (202) 962-3315 Fax: (202) 962-3202



ITEM 14 - Information
November 19, 2014

Briefing on the Draft Update of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
for the National Capital Region

Staff Recommendation: Receive briefing on the draft 2014
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the
National Capital.

Issues: None

Background: The draft 2014 Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan identifies the capital
improvements, studies, actions, and
strategies that the region proposes to
carry out by 2040 for major bicycle and
pedestrian facilities. This plan is an
update to the 2010 plan. The Board will
asked to approve the 2014 plan at its
December 17 meeting.
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Prologue

The Washington region has seen rapid changes in the four years since the last regional
bicycle and pedestrian plan was adopted. New neighborhoods have grown up and old
ones have been revitalized. The people living and working in these new urban
neighborhoods are mostly walking, bicycling and using transit for their daily needs.
Bicycle infrastructure in the urban core is better than ever, with protected bicycle lanes,
paths, on-street bike parking to meet surging demand, and better support facilities at the
workplace. Car-sharing, on-line shopping, and delivery services have made it easier to
live without a personal automobile. Bike-sharing, which existed only as a pilot program
in 2010, has succeeded beyond expectations, providing an option for those who prefer not
to own their own bicycle.

Walkable and bikeable activity centers are also growing in the inner suburbs, especially
near Metrorail. New Metrorail stations are opening, and old ones are being made more
accessible by foot and bicycle. While the automobile still dominates travel and living
patterns in the greater Washington region, walkable urban living is growing faster than
anticipated.

Overview of the Plan

This Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the National Capital Region identifies the capital
improvements, studies, actions, and strategies that the region proposes to carry out by
2040 for major bicycle and pedestrian facilities. This plan is an update to the 2010
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the National Capital Region.

The National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB), composed of
governments and agencies from around metropolitan Washington, has developed this
plan with the support of its Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee. The plan incorporates
the goals, targets, and performance indicators for walking and bicycling from the TPB
Vision (1998) and the Council of Governments’ Region Forward 2050 (2010) plans.

In addition to building upon the TPB Vision, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the
National Capital Region draws on and has been shaped by a number of regional, state,
and local policy statements, plans, and studies. These include the TPB’s regularly
updated Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP) and Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP); federal and state guidance on bicycle and pedestrian facilities; and a
wealth of state and local bicycle and pedestrian plans from around the region.

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the National Capital Region is intended to be
advisory to the CLRP and TIP, and to stand as a resource for planners and the public. In
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contrast to the CLRP, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan includes both funded and
unfunded projects — projects in this plan may not yet have funding identified to support
their implementation.

Planning Context

A number of federal, state, and local activities, as noted above, provide the planning
context (Chapter 1) for this document. At all levels the trend is to require or strongly
encourage the routine inclusion of pedestrian and bicycle facilities in all transportation, a
policy sometimes known as “complete streets”.

Jurisdictions and agencies around the region maintain active bicycle and pedestrian
planning and coordination programs. Within this context, the TPB incorporates bicycle
and pedestrian considerations into overall regional transportation planning, bike-to-work
components of the Commuter Connections program, the Transportation-Land Use
Connections program, and the region’s Access for All Committee concerning minority,
low-income, and disabled communities. The Transportation Planning Board and the
Council of Governments support bicycling and walking and their health, community,
pollution reduction, and congestion reduction benefits for the region.

Bicycling and Walking in the National Capital Region

The state of bicycling and walking in the Washington region (Chapter 2) includes success
stories, challenges, and opportunities for improvement. Data from the 2007/2008
Household Travel Survey, the U.S. Census, surveys, and other sources provide an
understanding of where bicycling and walking are found throughout the region, as well as
who is walking and bicycling. These data may point to opportunities for increasing these
activities, and support the need to consider bicycling and walking in overall roadway and
transit planning and engineering.

Safety

Bicycle and pedestrian safety (Chapter 3) is a key challenge for the region. The plan
describes the scope of the safety problem, its geographic and demographic distribution
across the region, and the legal rights and responsibilities of drivers, pedestrians, and
bicyclists. Unfortunately, bicycle and pedestrian safety issues are found throughout the
region. The region and member agencies are actively pursuing a number of engineering,
enforcement, and educational strategies to reduce deaths and injuries.
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Existing Facilities

The Washington region benefits from a number of popular bicycle and pedestrian
facilities in place in our communities (Chapter 4). The region’s transit agencies have also
worked to provide access and accommodation of bicycling and walking to and on their
systems. A goal of this plan is to complement and augment the existing system of
facilities.

Goals and Indicators

Region Forward 2050 and the TPB’s Vision of 1998 both encourage walking and
bicycling. Region Forward 2050 calls for more rapid implementation of the projects in
this plan, increased walking and bicycling, and reduced pedestrian and bicyclist fatalities,
as well as setting targets and indicators which will measure progress towards the regional
goals. It also calls for specific targets and indicators which will measure progress
towards the plan goals. Chapter 5 incorporates the goals in the Vision and Region
Forward 2050 relevant to walking and bicycling, as well as the corresponding targets and
indicators from Region Forward. It also suggests additional indicators which could be
used to measure progress.

Recommended Best Practices

Convenient and safe bicycle and pedestrian access is a key goal of the TPB’s Vision and
the Council of Governments’ Region Forward 2050 plans. To help achieve this, the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee developed a set of recommended best practices
(Chapter 6) for the design and implementation of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as well
as for the incorporation of bicycling and walking considerations into overall roadway and
transit design. Best practices are based upon national and state laws and guidelines.

Planned Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities and Improvements

Improvements included on the plan’s list of regional bicycle and pedestrian projects
(overview in Chapter 7 and the full listing in Appendix A) were identified, submitted and
reviewed by agency staffs of TPB member jurisdictions. The plan includes 475 bicycle
and pedestrian facility improvement projects from across the region.

If every project in the plan were implemented, in 2040 the region will have added over
2000 miles of bicycle lanes, nearly 2000 miles of shared-use paths, hundreds of miles of
signed bicycle routes (signage without additional construction), 31 pedestrian intersection
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improvements, and fifteen pedestrian/bicycle bridges or tunnels. A new bicycle and
pedestrian crossing over the Potomac would be created, at the American Legion Bridge,
and bridges over the Anacostia River would be improved for pedestrians and bicyclists.
In addition, 27 major streetscaping projects would improve pedestrian and bicycle access
and amenities in DC, Bethesda, Arlington, Tysons Corner and other locations.

If it implements the projects in this plan, by 2040 the region will have approximately
4500 miles of bike lanes and multi-use paths, nearly seven times the current total.

Progress since the 2010 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Costs

Fifty-four projects from the 2010 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan have been completed,
including the 11™ Street Bridge Trail and several protected or buffered bike lanes. The
region added 50 miles of multiuse path and 45 miles of bike lanes. This does not include
many projects that have been partially completed, or any privately provided facilities, or
projects such as sidewalk retrofits that were too small to be included in a regional plan.

The Washington region has become a national leader in innovative policies and designs,
especially bike sharing (public self-service bicycle rental). In September 2010, the
District of Columbia and Arlington County launched a regional bike sharing system,
Capital Bikeshare, which has since expanded to over 2500 bicycles at 300 stations in DC,
Arlington, Alexandria, and Montgomery County.

Total estimated cost of projects in the draft plan is about $2 billion (2014 dollars). For
projects without an agency-submitted estimate, or in which the project appeared to be
part of a larger transportation project, cost was imputed on a mileage and project type
basis. Cost estimates should be considered as order-of-magnitude and in most cases do
not reflect engineering-level estimates.

On-Line Resources

Development of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the National Capital Region has
benefited from an on-line plan project database, a resource separate from the printed
document. Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee members were able to view, enter, and
edit their project listings on-line. This on-line database will facilitate keeping the
regional list accurate and up-to-date, and will facilitate integration of information from
this plan into the region’s Constrained Long-Range Plan and Transportation
Improvement Program as necessary. A public access version of this on-line version of
this database can be found at http://www.mwcog.org/bikepedplan/.
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Outlook

The TPB’s Vision and the Council of Governments’ Region Forward 2050 plans call for
convenient, safe bicycle and pedestrian access, walkability in regional activity centers
and the urban core, reduced reliance on the automobile, increased walking and bicycling
overall, inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities in new transportation projects and
improvements, and implementation of a regional bicycle and pedestrian plan. The
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the National Capital Region provides a blueprint for
making the region a better place for bicycling and walking.
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Bicycling, Walking and the Vision of the
Transportation Planning Board

The National Capital Region
Transportation Planning Board (TPB)
has long recognized the benefits of
bicycling and walking in the region’s
multi-modal transportation system.
The Transportation Planning Board’s
Transportation Vision for the 21%
Century, adopted in 1998,
emphasizes bicycles and pedestrians
in its goals, objectives and strategies.

Figure 1: Green Bike Lane
A key goal of the Vision, and of subsequent regional plans, is
a strong urban core and a set of regional activity centers, The Urban Core has
which will provide for mixed uses in a walkable environment g Growing Network
and reduced reliance on the automobile. of Bicycle Lanes

The Woodrow

Wilson Bridge

Trail opened in
2009

Figure 2: Woodrow Wilson Bridge Trail
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Region Forward 2050

In 2010 the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments adopted Region Forward,
a vision for the National Capital region in 2050. Region Forward built on the TPB
Vision, calling for more rapid implementation of the regional bicycle and pedestrian plan,
increased walking and bicycling, and reduced pedestrian and bicyclist fatalities.

This plan incorporated the goals, targets, and indicators from Region Forward which
relate to walking and bicycling, as well as some additional indicators which will help
show how well those goals are being met.

Complete Streets

The National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board adopted a Complete Streets
policy in May 2012. The policy defined a complete street as one that safely and
adequately accommodates motorized and nonmotorized users, including pedestrians,
bicyclists, motorists, freight vehicles, emergency vehicles, and transit riders of all ages
and abilities, in a manner appropriate to the function and context of the facility. The TPB
endorsed the concept of Complete Streets and encouraged its member governments,
which had not already done so, to adopt a Complete Streets policy.

The three States and a majority of the local governments in the Washington region now
have Complete Streets policies. This is significant in that, insofar as Complete Streets
policies are implemented, some kind of accommodation for pedestrians and bicyclists
will be built as part of larger transportation projects.

Regional Transportation Priorities Plan

The National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board Regional Transportation
Priorities Plan adopted the Regional Transportation Priorities Plan (RTPP) in January
2014. The Regional Transportation Priorities Plan aims to identify strategies with the
greatest potential to respond to our most significant transportation challenges. It also aims
to identify those strategies that are "within reach" both
financially and politically--recognizing the need for Walking and
pragmatism in an era of limited financial resources and a lack Bicycling
of political will to raise significant amounts of new revenue.

account for 9%

The RTTP expands on the TPB Vision goals for walkingand ~ Of all trips in the
bicycling, proposing improved access to transit stops and region

stations, expanded pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure,

promotion of walking and bicycling, and concentration of
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growth in walkable, bikeable activity centers.

Bicycling and Walking in the National Capital Region

The Washington region is nationally known for the quality, beauty, and extent of its
bicycle paths. Its walkable core neighborhoods attract residents and visitors alike. The
region has a strong foundation of walking and bicycling facilities to build upon.!

Taken together, bicycling and walking are a significant and growing mode of
transportation in the Washington region. According to the Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments’ 2008 Household Travel Survey walking and bicycling account
for 9% of all trips in the Washington region, up from 8.3% in 1994. Bicycling to Work
in the District of Columbia nearly quadrupled, from 1.16% in 2000 to 4.1% in 2012.

Recent years have seen progress for bicyclists and pedestrians. Several major new trails
and bridges have opened, and most local governments have adopted bicycle, pedestrian,
and/or trail plans. Most of the transit agencies in the region have added bike racks to their
buses. Bicycle or pedestrian coordinators and trail planners are now found at most levels
of government. In accordance with federal guidance and state and local Complete Streets
policies, pedestrian and bicycle facilities are increasingly being provided as part of larger
transportation projects. Employers are investing in bike facilities at work sites, and
developers are including paths in new construction.” Capital Bikeshare, which launched
in September 2010, has been a dramatic success, and now features over 2500 bicycles at
over 300 stations.

Bicycling and walking could reach a greater potential in the

Washington region, however. Many trips currently taken
Or.]e fo“r.th Qf all by automobile could be taken by bicycle. The average
driver trips in the work trip length for all modes in the Washington
Washington Region Metropolitan Statistical Area is 16 miles.* But 17% of

are less than 1% miles commute trips are less than five miles, a distance most

long

people can cover by bicycle.

Many people who live far from their jobs, but closer to
transit or a carpool location could walk or bike to transit or the carpool instead of driving.

! Green Bike Lane Photo: City of Alexandria
2 Woodrow Wilson Bridge Trail Photo: COG/TPB / Michael Farrell
® National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board, 2013 State of the Commute Survey Report, p. 32.
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INTRODUCTION

The potential for shifting non-work trips to
bicycling or walking is even greater than for work
trips. The average non-work trip is a little more
than five miles, and nearly 3/4 of all trips are non-
work trips.* The median auto driver trip in the
Washington region, according to the 2008 COG
Household Travel Survey, is four miles.
median trip for an auto passenger is only 2.8

miles. One fourth of all auto trips are less than 1% miles in length. Destinations such as
schools, shopping, and recreational facilities are often close enough to walk or bicycle.
Bicycling and walking have considerable potential to displace automobile trips if suitable
transportation, design, safety, parking, school siting, and land development policies are

followed.

Plan Development and Organization

This plan has been prepared by the
National Capital Region
Transportation Planning Board, the
federally designated Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) for
the Washington region. The TPB is
made up of representatives of 21
local governments, the departments
of transportation of Maryland,
Virginia, and the District of
Columbia, the state legislatures, and
the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit  Authority  (WMATA).
Member jurisdictions are shown in
Figure i-A on page i-6.

This document presents the long-range Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the Washington
Region through the year 2040. The plan is a list of regional projects identified by the
TPB member jurisdictions, accompanied by recommended best practices and a
description of existing facilities and regional trends for bicycling and walking. This plan
includes both funded and unfunded projects. It does not specify design guidelines, but

* National Capital Regional Transportation Planning Board, 1994COG/TPB Household Travel Survey: Summary of

Major Findings, January, 1998. Page 5.

Figure 3: New York Avenue Metro Station and Metropolitan
Branch Trail

The New York Avenue
Metro Station
Incorporates a Shared-
Use Path and Bicycle
Parking
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refers instead to state and national guidelines for bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

This update of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the National Capital Region seeks to
reflect the goals, objectives and strategies of the 1998 TPB Vision, Region Forward 2050,
and the Regional Transportation Priorities Plan while building on information from
previous bicycle plans. It includes performance measures that will show progress
towards the Vision and Region Forward goals.

Pedestrian access and safety receives more attention in this update, reflecting increased
involvement in transportation safety planning by the TPB. . Pedestrian planning is most
needed at the county, city and neighborhood level. There is, however, a role for regional
pedestrian planning, especially in the area of educating the public.
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Figure i-A
TPB Planning Area
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Overview

This Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the National Capital Region draws on and has been
shaped by a number of regional, state, and local policy statements, plans, and studies,
including the Vision and the Regional Transportation Priorities Plan (RTPP) of the
Transportation Planning Board, the Region Forward 2050 vision of the Council of
Governments, federal and state guidance on provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities,
the Constrained Long Range Plan and Transportation Improvement Program, and state
and local bicycle and pedestrian plans.

This plan is intended to help fulfill the goals of the TPB Vision, RTPP,and Region
Forward 2050 for bicyclists and pedestrians. It includes performance measures that will
show progress towards the Vision and Region Forward goals.

. Regional Planning
The Vision of the Transportation Planning Board

The National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB) is the Metropolitan
Planning Organization for the Washington region. It brings key decision-makers together
to coordinate planning and funding for the region’s transportation system.

The TPB’s official vision statement for the region, the . .
Transportation Vision for the 21* Century, adopted in 1998, is The Vision of the
meant to guide regional transportation investments into the 1 PB calls for more
new century. The Vision is not a plan with a map or specific Walking and

lists of projects. It lays out eight broad goals, with associated Biki

objectives and strategies that will help the region reach its IKIng

goals.

The Vision is supportive of pedestrians and bicyclists. It calls

for:

Convenient, safe bicycle and pedestrian access

Walkable regional activity centers and urban core

Reduced reliance on the automobile

Increased walk and bike mode share

Including bicycle and pedestrian facilities in new transportation projects and
improvements

» Implementation of a regional bicycle and pedestrian plan

Other goals of the Vision affect bicyclists and pedestrians, such as: maintaining the
existing transportation system, reducing the per capita vehicle miles traveled, linking land
use and transportation planning, and achieving enhanced funding for transportation
priorities. Sections of the Vision relating to bicycle and pedestrian goals are highlighted
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National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board
Member Jurisdictions

L
Berkeley
County
Jeffers
County

Fauqui
County

appohannock

County

Culpeper

County

Figure 1-1: TPB Member Jurisdictions

in Table 1-1.

Caroll
County
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Table 1-1: Bicycle and Pedestrian Provisions of the Transportation Vision

Goal 1. The Washington metropolitan region's transportation system will provide
reasonable access at reasonable cost to everyone in the region.

Objective 4:  Convenient bicycle and pedestrian access.

Strategy 3:  Make the region’s transportation facilities safer, more accessible and less
intimidating for pedestrians, bicyclists, and persons with special needs.

Goal 2. The Washington metropolitan region will develop, implement, and
maintain _an _interconnected transportation system that enhances quality of life and
promotes a strong and growing economy through the entire region, including a healthy
regional core and dynamic region activity center with a mix of jobs, housing, and services
in a walkable environment.

Objective 2:  Economically strong regional activity centers with a mix of jobs, housing,
services, and recreation in a walkable environment.

Objective 4:  Improved internal mobility with reduced reliance on the automobile
within the regional core and within regional activity centers.

Goal 5. The Washington metropolitan region will plan and develop a
transportation system that enhances and protects the region's natural environmental
guality, cultural and historic resources, and communities.

Objective 3: Increased transit, ridesharing, bicycling and walking mode shares.

Strategy 7:  Implement a regional bicycle/trail/pedestrian plan and include bicycle
and pedestrian facilities in new transportation projects and improvements.

Region Forward 2050

The Council of Governments is a regional organization Reglon Forward 2050
of Washington area local governments. COG Calls for Faster
comprises 21 local governments surrounding our  Construction of the
nation's capital, plus area members of the Maryland . - -

and Virginia legislatures, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. projects in the BlcyCIe
House of Representatives. and Pedestrian Plan

COG provides a focus for action and develops sound
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regional responses to such issues as the environment, affordable housing, economic
development, health and family concerns,

human services, population growth, public

safety, and transportation.

In January 2010 the Council of Governments

adopted Region Forward, a vision for the 4 \.§

National Capital region in 2050. The goals of

Region Forward are broader than those of the

TPB Vision, encompassing areas such as public

safety, land use, economic development,

housing, and the environment. For

transportation, Region Forward builds on the F
1

TPB Vision, calling for more rapid
implementation of the regional bicycle and
pedestrian  plan, increased walking and
bicycling, and reduced pedestrian and bicyclist
fatalities.

Provisions of Region Forward relating to
bicycling and walking are summarized in Table
1-2.

Table 1-2:
Bicycle and Pedestrian Provisions of Region Forward 2050

Goals:

e Transit-oriented, compact, walkable mixed-use communities emerging in Regional
Activity Centers that will capture new employment and household growth.

e A transportation system than maximizes community connectivity and walkability,
and minimizes ecological harm to the region and the world beyond.

e A broad range of public and private transportation choices for our Region which
maximizes accessibility and affordability to everyone and minimizes reliance upon
single occupancy use of the automobile.

o Safe and healthy communities

Targets:

Reduce daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita.

Increase the rate of construction of bike and pedestrian facilities from the Transportation
Planning Board’s (bicycle and pedestrian) plan.

Prioritize walking and biking options by improving pedestrian and bicycle networks,
especially in the regional activity centers. Planning and street improvements will focus
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on:
Wide sidewalks
Street trees
Mixed-use development
Pedestrian-friendly public spaces
Bike stations near transit hubs
Bike lanes
o0 Bike sharing
Increase the share of walk, bike and transit trips
0 Give people options to meet everyday needs locally by building mixed-use
developments
Reduce pedestrian and bicyclist fatalities
o Build sidewalks, bike lanes, and other improvements
Narrower local streets
Better crossings
Lower speeds for vehicles on local streets and arterials
More education and enforcement

OO0OO0OO0OO0O0

O 00O

Indicators:

Transit, bicycle and walk share in Regional Activity Centers
Street/node ratio for Regional Activity Centers

Square feet of mixed-use development

Reduced pedestrian and bicyclist fatalities

Regional Transportation Priorities Plan

On January 15, 2014, the TPB approved the
Regional Transportation Priorities Plan
(RTPP). The RTPP builds on the Vision
goals by identifying strategies with the
greatest potential to respond to our most
significant transportation challenges. The
strategies are intended to be
complementary, to make better use of
existing infrastructure, and to be "within
reach” both financially and politically. The
RTPP recognizes the need for pragmatism
in an era of limited financial resources and
a lack of political will to raise significant
amounts of new revenue.
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Bicycle and pedestrian modes are prominent in the RTPP. It calls for

e Improved access to transit stops and stations, connecting them to nearby
neighborhoods and commercial areas with sidewalks, crosswalks, and bridges.
e Incentives to use commute alternatives such as transit, carpool, vanpool,
bicycling, walking, telework, and living closer to work.
e Expanded pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, including
o Sidewalks, crossings, traffic calming
0 Bicycle lanes/paths, bicycle parking, bikeshare
0 Workplace amenities for bicyclists
e Growth concentrated in Walkable, Bikeable Activity Centers
e Improve circulation within activity centers though enhanced
0 Pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure
0 Local bus service
0 Street connectivity

Expanded use of space-efficient modes such as walking, bicycling, and transit use,
particularly in the activity centers, are essential to the success of the RTPP.

Complete Streets

In May 2012 the TPB approved a Complete Streets Policy for the National Capital
Region. The policy defines a Complete Street as a “facility that safely and adequately
accommodates motorized and non-motorized users, including pedestrians, bicyclists,
motorists, freight vehicles, emergency vehicles, and transit riders of all ages and abilities,
in a manner appropriate to the function and context of the facility”. The TPB endorsed
the concept of Complete Streets, provided a sample policy template, and urged its
members who had not already adopted such a policy to do so.

All three states and most of the TPB member governments and agencies have adopted
some form of Complete Streets policy.

The significance of Complete Streets is that future pedestrian and bicycle projects are
likely to be built as part of larger transportation projects, funded out of general revenue,
not just as stand-alone bicycle and pedestrian projects built with limited set-aside funds.
Therefore, far more such projects are likely to be built. Moreover, designing and
building with pedestrians and bicyclists in mind from the start is far more cost-effective
than retrofitting after the fact.

As a follow-up action, TPB staff held an implementation workshop on Complete Streets
for agency staff. Implementation of State and local Complete Streets policies in the
Transportation Improvement Program, the regional information clearing house to
provides access to state and local project web sites.
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Follow-on actions to the policy included a Complete Streets implementation workshop,
held on January 29", 2013, can be found on the Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee
web site, and the establishment of an information clearinghouse, the Transportation
Planning Information Hub for the National Capital Region, where links and information
on state and regional planning processes and high-profile projects can be found.

The TPB’s Complete Streets policy is part of a long-run national trend towards better
accommaodation of pedestrians and bicyclists in transportation projects.

Green Streets

In February 2012 the TPB adopted a voluntary regional Green Streets Policy. The policy
defines a Green Street as an “alternative to conventional street drainage systems designed
to more closely mimic the natural hydrology of a particular site by infiltrating all or a
portion of local rainfall events”. A green street uses trees, landscaping, and related
environmental site design features to capture and filter stormwater runoff within the right
of way, while cooling and enhancing the appearance of the street.

Green Streets benefit pedestrians and bicyclists by cooling and enhancing the appearance
of the street, making it a more pleasant place to walk or bike. Green Streets treatments
may compete with pedestrians and bicyclists for space, but can often be placed traffic
calming features such as bulb-outs and landscaped islands. Road diets and traffic
calming projects can free up space for Green Streets treatments.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

The region has been very successful in reducing emissions relating to Ozone. “Code
Red” bad air days have fallen from 65 in 1999 to four in 2014. Total NOx (Nitrous
Oxide) emissions from the region’s transportation sector have fallen more than 70% since
1990, and that VOC (Volatile Organic Compounds) emissions have fallen more than
80%. These declines have come even as population has swelled some 40% and as total
driving, measured in vehicle-miles traveled (VMT), has grown by a similar margin.

Within transportation, reductions in emissions of NOx and VOCs have resulted mostly
from federal requirements for cleaner, more fuel-efficient vehicles and for cleaner-
burning fuels. Efforts to reduce roadway congestion and to encourage less driving have
also contributed.

Walk and bike trips can help reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Bicycling is the most
energy-efficient mode of transportation available, more efficient than walking. To the
extent that the region can divert motorized trips to walking and bicycling, it can help
reduce these emissions.
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Constrained Long-Range Plan

The financially Constrained Long-Range Transportation Plan (CLRP) is a comprehensive
plan of transportation projects and strategies that the TPB realistically anticipates can be
implemented by 2040. Some of these projects are scheduled for completion in the next
few years; others will be completed much later. Each year the plan is updated to include
new projects and programs, and analyzed to

ensure that it meets federal requirements relating

to air quality and funding.

The projects and programs that go into the CLRP
are developed cooperatively by governmental
bodies and agencies represented on the National
Capital Region Transportation Planning Board
(TPB). The TPB Vision, the policy framework
adopted by the TPB in 1998, and the Regional
Transportation Priorities Plan, adopted in 2014,
serve guide project development.

To receive federal funding, a transportation
project in metropolitan Washington must be
included in the CLRP. Because funds must be
reasonably anticipated to be available for all the
projects in the CLRP, the CLRP is realistic plan
based upon available resources.

Historically, less than 1% of the capital funding in the CLRP has been specifically for
stand-alone bicycle and pedestrian projects. However, since bicycle and pedestrian
projects are usually small projects, they are often added to the plan later than the major
highway and transit projects. Moreover, much pedestrian and bicycle spending is
subsumed within larger highway or transit projects, and thus is not reflected in the
amount programmed for bicycle and pedestrian projects. Therefore, the CLRP may
under-estimate the amount of bicycle and pedestrian spending that will occur over the
next 25 years. State Departments of Transportation are likely to increase funding levels
in the future as they implement their Complete Streets policies, under which they will
routinely accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists in most new transportation projects.

Transportation Improvement Program

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) provides detailed information showing
which projects in the CLRP will be completed over the next six-year period. Like the
CLRP, the TIP is subject to federal review. Many projects in the TIP are staged, so a
single CLRP project could end being split into multiple TIP projects.
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Bicycle and pedestrian projects, and transportation projects The Transportatlon
that include bicycle and pedestrian accommodation, are Improvement
tracked in TIP. Under the regional Complete Streets Program includes
policy, agencies are also required to report future TIPS -

whether they have a Complete Streets policy in place, and $313 m!lllon for

if so whether a project in the advances the goals of that pedestrlan and

policy. bicycle projects

Funding for bicycle and pedestrian projects in the TIP is

increasing. For example, the Fiscal Year 2013-2018 TIP includes $313 million for
bicycle and pedestrian projects, nearly triple the $124 million in bicycle and pedestrian
projects in the FY 2010-2015 TIP.

Of the $313 million in the TIP, $85 million is programmed for FY 2013, which is two
percent of the total capital funds for all transportation projects programmed for FY 2013.
Only $23 million was programmed for bicycle and pedestrian projects in FY 2010.

As with the CLRP, funds spent on bicycle and pedestrian accommodations as part of a
larger highway or transit project are often subsumed in budget of the larger project.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee of the TPB Technical Committee

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee of the TPB Technical Committee advises the
TPB, TPB Technical Committee, and other TPB committees on bicycle and pedestrian
considerations in overall regional transportation planning. It meets six times per year.
One its most important functions is information exchange, at regular meetings, and at
sponsored training events.

The Subcommittee also helps coordinate planning efforts which require inter-
jurisdictional coordination. It is currently developing a vision for a regional
circumferential bicycle route, or “bicycle beltway”.

Transportation Safety Planning

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee coordinates with the Transportation Safety
Subcommittee of the TPB Technical Committee on issues relating to pedestrian and
bicycle safety, including the Street Smart safety campaign, and the safety element of the
Constrained Long Range Plan. TPB staff also participate in the State Strategic Highway
Safety Planning processes.

Top Priority Unfunded Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee periodically identifies a short list of priority
unfunded bicycle and pedestrian projects, which it recommends for inclusion in the TIP.
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These projects are selected from the regional bicycle plan, and from state and local plans.
The subcommittee has compiled and forwarded lists to TPB regularly since 1995, to be
included in the solicitation document for the TIP/CLRP. In essence, the TPB urges the
jurisdictions to consider funding these projects, which the Bicycle and Pedestrian
Subcommittee has judged to be regionally significant, within six years.

The following selection criteria are used:

e Bicycle Network Connectivity: priority is given to projects that enhanced
connectivity of facilities on the regional bicycle facilities network.

e Pedestrian Safety: priority is given to projects that promoted pedestrian safety,
especially in areas with documented pedestrian safety problems and no pending
road project that could address them.

e Access to Transit: priority is given to projects that enhanced access to Metrorail
stations and other major transit stops or facilities.

e Time Frame: all projects should be able to be completed by 2018, the end of the
TIP time frame.

e Local Support: the project is a priority for the jurisdiction or jurisdictions in
which it is located.

e Still seeking funding: the project does not yet have full construction funding
committed to it.

e Reasonable Cost: the total cost of the list should be a reasonable fraction of the
total spending in the region on highways and bridges.

While considerable weight is given to the preference of the representative of the
jurisdiction, subcommittee members are urged to think in terms of the regional selection
criteria when nominating projects.

Projects are dropped from the list when they receive funding, or if the subcommittee
and nominating jurisdiction decide that priorities have changed.

Projects from the list funded since 1995 include:

e US 15 Trail Tunnel (City of Frederick)

Regional Bike Sharing (Capital Bikeshare), DC, Arlington, Alexandria,
Montgomery County

The Metropolitan Branch Trail in Washington, D.C.

The Holmes Run Pedestrian/Bicycle crossing in Alexandria

Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Improvements on Route 1 in Fairfax County
The Dumfries Road (Route 234) Bike Path in Prince William County

The Rosslyn Circle Crossing in Arlington County

The Eisenhower Trail in Alexandria

The Matthew Henson Trail in Montgomery County

The Falls Road Shared-Use Path in Montgomery County
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e The Henson Creek Trail in Prince George’s County
e The Millennium Trail in Rockville
Bicycling, Walking, and the Regional Transportation Model

Data relevant to walking and bicycling are gathered as part of the regional household
travel survey, and are incorporated into regional transportation modeling and forecasting.

The regional travel forecasting model is based on traffic analysis zones, which are large
enough that many pedestrian and bicyclist trips begin and end within a single zone, and
thus are not modelled. Adding many more traffic analysis zones, to capture more
pedestrian trips, would make the model much more complicated and require more
computing power. Also, pedestrian and bicyclist trips are likely to occur on local streets
or paths that are not part of the modelled network. Therefore the travel forecasting model
which MWCOG currently uses does not assign pedestrian or bicyclist trips to particular
links in the transportation network, but only predicts in which traffic analysis zone in
which they will start.

Other tools are available for modelling local walk and bike trips.

Encouraging Bicycling and Walking:
Bike to Work Day, the Bike to Work Guide, and Guaranteed Ride Home

To help realize the TPB Vision and reduce congestion, air pollution, and single occupant
vehicle traffic, the TPB has developed several programs to encourage bicycling and
walking in the Washington region. As part of its Commuter Connections program, every
year on the third Friday in May the TPB sponsors a regional Bike to Work Day. This
event has grown into one of the largest of its kind in the country, attracting over sixteen
thousand riders to seventy-nine “pit stops” or rallying points around the region. The
event is meant to encourage first-time riders to try bicycling to work.

The Commuter Connections program also supports publication of Biking to Work in the
Washington Area: A Guide for Employers and A Guide for Employees, which provides
tips for employees and employers. For employees, there are tips on safe cycling, laws,
equipment and clothing, and transit connections. For employers, the guide explains the
benefits of bicycling to the employer, the types of bicycle parking, and the ways an
employer can encourage an employee to bike to work.

Regional bike routing is available at www.ridethecity.com, and Google maps offers both
pedestrian and bicycle routing. Other tools and resources for bicycle commuters are
listed on the bicycling resources section of the Commuter Connections web site.

People sometimes drive to work because they need to be able to get home quickly in an
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emergency. To meet that need and help get more people out of their cars, the Commuter
Connections program offers a free taxi ride home in an emergency for commuters who
regularly (twice a week) carpool, vanpool, bike, walk or take transit to work. Commuters
who sign up for the Guaranteed Ride Home program may use it up to four times per year.

Encouraging Walkable Development:
the Transportation-Land Use Connections Program

The Transportation Land Use Connections (TLC) Program provides support to local
governments in the Metropolitan Washington region as they work to improve
transportation and land use coordination. Through the program, the TPB provides
communities with technical assistance to catalyze or enhance planning efforts for
planning for transit and pedestrian access. Since 2007 dozens of pedestrian and transit
access planning projects have been funded through the TLC program. Community
response has been enthusiastic, and competition for the grants has been stiff.

1. Federal Policies
Routine Accommodation of Walking and Bicycling

U.S. Department of Transportation guidance issued in 2000 calls for bicycling and
walking facilities to be incorporated into all transportation projects unless exceptional
circumstances exist. Further guidance issued in March 2010 urged agencies to go beyond
the minimum standards to provide safe and convenient facilities for pedestrians and
bicyclists, set mode share targets, and collect data on walk and bike trips. Bicycling and
walking are to have equal importance to other transportation modes. Transportation
projects using federal funds may not sever an existing bicycle or pedestrian route, unless
an alternate route exists or is provided.

The US DOT headquarters in Washington, D.C. sets an example for other employers by
encouraging employee bicycling.

Federal and State policies have evolved over the last few decades, from not requiring (or
in some cases prohibiting) the use of transportation funds for pedestrian or bicycle
facilities, towards requiring the provision of such facilities. These federal and state
guidelines and policies have led to an increase in the number of pedestrian and bicycle
facilities provided, with more facilities provided as part of larger transportation projects
rather than as stand-alone projects.

Federal and State policies are also evolving away from encouraging single-use cul-de-sac
development patterns typical of the last half of the 20" century, to encouraging mixed use
development and a connected street grid that is far more accessible to pedestrians and
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bicyclists.*

Americans with Disabilities Act

The ADA Requires

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is a federal civil that all New and
rights statute that prohibits discrimination against people who i
have disabilities. Under the ADA, designing and constructing Alte.r?q Pedestrian
facilities that are not usable by people with disabilities Facilities be made
constitutes discrimination.  Public rights of way, including Accessible to the
pedestrian facilities, are required by federal law to be accessible Handicapped

to people with disabilities.

Both new and altered pedestrian facilities must be made accessible to persons with
disabilities, including those who are blind or visually impaired. The courts have held that
if a street is to be altered to make it more usable by the general public, it must also be
made more usable for those with disabilities.

Government facilities which were in existence prior to the effective dates of the ADA and
which have not been altered are not required to be in full compliance with facility
standards developed for new construction and alterations. However, they must achieve
‘program access.' That is, the program must, when viewed in its entirety, not deny people
with disabilities access to government programs and services. For example, curb ramps
may not be required at every existing walkway if a basic level of access to the pedestrian
network can be achieved by other means, e.g., the use of a slightly longer route.
Municipalities should develop plans for the installation of curb ramps and accessible
signals such that pedestrian routes are, when viewed in their entirety, accessible to people
who are blind or visually impaired within reasonable travel time limits. 2

Design standards for the disabled, such as smoother surfaces, adequate width, and limits
on cross-slope, are also beneficial for the non-disabled pedestrian. Good design for
persons with disabilities is good design for all. More information on the Americans with
Disabilities Act is available from the US Access Board.

MAP-21 and the Transportation Alternatives Progam

Under MAP-21 (Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act) the federal

! Southworth, Michael and Eran Ben-Josesph, Street Standards and the Shaping of Suburbia,
Journal of the American Planning Association, Volume 61, Number One, Winter 1995.
2 American Council for the Blind, Pedestrian Safety Handbook: A Handbook for Advocates. www.ach.org
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transportation legislation signed in July 2012, bicycle and pedestrian projects remained
broadly eligible for nearly all funding categories, including

transit funding, either for projects incorporated into something ~ A|l Federal

larger, or for stand-alone bicycle and pedestrian projects. .
MAP-21 funded surface transportation programs at over $105 Transportatlon
billion for fiscal years (FY) 2013 and 2014. MAP-21 was the Funds may be
first long-term highway authorization enacted since 2005. used for Bicycle

MAP-21 largely eliminated high priority projects, sometimes and_PedeSt“an
known as legislative earmarks, many of which were bicycle or ~ Projects
pedestrian projects.

However, the biggest change for pedestrian and bicycle projects is that MAP-21
combines several funding programs from its predecessor, SAFETEA-LU, that were often
used to fund pedestrian and bicycle projects, into a single program, the Transportation
Alternatives program. The TA Program combines three former federal programs:
Transportation Enhancements (TE), Safe Routes to School (SRTS), and Recreational
Trails (RTP). Eligible recipients include local governments, regional transportation
authorities, transit agencies, natural resource or public land agencies, school districts and
agencies, and other appropriate local or regional governmental entities. Non-profits are
not eligible to be direct recipients of the funds. Eligible projects will include bicycle and
pedestrian facilities, complete streets, safe routes to school, environmental mitigation,
and others.

One of the key differences between the TA Program and the previous programs is that
large MPOs, including the Transportation Planning Board, play a new role in project
selection for a portion of program funds now sub-allocated to large metropolitan regions.
For the National Capital Region, this new program offers an opportunity to fund regional
priorities and complement regional planning activities. In the National Capital Region,
the TA Program is framed as a complementary component of the
TPB's Transportation/Land-Use Connections (TLC) Program, which provides technical
assistance for small planning studies to TPB member jurisdictions, and a potential
implementation tool for the Regional Transportation Priorities Plan.

Projects funded under the FY 2013 and FY 2014 TA program for the National Capital are
listed on the Transportation/Land-Use Connections program web site.

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act

Signed into law on February 17, 2009, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2009 (ARRA) provided over $48 billion for transportation, including $27.5 billion for
highway infrastructure investment, $8.4 billion for transit capital assistance, $8 billion for
high speed rail, $1.5 billion for a competitive grant program for surface transportation,
and $1.3 billion for Amtrak.

1-14



Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan DRAFT CHAPTER 1:

for the National Capital Region PLANNING CONTEXT
DRAFT October 2014

The District of Columbia was allocated $123.5 million, Maryland $431 million ($129
million sub-allocated to urban areas) and Virginia $694.5 million

The District of ($208 million sub-allocated to urban areas) in highway formula
. funds.

Columbia spent

nearly half its ARRA was a one time, “stimulus” bill, intended to promote

stimulus funds on recovery from the economic recession. Projects funded through
. ARRA were supposed to be capable of implementation within a

pedeSt“ans and relatively short time frame, which has in practice caused funds to

bicyclists be directed to those projects for which design was already

complete, and which did not need additional right of way.

The District of Columbia spent nearly half its $123.5 million allocation on bicycle and
pedestrian projects. Over $50 million was programmed for streetscaping and sidewalk
construction, $4 million for Safe Routes to School, and a $3 million for an expanded bike
sharing program. In addition bridge reconstruction projects will include upgraded
sidewalks. Since projects are bid as a whole, the cost of the pedestrian portion of a
project is not estimated separately.

Maryland programmed $4.6 million for ADA improvements. Maryland stimulus funds
largely went to resurfacing and bridge rehabilitation projects, often on limited-access
highways. In Northern Virginia, $10 million was allocated to identifiable pedestrian and
bicycle projects, such as pedestrian bridges and underpasses, trail reconstruction,
streetscaping, and traffic calming.

The degree to which pedestrians and bicyclists benefited from the Act depended to a
great degree on the extent to which the Departments of Transportation have included
pedestrian and bicycle facilities in their project planning and design. An effective
“complete streets” policy is critical.

1. State Policies The District of
District of Columbia Columbia is to
become a “walk-

As the center of the Washington region, a major employment : ool
center, and one its most walkable and bikeable jurisdictions, centr!c;,bl!(e
the District of Columbia’s policies have a significance larger ~CENtrIC™ CIty.
than its population would suggest.

Reflecting its urban character, the District of Columbia is doing much to encourage
walking and bicycling. District of Columbia Department of Transportation intends to
create a “walk-centric, bike-centric” city. DDOT’s 2010 “Action Agenda” called for
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safety, sustainability, and increasing livability and prosperity by creating great spaces that
are the “living room” of the city.

Streetscaping projects and traffic calming projects are a high priority. By providing
pedestrians with plenty of well-designed, safe, and comfortable space, the city hopes to
increase retail sales and property values. Business Improvement Districts are to have
considerable input into transportation projects.

Due to the built-up character of the District of Columbia, DDOT aims to shift travel from
less space-efficient modes, such as single occupant vehicles, to more space efficient
modes, such as walking, bicycling, and public transportation.

DDOT’s strategy for shifting auto trips to transit, walk, and bike trips encompasses both
transportation and land development elements. The District of Columbia will encourage
mixed use development projects that promote and support non-auto mobility. Reduced
auto parking, increased bike parking, on-site car and bike sharing, and transportation
demand management plans will reduce auto trips generated by new development.

On a citywide basis there is to be car sharing,

bike sharing, new transit service, streetcars,

reduced off-street parking requirements, required

off-street bike parking, and rapid construction of

new pedestrian and bicyclist infrastructure. The it
Bicycle Master Plan (2005) and Pedestrian Plan

have been succeeded by the pedestrian and

bicycle elements of the city’s latest

Transportation Plan, MoveDC.

MoveDC

In May 2014 DDOT released the District’s new
Transportation Plan, MoveDC, for public
comment. The draft MoveDC plan continues in
the same direction as previous planning
documents, but in greater detail, and with more
ambitious goals and methods. MoveDC is a 25
year plan. It proposes to:

e Achieve 75% of all commute trips in the District by non-auto modes

e Achieve zero fatalities and serious injuries on the District transportation network

e Support neighborhood vitality, public space, and economic development.

e Manage streets to increase person-carrying capacity and reliability, through signal
changes, parking management, pricing, and vehicle occupancy requirements
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e Reduce travel demand through various Transportation Demand Management
strategies
e Invest in better maintenance and asset management

In accordance with DC’s Complete Streets policy, every street will accommodate all
legally permitted users, but different streets will have different modal priorities.

Pedestrian Element

The Pedestrian Element promises to reduce the number of pedestrian injuries and
fatalities, prioritize pedestrians, and create a pedestrian environment that accommodates
people of all ages and abilities. To that end,

e All roadway reconstruction and development projects are to include safe and
convenient pedestrian facilities. All projects should meet the standards identified in
DDOT’s Public Realm Design Manual and the Design and Engineering Manual.

e Identified priority corridors are to be improved.

e Sidewalks should be provided on at least one side of every street and preferably on
both sides of every street.

e Pedestrian crossings should be provided across all legs of an intersection unless a
special exception can be clearly justified.

e Improve crossing safety

e Create new street connections

e Expand pedestrian education, including the Street Smart campaign, which is
carried out in partnership with the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments

e Expand automated red-light and speed enforcement

DDOT expects a
Bicycle Element 12% bike mode

_ _ N share for trips
The Bicycle Element of MoveDC is more ambitious than within the District

the 2005 Bicycle Master Plan. MoveDC recommends

adding 213 miles of bicycle infrastructure. The system will

eventually total 136 miles of bike lanes, 72 miles of protected bike lanes (cycle tracks),
and 135 miles of trails, as well as more public and private bike parking, expanded bike
sharing, and signed neighborhood bike routes.

The objective is to make bicycling a “principal and preferred” mode for travel, with a 12
% bicycle mode share for all trips that start and end in the District.
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MoveDC will fill major gaps in the regional bicycle network, and improve connections
between the District, Maryland and Virginia. MoveDC proposes two new bicycle and
pedestrian crossings of the Potomac River, and three new crossings of the Anacostia,
including

A Massachusetts Avenue Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge over the Anacostia River
A new Long (Railway) Bridge connecting SW DC to Arlington

A bicycle and pedestrian bridge from the Georgetown waterfront to Roosevelt
Island, which together with a proposed K Street Cycle Track would provide an
off-street connection between the Mount Vernon Trail, the Capitol Crescent Trail,
and the Rock Creek Trail.

A bicycle and pedestrian bridge and trail over the Anacostia River, from
Kenilworth Park in NE and the Anacostia River Trail, to the National Arboretum
and near NE.

A New York Avenue Corridor trail and bridge to connect downtown DC with
Anacostia River Trail system in Prince George’s County.

Other bridges that currently have outmoded
bike and pedestrian facilities will be
upgraded, and a multi-use path will be added
to the Military Road Bridge across Rock
Creek Park. The expanded District bicycle
network will host signed national and
regional bicycle routes including US Bike
Routes 1 and 50, the East Coast Greenway,
and the Potomac Heritage Trail.

Maryland

Maryland adopted its first Bicycle and
Pedestrian Access Plan in 2002. Under that
plan the State made numerous advances in

promoting bicycling

Maryland will and walking. MDOT
address the needs of  invested more than

all users, including

$283 million in non-
motorized

pedestrians and transportation

bicyclists

projects to improve
bicycling and walking
conditions over the last decade. The proportion of total highway

expenditures dedicated to bicycle or pedestrian programs increased from 2% to 4% over
the last decade.
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The State also created a number of grant programs, including the Maryland Bikeways
Program, which provides $3 million per year in technical assistance to a wide range of
bicycle network improvements, and Maryland Bikeshare Program provides grants to
communities interested in adding a bikeshare system, notably Montgomery County.

Maryland State Highway Administration adopted Complete Streets policy in 2012.

The current Maryland Twenty-Year Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (2014) calls for a
Complete Streets approach. Complete Streets in Maryland means that the state
transportation network will address the needs of all users, regardless of travel mode. It
does not, however, mean that all users will have equal priority on all roadways. Design is
to be appropriate for the land use and context, including Urban Centers, Towns and
Suburban Centers, Rural and Agricultural Areas, and Natural Areas.

The initial focus will be to support biking and walking in urban centers and main streets.
MDOT will pilot a Bicycle and Pedestrian Prioritization Area (BPPA) program to

foster collaboration with local jurisdictions and support the development of connected
bicycle and pedestrian networks in high need locations.

MDOT has also published an Accessibility Policy and Design Guidelines for Pedestrian
Faclitilies along State Highways (2010), Bicycle Policy and Design Guidelines (2013), a
Strategic Trails Implementation Plan (2009), a bicyclist education video, and other
materials designed to share information on best practices with respect to the engineering,
education, and enforcement aspects of walking and bicycling.

A Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee advises State government agencies on
issues directly related to bicycling and
pedestrian activity including funding, public awareness,
safety and education.

Virginia requires
“routine
accommodation’ of
pedestrians and

In 2004, the Virginia Department of Transportation ~DICYClists in
released its Policy for bicycle and pedestrian transportation
accommodation, which commits VDOT to routinely projects
accommodating pedestrians and bicyclists as part of all
new construction and reconstruction projects, unless
exceptional circumstances exist.®

Virginia

Since 2004 VDOT has developed a process to ensure that bicycle and pedestrian
accommodations are provided in accordance with the policy. The Bicycle and Pedestrian

$ www.virginiadot.org
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Accommodations Decision Process gives designers a step by step process to determine if
bicycle / pedestrian accommaodations are appropriate for the characteristics of a particular
roadway, and a Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations list and a design guide provides
project managers with a menu of possible accommodations. A series of implementation
guidance documents for localities have also been developed to improve communication
between agencies regarding planning and accommodation of pedestrians and cyclists
under terms of the 2004 policy.

VDOT maintains all roads in Virginia outside of urban .. )
areas, including thousands of miles of residential streets  VIrginia requires
originally built by developers. In view of the importance of new developments
secondary streets for vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle .
movement, VDOT has revised its Secondary Street to connect Wl_th
Acceptance Requirements (SSAR) to mandate higher levels  the surrounding
of street connectivity in urban areas, as well as adequate streets

pedestrian accommodation. New streets and developments

are required to connect to the surrounding streets and future

developments in a way that adds to the capacity of the transportation network.

The policy divides Virginia into “compact”, suburban, and rural areas, with graduated
connectivity requirements for each. Narrower streets, traffic calming and *“context-
sensitive” design are encouraged where appropriate.

New development proposals initially
submitted to counties and VDOT after June
30, 2009, must comply with the
requirements of the SSAR.

Cul-de-sac development patterns have long
been an obstacle to walking or bicycling in
suburban areas. More direct, traffic-calmed
secondary streets will allow more people to
walk or bike to local destinations.

Virginia has adopted a fairly stringent set of
requirements mandating accommodation of
pedestrians and bicyclists on both public
roads and private developments which are
accepted by State for maintenance, which in
Virginia means almost all development. As
the  economy recovers, and new
development applications fall under the new
rules, we will be able to see the results of
the new policies.
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Virginia State Bicycle Policy Plan

VDOT completed a State Bicycle Policy Plan in April, 2010, which incorporates the
policies discussed above, as well as the most recent federal guidance. The plan calls for
bicycling for increased bicycling for all trip purposes, and a transportation system that
*accommodates and encourages” bicycling by providing facilities for bicyclists of all
ages and abilities. It also calls for better data gathering and benchmarking of bicycling,
coordination with various stakeholders, and recommends a number of strategies to
improve implementation of VDOT’s 2004 policy for bicycle and pedestrian
accommodation.

The plan provides some guidance on bicycle facilities to be used. Bicycle lanes and
paved shoulders are recommended over other bicycle facilities. Restriping travel lanes,
or “road diets” are recommended as a way to provide bicycle lanes within the current
right of way. Actuated traffic signals should be able to detect bicycles, and bicycle
compatible drain grates should be used on all roads where bicycles are permitted. A
signed bike route should have at least a bicycle level of service “C”.

IV: Local Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning

Nearly every jurisdiction in the region has completed a bicycle or pedestrian plan, and
most have at least part time bicycle or pedestrian planner. Table 1-2 shows local and
state plans and studies and the year published. Jurisdictions and agencies drew projects
from these individual plans and submitted them for incorporation into the Regional
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. Local plans may include unfunded projects.

Table 1-3:
Major Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans and Studies
Of the Washington Region

Jurisdiction/ Plan/Study Year

Agency

Arlington Pedestrian Transportation | 1997,

County Plan, 1994
Bicycle Transportation Plan, 2001,
Bike Lane Plan 2008

Arlington Master Plan -
Pedestrian Element, Bicycle

Element
City of Pedestrian and Bicycle | 2008
Alexandria Mobility Plan
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District of District of Columbia Bicycle | 2005, 2009,
Columbia Master Plan, District of | 2014
Columbia Pedestrian Master
Plan, MoveDC
Fairfax Countywide Trails Plan, 2002,
County County Bicycle Map, Phase | | 2009, 2011,
Bicycle Master Plan (Tysons), | 2013
Fairfax County
Comprehensive Plan
Frederick County Frederick County Bikeways | 1999, 2003,

and Trails Plan, Bicycle | 2011
Parking Design Guide, Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan, Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan

City of Transportation Plan, Bikeways | 2010, 1999
Gaithersburg and Pedestrian Plan

City of Laurel, | Bikeway Master Plan 2009
Maryland

Loudoun County Loudoun County Bicycle and | 2003

Pedestrian Master Plan

Maryland Maryland  Twenty  Year | 2014, 2012,
Department of | Bicycle and Pedestrian Master | 2008
Transportation Plan

SHA Complete Streets Policy

2009 Maryland Trails
Strategic Implementation Plan
MNCPPC - Transportation Priority List | 1999,
Prince George's County | (Joint Signature Letter) 2009
Countywide Master Plan of
Transportation

Montgomery Countywide Bikeways | 2005
County Functional Master Plan

National Capital Comprehensive Plan for the | 2004
Planning National Capital

Commission

National Capital Region | Priorities 2000: Metropolitan | 2001,
Transportation Planning | Washington  Greenways & | 2006, 2010
Board Circulation Systems,

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
for the National Capital
Region
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National Park Paved Recreation Trails Plan | 1990
Service
Prince William Transportation ~ Chapter  of | 2008, 1993
County Comprehensive Plan),
Greenways and Trails Plan
City of Bikeway Master Plan 2014
Rockville
Virginia Department of | Virginia  Department  of | 2010
Transportation Transportation State Bicycle
Policy Plan
Virginia Department of | Northern Virginia Regional | 2003
Transportation, Bikeway and Trail Network
Northern Virginia | Study
Office
WMATA Metrorail Bicycle & 2010, 2012

Pedestrian Access
Improvements Study, Bicycle
and Pedestrian Element of the
CIP

Jurisdiction/ Plan/Study Year
Agency

Table 1-3 shows the approximate number of full-time planners each agency has working on
bicycle, pedestrian, and trails planning.

Table 1-4:

Agency Bicycle/Pedestrian Planning Staff
Full-Time Equivalents (FTE’s)

Jurisdiction/ Bicycle Planner | Pedestrian Planner | Trails Planner
Agency FTE’s FTE’s FTE’s
Arlington 1 1 1

County

City of 0.5

Gaithersburg

City of 1 0.5 0.5

Alexandria

City of College Park | 0.5

City of Frederick 0.5 0.5
City of 0.5 0.5
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Rockville

District of 2 1 1
Columbia

Fairfax 1 1 2
County

Frederick County 0.25 0.25

Loudoun County 0.5

Maryland 1 2 1
Department of
Transportation

MNCPPC — 0.33 0.33 1
Montgomery County

MNCPPC - 1
Prince George's
County

Montgomery 1 1 1
County

National Capital | 0.5 0.5
Region

Transportation
Planning Board

National Park 1
Service

Prince William 0.5
County

WMATA 0.5 1

Virginia Department | 1 1
of Transportation,
Northern Virginia
Office
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Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School is a national movement that encourages students to travel to and
from school by walking or bicycling. Safe Routes to School efforts are supported by
parents, schools, community leaders, Safe Routes to School coordinators and local, state,
and federal governments to improve the health and well-being of children by enabling
and encouraging them to walk and bicycle to school. The Safe Routes to School
movement in the United State grew exponentially with a federal funding program starting
in 2005. In 2012, Safe Routes to School was incorporated into the Transportation
Alternatives program, but Safe Routes to School programs continue to grow.

In the Washington DC region, Safe Routes to School programs have flourished. The
majority of school systems in the region have access to a Safe Routes to School
coordinator either within the school district or in the department of transportation. In
2013, northern Virginia school districts gained four new coordinators due to a unique
partnership between the Virginia Department of Transportation Safe Routes to School
program and the Department of Education. This partnership utilized remaining Safe
Routes to School funding from the 2005 federal transportation bill the Safe, Accountable,
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).

Table 1-5. Safe Routes to School Coordinators in the region

School District Safe Routes to School Coordinator

Arlington County Public Schools | Full-time, school district

Alexandria City Public Schools | Contracted coordinator with school district 2008-2013,
current designated point person for continuation of activities

District of Columbia Public Full-time, District Department of Transportation

Schools

Fairfax County Full-time, school district

Frederick County 2010-2011, full-time, school district

Loudoun County Full-time, school district

Montgomery County Public One full-time position, Montgomery County Department of

Schools Transportation and one part-time position, City of Takoma
Park

Prince George’s County Public Grant application pending, full-time, Prince George’s County

Schools Department of Public Works and Transportation

Prince William County Public Full-time, school district

Schools

All school districts have schools that have registered for either Bike to School Day in
May or Walk to School Day in October.
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Table 1-6. Schools Registered for Walk to School Day (WTSD) and
Bike to School Day (BTSD), 2012-2014

2012 2013 2014
WTSD BTSD | WTSD | BTSD
Arlington County Public Schools | 11 13 20 8
Alexandria City Public Schools | 4 31 4 31
District of Columbia Public 22 17 22 16
Schools
Fairfax County 14 35 29 32
Falls Church City Public Schools | 2 5
Frederick County 4 2 2 1
Loudoun County 3 16 10
Manassas City Schools 1 3 1
Montgomery County Public 15 2 43 9
Schools
Prince George’s County Public 4 1 3 0
Schools
Prince William County Public 3 0 16 2
Schools
Total 83 101 163 110

Safe Routes to School leadership comes from many different places. In 2013 and 2014,
BikeArlington coordinated Bike to School Days at all 31 Arlington Public Schools. In
Fairfax County Public Schools, parents in the Town of Vienna have coordinated weekly
and monthly Safe Routes to School activities including an annual Walk/Bike Challenge.
In 2014, more than 5,400 students at seven elementary schools participated.

In 2012, the City of Takoma Park won national recognition from the Oberstar Award
Committee for their comprehensive Safe Routes to School program.

The first Safe Routes to School regional meeting was held in October 2013 with more than 70
Safe Routes to School, transportation, health, school and planning professionals as well as parents
and advocates. This is an opportunity to share information and best practices across the region
and provide a learning opportunity for those interested in Safe Routes to School.

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Subcommittee and the Safe Routes to School Regional
Partnership co-sponsor an annual Safe Routes to School regional workshop. The most
recent workshop was held in October 2014 with more than 70 Safe Routes to School,
transportation, health, school and planning professionals as well as parents and advocates.
These workshops provide an opportunity to share information and best practices across
the region.
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Metrorail Silver Line

Since 2010 one of the most significant changes
in the region has been the extension of the
Metrorail to Tysons Corner and Reston in
Fairfax County. This Metrorail extension is
generating new, walkable development. A
future phase of the project will extend the line to
Dulles Airport and beyond.

Tysons, already the second-largest commercial
center in the region, is undergoing a dramatic
transformation from an auto-oriented
commercial “edge city” to a mixed-use urban
downtown. The four new Metrorail stations in
Tysons will provide the foundation for this shift.
Pedestrian and bicycle access will be critical to
making a redeveloped Tysons work.

Future Silver Line stations along the Dulles

Tollway will serve park and ride commuters, but

will also incorporate some development and some pedestrian and bicycle access, in an
area which has been overwhelmingly oriented towards driving. Plans call for an eventual
extension further into Loudoun County, which has been working on station-area
pedestrian and bicycle access plans.

WMATA Bicycle and Pedestrian Access Planning

In recent years WMATA has become a regional leader in pedestrian and bicycle access
and safety, both on and off WMATA property. WMATA’s priorities include

» Passenger safety and security: Examples of safety-related projects include signage
and crosswalk striping on and around stations, designated and improved bicycle
access routes into stations, resurfacing deteriorated sidewalks, lighting, and high
security bicycle parking.
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° Metrorall Access MEDICAL CENTER BEFORE AND AFTER, REPLACING OLD RACKS

needs: Improving
pedestrian and bike
access at and around
stations is often a
more cost-effective
way to boost ridership
than to add car
parking or connecting
bus service.
Approximately 45%
of Metrorail
customers live within
walking or bicycling
distance from a
station (up to 3 miles).

e Transit Oriented
and Joint
Development:
Walkable and
bikeable station areas
will have a positive
and mutually
reinforcing impact on
Metro’s Joint
Development
programs and local government’s encouragement of Transit Oriented Development
(TOD). Bringing more people out into the streetscape will increase visibility and
safety of those on foot and bike, while also demonstrating the viability of similar
future developments.

In its 2010 Metrorail Bicycle and Pedestrian Access Improvements Study WMATA
identified pedestrian and access problems at its Metrorail stations. A number of the
projects identified as part of that process, totaling $25 million, have been funded in
WAMA'’s Capital Improvement program. A few examples of completed projects are
shown below. WMATA is no long builds fences to keep pedestrians out of its rail
stations.

WMATA has also been working to identify “hot spots” of short distance auto access; i.e.
places where people live close enough to walk to Metro, but don’t, and studying those
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areas to find out what is missing.

The National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board is currently working with
WMATA on another study that will identify needed pedestrian and bicycle improvements
at 25 under-used Metrorail Stations, High Impact Complete Streets Access Improvements
for Rail Station Areas in the Washington Region. This study will build on the results of
WMATA'’s 2010 study.

V: Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning
Precursors to the Current Plan

The Washington region completed its first major bicycle study, the Washington Regional
Bikeways Study in 1977. This study, created under the supervision of the Regional
Bikeways Technical Subcommittee of the Transportation Planning Board Technical
Committee, provided an overview of bicycling characteristics and the potential market
for bicycle commuting.

In 1988 the Bicycle Technical Subcommittee began work on a bicycle element for
incorporation into the region’s transportation plan. The plan identified the extent to
which bicycle facilities and planning processes already existed in the region, highlighted
areas of concern for the future, and drafted a set of policy principles to be applied by the
region’s jurisdictions in updating their own transportation plans, as well as a list of
recommended bicycle projects. The Bicycle Element was adopted by the Transportation
Planning Board as part of the region’s Constrained Long-Range Plan in November 1991.

In 1995, the Transportation Planning Board adopted an update to the 1991 Bicycle
Element, the Bicycle Plan for the National Capital Region, as an amendment to the
Constrained Long-Range Plan. The revised plan emphasized bicycling for transportation
and recommended project lists and policy principles produced by the Bicycle Technical
Subcommittee.

In February 2001, the TPB completed the Priorities 2000: Greenways and Circulation
Systems reports, which identified greenway and pedestrian circulation systems priorities.

Except for the Priorities 2000 reports, predecessors to the 2006 Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan for the National Capital Region were “bicycle” plans. The 2006 plan fully
incorporated pedestrian elements for the first time. The 2006 plan was updated in 2010.
This plan is an update to the 2010 plan.

Sources of the Regional Plan Projects

State, local, and agency bicycle and pedestrian plans and staff are the source of the
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projects in this plan. Projects should be at least one mile in length or $300,000 in cost to
be included in the regional plan. They need not have an identified funding source.

Outlook

The Transportation Planning Board and the Council of Governments have a continuing
and growing commitment to walking, bicycling, and the concentration of future growth in
walkable, mixed-use activity centers. COG’s Region Forward 2050 shares the goals of
the TPB’s Vision and proposes specific performance indicators and a schedule for
reporting progress. Increasing the rate at which projects in this plan are constructed is an
explicit goal of the Council of Governments’ Region Forward 2050 vision.

The Regional Transportation Priorities Policy re-affirms the commitment to bicycling
and walking in the TPB Vision, while better explaining the role that increasing walk and
bike mode share will play in supporting the growth of the regional activity centers, and
making better use of existing transit infrastructure.

The Federal, State, and local policy environment has been changing in ways that make it
more likely that goals of the regional plans will be met. Complete Streets policies are
being adopted, strengthened and implemented. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities in most
jurisdictions will no longer be “amenities” which agencies will consider providing, but
facilities that they will routinely provide as part of every project. At the same time, land
use, parking, and urban design policies are changing in ways that will make walking and
bicycling a viable choice for more trips.

Partnerships between WMATA, local government, and business are growing transit-
oriented around existing and new Metrorail stations, notably at Tysons Corner, shifting
more trips to walk and bike modes.

As the economy recovers and development restarts, the effects of the policy changes of
the last few years will become evident in the way people live, work, and travel in our
region.
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CHAPTER 2: BICYCLING AND

WALKING IN THE
WASHINGTON REGION

Overview

Residents of the Washington region walk and bicycle at about the same rate as the nation

as a whole. Tables 2-1 and 2-

Table 2-1 % Walk | % Walk | % Walk
2 show the share of walking Pedestrian Commuting | to to to
and bicycling trips to work for in the Tgn Largest1 Work Work Work
the ten largest Metropolitan Areas éO?]O 3882 gg(l)g
Nationally, metropolitan |7 er o se5% | 6% | 6%
10% of all areas. 2_| Boston 412% | 48% | 53%
3 | San Francisco 3.25% 4.2% 4.3%
urban area Throughout ™5 delphia 3.88% | 3.7% | 3.7%
trips are made ”]‘ce Setﬁond zgl‘; 5 | Washington 310% | 3.0%| 3.2%
on foot or by 0 gentury 6 | Chicago 3.13% | 2.9% | 3.1%
. S 7 Los Angeles 2.56% 2.6% 2.7%
bike ~driving "8 Degroit 183% | 15% | 14%
increased, |9 | Houston 162% | 15% | 14%
while walking, bicycling, and ™10 | Dallas-Fort Worth 148% | 13% | 1.2%
public transportation declined. United States 2.93% | 2.8%| 2.8%
In 2000 2.93% of Americans
walked to work, and 0.38% bicycled. By comparison, in 1960 9.9% of workers walked
to work.>  The number of people driving alone rose from 73.2% in 1990 to 75.7% in
2000, while use of public transportation fell by 0.5%.
. Table 2-2: % % Bike | % Bik
. ) In the first Bicycle Commuting in | Bike to ) to Worke
Trips in the gigadeCOft the the  Ten  Largest | to Work | 2008-
enury, Metropolitan Areas Work | 2006- 2012
Urban Coreare o it cols P 2000 | 2008
Usua“y ShOFt driving share 1 San Francisco 1.12% | 1.4% 1.7%
Enough to Walk appears to 2 Los Angeles 0.63% | 0.7% 0.9%
Or Bike have stoppe-d, 3 BO.S'[OI'I . 0.38% | 0.7% 0.9%
walking and |5 | Chicago 0.31% [ 05% | 0.6%
bicycling 6 | Washington 0.30% | 0.5% 0.6%
mode shares have stabilized. || New York 0.30% | 04% | 0.5%
76% of workers drove alone in |8 | Houston 0.30% | 0.3% | 0