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City Transitway Initiatives 
. Development of a plan for 

dedicated transit services in 
three corridors 
Corridor A: North-South Corridor 
Corridor B: Du keIEisen hower 
Corridor C: BeauregardNan Dor 
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History of Transitway Corridors 
. Corridors identified in regional plans . Transportation Master Plan 

Corridor A (North-South) 

Corridor B (Duke Street 1 Eisenhower Avenue) 
.. . 

Corridor C (Beauregard 1 Van Dorn) 
- 
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. ;I. .. . Approved Small Area Plans assume ~ i~h -capachy  Transit corridors'--:: 

. Crystal City-Potomac Yard Transitway funded and in design 



Background 
Transportation Master Plan Update (2008) 

Council Strategic Plan (2010) 

Transitway Corridor Feasibility Study (Began 201 0) 

Builds on Transportation Master Plan 

Identify 1 Adopt transit concept and action plan for each corridor 



Land Use and Transportation Connectivity 
Beauregard corridor plan 
Braddock Metro & 
Braddock East plans 
Columbia Pike Initiative . Crystal City plan 
Eisenhower East plan 

. . .. , 
+ Eisenhower West area 

development 
LandmarkNan Dorn . 

corridor plan 
Mark Center plan 
Metrorail blue & yellow 
lines . NVCC Community College 
master plan . Old Town 

omarwvan Pentagon 
Pentagon City development 
Potomac Yard plans 
(Arlington and Alexandria) . Shirlington 

R ional development usluer ammate  YL -mate -on cunent -ope, p ~ m  for 
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General Study Goals 
. Define location and 

configuration of the transitway 
in each corridor 

. ldentify preferred transit mode 
technology for each corridor 

. Develop plans for operations 
for each corridor . ldentify potential station 
locations 

, Develop action plan - 
environmental documentation, 
funding levelslrequest, design, 
operations, governance, etc. 
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High Capacity Transit Corridor Work Group 

To provide citizen inputs to such issues as include mb 

I d Mhktes which should be used in these I I corridors at specific times, use 
;(, (~L 'L I .  ' ! ' : L  /\:,Oi.l ridership, and Wslanclal hplkatians \. 

r b ~ ; ~ k  
City Council - 2 representatives Chamber of Commerce 
Planning Commission Federation of Civic Associations - 
Transportation Commission 2 representatives 
Budget & Fiscal Affairs Advisory Resident with Transit Planning 
Committee Expertise 
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Project Status 
. Corridor C (Van Dorn 1 Beauregard) 

= Completed existing conditions, needs assessment, and 
alternatives development 

= Completed first and secondary screening of alternatives 
= Presented results of secondary screening to Corridor Work Group 

(CWG) on March 17 
Held work session with CWG on May 5, 201 1 
Consultant recommendation presented to CWG - Mid May 
Corridor Work Group made recommendation at May 19 meeting 
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Project History - Corridor C 
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Project Schedule - Corridors A & B 
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Alternative B (baselinel 

Rapid bus 

Possible preliminary 
phase of any other 
alternative 

Baseline for evaluation 

Alternative G 

BRT BRT and streetcar 

Dedicated lanes Dedicated lanes 

Shirlington and Columbia Pike and 
PentagonlPentagon PentagonIPentagon 
City connections City connections 

Streetcar option 

Dedicated lanes 
Columbia Pike 
connection 

- - - Phased Route - Rapid Bur a Optional Route - Streetcar - Mixed flow or Columbia Pike Connection - BRT (Bus Rapid Transit) 0 Transboy Station 
I - ' - - #  - Streetmr (&di~uted iones) I- - - , Quarter-mlle Sation area - 



Secondary Evaluation - Effectiveness 
. ~ .  . 

Alternative 

Transit Travel T i  

Rating: Fair 0 Best Poor 
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. : Secondary Evaluation - Cost Effectiveness 
* ' , >  ,' : 

ative 

Evaluation Criteria 

Columbia Pike I 
me--- 
-.-. -- 

Capital cost 0 
. C 

' 5  .. . Right-of-way Cost 0 0 0' 

&& 
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Secondary Evaluation & Scoring . Criteria rating: best (3), fair (2), poor (1) , 8  .*;$. :.:.,: 
.'.--' *.. . : : . Several criteria were weighted based on importance 

.~ - . . 
,, ,. . 

Transit traveltimes in corridor '. 
, . . . 

. .; . 
Transit travel times between termhi ;-.. 

' _  
1 

,.. ., ., .. 
Ridership , . 

. .  
Phasing , n:, i , '  . . 
Traffic flow impact 
Capital cost 
Right-of-way cost 
Operating cost . Criteria group scores were computed . Overall scoring summary for each alternative was 

developed . + .- .- , A  









Recommendation 
Phvsical Characteristics . Low-floor BRT vehicles . Dedicated lanes (-80% to 90% of 

corridor) . Off-board fare collection . Service specific branding and 
identity 
Substantial transit stations 

O~erational Characteristics 
Transit signal priority at 
intersections . Real-time service information . 15-minute peak period headways . 20-minute off-peak headways . 18 hours of service (Monday 
through Saturday) . 12 hours of service on Sunday 



Recommendation 
Alternative D . Reliable and efficient . Attractive to choice riders . Significant seated capacity . Regional and locally interconnected 

Moderate construction cost 
Potential to be attractive for federal 
funding 

Notes 
Construct to not preclude streetcar . Streetcar could be implemented as a 
later phase, with supportive 
conditions 

- 



Costs and Funding 
What funding sources can be used to construct the transitways? 

A number of funding sources would need to be explored, and may 
include: . City funds dedicated to transportation . Federal Transportation funds and programs . Developer contributions . General funds . Owner 1 Operator contributions . Tax Increment Financing 

Reallocation of current city monies allocated to WMATA and DASH . Local Improvement District . State funding 



h'ysfem I S  Quality 
3 .  L ' 

Will the transitway system be of high quality? 

All three corridors will have a high quality system, including: . Dedicated lanes . Special, branded vehicles . Intelligent Transportation Systems (i.e., transit signal priority) . High quality stations . Improved pedestrian and bicycle connectivity 
. -  . .  . Frequent, reliable service \ . . - . :I  :1 > , , R 

. Good connectivity / interface with Metro stations 
. -., . . . z. y,*. &* 46.:- >. ... , !..! .&,..jC.,. L:,?J:, i?+G[> -::. .r;;23;e7 F . 2  :;c>c:z ;,!.g<di yF:{,, i,.s. . * . ' .-A r 

. .. - .< . . . 

.. . . . -  . I . , ,  -. . , . . . . . . . . . . . "- .  - . - . .. ..,~, ,: . ,,': . '!> ~. ,, . .  , .  . 
_;? 7 '  '.' , . . . .. . ,. . . . . . . , , ..~ , . , . , , . . .  
:: ,. ~. 

~ * . ~  i.. , ~ .' '~ . . .:~.. <i* . ; ' ' " ..' . .- - . ,  -. . ; >., , . . . , . , ' ' i 
"..? . .. . - ,. , ~ .  . ~ . - . .. *. ~.T- . ,. .. ,. "\ 7 . .  ..-. . . < . . '% . ~. 

I 





Specialized BR T Vehicles 
. Typical seated capacity: 

30 to 60 passengers . Typical standing capacity: 
30 to 60 passengers . Typical total capacity: 
80 to 90 passengers 

X2- Washinnton DC 
m 











Right-of- Way Costs and Funding 
Can dedicated lanes be provided without widening the roadway? 

. t '  , , 1 1 -- : ;P I J 
I . It is important that dedicated lanes be provided for any transitway in 

order to maintain efficient operation of the system. . In some locations where space is constricted, dedicated lanes may not 
be built. . Roadway widening to build dedicated transit lanes was supported by 
most members of the Corridor Work Group and the public. This helps 
avoid significant impact to traffic operations. 



Coordination with other Transit Planning 
How would a streetcar be coordinated with the streetcar planning 
effort underway along Columbia Pike? 

. ArlingtonIFairfax Counties are currently analyzing alternatives that 
extend the Columbia Pike streetcar to the NVCC campus. . Alexandria has expressed its interest in having the Columbia Pike 
streetcar extended to NVCC regardless of the location of its 
maintenance facility. . The Alternatives Analysis 'I Environmental Assessment (AAIEA) will be 
complete in late 201 1. . If the recommendation does not extend the streetcar to NVCC, and 
the recommendation for Corridor C includes a streetcar, the City would 
need to examine a connection to the Skyline area as part of its 
Corridor C AA and NEPA document. I 
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Next Steps 

. Formal Council Recommendation (Corridor C) - September, 201 1 . Initiate Additional Studies 
= Alternatives Analysis and NEPA document consistent with Federal Transit 

Administration requirements I *  . . '  

= Public participation process 
' , 

= Identification of the preferred alternative 
( .  . ,  ' '  

. . . , i l  

. <  1 .  . . . 7  . Preliminary Engineering . . 
. :>. .. 

- '  ' b . 9  , , .;. . . . .  . -' . . Rig ht-of-Way Acquisition 
6 ! C !  ' , . .. ... - .  . . . .  .... 5 .  J . . . Final Design . . 

. . -;.<. - ;. i , - 
, ,' ' g .  - . . . . . .  . .*i> . , . Service Plan . Construction and Operation 

. I ,  : c ,  ' .. , 'I . . _ ~  . . . . ;. &'. 




