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T
his report lays out a blueprint
for the Mayor and the City
Council of transportation
investments and policies that
will enhance safety, increase
access, reduce traffic, diminish
air pollution, and promote eco-

nomic development. 
With increasing private investment and

development in the District, decision-makers will
be called upon to make changes to keep up with
higher travel demand and with the competing
interests of pedestrians, cyclists, transit riders, and
drivers. Rapid redevelopment in the District
could bring the city to gridlock if expansions to
the transportation system are primarily auto-ori-
ented. The key to progress on both the economy
and the environment is to give people a full range
of choices about how to get from one place to
another in the city.  If people are stuck in cars,
then they lose time in traffic, and we all lose as
the street gets meaner and the air gets dirtier.

If development is carefully guided around
transit, and transportation investments and
incentives provide a range of choices, then City
officials could translate development pressure into
vibrant activity centers with access for more peo-
ple than ever to jobs, shopping, and housing.
Such revitalization would also contribute to a
healthy region as more people choose to live and
invest in D.C. rather than pushing sprawling
development into the surrounding countryside. 
The possibility of increased traffic also means it is
time to take action on issues like pedestrian fatal-
ities, which numbered 115 between 1994 and
1999 and occurred disproportionately in the east-
ern part of the city. 

Expansion of the local economy also raises the
question of who has access to the new prosperity.
Transportation investments and land use meas-
ures implemented by City officials will affect

whether and how disenfranchised neighborhoods
connect with jobs.

Great neighborhoods and activity centers,
lively and safe streets, and plenty of pleasant and
convenient options for traveling around town—
with or without a car—are all goals. 

What the city needs 
to do
Recommendations advanced in the District at the
Crossroads report have already benefited other
cities and come from a variety of non-profit and
community leaders as well as professional plan-
ners.  It’s time to put them to greater work in the
District.

Packaged together, tax credits, transit-orient-
ed development tools, pedestrian and bicycle
transportation investments, affordable housing
ordinances and other zoning updates will tie
together travel, housing and employment oppor-
tunities in D.C. neighborhoods. For example,
opportunities exist today to promote mixed-use
development at sites within convenient walking
distance to the Fort Totten, Benning Road, and
Minnesota Avenue Metro stations.

With hundreds of millions in annual trans-
portation investment dollars at its disposal, the
District has the power to build a more robust
economy and give citizens the opportunities and
choices they want. The District can begin to
address them today by establishing policy, passing
legislation, and budgeting funds to implement the
following strategic land use-transportation plan-
ning recommendations: 
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PROVIDE ACCESS TO
OPPORTUNITY AT TRANSIT
• Promote land development around transit 

stations
• Pass a mixed-use ordinance for transit- oriented

development
• Pass an ordinance giving developers the option

to reduce free/subsidized parking supply
• Adopt inclusionary zoning
• Implement a split rate property tax code

GIVE WALKERS AND
CYCLISTS MORE SPACE 
AND CHOICE
• Fund streetscape improvements, planning, and

management activities to increase walk trips
while decreasing pedestrian fatalities

• Move forward with the Bicycle Plan and Met
Branch Trail, establishing a complete system
of bicycle lanes, paths and shoulders.

• Outfit the Metro bus fleet with bike racks

MAKE TRANSIT MORE
RESPONSIVE TO
COMMUNITY NEEDS
• Add new revenue sources to increase transit

ridership
• Invest in light rail systems 
• Improve the level of service of Metrobus oper-

ations and increase rider information
• Create exclusive rights-of-way for transit and

biking on roadways
• Work with citizens to market transit before

proposing service cuts to the WMATA Board

GIVE COMMUTERS MORE
TRAVEL CHOICES
• Pass transit tax credit legislation similar to the

Maryland model 
• Pass “parking cash out” legislation

INVOLVE THE PUBLIC IN
DECISION MAKING
• Appoint a Citizens’ Task Force
• Establish transportation accountability through

measurable performance goals 
• Provide clear transportation budget, program

and policy documents 
• Engage in proactive and inclusive working

relationships with neighborhoods
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T
he vision of this report is of a
city with transportation
options that enhance the qual-
ity of life for residents and
allow us to work together
towards greater economic
opportunity, social equity, and

environmental responsibility. The objective of
this report is to move public discussion about land
use and transportation policy and funding from
large-scale problems to discrete, local solutions.
The goal is to focus land use and transportation
investments on the details that create our daily
experience in the District and enhance our travel
options, boost neighborhood livability, reduce
traffic and increase pedestrian safety. We hope cit-
izens, officials and experts use the report as a guide
to adopting a more people-oriented way of evalu-
ating our transportation needs and prioritizing
transportation decisions. 

This report highlights some worrisome symp-
toms of an inadequate transportation system such
as 115 pedestrian deaths between 1994 and 1999,
and their disproportionate distribution across the
city.  It highlights areas for improvement in the
public transportation system. It also promotes
urban development patterns based on proximity
and emphasizes the value of transportation invest-
ments for situations and experiences that people
actually notice. A downtown attorney will more
likely catch a bus because she sees a schedule and
knows when it will come. A parent who notices
traffic calming near the elementary school on
Chesapeake Street SE is more likely to let his six-
year-old boy walk to school. Environmental detail
and urban development built for people is itself a
strategic investment choice that is highly relevant
to urban transportation policy.

When transportation is discussed in the D.C.
metropolitan area, much public attention is
devoted to long-term regional issues. Region-wide
planning is required in order to obtain money for
capital improvements from the federal highway
trust fund. This is important. But the local needs
of the District are likely to be overlooked if large-
scale capital projects like what type of Wilson
Bridge replacement to pursue crowd out discus-
sion and promotion of local choices. In City
Comforts: How to Build an Urban Village, Seattle
author David Sucher claims that no matter what
the regional investment or strategy, what is impor-
tant for the individual—especially the city
dweller—is the manner in which transportation
decisions work at the personal level.

Small details of street environments that
influence an individual’s transportation choices
and safety are where a larger strategy is lost or won
because the general public measures success by
their experience on the ground. This means that
street life, what Sucher calls the urban village, is
relevant to urban transportation policy. The
urban village idea is to have jobs, housing, recre-
ation and other activities close together to reduce
our need for traveling farther and more often.
This is less a trendy dream, than a reawakening to
the enriching value of community in city living.
City dwellers know it’s better to live where you
need one car instead of two, or none at all. City
dwellers know that places where people can walk
to school, bike to the store, or ride the Metrorail
to work, are places worth having. What matters is
the day-to-day choices we make about getting
around our neighborhoods, community and
region. Yet, the choices we make can only be as
good as the choices we have.

Choices for City Living 
and Urban Travel
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S
ome recent government invest-
ments in small but critical details
will positively affect transportation
and the environment. The acquisi-
tion of 5,000 street trees and 100
compressed natural gas buses;
expansion of Metrorail weekend

operating hours; funding a staff position to coor-
dinate bicycle transportation; and community
visioning for the Anacostia Trail will all help. 

But is this enough? D.C. faces unique oppor-
tunities and obstacles. During this cycle of pros-
perity and rapid change, the city is experiencing
fierce development pressure. Will this result in
gridlock? Or can development result in a atmos-
phere that is convenient, vital and safe? Can
D.C.’s less affluent residents participate in region-
al prosperity? Can neighborhoods tame speeding
drivers who threaten the safety of residents, espe-
cially children? 

New Policies
A new strategic policy initiative is needed to
enhance access for District residents as activity
and development increase in D.C.  City officials
will need to keep up with private investment by
pursuing land use and transportation investments
that calm traffic and keep neighborhoods from
being cut off from the rest of the city. A series of
coordinated actions to increase neighborhood and
commuter access to transit stations represents one
of the most effective, efficient uses of existing
space and resources. 

Packaged together, transit-oriented develop-
ment tools, pedestrian and bicycle transportation
investments, affordable housing ordinances and
other zoning updates and tax incentives described
in this report will help to group and link travel,
housing and employment opportunities. Safe,

convenient and pleasant environments in neigh-
borhoods that connect to activity centers around
transit stations at places like Anacostia,
Minnesota Avenue or Fort Totten will encourage
short trips on foot, bike or transit and reduce traf-
fic.

In our current economy and without a region-
al growth containment strategy that Maryland,
D.C. and Virginia pursue together, pressures are
intensifying to support a transportation system
based overwhelmingly on single-occupancy vehi-
cle usage in sprawling, outlying developments.
District officials must provide the counter pressure
to attract and guide that population and econom-
ic growth.

New Performance Goals
The District will need to establish short-term and
long-term performance goals to guide the new
policies. Community-based measures of perform-
ance will help the public, legislature and adminis-
tration determine whether land use and trans-
portation investments are working. Investments
should: increase trips made on foot, bike and mass
transit; reduce fatalities among walkers and
cyclists; equalize employ-
ment and housing opportu-
nities; reduce travel times
and traffic congestion;
increase air quality; and
preserve quality of life.

Policies and Performance
Measures to Promote
Transportation Choices

Community-based measures of
performance will help the
public, legislature, and
administration determine
whether land use and
transportation investments are
working. Photo Walk DC
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T
rend data help illustrate how
policy and investments have
contributed to sprawl and its
impacts on the District.
Trends should be used as food
for thought, not used to illus-
trate a sealed fate, so this dis-

cussion also highlights opportunities for interven-
tion. Greater steps to restore the region’s core
should happen while the District enjoys an urban
renaissance, with declines in crime and unem-
ployment, a growth in property values, and a sta-
bilizing city population. 

City life seems “in” again; even transit use is
up about 10 percent since this time a year ago.
With growth and popularity come unparalleled
opportunities and responsibilities. Continued leg-
islative debate and policy dialogues should set per-
formance goals for trends to shift sprawling
growth patterns of development and associated
behavior, reversing the intertwined trends of over
consumption of open land and under utilization of
the urban core. 

Vehicle Travel and Air Pollution 
During the past twenty years, the total number of
regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT) has sky-
rocketed with rapid population growth as the
average land density has decreased. In 1983 the
Washington region ranked fifth for its congested
roads; by 1997 the region was designated the
fourth worst area in the nation for vehicle travel
delay, traffic congestion, and wasted fuel. In three
short years the region has become the second
most congested in the nation, trailing only Los
Angeles. 

Between 1985-1996, average daily VMT on
all roadways in the region (highway, arterial,
local) increased 52.4 percent. The amount of
urbanized land expanded by 160 square miles or
23.4 percent as the population increased 21 per-
cent to 3.46 million. While sprawl impacts the
suburbs with disabling congestion, the District is
also affected. The number of morning rush hour
vehicle trips made into the District rose by 8.6
percent during this time. Currently, about
850,000 vehicles enter D.C. every day.

Citywide Trends and 
Ward Profiles
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The Washington region was designated a non-
attainment area under standards set in the Clean
Air Act Amendments of 1990. The federal gov-
ernment assigned the region a timeline to meet
attainment standards for volatile organic com-
pounds, nitrogen oxide, precursors of ground level
ozone, as well as sulfur dioxide and particulate
matter. Using mathematical modeling tools, the
region develops annual “budgets” of maximum
allowable mobile source air pollution that the
regional long-range transportation plan must
meet. The region has used “emissions trading” to
reach the status of attainment in 2000. The
regional Council of Governments (COG) can
predict continued attainment of state and federal
air quality standards through 2025, given the cur-
rent transportation funding levels. But, if funding
levels are increased to construct more highways as
part of the regional long-range plan, then the
associated increase in VMT will further degrade
regional air quality.  

Metrorail and Metro Bus Ridership 
Nationwide the number of people riding public
transportation is the largest in 40 years. It has
risen 19 percent since 1995, increasing at a rate
that is 2.5 percent faster than automobile use.
After hovering around a half-million per day for
eight years, regional ridership began to increase in
1998. In 2000, Metro ultimately eclipsed all rider-
ship records. 

By the end of fiscal year 2000, Metrorail rider-
ship was up 5.3 percent for a total of 163 million
passenger trips, eight million more than the pre-
vious year. Weekday average is 610,116 trips a day,
up 15 percent. By the end of fiscal year 2000, rid-
ership on Metrobus was up 11 percent for a total
of 138 million passenger trips, 14 million more
than the previous year. 

In the past five years morning commute rider-
ship into downtown has risen by 13 percent, while
commuting to destinations at suburban stations
has risen by 34 percent.  As for the starting point
of Metrorail commuters, the biggest increase has
been at eastside stations: Anacostia, Addison
Road, Minnesota Avenue and Navy Yard have
increased by around a third.

Recent economic growth has employed a lot
of low-income and unemployed people who do
not have access to cars and started taking the bus
and the subway. The same trends have increased
the number of low-income city residents who
work in the suburbs. Incentives for alternatives
such as transit tax credits and a simplified fare sys-
tem packaged as “SmartDeals,” as well as increas-

es in traffic congestion, have encouraged increas-
es in transit ridership among the general popula-
tion. In the long term, transit investments, pedes-
trian-friendly neighborhoods and bike facilities
would boost these ridership trends.

Employment Growth Patterns 
As in other major cities around the country,
D.C.’s dominance as an employment center has
been decreasing while suburban employment has
increased over the last 40 years. From 1990-1996,
the regional share of jobs in D.C. declined from
one in three to one in four. Unlike some other
large older American cities, the District remains a
heavy weight in the regional economy. Still,
between 1990 and 1998, D.C.’s five percent
growth rate was slower than the region, which
surged 12.3 percent, primarily in the technology
and private sectors, and located outside the belt-
way. 

Dispersion of jobs is a sprawl issue, a conse-
quence of policies and investments in suburban
road and land development that have influenced
home and business location decisions.
Employment in the service sector usually follows
population, which made a major exodus to the
suburbs in the seventies. In the eighties suburban
employment growth was a dominant trend across
the nation and in this region. This trend contin-
ued during the nineties with growth locating at
the suburban fringe to the west beyond the belt-
way. 

The stabilizing presence of the federal govern-
ment has allowed D.C. to remain the densest con-
centration of opportunity in the region, and this is
expected to continue. D.C.’s loss of regional share
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Jumps in ridership justify the
Mayor’s plans to stimulate
commercial development and
activity near the Anacostia
Metrorail station. A stone’s
throw from Historic Anacostia
(lower right photo), the station
is setback from the street,
surrounded by bus bays and
parking, and further severed
from neighborhoods by I-295,
Suitland Parkway, railroad
tracks and highway 210.
Development plans should
specify design improvements so
that this station physically
“anchors” an area where it
now “floats.” Photos Walk DC



appears to be stabilizing, at least in employment
sectors that provide low-wage jobs. Between 1997
and 1998, the number of low-wage jobs in the
District increased and the number of high-paying
jobs fell by 3.5 percent. In 2000, the D.C. employ-
ment market expanded for the first time in 10
years.  This indicates an opportunity to use tran-
sit-oriented development plans to focus a strategy
for “smart” employment growth. The city could
provide incentives to attract developers who can
bring in tenants near transit to start diversifying
the economic base of those neighborhoods and
provide local jobs.

Population Shifts
The District’s population peaked in 1953, after
skyrocketing 22 percent to 810,000 souls in 13
short years. Since that pinnacle year, D.C.’s popu-
lation has decreased by about a quarter of a mil-
lion or almost 30 percent. Decennial census data
show that aside from the seventies when the loss
was about 15 percent, the population decline for
the past half century has been five percent or less
each decade.

First results of the U.S. Census 2000 popula-
tion data show that at 572,059, the D.C. popula-
tion is about 53,000 (8.8%) greater than demog-
raphers’ interim estimations, which had been
based on 1990 Census data. This is partly
explained by an undercount in 1990 of 20-30,000
persons. The remaining difference of 23,000 to
33,000 is open to interpretation. It does indicate
that the District is in demand. Managing future
growth will require efficient use of existing land
and infrastructure resources.

Now at 4.2 million, the region is estimated to
grow to 10 million people by 2050. The
Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments (COG) estimates a 31 percent pop-

ulation increase and 41 percent job growth during
the next 25 years. It forecast the DC share of
regional population growth would rise a modest
25 percent between 2000-2025. Yet first results of
the 2000 Census show that the District popula-
tion already is where the COG predicted it would
be in 10-15 years. Figure 2 combines census data
with COG forecasts adjusted as an interim esti-
mate to account for the 2000 Census results.

Already almost 15 years ahead of demogra-
phers’ interim estimates based on the 1990 census,
the District needs tools to equitably house people
moving inside the city limits. Current housing
rehabilitation efforts such as the low- and moder-
ate-income housing in Ward 8 will foster popula-
tion increases. More tools are needed meet the ris-
ing demand while building on the best the
District has to offer. A citywide average in 1990 of
11.5 percent vacant housing units could be
reduced, assuming that average sized households
moved into such housing units improved and
made occupiable.

Property Value and Land
Development
Vacancy rates are the lowest since World War II,
with apartment rental costs climbing between 8
and 15 percent in the last year. Anecdotal evi-
dence suggests that the overall vacancy rate for
occupiable rental units is about 1.7 percent. For
low-income households in the District, there is a
16 percent gap between demand and number of
affordable units available. In the region, that gap
is 40 percent.

Recent growth in District property values is
significant. Home sale values were 48 percent
higher in the first six months of 1998 than the
first six months of 1997. Property taxes are being
streamlined and lowered to make the District
more competitive with surrounding jurisdictions. 

Construction is now booming after sustaining
a stagnant period. 1999 was an active year for new
housing permits. A total of 528 new single- and
335 new multi-family units are slated for con-
struction around town. Commercial construction
included 150,000 square feet of retail, 2.4 million
square feet of office space and 1.1 million square
feet of mixed-use development.

Ward 1 neighborhoods such as Columbia
Heights, Logan and Shaw are already rapidly
changing. Since the early nineties, the
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
(WMATA) board has approved 40 development
projects on its land, and 27 have been built. Land
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near existing and planned metro stations is being
sold to private developers in Wards 5, 7, and 8.

Infill development and urban revitalization
will be part of D.C.’s contribution to a regional
smart growth agenda. The government will need
to work more judiciously and earnestly to deliver
affordable housing and hold onto long-term resi-
dents—homeowners and renters alike. If 85 per-
cent market rate and 15 percent below market
rate housing were required as part of WMATA
Joint Development projects, the city would be
more ready to meet increased housing demand in
the area. (See affordable housing sidebar page 9) 

Social Distress
The share of people living in poverty in the region
declined by 27 percent to 4.3 percent between
1990 and 1996. Almost 45 percent remain con-
centrated in D.C. Nearly half of high poverty and
all of the extreme poverty neighborhoods in the
region are located in the east District. (Extreme
poverty areas are those where 40 percent or more
residents have an annual income of $9,885 or less
for a family of three.)  This concentration magni-
fies the burden for poor and non-poor alike. More
revenue is spent on direct poverty expenditures
such as welfare and public health, at the expense
of other services and infrastructure improvements.

Since 1978, the District’s unemployment rate
has varied from a low of 5 percent (in 1988 and
1989) to a high of 11.7 percent in 1983.
Unemployment has been trending down in the
District since 1995, dropping from 8.9 to 6.3 per-
cent four years later. Since 1996, 60 percent of
District adults who have left welfare are working a
year later, but a quarter return to public assistance
at some point. One third of former welfare recipi-
ents were left out of the job market. Experts cite
poor health, lack of access to childcare, and low
skill levels as the main barriers.

Transit-oriented development can be used to
tackle some of these types of community needs. In
1996, space at Montgomery County’s Shady
Grove Metro station was designated to operate
childcare services. Provision of childcare facilities
at transit is a negotiating point that agencies have
with developers. Private sector proposals for
development around transit in Wards 5, 7, and 8
should address this opportunity.

Ward Profiles
A comprehensive and in-depth profiling of each
ward’s land use mix, street network characteris-

tics, and traffic volumes is beyond the scope of
this report. The following profiles compare the
wards and include selected social and economic
circumstances, land use-transportation character-
istics, and 1990 US Census journey to work data.
Profiles can sharpen strategic thinking about pri-
orities for land use and transportation investments
in the District. (See Table 1 for Ward Profiles page
13.)
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Affordable Housing
A major source of affordable housing in nearby Montgomery
County is a government program that mandates and provides
incentives for development and sale of affordable homes.
Usually, the private sector constructs and sells the homes, and
the local government’s role is to require or facilitate develop-
ment, administer the program, and provide incentives. 

The Moderately Priced Dwelling Unit (MPDU) program is
widely admired and a nationally recognized model of a smart
growth tool known as inclusionary zoning. It is designed to
supply affordable housing for low- and moderate-income
households by requiring developers to provide a share of lower-
cost homes as a condition of project approval.

The regulation applies to all developers and is automatic.
Density bonuses and pricing structures are key in making the
program work for the private developers. Buyer screening,
selection and resale controls make this a successful government
program. Mandatory requirements for a share of lower-cost
homes help implementation. The amount that an affordable
unit sells “below market value” and the amount of reduction to
developer profits are also critical to the program’s success.
Since 1974 more than 10,500 affordable units have been built
in Montgomery County.

The MPDU program is a major chance for the government to
disperse affordable housing throughout the county. In the
future it is expected that smaller projects and major revitaliza-
tion efforts will include shares of affordable housing. 

The aim of inclusionary housing programs is to provide
decent housing for everyone and to provide housing in a man-
ner that fosters integration of people with various social, eco-
nomic and racial backgrounds. Programs first appeared in the
mid-seventies, by the early eighties the notion that cities had
some responsibility to provide a variety of housing needs was
widely accepted. 

Boulder, CO; Dade County, FL; Davis, CA; and Keene, NH all
have inclusionary housing programs. For information about
Montgomery County, contact Sally Roman, Montgomery County
Planning Department, 301/495-4708, or visit the MPDU website
at www.co.mo.md.us/services/hca/Housing/MPDU/mpdu.htm.



Ward 1
Located in the northwest quadrant, this is the
city’s smallest, most densely populated ward and is
80 percent residential. It is one of the most diverse
wards with no majority ethnicity or race but the

largest share of Hispanics. In 1990, the majority of
residents commuted by rail and bus. This has
probably increased since the ward’s two Metrorail
stations, on the Green Line, both opened in
recent years. Ridership at Columbia Heights has
been two times higher than expected. Compared
to other wards residents here owned fewer cars per
household. More people commuted by bus than
drove a car to work. This ward includes the oldest
areas just beyond the original L’Enfant Plan.
Major corridors are Sixteenth Street and Georgia
Avenue as well as Park Road, Columbia Avenue
and Florida Avenue. Five pedestrian fatalities
occurred in Ward 1 between 1994 and 1999.

Ward 2
Located in parts of the northwest and southwest
quadrants on the Potomac waterfront and includ-
ing the downtown, 60 percent of Ward 2 is com-
mercial development.  More households are locat-
ed in this ward than any other, but they also are
the smallest households and have the fewest chil-
dren. One of the most economically and racially
diverse wards, more Asians live here than else-
where in the city. As the heart of the L’Enfant
planned grid street network overlaid with radial
avenues, Ward 2 also is the hub of the Metrorail
network with 15 stations on five rail lines. In
1990, the lowest share of both bus and car com-
muters resided here. The second highest number
of pedestrian fatalities—15—occurred in Ward 2
between 1994-1999. This large number is not as
disproportionate as other wards with high inci-
dent rates. The 1990 census data indicate more
people walk: a significant 36 percent of residents
walked or biked to work. Along with Ward 1,
households here owned fewer cars that those in
other wards. 

Ward 3
Westernmost ward of the District, Ward 3 is the
largest and most populous ward but the least
dense, with about 25 people per residential acre.
Racially mixed but predominately white, individ-
ual incomes here are greatest, and the share of
people living in poverty is lowest. Its majority
share of grocery stores—seven—indicates this
community’s purchasing power. Outermost exten-
sions of radial avenues: Wisconsin, Massachusetts,
and Connecticut, are the major retail corridors of
the ward. Nebraska Avenue and Military Road
serve as more direct east-west connections. The
five Metrorail stations have been operating almost
two decades. This helps explain why in 1990,
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Car Sharing
Car sharing is like time sharing. Instead of buying a week’s use of a
vacation condominium, you pay an hourly fee to use a car when you
need it, avoiding the ownership, insurance and maintenance headaches.
It allows a group of people to share access to vehicles that are parked
close to their homes or offices. 

American car sharing began in Portland, OR, in 1998. Other ventures
are up in cities like Seattle, San Francisco, and Chicago. When members
need a car, they make a reservation or show up on the spur of the
moment. Hourly rates range from $2 to $9 plus a mileage charge. Users
also typically pay an initiation fee and an annual fee.

Car sharing works best for city dwellers who usually walk, bike, cab
or ride transit but who might need a car a few times a week to run
errands, visit friends or travel out of town. Most users tend to be envi-
ronmentally-minded twenty- and thirty-somethings, and people
between 45 and 60 who are downsizing for a more urban lifestyle.

If you drive less than 7,500 miles a year, you may want to sign-up
when car sharing comes to DC. Car owners spend about $5,000 a year
on their vehicle, yet they spend only 5 percent of their time driving.

Miles driven per year 2,500 5,000 10,000

Car sharing $1,007 $2,038 $3,700

Car ownership $3,173 $3,363 $3,734

Car sharing can help a home-buyer qualify for a location efficient mort-
gage and build equity as well as save money. When considering whether
you need or even want a car, these social, economic and environmental
benefits are a part of the big picture:

• Reduces car usage by as much as 50%
• Each car share vehicle replaces 4 to 8 privately held cars
• Preserves space as fewer parking spaces are needed
• Fewer greenhouse gas emissions and particulates
• Less congestion

A car sharing program is starting up in DC, for more information visit
www.icfconsulting.com/dccar/description.htm or contact Roger Gorham:
regldc@dante.lbl.gov. Visit these sites to learn more about car sharing
programs elsewhere in the US:
www.sfcarshare.org
www.flexcar.com
www.zipcar.com



more Ward 3 residents commuted by Metrorail
than elsewhere in the city although the majority
of residents drove alone to work. Ward 3 had the
lowest pedestrian fatality rate: two deaths in a six-
year period. 

Ward 4
With Rock Creek Park to the west and Maryland
to the east, the largest share of residential land
and the highest rate of owner-occupied homes are
in Ward 4. Two Metrorail stations are located
here, the Georgia Avenue station opened in the
fall of 1999 and has two times more riders than
expected. In 1990, households here owned the
greatest number of cars and comprised the largest
share of car commuters in the city. Ward 4 has the
second lowest pedestrian fatality rate in the city.
The retail laden Georgia Avenue and elegant
Sixteenth Street are two major corridors, along
with Missouri and New Hampshire Avenues.
Ward 4 is home to a predominately black middle
class. It has the largest average household size
after Ward 8, and has lost more than 10 percent of
its residents during the nineties. Most people who
are 65 or older live in Ward 4. 

Ward 5
Ward 5’s southwestern tip edges the L’Enfant
planned city and stretches northeast to Prince
George’s County. This area is the second largest
ward and is less populous than most. A sizable
number of elderly people live here and it ranks
second in unemployment. Eleven pedestrians
were killed here between 1994-1999. Three rail-
roads traverse this ward and most of the industri-

al land in the city is here. Thirty-one acres of
developable land surround the ward’s four
Metrorail stations, some of which has been sold
for development. Rhode Island and New York
Avenues are major corridors linking to interstates
while North Capitol Street is a designated high-
way. At New York and Florida Avenues along the
Red Line a fifth Metrorail station will be built. An
off-road trail will be constructed along the Red
Line as well.

Ward 6
Ward 6 includes parts of the northeast, southwest
and southeast quadrants and spans the Anacostia
River. Home to Union Station and the second
most Metrorail stations (seven on three lines), in
1990 Ward 6 had the third largest share of people
who take transit to work. The ward is racially and
economically mixed and contains neighborhoods
with very distinct populations. To the west are
affluent homeowners on Capitol Hill and to the
east are tracts of high poverty and unemployment.
The ward’s unemployment rate is third highest in
the city. The street system includes L’Enfant’s
combined grid/radial network. Before highways
were stopped in the District, the interstate high-
way 395 and southwest freeway were built here.
Major corridors include North Capitol and East
Capitol Streets. Between 1994-1999, 15 percent
of all pedestrian fatalities (with a verifiable loca-
tion) occurred here. Major reinvestment along
the waterfront area is being developed.

Ward 7
Half the land in the easternmost Ward 7 across
the Anacostia River is non-taxable federal land.
Most of this is parkland along the Anacostia
waterfront, but the Anacostia Freeway severs
access. Ward 7 is crossed with
interstate highways and major
roadways: East Capitol Street
and boundary roads Eastern
and Southern Avenues. While
the 1990 census reports that
the number of commuters who
walk is lowest in this ward, 13
pedestrian fatalities occurred
between 1994-1999. This
indicates that Ward 7 is the
most dangerous area for walk-
ing. The number of pedestrian
fatalities, relative to the num-
ber of children living here,
indicates Ward 7 is the second
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In Ward 5 and Ward 4, a trail will be built along the
red line as a north-south corridor on the eastside.
Photo WABA

Most kids live in Ward 8 and a
disproportionate number of
child pedestrians die here.
Photo Walk DC



most dangerous area for child pedestrians. Four
Metrorail stations are sited here and all have
developable land, with some on the market for
joint development. Metrorail use has increased by
a third at Minnesota Avenue. The high rates of
poverty, public assistance and unemployment
indicate that jobs, housing and economic devel-
opment are needs.

Ward 8
Ward 8 has struggled with urban renewal efforts
that have concentrated low-income families here
since the sixties. It is the least populous ward, and
also has the fewest households, but on average the
number of people per household is the largest in
the city. Most children live in Ward 8 and a dis-
proportionate number of child pedestrian fatali-
ties occur here. This ward has the highest share of
pedestrian fatalities, 26 percent, which is 8.3 per-
cent more than the second largest share in Ward
2. Individual incomes are the lowest in the city.
Here also are the largest shares of people who live
in poverty, are unemployed, or receive welfare.
Most private and public housing development is
occurring in Ward 8. Efforts are focused on con-
verting derelict public housing into mixed-
income communities. There is no grocery store in
this ward, only convenience stores. Two Metrorail
stations, located at Anacostia and Congress
Heights, have available land that is being primed
for public investment. Three freeways fracture
Ward 8’s terrain.
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Reconnecting DC with its Waterfront
In the late fifties the Maryland,
Virginia and the D.C. Highway
Departments proposed a 450-
mile interstate freeway system
for the region. The proposal
included 38-miles of freeways
through the District.

When the first parts of the
inner loop—the Southwest and
Southeast Freeways—were
complete the citizen reaction

to their appearance and operation was negative, intense, and sustained.
After a decade long battle the rest of the system was struck from the
plans. The Southwest and Southeast Freeways remain, dividing and
despoiling their neighborhoods. 

Now imagine! The Southeast Freeway, a regional commuter route
through D.C. since 1965, torn down and replaced by a graceful, tree-lined
boulevard for local traffic, cyclists, and walkers—with a tunnel west of
Eighth Street SE for through traffic.

Federal and District officials have concluded that the 1.5-mile freeway
is an obstacle to redevelopment of homes, shops, restaurants, and offices
near the Capitol and along the Anacostia River. The area includes the Navy
Yard, where 5,000 federal employees are being relocated, and the
Southeast Federal Center. Eventually the area will provide 30,000 new
jobs.

Under the proposal, an expanded Virginia Avenue SE, returned to its
former graceful dimensions, would replace the freeway. It would carry
local and through traffic between Barney Circle and Eighth Street SE.
Beginning at Eighth Street, where the Anacostia Freeway ramps now con-
nect to the Southeast Freeway, through traffic would funnel into a four-
lane tunnel, with local traffic continuing above on Virginia Avenue. Traffic
would merge with the Southwest Freeway west of South Capitol Street.

The National Capital Planning Commission called for demolishing the
Southeast Freeway as part of its Legacy Plan, a vision
of Washington in the next 50 years. The project faces
hurdles, including the approval of local and federal
agencies. Determining the important issue of cost will
require a feasibility study. 

The proposal came out of a charrette on redevelop-
ment of the Anacostia waterfront (see page 17) where
many stakeholders decided this better waterfront con-
nection would foster quality of live benefits from
waterfront redevelopment to other neighborhoods in
SE, which are suffering from neglect. 

Portland, OR, Boston, MA, and San Francisco, CA are
other American cities that reclaimed their waterfronts
by ripping out interstate freeways, replacing them with
tree-lined boulevards. For more information on the pro-
posal, contact Joseph Passonneau at 202/ 296-8017.
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Ward 1 Ward 2 Ward 3 Ward 4 Ward 5 Ward 6 Ward 7 Ward 8

Residents (a)

Population 69,778 68,945 72,705 67,517 60,270 61,126 61,191 58,890
Per capita income 1998 $25,983 $39,225 $63,340 $24,566 $20,528 $27,800 $17,743 $12,651
% Population < 18 20.2 11.1 12.4 18.1 21 17.8 25.6 33.2
% Population > 65 9.9 12.3 17.4 18.8 18.2 11.9 14.5 8
% Black 52.1 31.1 4.5 79.4 87.7 67.8 96.2 89.6
% Hispanic 23 9.8 8.1 7.0 2.2 2.2 0.3 1.6
% Asian 4.1 7.5 6.2 1.5 1.1 1.6 0.9 1.3

Household & Social (a)

Households 1999 34,607 38,900 38,068 28,948 28,241 28,216 28,798 23,856
Persons/Household 1.99 1.77 1.91 2.33 2.13 2.17 2.12 2.47
Female Head of HH 5,123 3,538 1,969 6,427 6,997 5,864 9,024 9,633
% in poverty 19.7 20.7 6 9 15.4 16.8 20.2 28.1
Avg Welfare Cases 2000 1,658 1,618 21 1,393 2,225 2,339 3,358 4,960
% Unemployment 6.6 5.9 2.4 6.8 9.2 8.2 8.2 13.4

Pedestrian Access & Safety

Walk to Work 1990 5,941 16,130 3,812 1,706 2,092 4,534 597 1,166
Pedestrian Deaths 1994-99(b) 5 15 2 4 11 13 13 22
Walk Danger Index 0.12 0.14 0.07 0.35 0.87 0.47 3.56 3.20
Population < 18 14,095 7,653 9,015 12,221 12,657 10,880 15,665 19,551 
Child Pedestrian Deaths (b) 0 1 1 0 0 1 4 8
Child Danger Risk 0 1.31 1.11 0 0 0.92 2.55 4.09

Density & Land Use (a)

Size in acres 1,222 4,025 4,746 3,087 4,629 2,437 3,704 4,024
People/acre 57 17 15 21 14 25 17 15
People/residential acre 105 96 25 40 45 71 41 62
Supermarkets 3 4 7 3 1 2 2 0
Metrorail stations 2 15 5 2 4 7 4 2
Construction Starts 1999 179 49 41 4 30 14 48 498
% Vacant Units 10.6 13.8 5.8 4.7 8.3 12.6 9.8 17.3

Commuter Profile (c)

% Drive alone 26 23 39 44 40 34 43 35
% Metrorail 9 13 21 7 11 19 15 3
% Metrobus 33 14 12 27 23 18 23 35
% Walk or bicycle 15 36 9 5 7 13 2 4
% Other 17 14 19 17 19 16 17 23
Avg. Cars/Household 0.7 0.7 1.1 1.2 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8

SOURCE NOTES:
(a) Updated 1990 Census, State Data Center. Census 2000 results indicate these estimates are very low.
(b) NHTSA FARS, U.S. Census 1990. Walk Danger Index is total pedestrian fatalities per 10,000 population. Child Pedestrian Risk is per 10,000

children. Due to unverifiable data in fatality reporting, 30 pedestrian deaths were not located by ward.
(c) 1990 Census (not updated), State Data Center.

Table 1. Selected Housing, Population, and Travel Characteristics, and Pedestrian Fatalities by City Ward 

Ward Profiles
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L
and use and transportation are
inextricably linked and those
links shape the urban fabric and
affect the way people travel. Net
projections for population and
job growth over the next quarter
century point out the need for

strategic transportation investment and develop-
ment to enhance each neighborhood’s quality of
life and balance the District’s economic vitality.

Hyper growth in the west of the Metropolitan
area is intensifying demands for new roads that
will only lead to sprawl and its problems: more
traffic, degraded air, loss of open land and
increased taxes. Meanwhile welfare recipients and
D.C. residents with low incomes who rely on pub-
lic transportation face significant barriers to local
and regional opportunities. High value land
remains underutilized in developable areas where
communities could benefit. The District experi-
ences a disproportionate number of pedestrian
fatalities on the eastside, especially among chil-
dren. D.C.’s Bike Plan, once a vision worthy of
national attention, has been collecting dust for a
quarter of a century. 

These patterns can and must be broken. Land
use and transportation policies can help guide
revitalization trends and address many inter-
twined ethical and economic issues. Restoring the
health of D.C.’s less vital neighborhoods should
include transportation equity for residents.
Strategic investments can revitalize distressed
neighborhoods, promote job growth, link job
seekers to regional opportunity, and open up
affordable housing in low poverty areas. Policy
makers should select opportunities to encourage
consolidation of economic activities in clusters
around transit, particularly on the eastside where
the opportunity is great. Calmer, more efficient
traffic with a better balance between cars, pedes-
trians, bicycles and transit on local and major

streets should boost tourism and neighborhood
livability. 

The next section, below, outlines the impor-
tance of land use and tools for transit-oriented
development (TOD). Zoning, transfer of develop-
ment rights, split rate tax, and parking cash out
(see parking cash out sidebar page 29) are eco-
nomic incentives and regulatory requirements
that translate TOD from concept into reality
through land use. 

Community-Building
Through Transit
Washington, D.C. is one of the few cities in this
nation with a transportation system that gives
many people significant choice about their day-
to-day travel activity. The region’s 83-station,
103-mile, $10 billion public rail system has
become key to the region’s prosperity and quality
of life. 

Metrorail’s success is due in part to its regional
access. In its most basic definition, accessibility
reflects the “intensity of the possibility of interac-
tion.” It is important to differentiate between
regional and local accessibility when thinking
about harnessing transit for community develop-
ment. In evaluating both the local and regional
accessibility, it’s necessary to assess both the char-
acter of the neighborhood itself, the character of
its region and the quality of the links between the
neighborhood and the region as a whole. 

Local access requires convenient stores and
services. Here, travel patterns are associated with
short frequent trips. Regional access offers a wider
range of comparison goods and employment
opportunities. Travel patterns are associated with
longer less frequent trips. Extensive transporta-
tion research shows that locations with both local
and regional transportation access increase the

Land Use and Travel
Modes: Critical
Connections



amount of trips people make on foot, bike or tran-
sit. 

Transit-oriented development (TOD) can
mix these local and regional opportunities and
stimulate overlap between these types of trips.
(See design principles of TOD sidebar page 16)
Here are some examples of neo-traditional neigh-
borhood design elsewhere in the region:

• Metrorail commuter ridership in downtown
Bethesda has skyrocketed 38 percent in five
years where local zoning rules have allowed
smart growth—lively, walkable mixed-use
neighborhoods around the transit station. 

• Arlington County placed Metrorail along the
Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor and used transfer of
development rights as its ticket to revitalizing
a lackluster commercial strip while providing
more housing choices. 

Proximity to Metro has acted as a catalyst for an
estimated $15 billion in development. Some of
this value is recaptured by WMATA’s Joint
Development Program, which generates income
through long-term leases or sales of land around
Metrorail stations. In fiscal year 2001, annual rev-
enue from these sources was $4.8 million.

Local Access
To date, WMATA and the District government
have not made the best use of Metrorail stations
to enhance local and regional access. WMATA
takes a passive role in joint development and does
not officially promote transit-oriented develop-
ment and design. There is little consistency in the
inclusion of transit-oriented development and
design principles in joint development projects. It
is up to the individual jurisdictions to take advan-
tage of transit station development opportunities.

The District, WMATA and communities
must use transit-oriented development to
enhance local access. Transit-oriented develop-
ment offers people more choices for employment,
housing and transportation. It also gives people
the opportunity to live in a neighborhood where
they can walk to take care of their daily errands.
Successful activity centers with local and regional
access are a most efficient and effective strategy
for stopping sprawl. Appropriate development
and design can revitalize and strengthen commu-
nity centers and relieve the pressure to build into
land preserves of agricultural, environmental, and
natural resources. 

A TOD approach to development at a number
of stations in areas on the eastside can improve
local access and vitality while linking neighbor-
hoods to the region. This is true at three Metro
stations in Ward 5. WMATA is currently evaluat-
ing development proposals for ten acres at Rhode
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Location Efficient Mortgages
Living in a neighborhood where the activities and services are
close by or within easy access by public transportation can
qualify homebuyers for “Location Efficient Mortgages” (LEMs).
When people live where they don’t need to drive and own cars,
the resulting savings can be used toward a mortgage.  

The goal of LEMs is to encourage development and home
purchases in urban areas with amenities and public transporta-
tion. This lets people carry out many of their daily activities
without the use a vehicle. 

If people can live where they don’t need to own cars, they
can save almost $5000 a year per car. These savings translate
into higher purchasing power for people desiring to buy homes.
Qualifying for a LEM may allow an applicant to take out a larg-
er mortgage, up to $50,000 more, and receive a transit credit
for several years after the home purchase.

Applicants calculate the transportation savings associated
with residing in a given area, which is used to compute the
final loan amount. Location efficiency is simply one factor used
in calculating the terms of the loan. 

Fannie Mae, the nation’s largest source of home mortgages,
is now financing a two-year mortgage underwriting pilot pro-
gram that allows lenders to stretch standard debt-to-income
ratios. The mortgages are at a fixed interest rate, ranging from
15 to 30 years, and require a 3 percent down payment.

LEM’s are now available in Los Angeles, San Francisco,
Chicago, and Seattle. Besides increasing individual buying
power for people who want to invest in city living, this new
mortgage will:
• Increase home purchase in urban neighborhoods
• Boost public transit ridership
• Support local services and cultural amenities
• Reduce energy consumption
• Improve air quality
The District should focus its attention on LEMs to help make
home ownership a more attainable goal for more people living
in the city while resolving problems like air pollution and
vehicular congestion. For more information on LEMs visit the
following sites:
www.newrules.org/environment/lem.html
www.locationefficiency.com/faq.html



Island Avenue and nine acres at Brookland,
which are now on the market. WMATA is already
negotiating terms of agreement with a developer
at Fort Totten. 

The Blue Line Benning Road station in Ward
7, where East Capitol Street intersects Benning
Road, also is slated for joint development but no
offers have been made. Existing development has
a “drive-thru” retail environmental design and a
spotty sidewalk network from the station to the
Marshall Heights neighborhood. WMATA is
going in the right direction with its proposal
request: parking requirements “may be” flexible
and there are financial incentives such as tax-
exempt bonds to foster development. How
WMATA, developers, the city and the communi-
ty work together to modify surrounding develop-
ment into a convenient and walkable community
is important to the District’s quality of life. 
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Transit-Oriented Development Principles
Compact Designs
Compact designs use the best local architectural traditions – refashioned to accommodate
the most activity close by the station. Development around transit stations falls on a con-
tinuum, focusing activities within 1/4 to 1/2 mile area of the station. It goes from commercial
activities in lively compact centers at the station to quiet residential streets providing a mix
of housing options, corner stores, parks and schools. Neighborhoods should be connected by
sidewalks and streets designed for pedestrians and bicycles as well as cars. Parking should
be on the street or behind buildings and accessible by alleys.

A Variety of Retail, Office and Housing at a Human Scale
Buildings close to Metro should provide retail on the first floor, and housing or office space
above. Buildings should be built to the sidewalk and include windows, doors and awnings.
Public plazas and small parks are essential features that give people a place to read or talk,
or have a farmer’s market. The District and WMATA should require new developments to
include a diverse selection of housing types so people with differing incomes can have close
access to high quality rail transit. 

Walkable Neighborhoods: Access for Everyone
Walkable neighborhoods are places where people can conveniently walk to take care of
errands. Walkable communities linked together by transit give people better choices about
how to get around. Residents can enjoy walking rather than driving to the local store, and
children and others unable to drive can have greater independence. With more people walk-
ing, crime is reduced.  Walkable neighborhoods are the first step to alleviating traffic con-
gestion and cleaning up the air and water pollution caused by excessive traffic and sprawl-
ing development.

Existing development at
Benning Road Metro Station
has a strip mall “drive-thru”

retail environment...

...and a spotty sidewalk
network from the station to the

Marshall Heights neighborhood.
Photos Walk DC



Tools for Public Participation
Charrettes and other neighborhood guidance
tools, similar to those carried out for  Shady Grove
or Columbia Heights, are an essential part of
smart growth planning. Revenues from joint
development could be used to facilitate public
participation in a community vision process.
WMATA does encourage developers to work with
local governments and the public, but the agency
claims that proactive kind of public input is
beyond its jurisdiction. In D.C., the public has no
opportunity to participate in joint development
until after a proposal has been selected, when it
can voice issues through public hearings or local
government meetings. 

One good example of a neighborhood-based
approach to station area planning comes from the
Northwest. This fall the Seattle, Washington City
Council adopted a concept package developed by
a city-sponsored program to encourage mixed use
development, housing, open space, and communi-
ty services within walking distance of rail stations. 

The package lays out a vision and design for
each station including: 
• An illustrated vision statement 
• A plan diagram 
• A catalogue of tools that provide the vision

and framework for public and private invest-
ments. 

Neighborhood-based advisory committees worked
with planners to identify desired public and pri-

vate investment, urban design, open space, land
use, zoning, and development actions around
each of the future rail stations. 
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The Cityscape Institute conducted community
charrettes to guide streetscape vision and design of
125th Street in Harlem, NYC. Funding for these
improvements came from Transportation
Enhancements, a program also available in the
District. Photo Cityscape Institute

Charrettes
A charrette is a participatory workshop usually held over a two- to
three-day period. Architects and other design professionals, com-
munity leaders, public officials and citizens work together to envi-
sion alternatives for a building program, neighborhood, or commu-
nity project, with an emphasis upon long-term economic, social and
environmental sustainability. 

Charrettes achieve different desired results: the discovery of
problems and issues of concern that need to be addressed; site
design and development preferences; public feedback on a current
or proposed regulation; intensive and individualized education and
training; and creative thinking in an attempt to solve problems.

Holistic
Charrettes are like any other negotiated process. Interested people
are identified and apprised of the issues. Whoever is most affected
by the issue usually gets time to express their grievances, concerns,
and observations to a group of “experts” who represent a wide range
of disciplines. The broader the range of disciplines, the more inte-
grated and holistic the discussions and solutions.

Agendas
A clear agenda from the beginning of the charrette establishes top-
ics to cover. Flexibility and informality are encouraged. Panelists
and participants question each other in an informal manner to clar-
ify mutual understanding of the real issues. A moderator can be des-
ignated to draw out the shyer participants. Charrettes are far bet-
ter when all participants express their views.

Summaries 
At certain points vague concerns and viewpoints or design recom-
mendations are clarified, consensus and disagreement points are
identified, and the discussion is advanced towards the solution. If
the charrette is designed only to identify problems, then periodic
summarization can refocus the group towards new areas for discus-
sion.

Informal and Intense
The informal yet intense charrette process demands accountability
and responsibility on the part of all who participate. It is an effec-
tive forum for frank discussions—it forces each viewpoint to be rec-
ognized and appreciated from other related viewpoints.



Affordable Housing
Another important aspect of transit-oriented
development is ensuring that low-income resi-
dents are not displaced as nearby real estate values
rise. WMATA should work with the District to
ensure that any station’s influence on the residen-
tial area is a positive, stabilizing one. WMATA is
required by federal law and executive order to
examine the disparate impacts on low income and
minority communities regarding the benefits and
burdens of federal financial investments.

Requiring both market rate and below market
rate housing, as part of WMATA Joint
Development projects, can help address increased
housing demand in the city. (See sidebar page 9)
Support for homeownership programs, coopera-
tives and land trusts to secure long-term afford-
able housing is another important means to pre-
vent displacement. WMATA should work with
the District to pursue these strategies, ensuring
that low- and moderate-income and minority
communities do not suffer adverse effects from
urban revitalization.

Infrastructure for
Alternative Travel Modes
This section outlines the concept of travel effi-
ciency and argues for a better balance of all modes
on all city streets. This balance will depend on
exclusive right of way for public transit and bicy-
cles as well as ample sidewalks designed with care,
and a mix of activities on the block or in the
neighborhood. Existing conditions and future
infrastructure needs for desirable travel activity—
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use are described.

The District needs a conscious strategy to manag-
ing future growth through streetscape design,
planning, management and infrastructure invest-
ment, in addition to creation of incentives
through the tax code.

Urban Travel and Traffic Science 
In 1948, Washington’s commuter mode split was
about 15 percent pedestrian, 37 percent automo-
biles, and 48 percent transit. The older parts of
town, the areas designed by Pierre L’Enfant, were
blessed with three characteristics. These were an
extensive and efficient streetcar system; people
living within walking distance of jobs and hous-
ing, and very wide radial avenues with exclusive
lanes for transit, street trees, and sidewalks. 

By 1970 the District had lost almost seven
percent of its population since its peak in 1953;
buses had replaced the streetcar system; and the
wide avenues had been abandoned to private auto
traffic. 

Why didn’t these changes help city life or
urban transportation? To partly answer that ques-
tion it is important to know how engineers design
the public “right of way”—the space for the
streets, railroads and highways. It also helps to
think about travel as an activity in a designated
space. 

Early traffic science began in the fifties as
applied physics, fluid dynamics to be exact. About
this time travel activity became defined as
“modes.”  Walking, cycling, transit, and autos are
the four basic travel modes. Modes can be distin-
guished by their speeds, the amount of separated
right of way they require, and the amount of peo-
ple they can move. 

Under “free flow” conditions each travel
mode has a certain “capacity” to move specific
amounts of people a given distance during a peri-
od of time. This is a measure of each travel mode’s
“efficiency.” Figure 3 shows the relative capacities
of each mode. 

When D.C. had exclusive transit right of way
on its radial boulevards like New York Avenue,
these avenues could carry between 15,000 and
20,000 people with the travel times of auto driv-
ers and transit riders about equal. In 1996 and
without exclusive right of way for transit, New
York Avenue could carry only 3,000 to 4,000 driv-
ers travelling about as fast as they did in 1948.
Drivers also need a place to store their cars.
Parking is often on high value land that is not
used for more social and economic uses that
directly contribute to a vibrant city life. (See “In-
lieu” parking page 29)
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FIGURE 3: Travel Mode
Efficiency During Rush

Hour



Separating right of way for transit ensures that
autos do not interfere with transit operations.
Transit can compete with auto use in many ways
if given its own space in the right of way. Surface
transit should operate on reserved transit lanes. 

For a while it was speculated that speed was
the best most efficient value for travel because it
got people farther faster. But over reliance on one
mode creates congestion. Each mode is good in its
own way for different purposes in different areas.
The most prosperous and livable communities
offer people choices for a variety of travel modes. 

The rest of this section discusses alternative
modes of travel: walking, cycling, and various
types of transit infrastructure needs. A well pro-
portioned street with a good mix of activity, use-
ful building types and architectural quality plus

designated right of way for
cycling and transit provides
the most efficient and safe
network for traffic opera-
tions. 

Making D.C. More
Walkable
A good walking environ-
ment contributes to the liv-
ability for everyone in D.C. 

Walking is energy effi-
cient; it is non-polluting; it
is social; it is healthy; it
helps generate a market for public transportation;
it serves people who are carfree, those who are too
young or too old to drive, and those with lower
incomes. Also, for many disabled people, accessi-
ble sidewalks and crosswalks are the only usable
transportation system available.

Walking also is an enjoyable activity that
reminds us how face-to-face contact with others
fosters an informal sense of community and
belonging. 

The District has a history of creating a won-
derful pedestrian scale. The legacy of the L’Enfant
Plan includes grandly scaled boulevards like
Pennsylvania and Massachusetts Avenues. One
detail that only a walker would notice is memori-
alized in the floor of Freedom Plaza: the actual
street dimensions—the public’s right of way—as
L’Enfant envisioned them in 1791.

While the District is more walkable than most
cities, too many places in D.C. are not—especial-
ly in east D.C. The loss of richness, efficiency,
diversity and sociability that pedestrian life brings
to this city is a problem; however, the greatest loss
to our community is the loss of human lives. 

Concentrations and Corridors of Fatalities

People on foot face serious dangers, discomforts
and inequities. On average for each of the last six
years, motor vehicles have struck and killed 19
pedestrians in D.C. Analysis of a national data-
base, the Fatality Analysis Reporting System
(FARS), helps provide a picture of where and for
whom walking conditions in D.C. pose the
gravest public health and traffic safety problem. 

For the years 1994-1999, pedestrians account-
ed for 115 deaths, or 33 percent, of D.C.’s traffic
fatalities. Fatality reports with incomplete infor-
mation about intersections or street numbers
(26%) were excluded from this analysis. (The
incompleteness of the data is unacceptable.) Of
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A reminder to exercise your
rights—to vote and to the right
of way...

Benning line streetcar on New York Avenue
exclusive right of way, circa 1948.  Tree islands
made safe space for pedestrians in a very graceful
streetscape.

TABLE 2.  PEDESTRIAN FATALITIES BY
WARD, 1994-1999

Ward Fatalities Valid Percent
1 5 5.9
2 15 17.6
3 2 2.4
4 4 4.7
5 11 12.9
6 13 15.3
7 13 15.3
8 22 25.9

Unknown 30
Total 115 100%



the 85 identifiable incident sites, 69 percent of
the fatalities occurred east of the Capitol
Building. Ward 8 alone bore one-fourth of the
total fatalities. For every fatality, there are far
more injuries, including those resulting in lifetime
disability.

Mapping the location of fatalities also showed
that about 21 percent of fatalities occurred on the
boundary roads between two wards or between the
District and Prince George’s County. Also, in a
four-mile stretch, 12 fatalities occurred along the
Florida Avenue/Benning Road corridor, twice as
many as the next heaviest toll: Southern Avenue
that edges Wards 7 and 8. 

On-site visits showed that these typically are
retail areas along major arterial roads in less afflu-
ent neighborhoods; sometimes with unnecessarily
complex intersection designs. Where posted traf-
fic speed was 30 mph, observed speeds were
markedly higher. Wide intersections and road
design features in these areas foster speeding and
leave pedestrians at the mercy of drivers.

Residents along the Benning Road corridor
revealed a matter-of-fact acquaintance with
vehicular violence, describing recent deaths in
detail. One resident described the fatalities as
“road kill.” Another resident commented that
they are “above quota” for this year. He also noted
the absence of traffic control devices needed by
blind persons and the detours that school children
must take as they walk to school.

Eastside Children are Most at Risk

For the District’s children between the ages of 1
and 6, walking is an especially dangerous activity
east of the Anacostia River. Total pedestrian
deaths included thirteen children. Eight of these
thirteen children died in Ward 8, where child
fatalities comprised 41 percent of that ward’s
total.

The divide between west and east for pedestri-
an fatalities, especially among children, is statisti-
cally significant. Concentrations of deaths by age
and location suggest that adequate funding and

interventions have not been devoted to maintain
older areas of the city with minority and under-
served populations. The government is required
by federal law to ensure that environmental jus-
tice is considered in decisions affecting the public. 

The erosion of pedestrian environments
throughout the city and the toll that residents pay
with their lives is emblematic of how society has
forgotten the value of public space and pride in
civic life. Pedestrians have become quietly accus-
tomed to inconvenience, endangerment, and
death, even in their neighborhoods, near schools,
and at Metrorail stations. 

Intervention Measures Elsewhere

Some communities are learning they can take
back their streets and fight the injustice. In
Montgomery County where pedestrians account
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This homemade sidewalk memorial at 2528 Southern
Avenue reminds us that here a six-year-old boy was
killed by a vehicle at 5:35 p.m. on February 20,
1999. Photo Walk DC

Balancing streets with adequate
facilities for walking, cycling
and transit enhances traffic

operations and increases safety.
In this view circa 1940’s, an

outbound streetcar angles off of
H Street on to Benning Road.

Notice the active retail,
pedestrian-scale street lights,

and the walkers. 

In this recent photo of the same
intersection, notice the

expanded right of way for cars
and their turning motions, the

thinner sidewalks and the
cobrahead street lights.

Returning local rail operations
to the H Street/Benning Road

corridor, as proposed in DPW’s
vision plan, could reduce

pedestrian fatalities where
people are especially

vulnerable.



for over 35 percent of traffic fatalities, the County
Executive has recently established a blue ribbon
commission to deal with this problem. The
District should establish a similar panel in 2001. 

Portland, Oregon’s Pedestrian Master Plan is
the most comprehensive and sophisticated
improvement program in the country. Pedestrian
injury and fatality data were studied to identify
the most dangerous intersections and areas for
walking. Neighborhood workshops were held to
focus and gather public input on walking condi-
tions. These results are being used to prioritize
projects for infrastructure improvements. 

Programs being implemented in Madison, WI
and San Francisco, CA identify and prioritize the
pedestrian transportation problems and needs,
develop design and signal recommendations, out-
reach programs, and obtain funds to implement
projects, enforce traffic laws and educate the pub-
lic. 

Walkability also depends on the orderly inter-
action of all traffic participants. Traffic laws must
be mutually understood and respected. Where
motorists threaten more vulnerable traffic partici-
pants, the city must use driver education and
enforcement of traffic laws. 

A recent study of driver manuals examined
the treatment of pedestrians in such manuals. It
was noted in the report that D.C. does not have a
driver manual, but rather uses questions and
answers. D.C.’s material regarding pedestrians was
found to be inadequate. 

The report recommended that driver educa-
tion manuals provide written and illustrated infor-
mation about traffic regulations and controls at
intersections and about driver violations, includ-
ing pertinent statistics such as fatalities and
injuries involving left turns or right-on-red turns. 

Next Steps

The District needs to reclaim and revitalize its
streets as part of a livable community agenda.
Neighborhood audits are a good tool for building
community awareness of walkability and identify-
ing neighborhood conditions.

The District should develop a Pedestrian
Master Plan to document the steps being taken to
address shortcomings that endanger and kill resi-
dents and obtain capital improvement funding to
reduce this grave threat.

Boosting Bicycling in D.C.
Bicycling is a key indicator of the livability of a
city. A city where people can bike is a city with a
strong sense of community. Bikeable streets are

traffic-calmed streets,
which benefit everyone.
Bicycling is an antidote
to the isolation urban
dwellers experience
when traffic volume,
speed and congestion
dominate their streets.

Bicycling is also part
of the fastest growing
trend in tourism –active
vacations– an important
consideration in a city
visited by 21 million peo-
ple in 1999, whose future
economy relies on continued growth of this indus-
try. While tour mobiles crowd the streets and foul
the air, bicycling visitors free up street space and
contribute to a friendlier, cleaner atmosphere in
the monumental core and other popular tourist
destinations.

Background

From the 1970’s into the 1980’s, the combination
of progressive legislation and a pro-active execu-
tive office initiated a nationally recognized, bicy-
cle transportation network in the District of
Columbia. In 1975, the city’s Bicycle
Transportation Plan and Program envisioned a
75-mile network of continuous bikeways to pro-
vide cyclists with safe and efficient access to the
area’s major transportation and recreational cen-
ters. 

In the early 1980’s, Washington, D.C. was
voted by Bicycling Magazine as one of the top U.S.
cities for bicycling. The Office of Bicycle
Coordinator, once staffed with three profession-
als, was an integral part of the Department of
Public Works (DPW), but in 1991, funding for
the Office of the Bicycle Coordinator was cut. 

Current Conditions

Since 1991 DPW has had no staff dedicated to
addressing bicycle transportation planning and
implementation issues. There has been little or no
training for existing staff on the rapidly evolving
national standards for bicycle transportation engi-
neering and design. The Department is operating
with a bicycle plan that was written before Metro
was operating. 

The potential for excellent bicycling in the
District still exists. The city’s dense development,
traditional street grid, and wide arterial streets are
the basic building blocks of a bicycle-friendly
street system.
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Given the proper facilities,
more and more Americans
would choose to bicycle or walk
instead of driving. Some 79.1
million (38%) of all Americans
feel that the availibility of
bikeways, walking paths, and
sidewalks for getting to work,
shopping, and recreation is very
important in choosing where to
live. Photo Walk DC



The availability of federal funding for bicycle
facilities has never been greater. In 1998,
Congress earmarked $8.5 million for the District
government to construct the Metropolitan
Branch Trail, a north-south trail corridor on the
eastside. Recently the U.S. Department of
Transportation made funding available to the
District for the Anacostia River Trail. 

Bicycle facilities are eligible for funding under
sixteen federal programs included in the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century
(TEA-21), passed by Congress in 1998.

The design, construction and maintenance of
bicycling facilities in the District have not kept
pace with the available funding or national trends
in urban transportation. Chicago, Philadelphia
and nearby Rockville, Maryland have recently
completed bicycle plans and embarked on multi-
million dollar implementation efforts. These
cities understand that investing in bicycle infra-
structure improves the livability of their cities and
promotes tourism. The District of Columbia has
been noticeably behind the curve. Less than 2
miles of bike lanes have been constructed since
1975.
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Traffic Calming
Speeding happens all around the District. It compromises our
neighborhood livability—creating noise and air pollution,
causing difficulties for pedestrians and bicyclists, and, of most
concern, jeopardizing the safety of our children.  

Traffic calming techniques use physical measures to make
streets safe. They are often designed to slow, restrict, redirect
or block traffic from using residential streets as shortcuts or
arterial streets as speedways. Examples include curb exten-
sions, bulb-outs, raised intersections, roundabouts, and divert-
ers. 

When placed in “high-incident” areas, these measures
reduce motor vehicle speeds, traffic volume, and conflicts
between road users. Overall, traffic calming can reduce crashes
in residential streets by an average of one-third. 

In Seattle, roundabouts have reduced intersection crashes
by 96 percent compared to two-way and four-way stop signs.
Retrofitting intersections with roundabouts costs $3,000-
10,000, but the crash reduction rate is a proven benefit with a
very high “cost-benefit.” 

Traffic calming is more than a technical solution to a spe-
cific traffic problem. It is an interaction between land use and
transportation as well as resident and community needs and
preferences. It is not traffic management solely for the safe and
efficient movement of vehicles.

This is because traffic calming began as a grassroots move-
ment. Angry residents of the City of Delft fought cut-through
traffic by turning their streets into woonerven, or “living yards”
where the travel of pedestrians and the play of children were
the most important street activities. 

Traffic calming in the States was practiced as early as the
late sixties in Berkeley, CA; Seattle, WA; and Eugene, OR. Today,
residents of many other communities in the region and across
the country are using it in their neighborhoods too.

Visit these sites to learn more:.
City of Portland, Oregon. Office of Transportation Traffic Calming
Program: www.trans.ci.portland.or.us/Traffic_Management/
trafficcalming/

Montgomery County, Maryland. Traffic Services Division:
www.dpwt.com/TraffPkgDiv/triage.htm 

City of Fairfax, Virginia. Traffic Calming Policy and Devices:
www.ci.fairfax.va.us/cityinfo/traffic.html 

Institute of Transportation Engineers. Traffic Calming for
Communities: www.ite.org/traffic/tcresources.htm The Mayor’s proposal to install bike racks will meet

existing demand and encourage more cycling. 
Photo WABA



What’s Needed

Action is needed to increase the number of trips
made by bicycle in Washington, D.C. To achieve
this, bicycle safety must be improved. According
to a national survey by Pathways for People, 13
percent of respondents would prefer bicycling
over other forms of transportation if safe and ade-
quate facilities existed. The gap between the pre-
ferred and the reality of the transportation choic-
es available is wide. According to recent
Metropolitan Washington Council of
Government (COG) traffic counts, less than 1
percent of all trips in the region were made by
bicycle.

Bike lanes, bike routes, and trails must be
designed, constructed and maintained to provide
safe passage for bicyclists throughout the city.
Public safety education, for both motorists and
bicyclist, is needed as well. To ensure accountabil-
ity for bicycle safety, the District government
should begin collecting bicycle accident reports. 

Convenience also plays a role in a compre-
hensive program to increase bicycling. Secure
parking and commuter facilities need to be pro-
vided by the public and private sector in the
District.

Bike Lanes

Bicyclists compete for limited roadway space that
has been designed for use by vehicular traffic
many times their size and weight and capable of
much greater speed. The 1975 D.C. Bicycle
Transportation Plan called for dedicated space to
level the playing field for cyclists in traffic. 

Currently there are bike lanes on East Capitol
Street, Calvert Street, Fourth and Sixth Streets
on Capitol Hill. Bike lanes are needed on select-
ed arterial streets, for example: Pennsylvania
Avenue, Connecticut Avenue, New Hampshire
Avenue, Sixteenth Street. In addition, sufficient
width exists to create east-west lanes on Q and R
Streets, NW and north to south lanes on
Fifteenth and Seventeenth Streets NW. The re-
striping required to create the lanes could be done
after the extensive re-paving that is going on in
the city.

When bicycles and buses share a lane on arte-
rial streets it creates a win-win situation. By dedi-
cating a lane to the exclusive use of buses and
bicycles, both modes become more efficient and
therefore more attractive transportation choices.
Shared lanes for bicycles and transit were estab-
lished on Connecticut Avenue and Wisconsin
Avenue until the 1980’s. They were eliminated to
create more road capacity for motorists, a move

that undercuts the city’s
investment in transit and
its commitment to clean-
er air.

Bicycle Routes

It is not practical or nec-
essary to create bike
lanes on every street.
With signage, pavement
marking and traveler
information, bicycles can
safely share the streets
with other traffic on the
low-volume, through-
streets in the grid. These
designated streets
become bike routes that
complement bike lanes
on arterial streets and
separated trails. 

A detailed survey of
the existing bike routes in the District should be
undertaken with close examination of street sur-
face conditions, lane widths and the condition of
route signage. Deteriorated signs should be
replaced, missing signs replaced, directional infor-
mation added to the signage that is provided and
bicycle-friendly drainage grates installed. Along
with an evaluation of existing route conditions,
additional east-west and north-south routes
should be added to the existing bicycle route net-
work to make travel by bicycle safer and more
convenient.

Bicycle facilities should be mapped. The
District’s bicycle map was published in 1982 and
is now out of print. A new map should be devel-
oped. Such maps should be made available to the
public in both electronic and print formats. Way-
finding signage throughout the city should identi-
fy bicycle facilities, particularly at the city’s gate-
ways and transportation centers.

Trails

Multi-use trails play a key role in the metropolitan
Washington transportation network. All of the
existing and proposed trails in the District are
multi-jurisdictional, requiring a level of coopera-
tion and planning that is beyond the current
capacity of the government.

The District of Columbia has two paved trails
under the jurisdiction of the National Park
Service, the newly-built Capital Crescent Trail
and the 30-year-old Rock Creek Park Trail. Two
new trails, the Anacostia River Trail and the
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Current condition of bike
signs in D.C. makes them
unreadable notes of visual
“noise.” Deteriorated signs
should be replaced.
Photo WABA



Metropolitan Branch Trail, are under develop-
ment. The District government also has responsi-
bility for the Watts Branch Trail which is planned
for rehabilitation. 

These trails should be part of a bicycling net-
work that connects neighborhoods and activity
centers throughout the city and the region. There
is currently no plan for such a network and no
person charged with that responsibility in the
District government.

Public Transit: a District Priority
“Metro,” the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority (WMATA), is the 35-year-old
authority with responsibility for rail and bus tran-
sit policy, planning, construction, and financing.
It began building the rail system in 1969 and
acquired the bus system in 1973. The originally
planned rail system is now complete and the bus
system is stabilizing.

WMATA’s new focus is a two-fold challenge:
expanding services to maintain a current share of
trips people make by transit as the population
grows, while caring for the existing system as it
matures. District bus service is under study and
some has been restored. Light rail is being studied
for high volume corridors in need of an economic
boost, enhanced access, and improved safety. The
ground is now broken for an “infill” Red Line sta-
tion on the eastside of town. 

Existing system maintenance funding is
improving but continues to be underfunded.
Maintenance of service extensions, such as more
trains and buses to meet increased demand from
population and employment growth, remains
completely unfunded. Better bus and subway serv-
ice should be funded with a special source of funds
earmarked for public transportation. If the
District is to optimize existing land and transit
resources and restore its core, it must expand its
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The Metropolitan Branch Trail will run from Union
Station to Silver Spring, with a connector from Fort

Totten to West Hyattsville.  It will link with the
Capital Crescent Trail and the National Mall to

provide the missing link in the region’s trail network.
Photo WABA

Metropolitan Branch Trail
Early Vision and Organizing
2001 marks the 10-year anniversary of Brookland resident Pat Hare’s
vision of a trail from Union Station to Takoma Park that would run along
the Metrorail Red Line. The corridor would increase local access to seven
Metro stations and provide a north-south off-road route for cycling and
walking in east DC. 

Hare shared his idea with other community residents and the
Washington Area Bicyclist Association (WABA) forming the Metropolitan
Branch Trail (MBT) Coalition. At the same time, citizen groups were
advocating for trails in neighboring Montgomery and Prince George’s
Counties that would connect to the MBT and create a 45-mile network. 

Funding and Implementation
Government turmoil during the early nineties nearly killed the MBT pro-
posal. But in 1997, advocates successfully petitioned Congresswoman
Norton to nominate the trail project as an $8.5 million “high priority”
transportation project in the federal transportation spending bill that
Congress was then reauthorizing. 

Partnerships and Coordination
An advisory committee was established in 1999 to work on trail imple-
mentation. Progress has been made. The Department of Public Works has
outlined a plan for trail construction as part of road reconstruction.
Construction of the Metropolitan Branch Trail has not kept pace with the
development pressures that threaten to gobble up the available land for
the trail alignment.

The proposed site of a new Metro station at New York Avenue is on
the Metropolitan Branch Trail alignment. The trail would enhance local
nonmotorized access to a regional system and increase use of the sub-
way as well as walking and cycling activities. Integrating trail and tran-
sit access from Franklin Street to Union Station also would boost eco-
nomic development in the neighborhood. 

The Metropolitan Branch Trail is an idea that came from the grass
roots and would serve many livability principles forwarded in this report.
The project will not succeed without citizen support every step of the
way. For more information about how to help, contact Ellen Jones at
WABA: 202/628-2500.



own transit investments for new service, mainte-
nance and rehabilitation. At the very least, this
means the District must fully fund WMATA’s pol-
icy goal of doubling transit trips in 25 years to
accommodate new ridership growth.

The transit funding formula is structured to
support the regional system as a whole. The
District pays a larger percentage than suburban
jurisdictions; some have argued that if the system
expands more rapidly in the suburbs than in the
District, the District’s share of the total base cost
would go down. 

In fiscal year 2001, WMATA’s annual operat-
ing and capital budget is $1.7 billion.
Approximately $1 billion is slated for capital
investment in rail and bus system expansion, and
$756 million is for operating expenses. The
District government contributes approximately
$150 million annually for bus and rail.
Approximately $90 million is for bus service and
$60 million per year for Metrorail service. D.C.
payment to WMATA is made from an account
within the District’s General Fund, the WMATA
Stable & Reliable Revenue Account (see D.C.
Code 1-2466). This account receives revenues
from the District’s gasoline tax, auto registration
fees, residential parking permit fees, parking fines,
traffic tickets, and parking meter revenues.

Existing conditions and plans for bus and rail
are now described to underscore why D.C. should
proactively invest in protecting and enhancing
one of the best smart growth resources it has—
transit.

Metro Bus Service

Metrobus started 27 years ago in 1973 when
WMATA acquired four private bus companies.
Metrobus is the fifth largest bus operation in the
nation after Los Angeles, New York City, San
Francisco, and Chicago. Its fleet of 1,400 buses
carries almost 600,000 riders daily in a 1,500-mile
service area. Total bus service in the region
includes 345 routes on 1,700 lines. Ninety-three
of those routes serve 297,000 weekday passengers
in D.C. Almost 30 percent of the 12,500 bus stops
in the total system are located in the District.
Eighty-six percent of the 828 bus shelters, which
were installed between 1974 and 1986, are in
D.C.

Buses have been on a roller coaster ride during
the last decade. Problems started when Metrobus
began to lose riders. This meant lower cost recov-
ery at the “farebox” that forced more taxpayer
support to continue bus operations. In the early
1990’s, suburban governments responded by
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No Groceries in Ward 8 
DC’s Ward 8 is without a single grocery store and that is bad
enough. Add to the mix that most residents don’t have cars and
can’t get to stores beyond walking distance without considerable
inconvenience, and you have a terrible mismatch. A majority of
Ward 8 residents are less mobile than the average Washingtonian
and has no local access to healthy, reasonably priced food. 

This lack of local access is a public health crisis. Ward 8 has
some of the highest rates in the city for child mortality and other
food-related diseases such as diabetes and cancer. This also is a
day-to-day problem for individuals that compound the stressful
conditions of living in this community. 

The 1998 closing of the Safeway at Milwaukee Place, the Ward’s
last supermarket, has stimulated grassroots initiatives to improve
food access such as food banking, urban farming, and community-
supported agriculture. But these efforts don’t fill the void left by
the grocery store departures.

As a short-term solution, some people car-pool with neighbors
while others hire drivers. Minibus Service run by Metro now drops
passengers off on Alabama Avenue at Good Hope Road, at the
Safeway in Ward 7.  This provides a daily scheduled service and
helps the crisis, but it’s a far cry from filling the food security void.  

Steps to the long-term solution will require everyone’s collabo-
ration. Transportation and housing development issues are affect-
ing efforts to open a new store at Camp Simms on Alabama Avenue.
Incentives need to be packaged to capture corporate interest, and
good corporate-community relations need to be fostered. 

Housing investments during the nineties have reduced the share
of public housing units and increased the number of mixed income
units. The supply of better housing will prompt private investment
in commercial development, including grocery stores. 

Strong local community organization and a city government
that fosters development are the keys to attract and sustain super-
market investments. A Newark non-profit organized private and
government resources to finance two-thirds of a store’s ownership.
Los Angeles made tax abatements available. Kansas City, Chicago,
and Bedford Stuyvesant all provided state and federal grants and
loan packages. 

As grocery stores return to Ward 8 they should be sited to pro-
mote community interaction and local access—placing them with-
in walking distance of transit and other retail and civic oriented
establishments like libraries or recreation centers.

Grocery stores, on some level, are necessary to ensure food
security. Different groups—community activists and organizations,
public officials, and the supermarket corporations themselves—
must stay focused on encouraging supermarkets to invest in inner
cities and ensuring that business is sustainable. For more informa-
tion contact Eugene DeWitt Kinlow at 202/736-0288.



pulling out of Metrobus to save money, contract-
ing with private competitors. There was talk of
privatizing the entire public bus system. During
this bleak period, WMATA and D.C. did not
explore funding alternatives proposed by transit
advocates, such as raising parking taxes, to keep
more buses running. By 1995, the District had cut
back bus service by 26 percent. 

In 1997, a regional agreement was forged
among jurisdictions under WMATA’s authority, to
stabilize bus system service. It kept all jurisdic-
tions in the Metrobus program, while giving the
transit authority more control over route planning
and funding. Regional and non-regional services
were identified. A new cost sharing formula was
developed in 1998. The District, Maryland, and
Virginia can take over their local (non-regional)
bus routes. Regional routes must stay under
Metrobus jurisdiction. Whether or not this agree-
ment has reduced incentives to cut back local bus
service remains the subject of debate in the tran-
sit advocacy community.

Metrobus currently operates three different
types of service on its 92 routes serving the
District: radial, cross-town and local serving the
District. According to the regional agreement,
these are classified as either regional or non-
regional lines. In D.C., 48 radial routes serve the
downtown along major arterial roads and corri-
dors. Thirteen cross-town routes move riders
going in both directions of service and serve major
activity centers such as Chevy Chase,
Tenleytown, U Street, Brookland, Washington

Hospital Center, Eastern Market and Anacostia.
Thirty-one local routes serve neighborhood activ-
ity centers along secondary arterial streets and
collectors, and include the shuttle service in Ward
8 to the grocery store in Ward 7. 

During the late 1990’s, bus ridership trends
have made a sea change, and advocates claim that
current funding is not adequate to meet commu-
nity demand. For the past three fiscal years, the
District has earmarked $1-2 million per year to
relieve overcrowding due to service cutbacks and
to accommodate bus ridership growth. But
MetroWatch, a transit watchdog group, notes that
bus overcrowding has gotten worse, on average,
per bus route. This is not a surprising claim; by the
end of October 2000, Washingtonians had taken
14 million more bus trips than the year before. In
addition, MetroWatch estimates that less than 10
percent of bus service cut in 1995 has been
restored (see Better Bus Service page 31).

After 25 years of operations without the ben-
efit of a major bus system evaluation, a regional
bus study is being conducted by a WMATA con-
sultant to assess existing conditions and future
needs. Restoration of lost service is under study, as
is service to evolving markets like the Navy Yard,
a growing employment center. The study aims to
develop guidelines for service performance and
goals, including additional or reduced service as
well as consolidation and simplification of routes. 

The regional study has found so far that the
District’s bus system is very accessible and that
residents can reach a bus stop within a quarter
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Minnesota Avenue’s Metrorail
and Metrobus station, in Ward

7, is a functional “intermodel
center.” The Mayor’s economic

development plans will help
transform this area into a more

vibrant “activity center” that
anchors the neighborhoods

nearby. Photo Walk DC



mile from any point in the city. An unpublished
report also has found that the bus system is well
utilized and very productive. User surveys show
that service is better than five years ago, but there
needs to be fine-tuning. Surveys also indicate that
riders want extended hours of operation during
the evenings and weekends, easier bus to rail
transfers, and more frequent service. Stakeholder
meetings will be scheduled in 2001. The public
should use this study as an opportunity for public
involvement since current levels of service fall
short of community needs. For more information
refer to the study’s website at www.wmata.com. Or
contact rdowning@wmata.com.

Light Rail

A few American cities, such as New Orleans, LA
and San Francisco, CA, never removed their
streetcar lines. Washington once had an extensive
streetcar system, which was removed during the
forties, fifties and sixties, starting with a 1949 plan
to switch from streetcar to bus operations. In the
past 30 years, light rail has become a popular
urban transportation choice among many cities:
Dallas, TX and San Diego, CA are two successful
examples. 

Aside from moving people, light rail also may
be used to generate infill development, influence
street design and land use patterns, increase land
values, stimulate business profits and increase
sales. Eighteen other U.S. cities have light rail
systems in operation. The Federal Transit
Administration’s Section 3 New Start program
funding has helped prompt proposals from 43
more U.S. cities in recent years. 

Light Rail is an electric railway system charac-
terized by its ability to operate cars along rights of
way on aerial structures, in subways or in streets.
Passengers may board and deboard at station plat-
forms or at street level. Stations are spaced more

closely than regional rail
stations. Passenger
capacity is up to 250
passengers per train car.
The number of cars that
can be operated depends
on several factors,
including platform
length and urban street
traffic. Generally light
rail is used on corridors
that are too productive
to effectively use bus
service.

Light rail systems are
popular in urban areas because trains may operate
in mixed street traffic, thus rail construction does
not require acquisition of expensive right of way
where land is already developed. This flexibility
allows trains to move in downtown malls, on ded-
icated rights of way, or in the middle of major
thoroughfares, where trains cross intersections, in
the same manner as other vehicles.

In its 1997 Vision, Strategy, and Action Plan for
the Nation’s Capital, the Department of Public
Works proposes four light rail alignments:
• An eight-mile line along Georgia Avenue to

Barney Circle
• A waterfront line from Georgetown to the

Navy Yard, along Virginia and Maine
Avenues, then on M Street SW

• A line on H Street and Benning Road to
Minnesota Avenue NE in Ward 7

• An Adams Morgan to Minnesota Avenue
line, six miles on Nineteenth Street NW and
T Street

Some of these alignments once existed in the
District. Transit options for cross-town travel in
the District remain very limited. WMATA is con-
ducting preliminary assessment studies, but no
funding for feasibility analysis or capital invest-
ment has been sought. These light rail proposals
would increase total rail network links to boost
circulation as well as increase access to two areas
targeted for revitalization: the Anacostia water-
front and Georgia Avenue. Returning local rail
operations to the H Street/Benning Road corridor
would balance travel modes, calm speeding driv-
ers, and reduce pedestrian fatalities where they are
concentrated.

Metro Rail

The Metrorail system cost $10 billion to build and
has the second largest ridership in the U.S., carry-
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A light rail proposal in DPW’s
Vision Plan would bring better
balance and access to Benning
Road where it intersects
Minnesota Avenue, in Ward
7.

A streetcar at Massachusetts Avenue and Fifth
Street NW circa 1940’s. The D.C. Public Library
at Mt. Vernon Square is in the distance.  



ing more than 160 million passengers a year.
Currently the District pays for approximately 36
percent of the regional rail system. Although the
District pays a larger percentage share than subur-
ban jurisdictions, as the system expands into the
region, the District’s share of the total base cost
may go down. Much of the construction money,
previously earmarked for interstate highways, was
diverted to the subway after intense and continu-
ous political struggle. Thanks to the enduring
vision and commitment of many District resi-
dents, the District is blessed with 38 miles of rapid
rail and 39 rail stations, instead of 38 miles of
highways within the city limits. Visitors to our
city notice Metrorail and remember it. Residents
and businesses choose to be here because of it.

WMATA Policy and Funding

The originally planned system is complete,
WMATA is looking at its long-term plans. In late
2000, WMATA presented its long-range budget
requests to the public in three important cate-
gories: accommodate ridership growth, preserve
the existing transit system, and preserve system
extensions as they are built. These are now
described. WMATA seeks to double transit rider-
ship by the year 2025. Attainment of this goal
ensures transit will maintain its current share of
total work trips as these increase by 36 percent
over 25 years due to growth. But goal attainment
depends on the will of local jurisdictions to fund
WMATA and to “accommodate ridership
growth.” Total regional cost to meet demand for
transit ridership growth over 25 years is estimated
at $1.5 billion. 

Accommodating Ridership Growth 

“Accommodating Ridership Growth” costs
include additional rail cars and additional buses.
In October 2000, the Transportation Planning
Board (TPB), a regional council of officials, did
not fund a $564 million request from WMATA to
meet the 36 percent increase in transit work trips
throughout the region that is estimated to occur
in the next 25 years. This funding shortfall under-
mines WMATA’s capacity to meet an essential
regional transportation goal from the TPB’s vision
plan: “to provide adequate maintenance, preser-
vation, rehabilitation and replacement of existing
infrastructure.” So far, only Maryland’s Governor
has proposed full funding support for transit in
Maryland for the next six years.

Existing System Preservation

From 1978 until a few years ago, WMATA only
spent $40 million annually on maintenance.
WMATA should have been budgeting about $200
million annually for system maintenance, but the
regional Transportation Planning Board (TPB)
and local jurisdictions have never fully funded
WMATA’s budget requests to maintain its bus and
rail service. Because the system was relatively
young, deferred maintenance was able to go unno-
ticed.

Metrorail’s increasingly unreliable track, ele-
vator and escalator operations have been a recur-
ring topic in the local media, and a frustration and
public safety concern among daily users of the sys-
tem. After many years of underfunding, last fall
the TPB approved 90 percent of funds requested
by WMATA for “Existing System Preservation,”
to maintain and rehabilitate the existing system
for the next 25 years. WMATA’s 2001 budget
emphasizes maintenance more than ever before: 
• Rehabilitation of 365 railcars ($398 million)
• 192 new cars in 2001 dedicated to Green Line

service, and to accommodate ridership growth 
• Escalator and elevator rehabilitation and

maintenance ($90 million)
• New stations and extensions on the Blue Line

to Largo, Maryland ($100 million)
• More Metrobus service to under-served and

unserved areas 

Preservation Extension 

“Preservation Extension” funding concerns the
estimated cost of maintaining and preserving
extensions of the Metro system already included
in the Constrained Long-Range Plan (CLRP) for
the region. In D.C., this includes the “infill” New
York Avenue Metro Station on the Red Line in
Ward 5. It also includes the Largo Blue Line
extension in Maryland and the Dulles Airport
Metro extension in Northern Virginia. The
regional Transportation Planning Board (TPB)
approved full funding of these requests last fall. 

Importance of Funding and Planning Transit in
D.C.

Allocation formulas to distribute costs in support-
ing bus and rail are based on population, employ-
ment and transit ridership. While the regional bus
formula was modified in 1998, the regional rail
formula has remained unchanged since its estab-
lishment. Although the formula is constant, the
District’s share relative to other jurisdictions has
changed with the dispersion of population,
employment and ridership to the suburbs. The
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There is no such thing as free parking. 
We may not be aware of the cost to park, but a

closer consideration reveals huge costs tied to con-
struction of parking spaces. Tenants pay higher rents
and consumers pay more for goods and services. The
estimated value of employer-provided subsidies for
employee parking in the District adds up to $240 mil-
lion per year and employers do pass this on  to
employees as other costs. 

Excessive amounts of parking spaces at many
establishments are due in part to municipal zoning
codes. Developers must construct parking spaces
according to the estimated peak demand for parking,
instead of its actual demand. 

In turn, this excess then promotes driving alone.
Employers or building owners are less likely to charge
for something available in such large quantities. Thus,
motorists become encouraged to drive alone, which
perpetuates the need for more parking. 

Deterring Excess Parking

In-Lieu Parking

The In-lieu parking fees allow developers to build less
parking than required in existing zoning codes. This
fee is set below what developers would pay to build-
parking spaces. The city then uses this fee as revenue
to provide publicly owned parking spaces. 

“When the cost of required parking is hidden in
the cost of development, cost does not seem to mat-
ter. But when the cost of required parking is made
explicit, everyone can see that it is too high,” says
Donald Shoup, a professor at UCLA.

Program advantages of In-Lieu Parking

• It gives developers an option
• It fosters creative ideas like “Shared Parking,”

which allows various establishments that have dif-
ferent peak parking demand periods to share their
spaces 

• It can promote better urban design, by allowing
the city to place shared lots in areas that do not
impede pedestrians and vehicular traffic, and in
turn promotes storefront establishments

• It makes preservation of historic sites easier

Removing Free Parking Incentives

Connecting motorists to the direct cost of parking has
been shown to deter motorists from driving alone.
This connection can be made by:
• establishing or increasing fees for solo drivers
• giving preferences to high occupancy vehicles
• taxing parking providers (commercial and private)
• reversing early bird and monthly discounts
• developing, managing, and enforcing parking reg-

ulations and pricing for commercial and retail
mixed use areas

Parking Benefits
Paying employees not to drive to work is a good idea
for the environment and for business as well. In the
“cash out” option available to private industry,
employers who provide free or subsidized parking to
commuters can offer their employees up to $175 a
month of taxable income to relinquish their parking
space. Further savings could be realized if these indi-
viduals participated in a commuter choice program
(see transit tax credit page 30). As a result, employ-
ers reduce parking lot costs, employees could save on
commuting costs, and the city would gain a cleaner
environment.

Conclusion
For years, unnecessary and underutilized parking facil-
ities have been built due to zoning requirements for
free parking. Different studies have linked solo driving
to availability of free parking. Continued depletion of
our landscape for parking is a concern, as is the
increased congestion and pollution attributed to driv-
ing.

In lieu parking and other incentives to deter free
parking offer a double blessing. They help the
motorist see the true cost of parking, and allow the
developer to build establishments that focus on peo-
ple and the environment instead of parking. 

For more information visit the Congress for New
Urbanism website at www.cnv.org/tech_sheets.

Smart Parking



District currently has one of the smaller tax bases
of all participating jurisdictions, and it receives
the greatest concentration of service.
Consequently it provides the largest share, about
40 percent, of tax revenue sources. 

D.C. stands to strengthen its presence and
regain its former footing in population and
employment during the next 25 years. Boosting
investment in transit infrastructure and level of
service is critical to the District regaining eco-
nomic weight while addressing some social and
environmental health issues that divide the
District and the region. 

For the first time in the lives of many who
read this report, transit trips are growing at a faster
rate than vehicle trips. People are rediscovering
transit’s charm and finding it a pleasant and
urbane way to travel. Many District residents can
hardly imagine life without transit, others know
their quality of life would be utterly diminished
without the benefits of safe and easy transit serv-
ice. It is no wonder that Metro’s transit system
ranks second in the nation for ridership, and its
ridership trends continue to boom and exceed
expectations. 

But old habits such as under funding transit
can be hard to break. The existing revenue source
for public transit service is not a viable long-term
option for D.C. or the region. Legislative dialog
about “enhanced funding mechanisms” i.e., a ded-
icated revenue source and a cost allocation for-
mula, has gone on for many years.  Historically,
public dialog among the regional jurisdictions
concerning dedicated revenue resources for tran-
sit has degenerated into debates about the fairness
of the cost allocation formula. 

The subject of dedicated revenues has been so
contentious in the past that some have suggested
that the federal government step in as a mediator.
If mediation is facilitated, perhaps there should be
a prior agreement to separate discussion about
revenue sources from discussion about cost shar-
ing. 

Tax Code Incentives
The public sector can promote better private sec-
tor decision-making about location of housing
and businesses to enhance travel choices. The
public sector can create economic incentives
through regulations like tax credits to encourage
transit use, or the split rate tax that encourages
building improvements and higher occupancy
rates. These tools can draw new residents and
businesses into neglected areas and generate more
pay income and sales taxes.

Transit Tax Credit

A program known as Commuter Choice gives
commuters incentives to leave their cars at home.
The program is a tax-free employer subsidy to peo-
ple who commute by rail or bus. Employers who
pay for their employee’s transit benefit up to $65 a
month can take a 50 percent tax credit against
certain state taxes (income, insurance, withhold-
ing, etc). They may also take the same credit for a
‘cash in lieu of parking’ program (see sidebar page
29). 

Maryland enacted a program in 1999, and a
recent amendment to the federal tax law requires
federal agencies to offer commuter packages for
their employees. Two options are available. 

The first option allows up to $780 a year of an
employee’s gross income to be used for mass tran-
sit and van pooling expenses. The money spent
on commuting is not taxed, so employees can save
up to $300 a year if they use the maximum
amount. Employers save on payroll taxes and
other costs. The second option allows employers
to supply commuters with up to $65 a month for
travel vouchers or transit passes. The employer
can receive a 50 percent tax credit on the pur-
chased pass, up to $30. 

Most commuters still drive to work alone and
receive free parking at their workplaces. Transit
tax credits provide equitable benefits and incen-
tives for workers who choose to go carless, but
would not otherwise receive compensation in
exchange for giving up free parking. Studies have
shown that employers see higher morale in their
workplace and a competitive edge in the labor
market. Everyone benefits from improved quality
of life, reduced VMT and fewer greenhouse gas
emissions. Developers experience reduced
demand for parking spaces and can enhance the
mix of uses on their sites. 

In October 2000, the region’s commute pat-
terns reflected change within two weeks of the
federal law that increased the monthly allowance
and expanded the service to all federal employees.
Rail and bus ridership surged in D.C. with a 21
percent increase on weekdays. Within 30 days
WMATA had two all-time high ridership days in
its 26-year history. 

Five states have enacted Commuter Choice
type programs to help discourage auto commut-
ing: Maryland, Minnesota, Washington, and
Georgia use credit programs and California has a
mandatory pay-me-not-to-drive law. The District
should be the sixth.
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Split Rate Property Tax

The split rate property tax offers the District an
opportunity to make market incentives work in its
favor. Property owners will find it cheaper to
maintain and improve their buildings. Owners of
boarded-up buildings and vacant lots will be moti-
vated to redevelop their property or sell to those
who will. Increased development will provide
needed jobs and help make residential and com-
mercial rents affordable.

The split rate property takes the value of a
piece of property and divides it into two parts: the
value of the land and the value of the
buildings/improvements on that land. It then
reduces the tax on buildings/improvements and
increases the tax on the land. Unlike the present
system, people who improve their properties
under the split rate get a tax break. Owners of
boarded-up buildings and vacant lots pay more,
motivating them to put these properties back to
use.

The split rate tax can help revitalize the
District’s economy, particularly in neighborhoods
with many deteriorated, boarded-up buildings and
vacant lots, which tend to be concentrated on the
eastside of town. The incentive to make efficient
use of buildable space will encourage more busi-
nesses and residents to locate in D.C. neighbor-
hoods instead of at the region’s periphery. The
District will become a more affordable location for
households and businesses alike.

If the split rate tax is adopted, most owners of
residential and commercial property will pay
lower property taxes, with greatest savings for
middle- and low-income neighborhoods. 

If implemented correctly, a gradual phase-in of
a split rate tax will allow landowners to fix up
their properties so that they can benefit from the
new incentives of the split rate. This would avoid
windfalls or wipeouts. According to a 1991 study
using actual D.C. assessments, it was shown that
the vast majority of homeowners and neighbor-
hood businesses would benefit. Owners of parking
lots, boarded-up buildings and vacant lots would
pay more unless they put properties to more pro-
ductive use.

Unlike other tax incentives, this technique
does not reduce the District’s property tax rev-
enues. In addition, when property owners respond
to the split rate incentives for property mainte-
nance and improvement, D.C. will receive higher
revenues from the sales, franchise, and income
taxes associated with increased economic activity
and steady revitalization of existing neighborhood
housing stock.
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How to Get Better Bus Service
The golden rule for all advocacy is to be persistent and to be commit-
ted for the long term. If you keep coming back year after year, WMATA,
DPW, the Mayor’s Office and other departments and agencies as well as
local officials will start to respond to your views.

In the spring of 1999, MetroWatch, a local transit advocacy group,
decided to focus on the 42 bus route.  This route starts in Mt. Pleasant
and runs south along Connecticut Avenue before ending at Metro Center.
The 42 bus was extremely over-crowded.  In the morning rush hour, it
was so overcrowded that it would often pass bus stops.  

MetroWatch members figured people were tired of being passed by
full buses.  We began circulating a flier on the bus, documenting the
need for bus service in the District in general and on the 42.  It used
WMATA’s own bus productivity report statistics to make the case for more
service, and urged people to write and call local officials.

MetroWatch sent letters and followed up with phone calls, and met
with City Councilmember and WMATA Board Member Jim Graham.  At this
point, he knew very well about our campaign. The Councilmember added
funding from the District of Columbia budged to the 42 bus.  In the fall
of September, 1999, the additional trips were added to the 42 in the am
and pm rush hours and the weekends.

Lessons Learned
Build Your Case Use WMATA’s own productivity reports to document

over-crowding or other relevant issues.  WMATA is sporadic in the pro-
duction of bus productivity reports.  Advocates should insist upon semi-
annual reports that are user friendly.  Productivity standards should be
explained in an easy-to-understand manner. Do not automatically accept
WMATA’s standards.  If you think a standard is wrong discuss the issue
with WMATA, these can be adjusted with WMATA Board approval.

Build Your Constituency A good community organizer should love a
bus or train.  Your constituency is right there waiting on the stop or on
the seats of the bus or rail.  Engage people in conversations about the
issues on your route.  Give them easy-to-understand fliers urging them
to contact their elected officials.  Conduct petition drives.  This is the
stuff of democracy and it works!

The Squeaky Wheel Gets the Grease Do not think that one well-
written letter to an elected official will do the job.  Often it takes
repeated letters from you and other constituents.  Ask for regular meet-
ings with your elected officials – at least twice annually to talk about
routes of interest.

Routes Facing Cut Backs or Elimination When your route is in jeop-
ardy of losing trips or being eliminated, take steps similar to those out-
lined above.  WMATA’s bus productivity reports should indicate which
measures or indicators the route is falling under “minimal” productivity
levels.  Discuss these measures with WMATA officials in the Planning
Department.

To contact MetroWatch call Josh Silver at 202/628-8866.
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A
nybody can get involved in
transportation planning
advocacy. This section offers
some pointers for people
who want to help the
District establish its trans-
portation priorities at the

local and regional level. Reforms in federal trans-
portation legislation have attempted to include
the voice of the general community in regional
hearings and discussions regarding community
transportation needs. Still, many community
members encounter barriers when trying to get
information and make their opinions known.

To be effective at expressing community opin-
ions and influencing policy or funding decisions,
it helps to understand the laws governing trans-
portation, the environment, civil rights and the
executive order on actions to address environ-
mental justice. It’s also essential to know the deci-
sion making process, the decision-makers, and
how to get involved, as described below.

Federal Level:
Authorizing
Transportation Spending
in the District 
Most federal transportation funding comes as a
federal aid program to local jurisdictions such as
D.C. Federal Highway Trust Fund dollars from
gasoline taxes and motor vehicle fees are made
available through the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) for 80 percent of a pro-
ject’s cost. 

The current federal transportation spending
bill, Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century
(TEA-21), authorizes D.C. to receive approxi-
mately $104 million in annual federal transporta-
tion funds through 2003. The same bill also
authorizes WMATA to receive approximately
$153 million in annual transit formula funds
through the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA). Both the District and WMATA also
receive relatively minor funds earmarked in TEA-
21. WMATA also receives other federal funds
that were authorized to D.C., Maryland, and
Virginia. 

TEA-21 also requires regional transportation
planning that includes citizen involvement and
reflects local transportation priorities.
Transportation planning is a continual and cycli-
cal process occurring simultaneously at the local,
regional and federal levels. Citizens need to
obtain policy and budget information early in the
process and must understand when key decisions
will be made. To be effective, citizens have to par-
ticipate frequently. 

Table 3 shows federal surface transportation
funds that are available to the District annually,
and cumulatively for the remainder of the current
federal spending bill (TEA-21). About nine per-

Local and Regional
Decisions to Access
Federal Dollars 

Table 3. Estimated D.C.
Average Annual Federal
Transportation Funding

Programs (in $ millions)

Program Annual Average Amount FY02-03

Recreational Trails (Rec. Trails)* .44 .88
Metro Planning .94 1.88
Interstate Maintenance (IM) 2.60 5.20
Transportation Enhancements (TE)* 2.70 5.40
High Priority Projects 5.10 10.20
Congestion Mitigation 

Air Quality (CMAQ)* 6.60 13.20
Bridge Rehabilitation 20.60 41.20
Surface Transportation 

Program (STP) 27.10 54.20
National Highway System (NHS) 39.00 78.00

TOTAL 105.10 210.20 



cent of these funds (see asterisks) are exclusively
dedicated to projects that relieve traffic conges-
tion, improve air quality, enhance communities or
provide recreational trails.

Local Level: Linking
District Transportation
Goals to Capital
Improvements
The District’s Department of  Public Works
(DPW) uses a Capital Improvement Program
budget (CIP) to identify its need for federal aid.
CIPs are financial statements of investment in
projects with a 20-year-life expectancy that usual-
ly require large sums of money. This budget
directs, among other things, the quality or “level”
of service we get from our street and sidewalk,
bicycle and transit infrastructure as well as open
spaces and parks. 

Standard capital improvements are based on
projections of future population, employment,
space and facility needs. In a smart growth
approach, these projections can reflect quality of
life goals, environmental and land carrying capac-
ity analysis, and land use goals. 

The DPW prepares a CIP budget each winter.
This five-year budget identifies both federal and
local dollars for projects that the D.C. City
Council approves each spring. The District gov-
ernment is preparing its CIP budget for fiscal year
2002 (FY02) that includes:
• all capital projects, including non-transporta-

tion projects
• all transportation projects to receive federal

aid, and 
• transportation projects with 100 percent local

funding.

In the District, stakeholders claim that one prob-
lem is the vague and confusing language in the
CIP budget. It is hard for a citizen to read a CIP
budget because project descriptions and funding
sources are abbreviated or coded. 

A person also might have difficulty deciding
whether a project merits public support because it
is hard to cross-reference the budget with the
administration’s policy document, A
Transportation Vision, Strategy and Action Plan for
the Nation’s Capital. 

Most district community and government stake-
holders agree that the best chance for residents to
influence transportation budget and project prior-
ities is during local hearings of the Committee on
Public Works and the Environment (CPWE).
Some claim this stage is too late, and that the only
effective time to influence the budget and project
selection is while the Department of Public Works
develops its CIP budget. In either case, the public
must have clear descriptions of CIP projects and
funding details for their review and comment.
These should be cross-referenced with the District
and regional policy documents. 

Timeline for the CIP Budget
• Winter: DPW prepares a CIP budget

• February: City Council receives an
independent audit of the annual FY
operating budget for DPW  

• February: Committee on Public
Works and the Environment (CPWE)
reviews the DPW budget expenditures 

★ March and April: CPWE schedules
public hearings on the CIP after it has
studied the audit and received the
Mayor’s budget 

Check www.dccouncil.washington.dc.us
for the public hearings schedule or sub-
scribe to the Council calendar of the week

• June: the District presents to Congress
a budget that includes the CIP (and
implicitly, the federally funded proj-
ects) 

• Fall: After congressional review
Congress approves the D.C. budget in
the early fall.

Regional Level: Project
Selection for Federal
Transportation Funds 
Transportation Planning Board at
the Council of Governments
Because D.C. is the center of a large metropolitan
area, federal law requires the District to coordi-
nate its capital improvements for transportation
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with surrounding suburbs. Regional transporta-
tion planning for the area happens at the
Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments (COG), and is on-going. 

Within COG, the Transportation Planning
Board (TPB) is the decision-making body of offi-
cials who approve projects in the region that will
receive federal transportation funds. TPB is the
region’s federally designated Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO). The MPO pre-
pares plans and programs that the federal govern-
ment must approve before releasing federal aid to
the local jurisdictions.

The COG’s Transportation Planning Board
does not fund or build projects. It acts as a forum
for elected representatives of member jurisdic-
tions to coordinate the funding and building of
transportation projects in their respective areas
with the use of federal funds.

TPB’s primary role is to vote on projects for
inclusion in the region’s six-year Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) and the 25-year
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP). Most
TPB decisions are made with verbal majority
votes. Any TPB member can request weighted
voting. Under weighted voting, D.C., Maryland,
and Virginia each have five votes. (For more info
visit www.mwcog.org/trans.html)

Who from D.C. currently has
a seat at the TPB?
• 3 D.C. City Council members  (Phil

Mendelson, David Catania, Jim
Graham)

• 1 DPW (Michelle Pourciau)

• 1 D.C. Office of Planning (Andrew
Altman)

By law the TPB may have representatives
of community groups, but the TPB cur-
rently does not. A change in the by-laws
would make the TPB more inclusive.

Regional Transportation Improvement Program

The District prepares a document for the regional
decision making process that TPB oversees. This
is a list of transportation projects for programming
to receive federal funds over a six-year period and
it is very similar to the CIP budget. It is common-
ly referred to as the D.C. transportation improve-
ment program.

DPW revises its transportation improvement
project list during the annual CIP budget process.

The current transportation improvement program
was updated in October 2000, and includes proj-
ects planned through 2006. The D.C. transporta-
tion improvement projects list is a subset of the
District’s CIP. Again, citizens find it difficult to
cross-reference CIP budget projects and programs
with D.C.’s transportation improvement program. 

The District forwards its six-year transporta-
tion improvement program to the regional TPB
for coordination with the programs of other juris-
dictions in the metropolitan region such as Prince
George’s and Loudoun Counties.  The compiled
list of projects for all jurisdictions is then official-
ly approved as the regional Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP). Once approved by
the TPB, the projects in this program are eligible
to receive federal funding. 

It is important for citizens to “connect the
dots” between policy, program and budget docu-
ments at the local and regional levels. By law, the
regional TIP should reflect the District’s trans-
portation planning goals (and those of other juris-
dictions) before the federal government allows
federal funds to be portioned out for local trans-
portation projects. 

Regional Constrained Long-Range Plan 

The region’s 25-year transportation plan is known
as the Constrained Long-Range Plan (CLRP). By
law, the CLRP is updated at least every three
years. In practice the TPB updates it on an annu-
al basis, most recently in the fall of 2000. This
regional transportation plan is a legal requirement
to receive federal aid and is a legally binding doc-
ument. 

This 25-year plan will shape the future eco-
nomic and social development in our neighbor-
hoods and communities all around the region. It
must meet future demand for travel due to popu-
lation and job growth. The intense growth of the
past thirty years, which was greater than the pre-
vious 350 years of development, is going to con-
tinue if growth predictions are true. A 31 percent
population and 41 percent job growth is antici-
pated during the next 25 years. If this develop-
ment continues in a sprawling form, suburbia will
stretch 80 miles by 70 miles.

By law, the constrained long-range plan must
be financially constrained. It can only include proj-
ects needing funds that can be “reasonably
expected,” and the revenue sources must be iden-
tified. In the current CLRP, most of the revenues
come from the state budgets of Maryland,
Virginia, and the District, the federal govern-
ment, transit fares, local revenues and tolls.
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In December 2000, the TPB stated that to
fund the recently approved CLRP, it must increase
the region’s annual transportation budget of $3
billion by 50 percent, to $4.7 billion. Over the
next 25 years, the total expense would be $119
billion. Twenty percent of these needs are for sys-
tem expansion (new roads and rail, etc) and 80
percent for operations and preservation.

The CLRP, as approved last fall, is more of a
list of transportation projects forwarded by
Maryland, Virginia, and the District than a real
blueprint for solving the region’s transportation
and land use problems. The TPB’s request for 50
percent more transportation funds is based on
COG predictions that vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) will grow 2.5 times faster than transit
trips.  This estimate ignores nationwide trends:
while automobiles are still dominant, transit rid-
ership rates are rising 2.5 faster. 

The long-range plan should be community-
based and visionary, but advocates who have tried
to participate in public outreach efforts led by the
COG, claim it is neither visionary nor communi-
ty based. The budget plan does not address ways to
manage the demand for car travel by providing
alternatives. 

Conclusions
Every six years, Congress authorizes a portion of
federal aid for local jurisdictions. By law, the fed-
eral government is not obligated to release funds
to local jurisdictions until local funding is
ensured; the public has been involved in the
transportation planning process; and all federal
requirements have been met concerning poten-
tially harmful environmental “impacts,” or
“effects” on historic properties, or “uses” of public
parks and areas. Then and only then is the feder-
al government obligated to pay its 80 percent
share of a transportation project’s cost. 

The 1997 D.C. transportation plan is a good
one, but how it relates to annual capital and trans-
portation improvement budgets is not clear. Also
unclear is how District transportation plans relate
to the regional transportation vision, plan and
budget documents. Moreover, the regional plan
itself is less a plan than a list of transportation
projects. Weak public outreach concerning trans-
portation funding decisions impedes participa-
tion.

Innovative and proactive public participation
tools are urgently needed at the local and region-
al levels.
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W
ith hundreds of mil-
lions in annual trans-
portation investment
dollars at its disposal,
the District has the
power to give citizens
the land use-trans-

portation choices they want. This report has iden-
tified some gaps in policy priorities and invest-
ments. The District can begin to address them in
its FY02 budget. 

We recommend that D.C. transportation
decisions be guided by the following land use-
transportation planning goals: 

• Improve sidewalks and streetscape environ-
ments to create friendlier streets that foster
community.

• Establish a complete system of bicycle lanes,
paths and shoulders.

• Make Metrorail, Metrobus and light rail the
locus of affordable housing and jobs. 

• Change pricing strategies for land use, parking
and transit use to provide incentives and trav-
el choices.

• Dedicate new revenue sources to increase
transit ridership growth.

• Establish continuous opportunities for the
public to guide land use-transportation invest-
ments.

• Establish and meet performance measures of
progress on a schedule.

What follows are ways that District agencies, in
cooperation with other authorities, can guide
D.C. land use-transportation policy and invest-
ment. 

PROVIDE RESIDENTS ACCESS
TO OPPORTUNITY AT
TRANSIT
1. Promote land development around transit

stations

District officials should encourage WMATA
to officially support and promote transit-ori-
ented development (TOD), and to co-sponsor
local planning efforts on land it is making
available for development. WMATA should
include incentives for TOD design principles
in its joint development requests for proposals;
add TOD requirements to the criteria against
which proposals are evaluate; and use Joint
Development Program profits to fund public
charrettes.

2. Pass a mandatory mixed-use ordinance for
transit-oriented development

Pass a mixed-use zoning ordinance or overlay
zone that provides development standards to
protect pedestrian environments. Include
housing, services, retail, and commercial
activities within walking distance. Specify
design standards for building orientation and
facades, parking supply and orientation, and
details of the streetscape environment such as
sidewalks and intersections, street trees, and
green space.

3. Pass an ordinance giving developers the
option to reduce free/subsidized parking
supply

Reduce parking requirements for developers
who provide transit passes to employees work-
ing at transit-oriented sites. Allow or require
developers to pay a fee instead of providing
parking or to remove existing parking.
Replace minimum parking requirements with
maximum limits. Cap parking in the down-
town.

Recommendations: Make
the Transportation-Land
Use Connection 



4. Adopt inclusionary zoning legislation

Pass an inclusionary zoning ordinance pat-
terned after Montgomery County’s nationally
recognized Moderately Priced Dwelling Unit
program but tailored to urban infill and revi-
talization. The regulation should automatical-
ly apply to all developers. It should establish a
mandatory share of lower-cost homes for each
development. Density bonuses and pricing
structures should work for developers. The
District should administer buyer screening,
selection, and resale control.

5. Implement a split rate property tax code

Pass the split rate property tax. Lower the tax
rate on structures and increase the tax rate on
land. Property owners will find it cheaper to
maintain and improve their buildings. This
will bring much needed occupiable housing
on-line and preserve one of the District’s key
potential assets, its distinctive brick housing
stock.

GIVE WALKERS AND
CYCLISTS MORE SPACE AND
CHOICE
6. Fund streetscape improvements, planning

and management activities to increase walk
trips while reducing pedestrian fatalities

Allocate planning funds, such as Surface
Transportation Program or Congestion
Mitigation funds, to develop and implement a
pedestrian transportation plan in compliance
with current national standards in traffic
calming, streetscape design and the
Americans with Disabilities Act. The plan
should facilitate an increase in walking trips
by 10 percent and reduce fatalities and injuries
by 25 percent. 

In specific places where drivers act aggres-
sively towards pedestrians, or heavy pedestrian
traffic occurs, or a concentration of fatalities
and injuries happen, review existing condi-
tions and establish a rapid response team.

7. Move forward with the Bicycle Plan and
Met Branch Trail

Revise the District of Columbia Bike Plan to
ensure compliance with current national stan-
dards. Expend funds already allocated for a
new bike plan in the DPW Capital
Improvement Program. Facilitate implemen-

tation of 100 bike racks and 10 miles of bike
lanes each year for the next five years. 

Hire a project manager to coordinate the
development of the Metropolitan Branch
Trail. Move forward on critical issues affecting
the trail, such as right of way acquisition and
needed intergovernmental agreements.

8. Outfit the Metro bus fleet with bike racks

Bicycles can be made a part of everyday life for
many of the region’s residents. Metro should
reduce barriers for taking bikes on trains.
Provide secure, covered bicycle parking or
bike rooms at or inside stations. Equip
Metrobuses with bike racks.

MAKE TRANSIT MORE
RESPONSIVE TO
COMMUNITY NEEDS
9. Add new revenue sources to increase

transit ridership growth

D.C. must pay $23 million per year to double
transit ridership over 25 years, just to maintain
the current share of commuter trips taken by
transit as the population grows. More funds
would be needed to increase the share of trips
taken by transit. Total regional cost just to
maintain current ridership share would be $60
million per year. Dedicated revenue should
come from a mix of taxes and fees and should
be implemented region-wide.

10.Invest in light rail systems 

Conduct a feasibility study of light rail on
Florida Avenue and Benning Road as pro-
posed in the Department of Public Works
1997 document, A Transportation Vision,
Strategy and Action Plan for the Nation’s
Capital.

11.Improve the “level of service” of Metrobus
operations including more reliable
information

WMATA should improve bus levels of service.
Extend hours of operation during the evenings
and weekends, improve timing of bus-to-rail
transfers, and increase the frequency of serv-
ice. Provide funds to place and maintain infor-
mation at 66 percent of all bus stops, to
encourage transit use. 
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12.Create exclusive rights-of-way for transit
and biking on roadways

As recommended in the Department of Public
Works 1997 document, A Transportation
Vision, Strategy and Action Plan for the Nation’s
Capital, establish exclusive rights-of-way for
buses, bike, and light rail on selected arterials.
This will increase the corridor capacity to
move people and increase the desirability of
riding transit by increasing its speed.  Start
with a pilot project to re-establish public
acceptance.

13.Work with citizens to market transit before
proposing service cuts to the WMATA
Board

Before proposing service cuts, WMATA and
the District Office of Mass Transit should
cooperate with citizens to determine whether
possible route realignments or better market-
ing will help the route improve productivity.
Work with bus riders for a few months to bet-
ter market the route with newsletters or
through civic associations, business associa-
tions, or faith-based organizations. Offer dis-
counts and other incentives.

GIVE COMMUTERS MORE
TRAVEL CHOICES
14.Pass transit tax credit legislation similar to

the Maryland model

Implement a transit tax credit for all employ-
ers in the District. The District provides the
greatest concentration of jobs in the region as
well as the highest concentration of transit
dependent workers. This legislation would
give people, especially with lower-incomes,
more cash in-pocket and more equitable
access to employment. Net benefits to air
quality also would be greatest because most
job concentration is in D.C.

15.Pass “parking cash out” legislation

Pass legislation enabling employers who pro-
vide free or subsidized parking to give employ-
ees the option to “cash out” their benefit.
Employees can keep the parking space,
exchange it for cash income (great for those
who walk, bike or carpool), or exchange it for
tax-free transit passes. This allows employers
to reduce parking lot costs, and traffic, and
gives their employees a reason to leave their
cars at home.

INVOLVE THE PUBLIC IN
DECISION MAKING
16.Appoint a Citizen’s Task Force

Establish a citizen’s task force to invite and
evaluate public input on land use-transporta-
tion policy, planning, funding and design.
Steps are being taken to achieve effective pub-
lic input at local levels around the country
and models for better institutional coordina-
tion do exist. The District should evaluate
those models and promote early, user-friendly
access to the local decision-making process.

17.Establish transportation accountability with
measurable performance goals 

The administration must set measurable
short-term and long-term goals tied to invest-
ments. Spending should: increase trips made
on foot, bike and mass transit; reduce fatalities
among walkers and cyclists; equalize employ-
ment and housing opportunities; reduce travel
times and traffic congestion; increase air qual-
ity; and preserve quality of life.

18.Provide cross-referenced local and regional
transportation budget, program, and policy
documents to the public

Provide the public with  easy to understand
descriptions of projects and funding details for
their review and comment. The District’s CIP
project information should clearly describe
projects in ordinary terms, with funding
amounts, and relate each transportation proj-
ect to the administration’s transportation pol-
icy document as well as the D.C. element of
the regional Transportation Improvement
Program.

19.Commit to proactive, inclusive working
relationships with neighborhoods 

Engage the public and excite people about
community development. Join in partnerships
to conduct or sponsor neighborhood land use,
walking, and bicycling audits to focus public
input on identifying problems. Involve devel-
opers, neighborhood residents, elected leaders
and technical staff in charrettes or workshop
events to devise development and design
guidelines tailored to local needs.

Table 4 ties together the recommended policy
objectives with program goals and performance of
actions.
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Table 4. Recommended
Objectives, Goals and Action
Tools

Objective

Increase local access to
opportunities around transit
stations

Make D.C. the most
walkable city in the country

Make D.C. the most bikeable
city in the country

Encourage a market for
greater transit use

Give commuters more travel
choices

Increase opportunities for
the public to participate in
decision-making on land
use-transportation goals.

Implement land use-
transportation policy goals
in an accountable and
timely way

Goal

Use Metrorail, light rail and
Metrobus as the locus of
affordable housing, jobs
and neighborhood retial

Improve sidewalks,
intersections and
streetscapes to increase
number of trips on foot
while reducing number of
pedestrian fatalities and
injuries

Establish a complete system
of bicycle lanes, paths and
shoulders.

Improve transit level of
service to increase the
number of transit trips.

Change pricing strategies
for parking and transit use.

Establish a citizen’s task
force to evaluate and
recommend community-
based tools for urban
transportation and growth
management

Increase trips made on foot,
bike and mass transit;
reduce traffic fatalities;
equalize employment and
housing opportunities;
reduce travel times and
traffic congestion; increase
air quality.

Action Tool

MIXED-USE
ORDINANCE/OVERLAY ZONE,
CASH “IN-LIEU” OF
PARKING ORDINANCE,
INCLUSIONARY ZONING,
SPLIT RATE PROPERTY TAX

NEED ASSESSMENTS,
PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN,
TRAFFIC CALMING,
STREETSCAPE ENHANCEMENT

BIKE MASTER PLAN,
MET BRANCH TRAIL, BIKE
LANES, SIGNS & PARKING,
BIKE-ON-BUS RACKS

TRANSIT REVENUE SOURCE,
EXCLUSIVE TRANSIT RIGHT
OF WAY, LIGHT RAIL
FEASIBILITY STUDY

TRANSIT TAX CREDIT, “CASH
OUT” PARKING

CITIZEN’S TASK FORCE,
AUDITS & ASSESSMENTS,
CHARRETTES, CROSS-
REFERENCED POLICY,
PROGRAM & BUDGET
DOCUMENTS

PERFORMANCE MEASURES,
NEED ASSESSMENTS, FOCUS
GROUPS



Major References
Reports
A Network of Livable Communities: Evaluating
Travel Behavior Effects of Alternative Transportation
and Community Designs for the National Capital
Region. Environmental Defense Fund and
Chesapeake Bay Foundation. Washington, D.C.
and Annapolis, MD. 1996.

A Transportation Vision, Strategy and Action Plan
for the Nation’s Capital. District of Columbia.
Department of Public Works. Washington, D.C.
March 1997.

Current Patterns of Employment Location in the
Washington Metropolitan Area. Mark Rubin and
Margery Austin Turner. The Urban Institute May.
Washington, D.C. 1999.

Mean Streets: Pedestrian Safety, Health and
Transportation Spending. Surface Transportation
Policy Project. Washington, D.C. June 2000.

Our Unfair Share: Pollution in Washington, D.C.
African American Environmentalist Association.
Washington, D.C. 1998 

Poor People and Poor Neighborhoods in the
Washington Metropolitan Region. Margery Austin
Turner, Chris Hayes. The Urban Institute.
Washington, D.C. 1997.

The Region Divided: The State of Growth in Greater
Washington, D.C. The Brookings Institution
Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy.
Washington, D.C. 1999.

The Transportation Project Planner. Surface
Transportation Policy Project. Washington, D.C.
1997. 

Transit Ridership Report for April, May and June.
American Public Transit Association.
Washington, D.C. 2000.

TEA-21 User’s Guide.  Making the Most of the New
Transportation Bill. Surface Transportation Policy
Project. Washington, D.C. 1998.

Approved Fiscal 2001 Annual Budget. Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority.
Washington, D.C. 2000

1999 Urban Mobility Study. Texas Transportation
Institute. Texas A&M University. College
Station, TX. 1999.

Databases
Fatality Accident Reporting System. U.S.
Department of Transportation. National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration. 

Books
City Comforts: How to Build an Urban Village.
David Sucher. City Comforts Press. Seattle 1995.

Acknowledgements
Friends of the Earth would like to thank the many
people for their generous contributions, com-
ments, and guidance.

Special thanks to the primary author of this
report, Katherine Shriver. Thanks also to the con-
tributing authors of this report: Marie Birnbaum
of Walk DC, Ellen Jones of WABA, Cheryl Cort
of WRN, Dan Emerine of the Coalition for
Smarter Growth, Scot Spencer of Environmental
Defense, Julie Eisenhardt of the Sierra Club,
Ernest Jermin of Friends of the Earth, Josh Silver
of MetroWatch,  Joseph Passonneau of
Passonneau & Partners. Special thanks to Larry
Bohlen at Friends of the Earth for his editorial
guidance. 

And thanks to readers and others who helped
with this effort by offering information, com-
ments, suggestions and general guidance: Phil
Mendelson, Fern Clarke, Alex Eckmann, Ben
Ross, Herb Bixhorn, Doug Willinger, Cyril
Crocker, Sally Roman, Paulette Grady, Chris
Weiss, Bob Beasley,  Greg Goodwin, Michelle
Garland, John Swanson, Hugh Morris, Adam
Maier, Eugene DeWitt Kinlow, Terry Brandon,
Rod Downing, Alvin McNeal, Paul DeJardine,
Deborah Katz, Rosalyn Doggett, and Danilo
Pelletiere. Thanks to Riley Geary for extracting
fatality data from the FARS database.

Thanks to John Shriver for use of streetcar
photos from his collection. Unless otherwise
noted, photographer unknown. 

Thanks to the wonderful staff of Friends of the
Earth who made this report possible, especially
David LaMora and Mark Helm. Thanks also to
Cheryl Johnson, Sherri Owens, Sean Moulton,
Ivor Heyman, and Charles Lenchner.

We also thank James Lee of JML Design for
presenting the report material and developing
graphics, and to Steve Wrecker of the Printing
Network.

40 D . C .  A T  T H E  C R O S S R O A D S  •  F R I E N D S  O F  T H E  E A R T H



Contacts
Mayor Anthony Williams 
727-2980
Mayor@dcgov.org

City Council
Linda Cropp, Chair
724-8032
lcropp@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

Harold Brazil, At-large
724-8174
hbrazil@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

Carol Schwartz, At-large
724-8105
schwartzc@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

David Catania, At-large
724-7772
dcatania@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

Phil Mendelson, At-large
724-8064
cweiss@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

Jim Graham, Ward 1
724-8181
jgraham@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

Jim Evans, Ward 2 and Pro Tem
724-8058
jackevans@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

Kathleen Patterson, Ward 3
724-8062
kpatterson@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

Adrian Fenty, Ward 4
724-8052
afenty@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

Vincent Orange, Ward 5
724-8028
vorange@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

Sharon Ambrose, Ward 6
724-8072
sambrose@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

Kevin Chavous, Ward 7
724-8068
kpchavous@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

Sandy Allen, Ward 8
724-8045
Cmallen@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

Community Organizations
Action Committee for Transit
Ben Ross
301/913-2849
Easi@worldnet.att.net

Coalition for Smarter Growth
Dan Emerine
202/588-5570
stopsprawl@aol.com
www.smartergrowth.net

D.C. Environmental Network
202/783-7400
www.foe.org/ptp/dc/index.htm

Environmental Defense
Scott Spencer
202/387-3500 
www.environmentaldefense.org

Eugene DeWitt Kinlow
202/736-0288

MetroWatch 
Josh Silver
202/628-8866 

Passoneau & Partners
Joseph Passoneau
202/ 296-8017

Perils for Pedestrians
John Wetmore
301/654-5305
jwetmore@erols.com
www.pedestrians.org

Restore the Core!
Sierra Club, New Columbia Chapter
202/488-1140
www.sierraclub.org/chapters/dc

Sierra Club 
Environmental Justice Coordinator
Julie Eisenhart
202/610-3360

Sustainable Washington Alliance
Swampnet@capaccess.org
www.swampnet.org

Walk DC
Marie Birnbaum
202/543-3427
mbirnbau@erols.com
www.walkdc.org

Washington Area Bicyclist Assn. 
Ellen Jones
202/628-2500
ellen@waba.org
www.waba.org

Washington Regional Network
Deborah Katz
202/667-5445
debkatz@megsinet.net

Other Useful Contacts
Budget Director
Art Blitzstein
724-8139
ablitzstein@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

CPWE Committee Staff
Jim Slattery
724-8105
jslattery@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

CPWE Committee Clerk
Adam Maier
724-8194
amaier@dccouncil.washington.dc.us

CPWE Committee Web Page
www.dccouncil.washington.dc.us/scwartz/

committee.htm
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