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Evaluation: Approach

• Assume a common reference case against 
which each corridor is compared 
– (2035 RTP Financially Constrained System) 

• Ensure a consistent level of detail across 
the criteria and be commensurate with 
the level of project information available

• Enable sufficiently disaggregate scoring, 
in order that the level of impact can be 
differentiated between corridors

• Present the information clearly, concisely 
and on a consistent basis so that decision 
makers can compare corridors against 
each other



Planning for high capacity transit in the region

Evaluation: Approach

• For each short listed corridor the most 
plausible forms of mode investment based 
upon the screening assessment (e.g. 
potential ridership, land use issues) will 
be identified 
– light rail may be the only mode option for 

corridors (ie, extensions of the existing system)
– For other corridors light rail, BRT, commuter 

rail and streetcar may all be considered 

• Each defined corridor/project will be 
evaluated



Planning for high capacity transit in the region

Federal Transit Administration 
New Starts evaluation
• Cost and ridership = Cost 

effectiveness
• Mobility improvements 
• Environmental benefits
• Operating efficiencies
• Land Use
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Evaluation: Multiple Account 
Evaluation (MAE)
• The MAE approach is based on the 

UK methodology for project 
evaluation (NATA):
– Environment
– Safety
– Economy
– Accessibility
– Integration
– Supporting analyses for deliverability 

and acceptability
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Evaluation: MAE

• The MAE framework aligns with the 
hierarchy of objectives 
– Region 2040 Vision
– 2035 RTP – to implement the region’s 

2040 Vision
– HCT – supporting the RTP’s 10 goals
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Evaluation: MAE

• The goals fit with the RTP outcomes-
based evaluation framework –
providing three evaluation categories
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Evaluation: MAE

• A fourth category for 
deliverability has also been 
defined

• For each evaluation category 
criteria addressing different 
aspects of the category are 
presented
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Evaluation: MAE

• Against each criteria a quantified or 
qualitative assessment is made

• 7-point scale used for each criteria
– Significant benefit 
– Moderate benefit 
– Slight benefit 
– Neutral
– Slightly adverse 
– Moderately adverse 
– Significantly adverse

• MAE can be used for corridor 
prioritization and mode selection
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Evaluation: Applying NATA

• Case Study: Liverpool, Greater 
Liverpool (Merseyside) 

• 10 year strategic plan

• Including 3-line light rail network 
(Merseytram)

• Project justification required a 
NATA assessment of technology 
and corridor choices
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Evaluation: Merseytram network
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Evaluation: Summary Table
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Proposed evaluation criteria for 
metro area HCT evaluation



Community
Criterion Measure
Support of regional 
and policies and 
Aspirations

Qualitative scoring

Land use integration Identification of major activity centers served

Transport network 
integration

Identification of whole journey benefits due to integration 
with transit transfer centers and interchange opportunities

Equity Catchment analysis for social groups (low income and 
minority census tract) within walking access (1/4 mile) to a 
stop

Safety Qualitative, based on adherence to good design standards

Personal security Qualitative, based on adherence to good design standards 
and policing policies

Health Comprehensiveness of pedestrian and cycling network

Increase in average bicycle and pedestrian mode share



Illustrative example of assessing land use integration 
- Pop with access to Schools & Universities



Illustrative example of assessing land use integration 
- Journey time to Medical Facilities & Hospitals



Illustrative example of assessing equity
-Corridor alignment vs. areas of deprived population



Environment

Criterion Measure

Emissions and 
disturbance

Change in VMT and resulting emission levels for CO2. 
(Potentially for the full scheme life-cycle)

Habitat Identification of sensitive habitats

Open space Acres of open space lost

Urban design Identification of impacts of property loss and qualitative 
assessment of its significance

Urban form Identification of impacts on urban composition 



Economy

Criteria Measure

Transport efficiency 
(users)

Average journey time benefit per rider and distribution of 
Transport System User Benefits (TSUB).

Transport efficiency 
(operator)

Farebox recovery and cost per new rider

Economic 
competitiveness

Change in employment catchment for employment centers 
(in the reference case) and identification of impacts on 
supporting redevelopment of industrial / commercial sites.



Illustrative example of assessing economic competitiveness

Increase in 
accessibility to 
jobs along 
transit route 



Illustrative example of assessing economic competitiveness
-Journey time to Industrial job centers



Deliverability

Criteria Measure

Feasibility (construction) Construction duration and technological challenges for 
construction

Feasibility (operations) The scheme must be operable in terms of the capacity 
of the system (vehicles, stops, depots, etc.) to meet 
the demands on them and enable reliable levels of 
service to be delivered

Acceptability Public and political support for the investment

Funding Budget limits 

Cost effectiveness FTA criteria
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Evaluation: Summary sheet 

• Summary sheet derived from each 
evaluation 
– provides overview for each corridor 
– allows decision makers to identify and confirm 

the mode investments and corridors to be 
prioritized

• It will include a summary of the corridor 
characteristics, as identified by the 
screening exercise



Corridor characteristics

Criteria Measure

Corridor length Distance

Catchment population Population (within walking distance, via connecting 
services, park & ride)

Population density / land use 
intensity

Land use intensity (urban hubs, suburban sprawl) 

Current ridership Passenger demand

Share of ridership transit 
dependent

Percentage share [within catchment] based on 
automobile ownership statistics

Future ridership potential Passenger demand



Illustrative example of presenting corridor characteristics



Summary sheet



Scorecard approach

Format allows for easy 
summary and comparison



Project advancement 

Ridership development plan
– Each station along a proposed alignment should be 

evaluated for ridership potential based on the 
jurisdiction’s demonstrated willingness to promote 
transit supportive development.
• Ridership thresholds should be set for light rail, BRT 

and other HCT modes. 
– Corridor thresholds set, requiring jurisdictions to work 

together on project advancement. 
– Furthermore, each station should undergo an 

evaluation to determine the:
• capacity for station area development
• ability to create good station access for all modes
• issues for station capacity and functionality.



Project advancement 

New cost effectiveness evaluation with TOD
– Cost-effectiveness re-evaluated based on 

jurisdictions’ commitment to developing 
ridership at proposed stations 

– This provides an opportunity for communities 
to take credit for land use policy changes 
implemented after HCT System Plan 
completion.



Project advancement 

Financial capacity evaluation
– Demonstrate capacity to fund capital and 

operations with no significant negative 
consequences to existing infrastructure or 
transit system operations. 

• Capital and operating finance plans
–Level of project funding
–The stability, reliability and availability 

of proposed funding sources
–Competition for funding that would be 

used for core system capacity 
enhancements or maintenance.



Project advancement 

System capacity. 
– Justify that new extension will enhance (at 

best) or at least minimize demands on the 
core systems, particularly:
• Yard / Support facilities. 
• Redundancy / Recovery capabilities. 
• Station and line haul capacity.
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