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Study purpose:

Establish most
effective way to
serve the
County’s needs to
accommodate
planned growth
over the long
term by improving
public transit
usage.
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Study objectives:

* Establish a connected rapid transit system to
meet demands through the year 2050

* Define transit corridor functions, station
locations, modes and rights-of-way to guide
subsequent comprehensive plan amendments
and development review processes that protect
needed right-of-way for ultimate transit network

* Coordinate with other regional, state, and local
jurisdictional plans

* Identify policies, programs, and actions to
support phased implementation and expedite
delivery of priority elements in the near term




Study schedule:

Goals and objectives (spring 2012)

* Public input milestones
 Goals and objectives (summer 2012)
* Initial concepts (fall 2012)
* Refined concepts (winter 2013)
e Recommended concepts (spring 2013)

 Board endorsement of study recommendations,
with subsequent comprehensive plan
amendments as warranted




Fairfax Countywide
Transit Network Study
(FCDOT)

Goals / Objectives

Constrained Long Range
Plan {(MWCOG)

TransAction 2040
{(NVTA)

SuperNova (VDRPT)

2040 Regional Transit
System Plan (WMATA)

Key
Technical Analyses

Public Review
Elected Official Review / Action

We Are Here

The Countywide Transit Network Study phases are
scheduled to facilitate coordination with other regional
transportation studies




TN COUNTY OF FAIRFAX
@ A S COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
‘
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Fairfax County’s
transportation plan
identifies eight
Enhanced Public
Transportation
Corridors (EPTCs).

How should they
connect?

What functions should
they perform?

Might adjustments to
the network of EPTCs
be needed?
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Fairfax County Future Development Concept

LOCATIONS OF MIXED-USE CENTERS

Urban Center
1. Tysons Corner Urban Center

Suburban Centers

Centreville

Dulles (Route 28 Corridor)
Fairfax Center

Flint Hill

Lorton-South Route 1
Merrifield

Reston-Herndon
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Community Business Centers
9. Annandale

10. Baileys Crossroads

11. Beacon/Groveton

12. Hybla Valley/Gum Springs
13. Kingstowne

14. McLean

15. North Gateway

16. Penn Daw

17. Seven Corners

18. South County Center

19. Springfield

20. Woodlawn

Transit Station Areas
21. Dunn Loring

22. Franconia/Springfield
23. Herndon-Monroe
24. Huntington

25. Reston Parkway
26. Route 28/CIT

27. Van Dorn

28. Vienna

29. West Falls Church
30. Wiehle Avenue

LOCATIONS OF LARGE INSTITUTIONAL
AND INDUSTRIAL AREAS

Industrial Areas

31. Beltway South
32. 1-95 Corridor
33. Ravensworth

Large Institutional Land Areas
34. Fort Belvoir (Main Post and North Area)
35. George Mason University
36. Washington Dulles International Airport
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established activity centers

Most of the County’s growth potential lies within these

Residential Plan Potential

B Growth
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Centers Rest of County

Non-Residential Plan Potential
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Housing units:

Existing: 19% in centers
Growth: 83% in centers
Total: 36% in centers

Commercial space:

Existing: 82% in centers
Growth: 99% in centers
Total: 89% in centers




About 70% of the County’s residential growth through
2040 will be in multifamily housing units.

Historical and Forecast Housing Units
by Type of Structure
Fairfax County, 1970 through 2040
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Why a High Quality Transit Network?

At least two-thirds of study survey
respondents believe it is either important or
very important for the Washington DC region
to invest in transit in order to:

 Reduce time spent traveling (86%)

* Provide travel options (choice riders) (83%)
* Take cars off the road (81%)

* |ncrease economic development (79%)

* Provide travel options (non-drivers) (78%)
 Reduce carbon footprint (76%)

* Create attractive mixed-use centers (68%)




Public outreach in summer
2012 is incorporated in our
Initial analyses

“Setting the Stage” helped us
identify and refine study
objectives through the online
survey and comments on the
draft goals and measures

“Mapping Your Future”
helped us identify
connections that should be
considered for premium
commuter, connector, or

- destination transit corridors
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The type of premium transit service appropriate for each
corridor will reflect the traveler needs and land use
context in that corridor.

Destination corridors, like the Orange
Line in Arlington, connect neighborhoods

O~ to multiple activity centers, functioning
N om0 primarily to provide access.

Commuter corridors, like Virginia Railway
Express, primarily serve one major
\ P i activity center and tend to focus on
journey-to-work trips and function
primarily to provide mobility.

o I" District circulators, like the planned

I_I_. | Tysons Corner Circulator, enhance

© e @ —  m— O mobility within an activity center or group
of adjacent centers.
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\ ‘ Function, context, technology
High quality transit technologies span a wide range of transit guideway and
vehicle types. The selection of a particular transit technology for any corridor
depends first upon the travel market, corridor function, and land use context.

Transit

Light rail transit

Bus rapid transit

Technology Commuter rail Heavy rail Express Bus (LRT) (BRT) Streetcar
7’ in
Example uf .L —E
., U - v .
Virginia Railway Metrorail Omni Ride The Tide Portland Streetcar
Express (Hampton Roads)
Average 15 MPH (arterial) 3 2 U
operating speed 31-40 MPH 25 MPH 25-50MPH(freeway) 15-25 MPH 12-20 MPH 8-12 MPH
Maximum 80 MPH 70 MPH 55 MPH 70 MPH 50 MPH 45 MPH
operating speed
Typ's‘;i:i:‘a;m" 5 to 10 miles 1/2t0 5 miles 1to 5 miles 1/2t020miles | 1/2to2.0miles | 1/10-1/4 miles
Typical capital
st ier rile S5M - S8M S60M - $250M Up to $2M $50-$150M $2M - $10M $10M - $30M
Typical peak
=y 1,500-8,000 | 11,500-23,000 | <300 perroute | 4,000 - 18,000 2,000 - 12,000 1,500 - 7,500
capacity in peak
direction
Fully controlled foFruslg;:to n;;c:i"rfid h | Based on roadwa
. for safety v 2 X ¥ May be either May be either Typically runs on
Alignment voltage power alignment S
concerns (shares . controlled or controlled or street in mixed
access . concerns (crossing (freeway or .
characteristics of ) uncontrolled uncontrolled traffic
. . must be grade- arterial lane)
freight rail)
separated)
Typlf:al Cominuter Commiiter Commuter Comn.1ute.r or Commutgr or Destination or
Functions destination destination

circulator
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Mobility focus
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Connect activity
centers within
Fairfax County and
adjacent
jurisdictions with
high speed
commuter
corridors that best
serve longer-
distance trips.

To Gainesville

To Manassas

To National Harbor

FAIRFAX COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION PLAN

ho Board of Supervisors.
uuuuuuu
Amended through Soptember o
Transit Functional Key: Base HQTN
Commuter Corridor I | ==

Other Express Service

De stination Corridor = —

Stations: base ® new O transfer
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GO E R Accessibility focus
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Connect activity
centers within
Fairfax County and
e e o ¢ S adjacent

NG ", jurisdictions with

. high access
e transitways (light
© rail or bus rapid
BN ? transit) destination
L corridors that best
e — serve shorter-

Other Express Service B SENE

distance trips

De stination Corridor =

Stations: base @® new O transfer ==k —_————




To Manassas

FAIRFAX COUNTY

TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Adopted by
The Board of Supervisors
July 31, 2006
Amended through September 13, 2011

COUNTY OF FAIRFAX

Blended approach

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

ToNational Harbor Nl — L

Transit Functional Key:

Commuter Corridor
Other Express Service
De stination Corridor

Stations: base

Orange Line
Extension

Blend mobility and
accessibility
approaches with
Orange Line
Metrorail extension
in [-66 corridor as
envisioned in
Comprehensive
Plan
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To White Flint

To Gainesville

To Manassas

FAIRFAX COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Adopted by
The Board of Supervisors
July 31,
Amended through September 13, 2011

Transit Functional Key:

ToNational Harbor N\l — 7~ — Lo

‘ Blended approach

Commuter Corridor

Other Express Service

De stination Corridor

Stations: © base ® new O transfer

Blue Line
Extension

Blend mobility and
accessibility
approaches with
Blue Line Metrorail
extension in |-95
corridor in contrast
to Comprehensive
Plan




Travel desire lines

Travel to, from, within, and
through Fairfax County
comprises many
overlapping travel patterns.
These lines show the
dispersed desires for
person-travel intensity
during the 2050 weekday
evening peak period
between places in Fairfax
County and the region.

One study objective is to
determine how to most
effectively establish
premium transit corridors to
help serve these demands.



Travel Markets

The straight lines on these maps
demonstrate the organization of
travel desire lines into key travel
markets connecting travelshed
pairs with the highest number of
person trips in the 2050
weekday evening peak period.

The provision of new transit
examined in the initial concepts
provide transit time savings for
many high-demand connections.
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)F~\>\{/' Property values
//f”‘”’ NG ; Properties near transit
N e ~ stations typically see an
' ‘ 2 gme . P incr in property value
4 . : 90 o crease | P opg ty a.
Bl e 4 .. . neartransit stations, with
y © ® ® gmas 0 N
$°c o ®e ol 8 e@%% s, 1 the greatest values
e LA °®° 4.8 §° associated with commercial
AN g0 properties. Increased
property value generates
Mobili ;
obilty Access increased tax revenues and
is one indicator of the
| potential for Transit
6ol : S Oriented Development. The
P o K 4 K . .
i £ P &£ %o access oriented scenario
€ & 2% N € Sead® % 90
$°% Boomy > @’ e, *  hasthe greatest total
N0 B *©  _% ¢ potential increase in
i .2 +®  property values and the
~ ‘ mobility oriented scenario
Blended 1 (Orange) Blended 2 (Blue)

has the greatest per-station
average potential property
value increase.
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//r‘é'f”"\» N | | Transit service can be
) B | - - particularly valuable to
S| s o, E :@ X thoge wit.h fewgr mobility
Mo RrNGY $4..2 .% ‘5. . choices; including those
57 IH”OM ;e - @:”‘Qg O@?%B::‘kw’ with lower incomes,
*2.5%TH | m: 22 KT P education levels, and
2 2] B & ¥ vehicle ownership, as well
. vy v N as those with disabilities.
Mobility = Access = The areas where
underserved and transit-
dependent populations are
e § v af? X — highest are generally in the
e BRWEY §.o o500 ~ areas with higher
$70 S me Ny & Cesew ™4 development densities. All
T RGN Ly B~ Y RgET #1 four scenarios provide
‘ o o] 65 s« 2. improved access to
v N w % populations with high
Blended 1 (Orange) Blended 2 (Blue)

ey | ——— transit dependency.
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Ridership potential
In each of the initial
scenarios, the Silver Line,
Orange Line Extension and
Blue Line Extension show
the highest levels of travel
demand. Other corridors;
including Route 28, the
Capital Beltway and Route
1; also show high levels of
travel demand in all
scenarios. The level of
potential ridership on
corridors such as Route 7,
Route 50, and Route 236
are more variable
depending upon the
function each corridor
serves in a given network.




2050 System Level Measures of Effectiveness

NE Comparison of Fairfax High Quality Transit Network Initial Concepts

C CONNECT

P3¢ GROW

Maobllity Focused ded App ‘ Blended App Access  Focused
Camments
Lancept [Orange Line Ext) [Blue Line Ext) Loncept
) ) ) ) 331000 EO1000 57 204000 Shor'c.erstations.pafcingin.Acce.ssFD:used CD"_EEM increases number of jobs and
Increased County jobs/housing unitswith 1/2 mile of transit housing units within walking distance of transit
Higher speedsin Mobility Focused concept increase number of regional johs
h r . . . 25 EDOO 185000 176000 140000 . A
Median # jobs accessible within 45 ik vtes by transit available within 45 minutes
13 15 14 12 Higher speeds in Mobility Focused concept attract lohger trips with gre ater time
Feduction in average transit trip trave | time [minutes) lsavings
68 o 0% W &Il four concepts serve similar areas as measured by number of intersections
Average interse ctioh s within 172 mile of transit station [with ih 172 mile of stations
. . : Froximity of Access Focused concept is of greater valve than speed associated
. o . Medium M edium Mediurm High . - . -
Increased regional daily transit ridership (with M obility Focused concept in attracting transit riders
High High High High
Connections between activity centers e = e e |4l four concepts provide direct connections betwee n activity centers.
\ ) Mediumghigh Medivm Med ium Loy MetrorailenensiPnshave high est capital costs; high ridership levels needed to
\\ Capital cost per weekd ay passenger create cost effectiveness.
) ) . Mew LRT/BRT syste ms in Access Focused concept require gre atest level of
" L High Medium Mediurm Low/Medium . A
Dpe rating agency efficiencies operability coordination
&Il four concepts have sofe elements thatwould be new to local and regional
: Medium Medium Medium Medium |
J 4 Complementarity with regional plans plans.
[Total potential value increases with number of stations with only slight!
. h —_— S1EBB 522B 522B S2EB oo p h - : v et
Increased potential land valve in transit-oriented places diminishing returns per additional station
" . Mccess Focused concept maximizes vacant land with sewer access and
L . . Lo Medivm Medium High L . .
ltreas most ready for redevelopment within 1/2 mile of transit redevelopment areaswithin 172 mile of transit.
Highest for desighate d Hich High Highestin emerging
f5ervice to planned mized-use activity centers centers & g centers |4l four concepts are desighed to connect the County's mixed-vse centers
— —
Mecess Focused concept maximizes access to key eommu ity destinations such
Low Mediumy¢high Medium/high High ® i ™
Key destinations within 1/2 mile of transit s retail centers and educatiohal institutions
High Medivm Medivm/high kedium/high
Froximity of disadvantaged populations to transic 4 /hig /hig 41 four concepts improve transit service to disadvantaged populations
Mew LRT/BRT systems in Access Focused concept SUBBOIT areas without current
. High K edivm Mediurn Low .f Y pLuEp
Ease of use /quality of conne ctions M etrorail
P o ) ) Medivm Medivm Medium Medivm Itceess Focused chIEEPtresultsm higher modal shift for shorter trips so all
A Fie duction in weekday PM peak period highway WHT concepts perform similarly
/ . . . . Low Low Lo Low " " o " N
> Fotential to impact sensitive environmental resources [l four concepts rely primarily on vse of existing transportation rights of way
High High Medium/high Mediumfhigh

Cotnplementarity with Cormpre hensive Plan

[l four concepts support County's future development concept

23




What do you think are the....?

Travel markets of greatest
importance?

Transit functions (commuter,
destination, circulator) that
best meet our future needs?

Transit technologies to serve
those functions?

Land use / policy changes
that could improve
transportation system
effectiveness?




