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Southeast Seattle Transportation Study

Evaluation Criteria

Proposed Approach

Southeast Seattle is a diverse area with a rich history and a strong sense of community, now facing rapid growth and change. In 2004, ground breaking occurred for Seattle’s first light rail system marking a major milestone for Seattle as well as an unprecedented investment in public transportation dollars in Southeast Seattle. 

The evaluation methodology for SETS builds on the TSP goals and objectives and SDOT’s project prioritization process.  

Evaluation Process:  What and Why

This evaluation process will allow proposed transportation system improvements to be evaluated in a systematic manner. The purposes of the evaluation task are: 

1) 
To screen potential transportation improvements generated through technical analysis and input from community interests, and 

2) 
To prioritize the remaining improvements.

Goals for SETS

The three primary goals for SETS are to:

· Develop solutions to improve transportation safety, mobility and accessibility for Southeast Seattle's communities.
· Capitalize on the Link investment to connect neighborhoods to light rail, and Southeast Seattle to the region.
· Support the goals and objectives of Southeast Seattle's Neighborhood Plans and Station Area Plans as well as the City's Comprehensive Plan and Transportation Strategic Plan.
· Support cost-effective investments to preserve and maintain transportation infrastructure, leveraging other existing efforts and investments where possible. 

Building on Seattle’s Transportation Strategic Plan

SDOT’s major goals, established in the Transportation Strategic Plan (TSP), are to:

· Improve safety

· Provide mobility and access through transportation choices

· Preserve and maintain transportation infrastructure

The TSP safety goal is to reduce vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle collisions.

Mobility and access goals are to: create more livable urban centers by encouraging a mode shift to transit, walking and biking; improve the movement of goods and services; promote healthy neighborhoods through a transportation system that protects and improves environmental quality; and improve mobility be reducing congestion through construction zones.

Preserve and maintain transportation infrastructure goals are: to preserve and maintain arterial pavement, bridges, and transportation control devices; and to improve the environment by protecting and enhancing the quality of the urban forest.

Each of these goals is supported by clearly defined objectives, 2005 baselines, and future targets.

Consistency with Seattle’s Project Prioritization Process

Seattle’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) uses a 100-point scoring system for discretionary projects that considers and weights seven major criteria.

· Safety – 20 points

· Preserving and maintaining infrastructure – 15 points

· Cost effectiveness or cost avoidance – 15 points

· Mobility improvement – 15 points

· Economic development – 10 points

· Comprehensive Plan/Urban Village and land use strategy – 15 points

· Improving the environment – 10 points

Each scored project is given a total number of points in each category, based on a set of criteria/questions.

Once prioritized, projects are then ordered for implementation based on additional considerations of: funding availability; interagency coordination; geographical balance; and constituent balance.

Projects under $200,000, non-discretionary projects, annual programs, projects already underway, and collections of projects along corridors, are not scored and prioritized.

Evaluation Criteria for SETS

The evaluation criteria for SETS adopt the SDOT 100-point scoring system and define a project scoring process consistent with SETS goals. 

The scoring process is simplified, with each project scored on a positive/negative scale, ranging from +5 to -5.  This creates an ability to score a project negatively in some areas if its probable effects would be to worsen an existing situation.  For example, eliminating a free right turn at an intersection might improve safety for pedestrians and cyclists, but reduce speed and capacity for vehicles.

The scoring criteria created for SETS combine the criteria in SDOT’s CIP process with factors which specifically address the priorities of the adopted neighborhood and station area plans and the expressed interests of community members documented in the project work to date.

Finally, because it can be difficult for human evaluators to agree on the different gradations in large numbers – i.e. “Is this project a 14 or a 17?” – all projects are evaluated using the +5/-5 scale and then an additional multiplier is used to insure that the most important criteria receive greater weight in the evaluation process.

Recommended Evaluation Criteria and Weights

Evaluation criteria will be applied to evaluate each proposed action. The criteria will be weighted based on the relative importance among them. The recommended relative weights among the evaluation criteria are indicated in the table below. The definition of each criterion is described in the next section.

Overview of the Numeric Scoring System

The numeric scores described below are meant to be used by SDOT staff and consultants during project review discussions to help work through the differences between different projects and approaches.  It is not possible to design an overall project evaluation methodology that is purely scientific, nor is it really desirable.  Few outcomes can be measured with precision and certainty.  It cannot be perfectly known, for example, the number of future crashes avoided or specific reductions in personal injuries or fatalities, or the value of property damage or time lost.  Other measures, such as Neighborhood Livability are by their nature even more subjective.

Numbers are helpful, however, in ordering projects during the evaluation process.  Even then one project could rate significantly higher than others when it’s clear it’s not a significantly better project.  The rating and ordering will push the team to look harder at projects that don’t intuitively end up where they seem to fit. In some cases this may result in the projects being rescored, and in others it might become clear that projects really are better or worse than the ranking a purely quantitative discussion might have given them.

In taking the evaluation process out for public discussion, however, the assignment of numbers could distort the evaluation process and lead to fruitless discussions about whether Project A really should be rated “44” versus Project B’s “39.”  For the purposes of public review, the projects will be rated based on a “high/medium/low” type of ranking to ensure that the focus of is on the various projects’ pros and cons, rather than the minute details of the numbers.

Scores

Each proposed action (capital improvement or program) will receive a score between –5 and +5 on each criterion. Generally, a zero score means that the proposed action would not improve from the existing condition, a negative score means the project might worsen an existing condition, and a positive score means the project would improve an existing condition. 

The table shows the maximum points that any proposed action can receive based on the weights and the point score.  Very few projects will score high in all areas.  A project that makes neighborhoods more livable by reducing through traffic may reduce vehicle mobility, while a project that rates high on reducing crashes may slow everyone down.  For most projects, therefore, the highest total score is likely to be about half the available points.
	Evaluation Criteria
	Score
	Weight
	Maximum Points

	1. 
Safety and Security
	-5 to +5
	4
	20

	2. 
Mobility 
	-5 to +5
	3
	15

	3.
Infrastructure Preservation/Maintenance
	-5 to +5
	3
	15

	4. 
Cost-effectiveness and Implementation Feasibility
	-5 to +5
	3
	15

	5. 
Comprehensive Plan / Urban Village Strategy
	-5 to +5
	3
	15

	6. 
Improving the Environment
	-5 to +5
	2
	10

	7. 
Economic Development
	-5 to +5
	2
	10

	Total Points
	
	
	100


Definitions of Recommended Evaluation and Weighting Criteria

1. Safety and Security (maximum: +20 points)
For SETS, safety and security will address both crashes, which are emphasized in the SDOT Project Prioritization Criteria, and also improvements through urban design and other programs that enhance system users’ personal security.  The questions and criteria below reflect this approach.

	Safety and Security questions:

To what extent does the action…
	Safety and Security Criteria

	Pedestrians

… improve safety and security for pedestrians, with particular focus on children and the elderly?
	· Incorporate crime prevention through environmental and streetscape design principles.

· Minimize cut-through traffic on residential streets.

· Provide appropriate separation between pedestrians, bikes and vehicles.

· Provide safe pedestrian crossings.

· Reduce barriers to pedestrian travel.

· Improve safety for children traveling and playing on neighborhood streets. 



	Cyclists

…improve safety for cyclists?


	· Improve facilities for bicyclists.

· Improve surface conditions on bike routes including pavement, drainage and storm drain covers, and street debris.

· Address intersections where vehicles and cyclists usage and conflict is high.

· Increase education\awareness about cyclists’ rules and rights.



	Vehicles

…improve safety for vehicles?
	· Address high accident locations.

· Improve driver’s visibility.

· Reduce vehicle/pedestrian/cyclist conflicts.



	Transit

…improve safety for transit users?
	· Incorporate crime prevention through environmental and streetscape design principles; 

· Provide safe access to and from light rail stations and bus stops.




	Safety and Security Rating Criteria



	High (5 pts)
	Action eliminates or reduces an identified existing safety and/or security problem which is causing fatalities, severe injuries or a high level of minor injuries or property damage. Project addresses an intersection or corridor which is on the current list of High Accident Locations (HAL), High Accident Corridors (HAC), Pedestrian Accident Locations (PAL) or Bicycle Accident Locations (BAL). Project enhances personal security and therefore increases system use.  Project addresses risk to high number of individuals. 



	Medium  (2-4 pts)
	Action eliminates or reduces an identified existing safety and/or security problem which is causing a moderate amount of minor injuries and/or property damage. Project addresses risk to moderate number of individuals. 



	Low (1 pt)
	Action eliminates or reduces an existing safety and/or security problem which is causing some amount of minor injuries and/or property damage or addresses potential future safety problem.  Project addresses risk in minimum number of individuals.



	No change (0)
	No change in safety and/or security when project/program is implemented.



	Negative (-1)
	Action increases safety and/or security problem to a minor extent. Action negatively impacts a small number of people.



	Negative medium (-2 to –4)
	Action increases safety and/or security problem to a moderate extent. Action negatively impacts a moderate number of people.



	High negative (-5)
	Action increases safety and/or security problem to a significant extent. Action negatively impacts a significant number of people.




2. Mobility (Maximum: +15 points)
The mobility score gauges a project or program’s capacity to move pedestrians, cyclists, transit, vehicles, and freight.  
Evaluating Transit

Transit performance and transit mode split is a critical element of Seattle’s TSP.  Across the city, implementing projects that will make transit faster and more reliable are central to achieving the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and the Transportation Strategic Plan.  This is equally true in Southeast Seattle.  Counterintuitively, however, the SETS project will not include a complete evaluation of all transit service in Southeast Seattle.  The reason for this is that the coming changes in transit, with the opening of Link light rail and the restructuring of Metro bus service to serve and support the rail line, are so enormous and already so thoroughly planned, that it would not be appropriate to suggest any additional area-wide changes in transit service before light rail opens.  

Transit evaluation, therefore, will focus on a finer grain look at circulation, access, safety and convenience around light rail stations and bus stops, with a focus on localized deficiencies as well as problems identified in the Urban Village Transit Network documentation. After light rail is up and running and new Metro service is in place, a post-Link transit service evaluation will need to be undertaken in cooperation with Metro and Sound Transit.

	Mobility questions:

To what extent does the action…
	Mobility Criteria

	All Modes

· ... How much does the project improve overall  mobility?
· How much does it help reduce reliance on the automobile?

· Does the project benefit more than one non-auto mode?
· Does the project increase access and mobility for special needs populations, children, elderly and non-English speakers?

	· Move large numbers of system users across all modes.

· Enhance and increase pedestrian, transit and bicycle travel options.

· Make bicycling, walking and transit more attractive and competitive with SOV travel.

· Address the special mobility needs of disabled, immigrants, children and elderly populations.

	Pedestrians

… improve mobility for pedestrians?
	· Enhance pedestrian travel, including for children, the elderly and non-English speakers. 

· Improve pedestrian access to key activity centers such as transit facilities, commercial centers, schools, parks, community and cultural facilities.
· Improve pedestrian connectivity between and within the neighborhoods and the urban village centers in the study area.
· Reduce barriers to pedestrian travel such as barriers posed by drainage and other infrastructure deficiencies.
· Improve safety for children traveling and playing on neighborhood streets.

	Cyclists

…improve mobility for cyclists?


	· Improve facilities for bicyclists.

· Improve surface conditions on bike routes including pavement, drainage and storm drain covers, and street debris.

· Address intersections where vehicles and cyclists usage and conflict is high.

· Increase education\awareness about cyclists’ rules and rights.

· Improve bicycle connectivity between and within the neighborhoods and the urban village centers in the study area.  

	Vehicles

…improve mobility for vehicles?
	· Maintain vehicle throughput on arterials.

· Improve roadway and intersection geometry to reduce crashes, speeding, and weaving movements.

· Improve wayfinding for drivers such as street signage and regulatory signage.

	Freight

…improve mobility for freight?
	· Improve arterial freight route(s).

· Improve roadway and intersection geometry to accommodate trucks and necessary truck turning movements.

· Improve truck loading facilities for deliveries to businesses and stores.

· Improve/maintain connectivity among freight routes.

	Transit

…improve mobility for transit?
	· Improve access to and from transit stops and stations.

· Improve quality of transit stops, including safety, comfort and convenience.

· Improves speed and reliability of transit vehicles.

· Improve bus stop performance for buses, such as reducing merge time.


	Mobility Rating Criteria



	High (5 pts)
	Action adds person carrying capacity or reduces travel time, improving mobility.  Project includes elements which significantly reduce congestion and improve the flow of traffic.  Project improves access and mobility for multiple modes including transit, pedestrians, bicyclists and freight mobility.  Action provides a safe and convenient alternative to SOV travel.  Project serves a large number of system users.

	Medium  (2-4 pts)
	Project reduces congestion or travel time primarily for general traffic or provides traveler information.  Project helps provide safe and convenient alternative to SOV travel. Project area serves a moderate number of system users.

	Low (1 pt)
	Project addresses potential future congestion problems.  Project maintains current levels of congestion or access for freight, transit, pedestrian or bicycles.  Project area serves a low number of system users.

	No change (0)
	No change in mobility when action is implemented.



	Negative (-1)
	Action negatively affects mobility for a small number of people.



	Negative medium (-2 to –4)
	Action negatively affects mobility for a moderate number of people.



	High negative (-5)
	Action negatively affects mobility for a significant number of people.




3.
Infrastructure Preservation/Maintenance (maximum: +15 points)
	Infrastructure Preservation/Maintenance Question
	Infrastructure Preservation/Maintenance Criteria

	To what extent would the proposed action address the street and sidewalk maintenance needs and reduce the backlog of deferred maintenance?


	· Improve the condition of the sidewalks and streets designated for improvements including related drainage improvements.

· Reduce the backlog of deferred maintenance of sidewalks and streets.


	Infrastructure Preservation/Maintenance Rating Criteria



	High (5 pts)
	Action extends the service life of one or more major infrastructure elements for a significant length of time, removes those elements from the backlog list and/or provides a substantial service level improvement.



	Medium  (2-4 pts)
	Action extends the service life of one or more moderate infrastructure elements for a moderate length of time, removes those elements from the backlog list and/or provides a service level improvement.



	Low (1 pt)
	Action extends the short-term service life of one or more infrastructure elements, and/or provides some service level improvement.



	No change (0)
	Action does not affect infrastructure or service level.



	Negative (-1)
	Action may increase infrastructure maintenance or preservation costs out of proportion to capital investment.



	Negative medium (-2 to –4)
	Action increases infrastructure maintenance or preservation costs significantly out of proportion to capital investment.



	High negative (-5)
	Action interferes with infrastructure maintenance and preservation of other elements of the transportation system.




4.
Cost-Effectiveness and Implementation Feasibility (maximum: +15 points)

	Cost-Effectiveness and Implementation Feasibility Question
	Cost-Effectiveness and Implementation Feasibility Criteria

	Would the proposed action have a large benefit compared with its cost, and a high probability of being implemented within a reasonable period of time? 


	· Have a high cost-benefit ratio. (Note: SETS will not calculate a detailed cost-benefit ratio for each project. This will be a qualitative assessment.)

· Have a high probability that it would be financed with outside funding sources such as federal and state grants, and private contributions.

· Have a high probability that it would be directly implemented by other agencies such as King County Metro, Sound Transit, or WSDOT in the next 10 years.

· Have a high probability that it would be financed with existing City funding resources.

· Have a high probability that it would be funded with new funding sources that would require approval by City Council.




	Cost-Effectiveness Rating Criteria



	High (5 pts)
	Action provides a high level of benefit at a low cost. Project leverages high level of funding from other City departments, other agencies or private development.  Project completes a current phase where a significant amount of funds have already been spent. Project utilizes a low cost alternative.



	Medium  (2-4 pts)
	Action begins a subsequent phase (i.e. Phase II, when Phase I has already been completed) Project uses a moderate level of innovative techniques or low cost alternatives.  Project has a moderate commitment of partnership funds from other departments, agencies or private development.



	Low (1 pt)
	Action provides a moderate or low level of benefit at a comparable cost. Action does not include partnerships or leveraging other funds.



	No change (0)
	Action is low cost and low risk for moderate or low benefit.



	Negative (-1)
	Action is low cost and low risk but with little benefit.



	Negative medium (-2 to –4)
	Action is moderately high cost with relatively low benefit, and/or is high risk, and/or lacks desired partners.



	High negative (-5)
	Project is high cost with low benefit to reducing life-cycle costs and exposure to financial risk.  Project has limited outside funding commitments.




5.
Support Comprehensive Plan and Urban Village Strategy as Reflected in Goals of Adopted Plans (maximum + 15 points)
	Support Plans’ Goals Question
	Support Plans’ Goals Criteria

	Would the proposed action support the City’s Urban Village Strategy and housing and economic development in Southeast Seattle?
	· Support adopted Neighborhood Plans, Station Area Plans and Urban Village strategy.

· Support housing growth and businesses by providing improved transportation access (pedestrians, transit and vehicles) for customers, employees and residents.




	Support Plans’ Goals 

Rating Criteria



	High (5 pts)
	Action strongly supports major element(s) of adopted Urban Village Neighborhood Plan(s) and/or Station Area Plan(s), and/or significantly enhances new housing or commercial developments.



	Medium  (2-4 pts)
	Action supports one or more important element(s) of adopted Urban Village Neighborhood Plan and/or Station Area Plan, and/or supports new housing or commercial developments.



	Low (1 pt)
	Action supports one or more minor element(s) of adopted Urban Village Neighborhood Plan(s) and/or Station Area Plan(s), and/or provides some benefit to new housing or commercial developments.


	No change (0)
	Action does not directly address element(s) of adopted Urban Village Neighborhood Plan and/or Station Area Plan, nor does it provides direct benefit to new housing or commercial developments.


	Negative (-1)
	Action makes achievement of adopted plan goals slightly more difficult and/or may interfere slightly with housing or commercial developments.



	Negative medium (-2 to –4)
	Action conflicts with adopted plan goals and/or may interfere to a noticeable degree with housing or commercial developments.



	High negative (-5)
	Action undermines adopted plans and interferes with housing and/or commercial developments.




6.
Improving the Environment (maximum: +10 points)
	Environmental Sustainability Question
	Environmental Sustainability Criteria

	How would the proposed action impact the natural environment?


	· Improves air quality.

· Reduces noise.

· Provides positive impacts to critical natural areas.

· Includes sustainable design features such as natural drainage systems.




	Environmental Sustainability Rating Criteria



	High (5 pts)
	Action promotes pedestrian, bicycle and/or transit travel which would improve environmental quality.  Project supports reduction in air, water and/or noise pollution from motor vehicles and promotes energy efficient transportation.



	Medium  (2-4 pts)
	Action has a moderately positive effect on the quality of the environment by improving pedestrian, bicycle and/or transit facilities or traffic flow, minimizing stop and go traffic and idling.



	Low (1 pt)
	Action has a low but positive effect on the quality of the environment.



	No change (0)
	Action has a no effect on the quality of the environment.



	Negative (-1)
	Action has a small but negative effect on the quality of the environment, for example by slightly increasing motor vehicle use or reducing pedestrian, bicycle and transit use.



	Negative medium (-2 to –4)
	Action has a moderate negative effect on the quality of the environment, for example by moderately increasing motor vehicle use or reducing pedestrian, bicycle and transit use.



	High negative (-5)
	Action has a potentially significant negative effect on the quality of the environment, for example by significantly increasing motor vehicle use or reducing pedestrian, bicycle and transit use.




7.
Economic Development (maximum: +10 points)
	Economic Development Question
	Economic Development Criteria

	How would the proposed action support community and economic development, business functionality and creation or retention of employment?


	· Provides access to business districts and/or employers.

· Provides infrastructure to support new employment.




	Economic Development Rating Criteria



	High (5 pts)
	Action improves access for residents and visitors to business districts and/or employers, and affects a large number of businesses, employers or individuals.



	Medium  (2-4 pts)
	Action improves access for residents and visitors to business districts and/or employers, and affects a moderate number of businesses, employers or individuals.



	Low (1 pt)
	Action improves access for residents and visitors to business districts and/or employers, and affects a small number of businesses, employers or individuals.



	No change (0)
	Action has a no effect on economic development.



	Negative (-1)
	Action has a small but negative effect on business districts and/or employers, and affects a small number of businesses, employers or individuals.



	Negative medium (-2 to –4)
	Action has a moderate negative effect on business districts and/or employers, and affects a moderate number of businesses, employers or individuals.



	High negative (-5)
	Action has a large negative effect on business districts and/or employers, and affects a large number of businesses, employers or individuals.
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