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l 
1. INTRODUCTION 

I n January 1962, the l a s t t r o l l e y i n Washington, D.C. was 
replaced by a bus and an era spanning two c e n t u r i e s came to an end 
The p r i v a t e l y operated t r o l l e y s e r v i c e was the v i c t i m of a com­
bi n a t i o n of post-World War I I f a c t o r s i n c l u d i n g decreased 
r i d e r s h i p , s p i r a l i n g operating costs and the p u b l i c ' s d e s i r e to 
remove on - s t r e e t t r o l l e y s e r v i c e to improve automobile opera­
t i o n s . 

Georgetown was one of the areas w e l l served by the t r o l l e y 
system. A map of the C a p i t a l T r a n s i t Company showing i t s 
operations i n 1943 (Figure 1) de p i c t s t r o l l e y l i n e s through 
Georgetown on Pennsylvania Avenue, M S t r e e t , Wisconsin Avenue, 
0 and P S t r e e t s and across Key Bridge to Rosslyn. The s e r v i c e 
i n Georgetown t i e d i n t o an e x t e n s i v e network i n the remainder 
of the D i s t r i c t of Columbia. 

Washington, D.C. was not unique i n abandoning t r o l l e y 
s e r v i c e . By the e a r l y 1960's most other s i m i l a r - s i z e d U.S. 
c i t i e s had a l s o replaced t h e i r s t r e e t c a r operation w i t h bus 
f l e e t s . 

By the time the l a s t t r o l l e y p u l l e d i n t o the barn, 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n planners were already w e l l along i n t h e i r work 
aimed a t developing a r a p i d r a i l system t h a t would be able to 
operate on e x c l u s i v e r i g h t s of way a t speeds and s e r v i c e l e v e l s 
s u b s t a n t i a l l y higher than e i t h e r the t r o l l e y or bus s e r v i c e 
could provide. 

Those planning the r a p i d r a i l system i n the 1960's had 
d i f f i c u l t d e c i s i o n s to make concerning route alignment and 
s t a t i o n l o c a t i o n s . Many a l t e r n a t i v e s were reviewed and the 
f i n a l system that emerged represented a compromise which consid­
ered many f a c t o r s i n c l u d i n g c o s t s , neighborhood impacts and 
environmental and s o c i a l f a c t o r s . 

The 19 60's a l s o saw a dramatic change i n how the 
United S t a t e s viewed p u b l i c t r a n s p o r t a t i o n . For more than 
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s i x decades p u b l i c t r a n s p o r t a t i o n had l a r g e l y been a b a s t i o n of 
p r i v a t e e n t e r p r i s e . Large sums of money were invested and made 
by entrepeneurs i n the p u b l i c t r a n s i t i n d u s t r y . However, the 
growing domination of the automobile and the post-World War I I 
economy e s t a b l i s h e d a s e t of conditions t h a t no longer allowed 
a p r o f i t on p u b l i c t r a n s p o r t a t i o n operations. P r i v a t e operators 
s o l d out to newly-created p u b l i c agencies and p u b l i c t r a n s ­
p o r t a t i o n began to emerge and be viewed as a p u b l i c s e r v i c e , i n 
the same l i g h t as the p r o v i s i o n of e d u c a t i o n a l , p o l i c e and f i r e 
s e r v i c e s . With p u b l i c funding came a more understanding a s s e s s ­
ment of the r o l e of p u b l i c t r a n s p o r t a t i o n i n f i l l i n g the 
m o b i l i t y needs of our community. 

The opening of the f i r s t M e t r o r a i l l i n e i n the D i s t r i c t 
of Columbia and the extension of the system across the Potomac 
R i v e r has r e k i n d l e d the i n t e r e s t of people i n r a i l t r a n s p o r t a t i o n . 
Those areas t h a t are not w e l l served by M e t r o r a i l have been studying 
means of improving a c c e s s i b i l i t y to the system. Montgomery 
County, a n t i c i p a t i n g the d e s i r a b i l i t y of access to the S i l v e r 
Spring S t a t i o n developed a l o c a l i z e d bus access s e r v i c e c a l l e d 
"Ride-On", which now c a r r i e s one i n f i v e of a l l persons who 
use the S i l v e r Spring s t a t i o n . 

The D i s t r i c t of Columbia i s p r e s e n t l y i n v e s t i g a t i n g 
a l t e r n a t i v e means to improve t r a n s i t access to M e t r o r a i l s t a t i o n s 
i n a number of areas throughout the C i t y i n c l u d i n g Georgetown. 
The Georgetown Area Access A l t e r n a t i v e s Study, f o r which t h i s 
memorandum i s being prepared, i s i n v e s t i g a t i n g a number of 
options f o r improving access to Georgetown's three nearby M e t r o r a i l 
s t a t i o n s . 

Georgetown maintains a unique posture i n the Washington 
area w i t h i t s concentration of s p e c i a l t y shops, entertainment 
c e n t e r s , o f f i c e b u i l d i n g s , r e s i d e n t i a l communities, Georgetown 
U n i v e r s i t y , and the Potomac Waterfront, a l l s e t w i t h i n a h i s t o r i c a l 
environment. T h i s wide v a r i e t y of a c t i v i t i e s generates s i g n i f i c a n t 
m o b i l i t y requirements at a l l times of the day, and every day of the 
week, i n c l u d i n g weekends. 
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Meeting these m o b i l i t y requirements has not been easy and 
Georgetown i s plagued by a number of t r a n s p o r t a t i o n problems i n ­
c l u d i n g t r a f f i c congestion, inadequate parking supply, and a 
la r g e percentage of through t r a f f i c . As Georgetown has emerged 
to a place of prominence i n the l a s t decade so have ideas to improve 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n i n the area. One of these suggestions has focused 
on the r e s t o r a t i o n of t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i n the area as a means of 
l i n k i n g Georgetown to the M e t r o r a i l system. I n a d d i t i o n to 
improving t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e , there i s a strong movement i n 
Georgetown and the region f o r p r e s e r v a t i o n . T h i s has r e s u l t e d 
i n the Georgetown H i s t o r i c D i s t r i c t being added to the National 
R e g i s t e r of H i s t o r i c P l a c e s . As p a r t of t h i s emphasis s e v e r a l 
of the s t r e e t s i n Georgetown have r e t a i n e d t h e i r o r i g i n a l 
cobblestones and s t r e e t c a r t r a c k s . 

The proposal to r e i n s t i t u t e t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i n Georgetown 
has come l a r g e l y from the p r i v a t e s e c t o r . The proposal, has not 
pr e v i o u s l y r e c e i v e d formal a n a l y s i s by pu b l i c agencies, 
l a r g e l y because of the focus on the M e t r o r a i l system. However, 
wi t h the i n i t i a t i o n of the Georgetown Area Access A l t e r n a t i v e s 
Study has come the opportunity to review the t r o l l e y proposal as 
one means of improving the area's t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e . 

A d d i t i o n a l encouragement f o r t h i s review of r e i n s t i t u t i n g 
t r o l l e y s e r v i c e has come from the Urban Mass Tr a n s p o r t a t i o n 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n (UMTA). I n a l e t t e r from Charles H. Graves, 
D i r e c t o r of Planning A s s i s t a n c e a t UMTA to Mr. A l b e r t A. Grant 
of the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (see 
Appendix), Mr. Graves i n d i c a t e d t h a t UMTA would be w i l l i n g 
to provide 100 percent funding of a study to i n v e s t i g a t e t r o l l e y 
s e r v i c e i n Georgetown. Mr. Graves i n d i c a t e d t h a t the study could 
have n a t i o n a l s i g n i f i c a n c e s i n c e " i t would demonstrate how to 
plan an at-grade l i g h t r a i l f a c i l i t y which connects urban 
a c t i v i t y c e n t e r s and which may operate without a d e f i c i t . " His 
l e t t e r a l s o i n d i c a t e d t h a t the study should not commence u n t i l 
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the Georgetown Access Study had reached a point where the a l t e r ­
n a t i v e s have been narrowed and "at-grade l i g h t r a i l remains a 
promising option." 

The purpose of t h i s memorandum i s to provide an overview 
a n a l y s i s to determine i f the r e i n s t i t u t i o n of t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i n 
Georgetown i s a v i a b l e a l t e r n a t i v e which should be pursued i n 
more d e t a i l through the conduct of the Georgetown T r o l l e y Study. 
I t should be recognized t h a t the a n a l y s i s performed f o r t h i s 
memorandum does not represent a f u l l f e a s i b i l i t y study, but 
inst e a d simply represents a determination of whether i t i s 
worthwhile to pursue the i n v e s t i g a t i o n of t r o l l e y s e r v i c e as a 
po s s i b l e a l t e r n a t i v e f o r improving t r a n s p o r t a t i o n i n Georgetown. 
T r o l l e y s e r v i c e i s only one of s e v e r a l a l t e r n a t i v e s being 
s e r i o u s l y considered f o r improving access w i t h i n Georgetown. The 
ul t i m a t e determination regarding t r o l l e y s e r v i c e must be made 
w i t h i n an e v a l u a t i o n framework which considers the f u l l range of 
p o s s i b l e a l t e r n a t i v e s f o r improving t r a n s p o r t a t i o n i n Georgetown. 
However, i n order f o r the t r o l l e y option to be adequately 
assessed i t w i l l be necessary f o r a more d e t a i l e d study to occur 
so t h a t accurate assessments of c o s t , impacts, and i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
i s s u e s can be used i n the f i n a l e v a l u a t i o n . Thus the f i n d i n g s 
of t h i s r e p o r t represent only one step i n the process which 
w i l l u l t i m a t e l y l e a d to a d e c i s i o n regarding whether or not 
t r o l l e y s e r v i c e w i l l be brought back to Georgetown. 
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2. PRIOR STUDIES 

Although the r e i n s t i t u t i o n of t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i n Georgetown 
has been discussed f o r a number of y e a r s , i t was the issuance of 
two independent r e p o r t s by c i t i z e n s 1 groups t h a t t r i g g e r e d s e r i o u s 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n of such an option by t r a n s p o r t a t i o n o f f i c i a l s i n the 
region. These r e p o r t s represent attempts by concerned c i t i z e n s 
of the Washington area to shed l i g h t on a t r a n s p o r t a t i o n option 
which they f e l t was not r e c e i v i n g a proper c r i t i c a l a n a l y s i s . The 
f i n d i n g s of these re p o r t s formed a base f o r the analyses performed 
i n t h i s study. T h i s r e p o r t r e p r e s e n t s an attempt to supplement 
the information provided i n these p r i o r r e p o r t s . 

The f i r s t c i t i z e n ' s r e p o r t i s e n t i t l e d "A Demonstration 
of L i g h t R a i l T r a n s p o r t a t i o n i n the Nation's C a p i t a l : A 
C i t i z e n s ' P r o p o s a l . ( 2 ) " I t was i s s u e d i n March 1975 and was 
produced i n the hope of " ( a ) s t i m u l a t i n g f u r t h e r in-depth a n a l y s i s 
and follow-up a c t i o n by the appropriate responsible o f f i c i a l s 
a t the f e d e r a l , l o c a l and r e g i o n a l l e v e l s and (b) generating 
p u b l i c i n t e r e s t i n the concepts examined." 

The study i n v e s t i g a t e d three r e g i o n a l l i g h t r a i l a l t e r ­
n a t i v e s , two of which included routes through Georgetown. The 
a l t e r n a t i v e s were designed to provide an intermediate l e v e l 
t r a n s i t s e r v i c e i n s e v e r a l c o r r i d o r s i n which M e t r o r a i l s e r v i c e 
i s not planned. The systems were designed to serve as an 
a u x i l i a r y d i s t r i b u t o r and c o l l e c t i o n s e r v i c e to M e t r o r a i l and to 
reduce v e h i c u l a r t r a f f i c i n s e v e r a l r e s i d e n t i a l communities i n the 
D i s t r i c t of Columbia, i n c l u d i n g Georgetown. 

The f i n d i n g s of the study i n d i c a t e d t h a t medium s c a l e l i g h t 
r a i l systems could a f f o r d o p e r a t i o n a l c o s t savings over comparable 
bus operations, they could o f f e r s i g n i f i c a n t door-to-door t r a v e l 
time savings r e l a t i v e to t r a v e l by bus, and they could l i k e l y have 
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s i g n i f i c a n t p o s i t i v e impacts on important economic, environmental 
and s o c i a l v a l u e s such as enhanced personal m o b i l i t y f o r i n n e r -
c i t y r e s i d e n t s and increased commercial a c t i v i t y . C a p i t a l c o s t 
estimates i n 1975 d o l l a r s were made which approximated $3 m i l l i o n 
per mile ( i n c l u d i n g c o n s t r u c t i o n and r o l l i n g s t o c k ) . The study 
team concluded t h a t i t b e l i e v e d t h a t " i t s i n i t i a l f i n d i n g s warrant 
f u r t h e r s e r i o u s c o n s i d e r a t i o n by D i s t r i c t , r e g i o n a l and f e d e r a l 
o f f i c i a l s . " They b e l i e v e d t h e i r study s t r o n g l y suggested t h a t 
"major t r a n s p o r t a t i o n and r e l a t e d b e n e f i t s would be achieved by 
the i n t e g r a t i o n of a l i g h t r a i l program i n t o the region's 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n plans." 

A second independent rep o r t was produced i n September 19 76 
by the C i t i z e n s A s s o c i a t i o n of Georgetown e n t i t l e d "Report on the 
R e s t o r a t i o n of S t r e e t c a r s and Cobblestones" ( 3 ) . T h i s r e p o r t was 
produced i n response to plans by the D i s t r i c t of Columbia to pave 
over the t r o l l e y t r a c k s and cobblestones on M S t r e e t through 
Georgetown. The D i s t r i c t of Columbia was under order by the 
U. S. D i s t r i c t Court to e i t h e r remove the t r o l l e y t r a c k s or cover 
them w i t h pavement. T h i s r e p o r t concluded t h a t much of the t r a c k 
and conduit through Georgetown was i n good condition and could be 
used f o r t r o l l e y s e r v i c e w i t h only minor r e p a i r work. I t estimated 
t h a t t r o l l e y s e r v i c e could be r e s t o r e d a t a t o t a l cost of between 
$1.0 m i l l i o n and $1.8 m i l l i o n . 

The r e p o r t considered three a l t e r n a t i v e alginments a l l of 
which would o r i g i n a t e a t the Foggy Bottom Metro S t a t i o n and run up 
24th S t r e e t to Pennsylvania Avenue, west on Pennsylvania Avenue 
to M S t r e e t , and from there to Wisconsin Avenue along M S t r e e t . 
The f i r s t alignment would terminate j u s t west of Wisconsin Avenue 
on M S t r e e t a t the old D. C. T r a n s i t r e p a i r shop. The second 
would continue along M S t r e e t to Key Bridge, and the t h i r d would 
t u r n up Wisconsin Avenue to P S t r e e t , go west on P S t r e e t to 36th 
S t r e e t , south to Prospect S t r e e t , looping around to 35th and 0 
S t r e e t s and r e t u r n i n g to Wisconsin Avenue v i a 0 S t r e e t . 
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The r e p o r t concluded t h a t old s t r e e t c a r s s i m i l a r to those 
p r e s e n t l y used i n D e t r o i t should be sought f o r use i n Georgetown. 
Operating c o s t s were estimated a t $2.50 per v e h i c l e m i l e . I t was 
estimated t h a t w i t h an average one-way passenger load of 10 and 
a f a r e of 25 c e n t s , farebox revenues could cover operating costs 
f o r the base one-mile system. Because of Georgetown's midday, 
evening, and weekend a t t r a c t i v e n e s s , i t was f e l t t h a t such an 
average load could be reasonably expected. 
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3. THE FUNCTION OF A GEORGETOWN TROLLEY 

T r o l l e y s e r v i c e i n Georgetown could provide a number of 
f u n c t i o n s . Such s e r v i c e would obviously be a t t r a c t i v e to the many 
thousands of persons who l i v e , work, and shop i n Georgetown f o r 
movement w i t h i n the area. L i k e w i s e , t o u r i s t s from out-of-town 
or v i s i t o r s to Georgetown could be expected to use i t as. a form 
of r e c r e a t i o n much as v i s i t o r s and t o u r i s t s use the Metro system. 
F i n a l l y , f o r many persons t r o l l e y s e r v i c e could be a primary t r a n s ­
p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e c a r r y i n g them from t h e i r residence to t h e i r job 
s i t e or to another t r a n s p o r t a t i o n mode t h a t serves t h e i r job s i t e . 

To a great e x t e n t , the manner i n which the s e r v i c e would be 
s t r u c t u r e d would determine i t s primary f u n c t i o n . A system using 
older v e h i c l e s , l i m i t e d trackage, low frequency and l i m i t e d hours 
of operation would provide mostly t o u r i s t , v i s i t o r and h i s t o r i c a l 
s e r v i c e f u n c t i o n s . On the other hand, a s e r v i c e w i t h newer 
v e h i c l e s , extended r o u t e s , high frequencies and operating over the 
f u l l daytime and evening hours would o f f e r a higher l e v e l of t r a n s ­
p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e . T h i s range of fu n c t i o n s and the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
t h a t d e f i n e them are described i n the remainder of t h i s r e p o r t and 
are summarized i n Table 5 i n Chapter 11. 

Georgetown was served by s t r e e t c a r s of one type or another 
f o r n e a r l y one hundred years between 18 62 and 1960. The Georgetown 
t h a t we know today l a r g e l y grew up around the s t r e e t c a r . The 
s t r e e t c a r was a c r i t i c a l element i n i t s h i s t o r y . As movement 
continues to preserve Georgetown's h i s t o r i c a l landmarks, a t t e n t i o n 
has focussed upon the p o s s i b i l i t y of r e s t o r i n g t r o l l e y s e r v i c e as 
a means of pr e s e r v i n g one of Georgetown's most s i g n i f i c a n t t r a n s ­
p o r t a t i o n a r t i f a c t s . The p r e s e r v a t i o n of t r o l l e y s w i t h i n George­
town i s seen by some as being somewhat a k i n to pre s e r v i n g George­
town's other famous t r a n s p o r t a t i o n landmark, the C & 0 Canal. 

S t r e e t c a r museums have sprung up across the country and have 
proven to be extremely popular, the nearest such one being the 
Wheaton T r o l l e y Museum i n nearby suburban Maryland. R e i n s t i t u t i o n 
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of t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i n Georgetown could serve some of the same func­
t i o n s as these popular t r o l l e y museums. Such a s e r v i c e could prove 
to be a t o u r i s t a t t r a c t i o n drawing a l a r g e number of Washington 
t o u r i s t s . Such an a t t r a c t i o n could prove to be a boon to many of 
the s p e c i a l t y shops and r e s t a u r a n t s i n Georgetown which r e l y on 
t o u r i s t business and would add to the o v e r a l l a t t r a c t i v e n e s s of 
Georgetown as an entertainment center. 

However, t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i n Georgetown could serve much 
more than j u s t as a museum or r e c r e a t i o n a l r i d e . Perhaps the 
s e r v i c e i n the United S t a t e s which most c l o s e l y resembles the 
type of s e r v i c e which many people e n v i s i o n f o r Georgetown i s the 
cable c a r s i n San F r a n c i s c o . The j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r r e t a i n i n g 
cable c a r s i n San F r a n c i s c o i s l a r g e l y h i s t o r i c . However, they 
serve an important t r a n s p o r t a t i o n f u n c t i o n as w e l l . Many persons 
use San F r a n c i s c o *~S cable c a r s to commute to and from work or to 
access other elements of San F r a n c i s c o ' s p u b l i c t r a n s p o r t a t i o n 
network. 

T r o l l e y s i n Georgetown could a l s o serve an important t r a n s ­
p o r t a t i o n f u n c t i o n as w e l l as a h i s t o r i c a l f u n c t i o n . Georgetown 
i s p r e s e n t l y l i n k e d to M e t r o r a i l only by Metrobus routes which 
pass over the major a r t e r i a l s t r e e t s . These buses must t r a v e l i n 
congested commuter t r a f f i c . R i ders boarding i n Georgetown often 
must stand on overcrowded buses, f a r e s are high, and the o v e r a l l 
perceived l e v e l of s e r v i c e i s low. I f a t r o l l e y s e r v i c e could 
be i n s t i t u t e d i n Georgetown which would d i r e c t l y l i n k Georgetown 
to the Foggy Bottom M e t r o r a i l s t a t i o n and would be given 
p r e f e r e n t i a l treatment over autos i n i t s use of the s t r e e t s , 
i t could provide an important t r a n s p o r t a t i o n f u n c t i o n w i t h i n 
Georgetown. 

Thus i n e v a l u a t i n g whether the r e i n s t i t u t i o n of t r o l l e y 
s e r v i c e i n Georgetown i s worthwhile, i t i s important t h a t the 
b i - f u n c t i o n a l nature of t h i s s e r v i c e by recognized. I n f a c t i f 
t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i s to be r e i n s t i t u t e d , the nature of t h i s s e r v i c e 
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w i l l depend to a great extent upon the degree to which i t i s to 
serve as a h i s t o r i c a l landmark and the degree to which i t i s to 
provide a t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e . The e v a l u a t i o n of the f e a s i b i l i t y 
of r e i n s t i t u t i n g t r o l l e y s e r v i c e w i l l be somewhat dependent upon 
the degree to which i t i s designed to meet each of these f u n c t i o n s . 

I f the t r o l l e y i s to be designed to serve p r i m a r i l y a h i s ­
t o r i c a l f u n c t i o n the c r i t e r i a used to evaluate a l t e r n a t i v e plans 
and designs and the weights given to each of the c r i t e r i a w i l l be 
qu i t e d i f f e r e n t from the c r i t e r i a and weights t h a t would be 
assigned i f the purpose i s p r i m a r i l y to provide improved 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n access. Hopefully, i f the d e c i s i o n i s made to 
s e r i o u s l y pursue the r e i n s t i t u t i o n of t r o l l e y s e r v i c e as an option, 
a system could be designed which could both operate as a h i s t o r i c a l 
landmark and provide improved t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e . 
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4'. REVIEW OF SELECTED 
NORTH AMERICAN LIGHT RAIL OPERATIONS 

L i g h t r a i l systems e x i s t or are i n the planning stages i n 
a number of c i t i e s throughout North America. Operations i n 
these c i t i e s provide u s e f u l information t h a t should be used i n the 
determination of whether t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i n Georgetown would be 
f e a s i b l e . Some of these operations have been i n place con­
t i n u o u s l y s i n c e the nineteenth century. Others have r e c e n t l y 
begun or are planning to begin l i g h t r a i l s e r v i c e . A b r i e f 
d e s c r i p t i o n of some of these systems f o l l o w s . Operating c h a r a c t e r 
i s t i c s of s e v e r a l of the systems are summarized i n Table 1. The 
information provided i n t h i s chapter was derived from information 
provided i n References 4, 5, and 6. 

B u f f a l o , New York 
I n June 1976 the C i t y of B u f f a l o , N.Y. through the 
Niagara F r o n t i e r T r a n s p o r t a t i o n A u t h o r i t y r e c e i v e d 
approval to c o n s t r u c t a $350 m i l l i o n l i g h t - r a i l -
r a p i d - t r a n s i t (LRRT) system. T h i s p r o j e c t was the 
culmination of a 10-year planning process which 
included an e x t e n s i v e a l t e r n a t i v e s a n a l y s i s to 
j u s t i f y the system. The LRRT system w i l l become 
the c e n t r a l t r a n s p o r t a t i o n f e a t u r e of B u f f a l o ' s 
t r a n s i t shopping m a l l on Main S t r e e t . T h i s s u r f a c e 
operation w i l l be an important p a r t of the s e r v i c e . 
I t was designed to minimize CBD d i s r u p t i o n w h i l e 
at the same time maximizing access to the system. 

Edmonton, A l b e r t a 
The C i t y of Edmonton, A l b e r t a opened a new 4.5-mile 
LRT system i n A p r i l , 1978. The estimated c a p i t a l 
c o s t of the system was $65 m i l l i o n d o l l a r s . I n 
c o n t r a s t to the B u f f a l o system, the CBD portion of the 
system i s i n subway wi t h two underground s t a t i o n s . 
The remainder of the system i s a t s u r f a c e and shares 
the r i g h t of way w i t h the Canadian Northern Railway 
System and the Grand Trunk P a c i f i c Railway. 



Table 1. Operating C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of Selected 
North American LRT Systems 

City 
Bu f f a l o , 

New York 

Edmonton, 

Alberta 

D e t r o i t , 
Michigan 

New O r l e a n s , 

Louisiana 

Fort W o r t h , 

Texas 

Length (Mi.) 6.4 4.5 0.9 6.6 1.2 

Vehicle Type - DuWag 

U2 

8rill 

Trolley 

1920's 

S t r e e t ­

cars 

Restored 

PCC 

N o . of 

Vehicles 

47 14 6 35 6 

Seated 

Capacity 

- 64 24 52 30 

Total 

Capacity 

- 164 40 78 45 

Track 

Double 6.4 4.5 0.1 5.5 1.2 

Single 
1 -way - - 0.8 - -

2-way - - - 1.0 0 

Average 

Operating 

Speed (mph) 

22.8 18.8 3.8 9.4 16.1 

Distance 

Between 

Stops (Mi.) 

- - Lin 1 imited 0.13 0.4 

Headways - 5 m i n . 

peak 

10 m i n . 

base 

15 m i n . 3-4 m i n . 

peak 

5 min. 

base 

-

Right-of-way 

Separated 5.2 4.5 
. . 1.2 

Reserved 

Lane 
- - 0.8 5.8 -

Mixed 

Traffic 
1.2 0.1 0.8 -

Source: References 4, 5, 6 



Toronto, Ontario 
The LRT system i n Toronto operates l a r g e l y w i t h i n 
s t r e e t r i g h t s of way i n mixed t r a f f i c . I t i n t e r ­
l i n k s CBD employment areas and c l o s e - i n r e s i d e n t i a l 
neighborhoods, much as the proposed Georgetown 
system would. One of the keys to the success of 
Toronto's system has been well-designed t r a n s f e r 
f a c i l i t i e s a t r a p i d t r a n s i t s t a t i o n s , w i t h minimal 
d i s t a n c e between the subway and LRT l i n e s . 

Mexico C i t y , Mexico 
LRT v e h i c l e s i n Mexico C i t y operate i n medians of 
a r t e r i a l s t r e e t s . However, these s t r e e t s are v e r y 
wide compared to Georgetown's, so adequate room 
i s a v a i l a b l e f o r s a f e passenger handling. 
P i t t s b u r g h , Pennsylvania 
The P i t t s b u r g h t r a n s i t a u t h o r i t y has r e c e n t l y 
r e h a b i l i t a t e d t h e i r aging s t r e e t c a r s . They have 
made t h i s r e h a b i l i t a t i o n an e f f e c t i v e marketing t o o l 
to encourage r i d e r s h i p . P i t t s b u r g h ' s s t r e e t c a r s 
operate i n mixed t r a f f i c i n the CBD. However, 
j u d i c i o u s use of p r i o r i t y treatment permits s t r e e t ­
c a r s to maintain r e l a t i v e l y high speeds. Park and 
r i d e l o t s along s e v e r a l l i n e s provide an e f f e c t i v e 
a l t e r n a t i v e to c e n t r a l c i t y d r i v i n g and parking. 

Shaker Heights, Ohio 
The high income community of Shaker Heights, Ohio 
i s l i n k e d by an LRT system to downtown Cleveland. 
I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t the T r a n s i t Bureau of 
Shaker Heights has found maintenance, r e l i a b i l i t y , 
and c l e a n l i n e s s to be of greater importance to 
patrons than the age of the v e h i c l e . 
New Orleans, L o u i s i a n a 
The S t . Charles l i n e i n New Orleans i s the only 
double t r a c k s t r e e t c a r l i n e i n the United S t a t e s 
s t i l l operating w i t h pre-PCC c a r s . The c a r s 
on t h i s l i n e were b u i l t i n the 1920's. The l i n e 
i s s i x and one-half miles long, w i t h 88 percent of 
i t being located i n reserved median lanes. The 
d i s t a n c e between stops i s short (.12 m i l e s ) , so 
average system speed i s low (9.4 mph). 
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D e t r o i t , Michigan 
D e t r o i t i s the most recent U.S. c i t y to have 
r e i n s t i t u t e d t r o l l e y s e r v i c e when i t opened a 
0.9-mile segment of s i n g l e t r a c k s e r v i c e on 
September 20, 1976 i n the center of i t s CBD. 
The s e r v i c e operates w i t h B r i l l c a r s which were 
manufactured i n the 1890's and bought from the 
Lisbon T r a c t i o n Company i n Lisbon, P o r t u g a l . 
The t r a c k s are lo c a t e d on protected r i g h t of way 
i n the median of a wide boulevard. The 0.9-mile 
system cost $1.8 m i l l i o n to c o n s t r u c t and was b u i l t 
w i t h no UMTA funding. 

F o r t Worth, Texas 
The Tandy Corporation i n F o r t Worth operates a 
t r o l l e y as a s h u t t l e between a p e r i p h e r a l parking 
l o t and t h e i r downtown department s t o r e , 1.2 miles 
away. The system uses o l d D.C. T r a n s i t PCC c a r s 
which have been completely renovated. The new 
body design i s modernistic and does not resemble 
o l d PCC v e h i c l e s . The F o r t Worth system i s an 
example of a s i t u a t i o n where a p r i v a t e corpora­
t i o n recognized the p o t e n t i a l of a t r o l l e y system 
i n providing improved access to a commercial center 
and a t t r a c t i n g a d d i t i o n a l customers. 

San F r a n c i s c o , C a l i f o r n i a (Cable Cars) 
As was mentioned i n Chapter 3, the C i t y of 
San F r a n c i s c o has r e t a i n e d cable car operations 
on three routes w i t h i n the C i t y . The operation 
c o s t s of the system are high, but the s e r v i c e i s 
r e t a i n e d because i t i s a h i s t o r i c a l landmark and 
i s recognized f o r i t s importance i n c o n t r i b u t i n g 
to the image of the C i t y . The cable c a r s a l s o 
provide an important t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e and 
are used by many commuters f o r access to work 
l o c a t i o n s and other p u b l i c t r a n s i t modes, as w e l l 
as by s i g h t s e e r s . 

The LRT systems described above represent a wide range of 
systems and s e r v i c e s . A Georgetown t r o l l e y system would l i k e l y 
f a l l w i t h i n t h i s range and can b e n e f i t by the o p e r a t i o n a l experience 
gained i n these other systems. 
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5. EXISTING TRANSIT CONDITIONS IN GEORGETOWN 

A complete review of e x i s t i n g t r a n s i t conditions i n George­
town i s provided i n T e c h n i c a l Memoranda 3 and 4 of t h i s study. 
E x i s t i n g M e t r o r a i l and Metrobus s e r v i c e i s reviewed i n T e c h n i c a l 
Memorandum 3 and Georgetown U n i v e r s i t y ' s GUTS system i s reviewed 
i n T e c h n i c a l Memorandum 4. A b r i e f review of these conditions and 
t h e i r i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i s presented i n t h i s chapter. 

The Metrobus and M e t r o r a i l routes which p r e s e n t l y serve 
Georgetown are shown i n Fi g u r e 2. Three M e t r o r a i l s t a t i o n s are 
located approximately one mile from the center of Georgetown. 
These s t a t i o n s are l i n k e d to Georgetown by a number of Metrobus 
routes. The backbone of Georgetown's Metrobus system i s the 
30's buses (Routes 30, 32, 34, and 36) which run on Wisconsin 
Avenue, M S t r e e t , and Pennsylvania Avenue through Georgetown. 
These routes connect Georgetown to the Foggy Bottom M e t r o r a i l 
s t a t i o n and downtown Washington. Furt h e r s e r v i c e along M S t r e e t 
i s provided by the M6 route which crosses Key Bridge and connects 
Georgetown to the Rosslyn M e t r o r a i l s t a t i o n . East-west s e r v i c e 
across the middle of Georgetown i s provided by the D buses and the 
G2. These routes connect Georgetown to the Dupont C i r c l e s t a t i o n 
and the M e t r o r a i l Red L i n e . Route information f o r the above-
mentioned Metrobus routes and other l e s s frequent routes which serve 
Georgetown i s presented i n Table 2. 

Georgetown U n i v e r s i t y , which i s the s i n g l e highest gener­
ator of t r i p s i n the Georgetown area, i s f u r t h e r served by i t s 
GUTS small bus system. A route map of the GUTS system w i t h i n 
Georgetown i s provided i n Figure 3. GUTS provides a d i r e c t con­
nection between the U n i v e r s i t y and the Rosslyn and Dupont C i r c l e 
s t a t i o n s , although the routes to both s t a t i o n s t r a v e r s e slow r e s i ­
d e n t i a l s t r e e t s . The U n i v e r s i t y does not p r e s e n t l y have a d i r e c t 
connection to the Foggy Bottom s t a t i o n . 



GEORGETOWN METROBUS AND METRORAIL ROUTES 



Table 2 . Georgetown Metrobus S e r v i c e 

A v e r a g e H e a d w a y s ( i n m i n u t e s ) 

R o u t e O r i g i n D e s t i n a t i o n V i a 
AM 

R u s h M i d d a y 
PM 

R u s h E v e n i n g S a t . S u n . 

D l G l o v e r P a r k F e d e r a l T r i a n g l e Q S t . 1 5 / - - - / 1 5 - - -
0 2 G l o v e r P a r k F e d e r a l T r i a n g l e Q St. 1 0 / 1 0 2 0 1 0 / 1 0 4 0 2 0 4 0 

D3 G l o v e r P a r k F e d e r a l T r i a n g l e M S t . 2 0 / - - - / 2 0 - - -
D4 S i b l e y H o s p i t a l F a r r a g u t S q u a r e Q S t . 1 0 / 1 0 2 0 1 0 / 1 0 3 0 2 0 4 0 

G2 H o w a r d U. G e o r g e t o w n • U . P S t . 7 / 9 1 2 7 / 9 3 0 2 0 2 0 

M6 R o s s 1 y n U n i o n S t a t i o n M S t . 5 / 1 0 1 5 5 / 1 0 2 0 1 5 -
3 0 F r i e n d s h p . 11 t s . P o t o m a c A v e . S t a . W i s e . Ave/M S t 6/- 30 -n - 3 0 6 0 

32 F r i e n d s h p . H t s . S h i p l e y T e r r a c e W i s e . Ave/M S t 2 0 / 1 0 3 0 1 0 / 1 5 6 0 3 0 4 5 

34 F r i e n d s h p . H t s . N a y l o r G a r d e n s W i s e . Ave/M S t 2 0 / 8 3 0 1 5 / 2 0 6 0 3 0 4 5 

36 F r i e n d s h p . H t s . H i l l c r e s t W i s e . Ave/M S t 2 0 / 1 0 3 0 1 0 / 2 0 6 0 3 0 4 5 

511 M c L e a n F a r r a g u t S q u a r e M S t . ( a ) / - - - - - -
5K G e o r g e M a s o n U. F a r r a g u t S q u a r e M S t . 3 6 / 6 0 6 0 6 0 / 3 0 6 0 - -
5N C . I . A . F a r r a g u t S q u a r e M S t . - / 3 0 - 3 0 / - - - -
5S I l e r n d o n F a r r a g u t S q u a r e M S t . 3 0 / 6 0 6 0 6 0 / 3 0 6 0 ( b ) -
5W O a k t o n F a r r a g u t S q u a r e M S t . 3 0 / - - - / 5 0 ( a ) - -

R o u t e s w h i c h p a s s t h r o u g h b u t d o n o t s e r v e G e o r g e t o w n 

D9 S i b l e y H o s p i t a l F a r r a g u t S q u a r e W h i t e h u r s t F w y 2 0 / - - - / 3 0 - - -
N7 R o c k v i l l e F e d e r a l T r i a n g l e W h i t e h u r s t F w y 2 0 / - - - / 2 0 - - -
N9 B e t h e s d a F e d e r a l T r i a n g l e W h i t e h u r s t F w y 1 0 / - - - / 1 0 - - -

( a ) i n f r e q u e n t s e r v i c e ( b ) d o e s n o t s e r v e G e o r g e t o w n o n S a t u r d a y s . 



GUTS ROUTE MAP 
(IN THE GEORGETOWN AREA) 
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The information presented above appears to i n d i c a t e t h a t 
Georgetown i s served by a high l e v e l of bus t r a n s i t s e r v i c e and 
has convenient t r a n s i t connections both to M e t r o r a i l and down­
town Washington. However, there are some problems which lower 
Georgetowners 1 perception of t h e i r l e v e l of t r a n s i t s e r v i c e . The 
most s e r i o u s i s the crowded conditions on buses s e r v i n g Georgetown 
during the peak periods. T h i s i s caused by a combination of two 
f a c t o r s . Because Georgetown i s the l a s t community the 30's and 
M6 buses t r a v e r s e before e n t e r i n g downtown Washington, Georgetown 
r e s i d e n t s are the l a s t persons to board and u s u a l l y have to stand, 
o f t e n on very crowded buses i n uncomfortable c o n d i t i o n s . Com­
pounding t h i s problem i s the f a c t t h a t the Wisconsin Avenue buses 
s u f f e r from a s e r i o u s platooning problem. Although 20 peak 
d i r e c t i o n buses are scheduled on Wisconsin Avenue during the 
peak hour, i t i s not uncommon f o r periods of 10 to 12 minutes to 
pass without a bus coming by. Then three or four buses w i l l pass 
by w i t h i n one or two minutes. The f i r s t two or three are often so 
f u l l t h a t passengers cannot board or i f they do, they experience un­
comfortable, crowded c o n d i t i o n s . The net r e s u l t i s t h a t Georgetown 
r e s i d e n t s p e r c e i v e t h e i r s e r v i c e as being one w i t h 10 to 12 minute 
headways i n s t e a d of the three minute headways the schedule shows. 

Once passengers do board the buses, the buses are caught 
i n the t r a f f i c congestion on Georgetown's a r t e r i a l s t r e e t s . T h i s 
combined w i t h frequent stops to board and discharge passengers, 
r e s u l t s i n slow t r a v e l times. F a r e s f o r short t r i p s to M e t r o r a i l 
s t a t i o n s or nearby employment c e n t e r s are q u i t e high, e i t h e r 50 
or 7 5 cents during peak periods. 

What would appear to be needed f o r Georgetown i s some type 
of l o c a l i z e d t r a n s i t s e r v i c e which would run on r e g u l a r headways, 
would not r e s u l t i n Georgetowners always being the passengers who 
must stand, would have lower f a r e s to r e f l e c t Georgetowners 1 s h o r t e r 
t r i p s , would provide a d i r e c t t r a n s i t connection to the Foggy Bottom 
s t a t i o n , and would run on i t s own r i g h t of way so as not to s u f f e r 
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from congested t r a f f i c c onditions i n Georgetown. The r e i n s t i t u t i o n 
of t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i s one p o s s i b i l i t y of a means to provide t h i s 
s e r v i c e . 

However, the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of e x i s t i n g t r a n s i t t r i p s 
through Georgetown i n d i c a t e t h a t unless the t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i s 
to extend beyond Georgetown, i t should be designed to supplement 
e x i s t i n g bus s e r v i c e , not replac e i t . The m a j o r i t y of r i d e r s on 
both the 30's buses and the M6 buses during peak periods are t r i p s 
which are passing through Georgetown. Most of the boardings and 
a l i g h t i n g s i n Georgetown are by persons whose t r i p e i t h e r o r i g i n a t e s 
or ends outside of Georgetown. Fo r c i n g these passengers to make 
one or two a d d i t i o n a l t r a n s f e r s would r e s u l t i n s i g n i f i c a n t d e ter­
i o r a t i o n of t h e i r l e v e l of s e r v i c e and would l i k e l y d r i v e some 
of them from u t i l i z i n g t r a n s i t . 
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6. CONDITION OF EXISTING TROLLEY TRACKS AND CONDUIT 

Since t r o l l e y s e r v i c e was abandoned i n Georgetown most of 
the t r o l l e y t r a c k s have been paved over to improve operating con­
d i t i o n s f o r autos and buses and to improve o v e r a l l s a f e t y condi­
t i o n s both f o r motorized v e h i c l e s and b i c y c l e s . The most recent 
t r a c k s to have been paved over are those along M S t r e e t and 
Pennsylvania Avenue i n Georgetown. These t r a c k s were paved over 
i n 1977 f o l l o w i n g a U. S. D i s t r i c t Court order t h a t such a c t i o n be 
taken. The only remaining exposed t r a c k s i n Georgetown are on 
0 and P S t r e e t s west of Wisconsin Avenue, where both the t r o l l e y 
t r a c k s and cobblestones i n the s t r e e t have been saved f o r h i s t o r i c a l 
p r e s e r v a t i o n reasons. 

On J u l y 22, 1976, p r i o r to the repaving of M S t r e e t and 
Pennsylvania Avenue, two members of the C i t i z e n s A s s o c i a t i o n of 
Georgetown Subcommittee on M S t r e e t , together with personnel from 
the D. C. Department of T r a n s p o r t a t i o n , inspected the trackage on 
these two s t r e e t s to determine i t s e x i s t i n g condition ( 3 ) . Major 
portions of the t r a c k along Pennsylvania Avenue and M S t r e e t were 
found to be i n r e l a t i v e l y good condition a t the time of i n s p e c t i o n , 
although i t appeared t h a t some regauging of the t r a c k s would be 
necessary. Probably more importantly from the c o s t p e r s p e c t i v e 
was t h a t the conduit was a l s o found to be i n good co n d i t i o n along 
long s t r e t c h e s of these two s t r e e t s . The center s l o t was pinched 
a t a number of l o c a t i o n s (an e a s i l y c o r r e c t a b l e problem) and the 
conduit was f u l l of d e b r i s . However, cl e a n i n g the conduit would 
be a r e l a t i v e l y easy t a s k . The power r a i l was found to be s l i g h t l y 
p i t t e d , but the Subcommittee members f e l t i t was s e r v i c e a b l e . 
Since the Subcommittee made t h e i r i n s p e c t i o n , c o n s t r u c t i o n has 
begun on the replacement of the Pennsylvania Avenue Bridge over 
Rock Creek Park. I n r e p l a c i n g t h i s bridge, the old t r a c k s and 
conduit have been removed. 

Trackage west of Wisconsin Avenue on M S t r e e t and on 0 
and P S t r e e t was found to be i n poor cond i t i o n and i n some places 
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had been removed. However, the conduit tunnel appeared to be 
s e r v i c e a b l e i n many p l a c e s , i f i t were properly cleaned and the 
power r a i l s were replaced. Segments on Wisconsin Avenue, 3 6th 
S t r e e t , and Prospect S t r e e t were covered w i t h a s p h a l t , making 
in s p e c t i o n impossible. 

I f t r o l l e y s e r v i c e were to be r e i n s t i t u t e d i n Georgetown 
and c e n t e r - o f - t h e - s t r e e t operations were planned, i t i s l i k e l y 
t h a t new t r a c k would have to be l a i d . Usage of the o l d t r a c k 
could a t best be only a temporary measure, and would l i k e l y 
forbode s i g n i f i c a n t maintenance problems. D e t r o i t was faced w i t h 
a s i m i l a r s i t u a t i o n and decided t h a t w i t h the r e i n s t i t u t i o n of a 
long-term s e r v i c e new continuously-welded t r a c k would be necessary. 
Such t r a c k would provide a much smoother r i d e , would enable higher 
speeds, reduce wear and t e a r on the t r o l l e y v e h i c l e s , and r e s u l t 
i n s i g n i f i c a n t l y lower noise l e v e l s . The element of the o l d 
system which would more l i k e l y be reusable i s the o l d conduit 
tun n e l . To the degree t h a t conduit tunnel could be reused c a p i t a l 
c o s t s would be lowered. I n s t a l l i n g new conduit tunne^ would 
be a major undertaking, as would removal of the old tu n n e l . A 
t y p i c a l cross s e c t i o n of M S t r e e t p r i o r to repaving showing both 
t r a c k s and conduit i s portrayed i n Figure 4. As can be seen i n 
t h i s c r o s s s e c t i o n d e p i c t i o n , the conduit tunnel i s encased i n 
concrete. I t i s l a r g e l y because i t was designed to such high 
standards t h a t i t remains i n such good cond i t i o n today. 

Since the Subcommittee inspected the condition of the 
trackage and conduit i n Pennsylvania Avenue and M S t r e e t , i t has 
been covered by blacktop. I t i s beyond the scope of t h i s study to 
uncover trackage or conduit to i n s p e c t i t s present condition. I f 
the d e c i s i o n i s made to f u r t h e r pursue the r e i n s t i t u t i o n of 
t r o l l e y s e r v i c e and the d e t a i l e d planning and design c o n t r a c t i s 
awarded, one of the f i r s t t a s k s of the study should be a thorough 
inventory of trackage and conduit c o n d i t i o n . 
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7. ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENTS 

The choice of a f i n a l alignment f o r a t r o l l e y system would 
depend upon a number of f a c t o r s . Among these would be whether 
the primary f u n c t i o n of the system i s to be h i s t o r i c , to provide 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e , or to provide a hybrid f u n c t i o n ; whether 
the system i s to provide l o c a l s e r v i c e w i t h i n Georgetown only or 
i s to extend beyond Georgetown and provide a l i n e - h a u l f u n c t i o n ; 
to what degree the t r o l l e y w i l l be allowed to reduce automobile 
c a p a c i t y and parking on Georgetown's s t r e e t s ; to what degree 
r e s i d e n t s w i l l allow t r o l l e y s to penetrate t h e i r neighborhoods; 
c a p i t a l and operating c o s t s of a l t e r n a t i v e alignments; demand 
which could be generated on a l t e r n a t i v e alignments; and environ­
mental impacts of v a r i o u s alignments. 

The extent of the system w i l l depend to a great degree 
upon i t s primary f u n c t i o n . T h i s d i s c u s s i o n of a l t e r n a t i v e 
alignments w i l l consider two d i s t i n c t types of systems, one of 
which would be s t r i c t l y a l o c a l s e r v i c e w i t h i n Georgetown 
which would a l s o a c t as a feeder s e r v i c e to M e t r o r a i l f o r 
Georgetown r e s i d e n t s . The other would be a system which would 
extend beyond Georgetown and serve both Georgetown t r i p s and 
longer t r i p s from Northwest Washington, Maryland, and V i r g i n i a . 

LOCAL SYSTEM 

A l l of the a l t e r n a t i v e s considered f o r the l o c a l system 
would o r i g i n a t e a t the Foggy Bottom M e t r o r a i l S t a t i o n and proceed 
v i a Pennsylvania Avenue and M S t r e e t to the i n t e r s e c t i o n of 
Wisconsin Avenue and M S t r e e t . There are s e v e r a l a l t e r n a t i v e s 
fo r r o uting the t r o l l e y between Pennsylvania Avenue and the 
entrance to the Foggy Bottom S t a t i o n which i s located between 
23rd and 24th S t r e e t s on I S t r e e t . One would be to operate on 
24th S t r e e t between Pennsylvania Avenue and I S t r e e t . I t i s 
not known i f the bridge on 24th S t r e e t over K S t r e e t i s capable 
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of supporting t r o l l e y loads, but i t i s assumed t h a t some recon­
s t r u c t i o n of t h a t bridge would be r e q u i r e d . Another option 
would be to operate on 25th S t r e e t between Pennsylvania Avenue 
and I S t r e e t and then t u r n down I S t r e e t to the Foggy Bottom 
S t a t i o n . Through auto t r a f f i c i s not p r e s e n t l y allowed to make 
t h i s movement but a s i g n a l on K S t r e e t e x i s t s f o r pe d e s t r i a n use. 
I f the e l e v a t i o n of K S t r e e t were maintained a t i t s l e v e l under 
Washington C i r c l e and 24th S t r e e t a t r o l l e y bridge could be b u i l t 
over i t a t 25th S t r e e t , thus minimizing a u t o / t r o l l e y i n t e r f e r e n c e . 
T w e n t y - f i f t h S t r e e t i s p r e s e n t l y a quiet dead-end s t r e e t i n t h i s 
v i c i n i t y , so using i t f o r t r o l l e y s e r v i c e could be expected to 
produce neighborhood impacts. 

A p o t e n t i a l problem w i t h both the 24th and 25th S t r e e t 
alignments i s t h a t land would have to be taken to allow enough 
room f o r the t r o l l e y turnaround. Another i s th a t both s t r e e t s 
are r e l a t i v e l y narrow, and double t r a c k t r o l l e y operations might 
be hindered by i n t e r f e r e n c e from parking v e h i c l e s and by t i g h t 
t u r n s . An a l t e r n a t i v e option might be to operate a one-way 
loop operation using both 24th and 25th S t r e e t s . A l e s s pre­
f e r a b l e option would be to loop around Washington C i r c l e . Under 
t h i s option passengers would have to get o f f a t l e a s t one block 
from the Foggy Bottom S t a t i o n . I f passengers were to board 
and discharge a t Washington C i r c l e , there would be a considerable 
amount of t r o l l e y / a u t o i n t e r f e r e n c e . 

A d i s c u s s i o n of t r o l l e y operations on Pennsylvania Avenue 
and M S t r e e t i s provided i n Chapter 8. I t should be noted t h a t 
the Pennsylvania Avenue Bridge over Rock Creek Park i s p r e s e n t l y 
being r e c o n s t r u c t e d so t h a t i t can support t r o l l e y loadings. A 
d i s c u s s i o n of a l t e r n a t i v e alignments west and north of the 
i n t e r s e c t i o n of Wisconsin Avenue and M S t r e e t f o l l o w s . The 
l o c a t i o n of these alignments i s shown i n Fig u r e 5. 
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Alignment A 

T h i s a l t e r n a t i v e would end a t the former D.C. T r a n s i t 
maintenance b u i l d i n g located on the south side of M S t r e e t 
approximately 1/16 mile west of Wisconsin Avenue. Th i s system 
would represent a minimal system and would serve as a s h u t t l e 
between the center of Georgetown and the Foggy Bottom s t a t i o n . 
I t would provide minimal s e r v i c e f o r t r i p s to and from the 
r e s i d e n t i a l areas of Georgetown and Georgetown U n i v e r s i t y . 
However, i f the t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i s to be j u s t i f i e d p r i m a r i l y 
f o r h i s t o r i c a l and entertainment reasons r a t h e r than f o r t r a n s ­
p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e i t i s perhaps the most f e a s i b l e system to 
be implemented. 

Alignment B 

T h i s a l t e r n a t i v e would continue along M S t r e e t to i t s 
i n t e r s e c t i o n w i t h the Key Bridge. From here i t would tu r n i n t o 
the Car Barn B u i l d i n g located a t the end of Key Bridge where 
f a c i l i t i e s once e x i s t e d f o r turnaround, storage, and maintenance 
of the v e h i c l e s . T h i s a l t e r n a t i v e would brin g s e r v i c e w i t h i n 
reasonable walking d i s t a n c e of Georgetown U n i v e r s i t y and would 
serve the e n t i r e length of the M S t r e e t commercial d i s t r i c t of 
Georgetown. T r o l l e y s operating i n the s t r e e t a t the end of 
Key Bridge would l i k e l y cause s i g n i f i c a n t t r a f f i c impacts. 

Alignment C 

T h i s alignment would be s i m i l a r to A l t e r n a t i v e B but would 
extend across Key Bridge to Rosslyn C i r c l e where i t would loop 
around f o r i t s r e t u r n t r i p across the r i v e r . A v a r i a t i o n of t h i s 
a l t e r n a t i v e would be f o r the t r o l l e y to pass through Rosslyn 



jhk* 

29 

C i r c l e and extend to the Rosslyn M e t r o r a i l S t a t i o n . Another 
option might be to i n t e g r a t e the t r o l l e y i n t o the design of the 
proposed p a r k - l i k e p l a z a to be constructed over I n t e r s t a t e 66. 
Running t r o l l e y s across Key Bridge and through Rosslyn C i r c l e 
would r e s u l t i n s i g n i f i c a n t impacts on auto t r a f f i c . 

Alignment D 

From the i n t e r s e c t i o n of M S t r e e t and Wisconsin Avenue 
t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e would t u r n up Wisconsin Avenue, t u r n westward 
on P S t r e e t , south on 3 6th S t r e e t , and eastward again on 0 S t r e e t 
to Wisconsin Avenue. T r o l l e y s on P, 36th, and 0 S t r e e t s would 
have to run one-way because of the narrowness of the s t r e e t s . 
One v a r i a t i o n of t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e might b r i n g the t r o l l e y s south 
on 3 6th S t r e e t to Prospect S t r e e t , e a s t on Prospect S t r e e t to 
3 5th S t r e e t , north on 35th S t r e e t to 0 S t r e e t , and east again 
on 0 S t r e e t . T h i s i s the route t r o l l e y s i n the Georgetown 
area have h i s t o r i c a l l y taken. Another v a r i a t i o n might be to 
b r i n g the t r o l l e y onto Georgetown U n i v e r s i t y ' s campus and thus 
provide s e r v i c e d i r e c t l y to Georgetown's l a r g e s t t r i p generator. 

Alignment E 

A f i f t h l o c a l a l t e r n a t i v e would a l s o t u r n up Wisconsin 
Avenue from M S t r e e t , but would t u r n east on P S t r e e t and proceed 
to Dupont C i r c l e where passengers could again l i n k up w i t h 
M e t r o r a i l . T h i s a l t e r n a t i v e i s not recommended f o r f u r t h e r 
review f o r two primary reasons. T h i s route was not p a r t of the 
C a p i t a l T r a n s i t Company's s t r e e t c a r network (see F i g u r e 1 ) , so 
i t does not have e x i s t i n g t r a c k or conduit t h a t might be usable. 
I n a d d i t i o n i t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t the P S t r e e t Bridge over Rock 
Creek Park i s designed f o r t r o l l e y loadings. Perhaps even more 
c r i t i c a l though i s the f a c t t h a t Georgetown U n i v e r s i t y would 
not be d i r e c t l y served by such a system. 
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EXTENDED SYSTEM 

A system which extends beyond Georgetown would p r i m a r i l y 
serve a l i n e - h a u l t r a n s i t f u n c t i o n f o r t r i p s accessing M e t r o r a i l 
and e n t e r i n g downtown Washington from Upper Northwest Washington, 
Maryland, and V i r g i n i a . Such a system would l i k e l y operate w i t h 
d i f f e r e n t v e h i c l e s than a l o c a l system w i t h i n Georgetown. I t 
would be d e s i r a b l e i f compatible gauges were used f o r the two 
types of systems so the d i f f e r e n t types of c a r s could be i n t e r ­
mixed w i t h i n Georgetown i t s e l f . An extended system would be 
designed to r e p l a c e l i n e - h a u l bus s e r v i c e which p r e s e n t l y serves 
the c o r r i d o r through which i t would be locat e d . I n t e r f a c e s w i t h 
l o c a l bus s e r v i c e would be c r i t i c a l to the s u c c e s s f u l operation 
of such a s e r v i c e , as would the operation of park and r i d e l o t s 
designed to i n t e r c e p t auto d r i v e r s to downtown Washington. Three 
extended system a l t e r n a t i v e s were considered i n t h i s a n a l y s i s . 
These are shown i n F i g u r e 6. 

Alignment F 

T h i s alignment would extend out Wisconsin Avenue from 
Georgetown. I t could run approximately 3.1 m i l e s up Wisconsin 
Avenue where i t would again meet M e t r o r a i l a t the f u t u r e Tenley 
C i r c l e M e t r o r a i l S t a t i o n . Another option would be t o terminate a t 
an intermediate point such as the i n t e r s e c t i o n of Wisconsin and 
Massachusetts Avenues. Such an alignment would provide s e r v i c e 
to a high demand c o r r i d o r and would be w e l l u t i l i z e d . I t would 
r e p l a c e the e x i s t i n g 30's buses north of Washington C i r c l e and 
could provide a high l e v e l of s e r v i c e i n t h i s c o r r i d o r . Unless 
two lanes of t r a f f i c were removed from Wisconsin Avenue and 
dedicated to l i g h t r a i l v e h i c l e s , however, i t i s u n l i k e l y 
s i g n i f i c a n t time savings could be afforded over e x i s t i n g bus 
s e r v i c e and s i g n i f i c a n t modal s h i f t s would not occur. 
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Alignment G 

T h i s alignment would u t i l i z e D.C. T r a n s i t ' s Cabin John 
r i g h t of way between Georgetown and Glen Echo Amusement Park i n 
Glen Echo, Maryland. The r i g h t of way f o r t h i s alignment i s 
almost e n t i r e l y held by one owner, so r i g h t of way a c q u i s i t i o n 
would be made much e a s i e r than i f i t were under m u l t i p l e owner­
s h i p . Because the alignment i s e n t i r e l y separated from 
e x i s t i n g s t r e e t systems a high l e v e l of s e r v i c e could be r e a l i z e d 
i n a c o r r i d o r which i s not p r e s e n t l y w e l l served by t r a n s i t . 
Population d e n s i t i e s i n the c o r r i d o r are quite low. However, 
considerable p o t e n t i a l f o r s i g n i f i c a n t p a r k - r i d e usage e x i s t s 
a t the Glen Echo Amusement Park where a l a r g e parking l o t 
p r e s e n t l y e x i s t s . The D.C. Department of Environmental S e r v i c e s 
(DES) i s p r e s e n t l y considering using the Cabin John r i g h t of 
way to l o c a t e a f u t u r e water main. I f DES decides to do so, the 
r i g h t of way could be shared by the water pipe and t r o l l e y system. 

Alignment H 

T h i s alignment would u t i l i z e the B&O r a i l r o a d t r a c k s , 
between Georgetown and the Maryland s t a t e l i n e . From t h i s 
p oint i t could extend across Montgomery County to S i l v e r Spring 
where i t would again meet M e t r o r a i l . The c h i e f advantage of 
t h i s alignme'ht i s t h a t 'the trackage i s already i n place and 
c o n s t r u c t i o n c o s t s could be minimized. However, the t r a c k s 
would have to be shared w i t h the B&O R a i l r o a d which r e c e n t l y 
signed a f o r t y - y e a r agreement wi t h the General S e r v i c e s 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n to continue supplying c o a l to GSA's Foggy 
Bottom power pl a n t . Although i t would be p o s s i b l e to connect 
to Montogmery County population c e n t e r s along t h i s alignment 
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i t would not serve l a r g e enough population d e n s i t i e s w i t h i n the 
D i s t r i c t of Columbia or western Montgomery County to a t t r a c t 
great enough demand to be j u s t i f i e d . I t a l s o would enter George­
town south of K S t r e e t and provide l i t t l e s e r v i c e to the main 
a c t i v i t y c e n t e r s of Georgetown i t s e l f . 

A t r o l l e y system which extends beyond Georgetown i s 
an option which should be kept open f o r f u t u r e c o n s i d e r a t i o n . 
However, due to i t s c o s t and the s i g n i f i c a n t c o n s t r u c t i o n 
which would be i n v o l v e d i t must be viewed as a long term 
major c a p i t a l investment option and would t h e r e f o r e have to 
undergo d e t a i l e d a l t e r n a t i v e s a n a l y s i s review before i t could 
be considered f o r UMTA funding. The major concentration i n 
terms of implementing a t r o l l e y system i n the short term 
should focus upon a system which would provide s e r v i c e w i t h i n 
Georgetown only. However, i f such a s e r v i c e i s to be implemented 
i t should be designed so i t could some day be extended beyond 
Georgetown. 
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8. OPERATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

I n t h i s chapter a number of c o n s i d e r a t i o n s regarding t r o l l e y 
operations w i l l be addressed. They w i l l enter i n t o the d e c i s i o n 
regarding whether t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i s to be r e i n s t i t u t e d and i f so, 
what type of s e r v i c e would be provided. 

LOCATION OF TRACK 

I n the past t r o l l e y s i n Georgetown operated i n the center of 
the s t r e e t w i t h boarding and d i s c h a r g i n g of passengers g e n e r a l l y 
occuring a t i n t e r s e c t i o n s . The primary disadvantage of such a 
system i s passenger s a f e t y . To provide passenger s a f e t y i s l a n d s 
or platforms would l i k e l y r e q u i r e the t a k i n g of a t l e a s t one e x t r a 
t r a f f i c lane. I f passengers w a i t on s i d e w a l k s , the t r o l l e y i s 
delayed w h i l e passengers w a i t u n t i l they can s a f e l y c ross t r a f f i c 
lanes to board or a l i g h t . . An a l t e r n a t i v e l o c a t i o n f o r t r o l l e y 
t r a c k s i s i n the curb lane. With t h i s type of operation, passen­
gers can board and a l i g h t from the sidewalk much as bus passengers 
do and i n t e r f e r e n c e w i t h t r a f f i c i s minimized. However, curb lane 
operations i n t e r f e r e w i t h t r u c k loading and unloading, which pre­
sents a s e r i o u s problem i n the commercial areas along M S t r e e t and 
Wisconsin Avenue. 

NUMBER OF TRACKS 

The number of t r a c k s i n the Georgetown system w i l l depend 
l a r g e l y upon system e x t e n t , system headways, r e l i a b i l i t y r e q u i r e ­
ments, t r a v e l time requirements and t r a c k l o c a t i o n . D e t r o i t ' s 
0.9-mile t r o l l e y operates w i t h a s i n g l e t r a c k f o r most of i t s 
length. Double trackage i s provided f o r a short segment near the 
center to allow t r o l l e y c a r s t r a v e l l i n g i n opposite d i r e c t i o n s to 
pass each other. I f a short h i s t o r i c system s i m i l a r to D e t r o i t ' s 
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were e s t a b l i s h e d i n Georgetown, s i n g l e t r a c k operation would be 
f e a s i b l e and perhaps p r e f e r a b l e because platforms or pedestrian 
s a f e t y i s l a n d s could be e s t a b l i s h e d i n the s t r e e t . Diagrams show­
ing a s t a t i o n w i t h a s i n g l e t r a c k i n the center of the s t r e e t and 
bypass t r a c k s f o r s i n g l e t r a c k operations are shown i n Figure 7. 
S i n g l e t r a c k operations are a l s o p o s s i b l e when the t r a c k s are 
located i n the curb lane. Truck loading and unloading can then 
occur on the opposite s i d e of the s t r e e t . 

S i n g l e t r a c k operations are only f e a s i b l e w i t h a l i m i t e d 
system which does not r e q u i r e high s e r v i c e standards or i n l o c a ­
t i o n s where loop operations are p o s s i b l e , such as on 0 and P S t r e e t s 
west of Wisconsin Avenue. A two-way system w i t h frequent headways, 
which i s longer than about one m i l e i n length, or which i s 
designed to operate a t competitive speeds w i t h buses and autos 
must operate w i t h two t r a c k s . 

RESERVED RIGHT OF WAY VERSUS OPERATING IN MIXED TRAFFIC 

L i g h t r a i l can operate i n one of three modes: on e x c l u s i v e 
grade-separated r i g h t of way, i n reserved o n - s t r e e t r i g h t of way 
or i n mixed t r a f f i c o n - s t r e e t . The highest l e v e l of s e r v i c e can 
be achieved when l i g h t r a i l v e h i c l e s operate w i t h no i n t e r f e r ­
ence from other t r a f f i c . Such operations could be achieved on a 
l i g h t r a i l l i n e extending out the Cabin John r i g h t of way. However, 
w i t h i n Georgetown, the t r o l l e y s w i l l have to operate o n - s t r e e t and 
w i l l experience i n t e r f e r e n c e from other users of the s t r e e t . A 
means of minimizing t h i s i n t e r f e r e n c e i s to r e s e r v e s t r e e t space 
f o r the e x c l u s i v e use of t r o l l e y s . The most e f f e c t i v e way to do t h i s 
i s to place a r a i s e d curb between general t r a f f i c lanes and the 
t r o l l e y l a n e s . T r a f f i c i n t e r f e r e n c e w i l l s t i l l be experienced at 
i n t e r s e c t i o n s where autos, trucks,and buses have to cross the 
t r o l l e y t r a c k s . However, i f a p r i o r i t y s i g n a l system i s i n s t a l l e d 
t r o l l e y s can preempt other t r a f f i c and pass through i n t e r s e c t i o n s 
w i t h minimal delay. I t i s a l s o p o s s i b l e to r e s e r v e r i g h t of way 
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without s e p a r a t i n g i t from other t r a f f i c lanes by r a i s e d curbs. 
I n t h i s way t u r n i n g v e h i c l e s can maneuver more e a s i l y . The 
t r a c k s w i l l discourage t r a f f i c from using the t r o l l e y l a n e s , but 
i n cases of severe t r a f f i c congestion v i o l a t o r s w i l l enter the 
lanes much as they do on a r t e r i a l bus la n e s . T r o l l e y s s t i l l oper­
ate i n mixed t r a f f i c i n s e v e r a l North American c i t i e s . However, 
these t r o l l e y s do not experience any t r a v e l time savings r e l a t i v e 
to autos and buses and they often get delayed, s i g n i f i c a n t l y when 
other v e h i c l e s block the t r a c k s . 

TYPE OF VEHICLE 

The type of v e h i c l e chosen f o r the system w i l l be dependent 
upon the primary f u n c t i o n of the system. I f the system i s to 
serve a h i s t o r i c a l f u n c t i o n , t r o l l e y c a r s from the l a t e nineteenth 
or e a r l y t w entieth century should be sought. However, i f a high 
speed, r a p i d l i g h t r a i l s e r v i c e w i t h f u l l a c c e s s i b i l i t y f o r the 
e l d e r l y and handicapped i s to be the goal of the system, these 
old c a r s w i l l not s u f f i c e . I f the system i s to be extended beyond 
Georgetown perhaps a mix of v e h i c l e types should be sought. The char­
a c t e r i s t i c s of s e v e r a l types of l i g h t r a i l v e h i c l e s are l i s t e d 
i n Table 3. 

A number of h i s t o r i c B r i l l and S t . Louis t r o l l e y c a r s might 
be a v a i l a b l e from a source i n Portug a l . These c a r s predate the 
PCC c a r s and would serve a h i s t o r i c f u n c t i o n . The D e t r o i t system 
obtained t h e i r c a r s from t h i s source and was able to s u c c e s s f u l l y 
r e f u r b i s h them. The c a r s t h a t are a v a i l a b l e have been converted 
to n o n - t r a n s i t uses, however, and considerable e f f o r t i s required 
to renovate them. Other v e h i c l e s are a v a i l a b l e from Melbourne, Aus­
t r a l i a . These are open a i r v e h i c l e s and would have to be enclosed 
so they could operate i n Washington's temperate c l i m a t e . 

An extended system would l i k e l y r e q u i r e c a r s which could pro­
vide a higher l e v e l of s e r v i c e than the h i s t o r i c cars. The 



Table 3. L i g h t R a i l V e h i c l e C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

LOCAL 
SYSTEM BOTH 

EXPANDED 
SYSTEM 

V e h i c l e J . 5 , B r i l l & 
S i . L o u i s C a r 

U.S. PCC 
C a r 

DuWag 
U2 

B o e i n g 
LEV 

C a n a d i a n 
LRV 

a p p r o x i m a t e 
d e s i g n y e a r l a t e 1990's 1933 1965 1973 1975 

S y s t e m s u s i n g 
( p l a n n e d f o r ) 

r e n o v a t e d f o r 
D e t r o i t and 
Yakima, Wash. 

a p p r o x i m a t e l y 
5000 b u i l t 

F r a n k f u r t 
(Edmonton) 

( B o s t o n ) 
(San F r a n ) 
(Dayton) 

( T o r o n t o ) 

A x l e s / a r i t c u -
l a t i o n 2/0 4/0 6/1 6/1 4/0 

L e n g t h , f t . , m t r s . 2 5 ' 6 V 7.3 43.5 t o 5 0 . 5 / 
13.2 t o 15.4 

75.5/23.0 71.5/21.8 50.67/15.44 

Width, f e e t / m t r s . 7'8"/ 2.3 3.33 t o 9.0/ 
2.54 t o 2.74 

8.70/2.65 a.85/2.70 8.50/2.59 

F l o o r h e i g h t 
f e e t / m e t e r s - 2.75/0.34 3.18/0.97 2.82/0.36 3.02/0.92 

Roof h e i g h t , 
f e e t / m e t e r s l l ' 1 0 y / 3 . 6 10.1/3.08 10.8/3.28 1 1 . 5 / 3 . 5 1 11.0/3.37 

S e a t s , n u m b e r / 
l a y o u t 24/2 49 t o 6 9 / 

2+1 o r 2+2 
64/2+2 68/2+2 42 o r 47 

V a r i e s 

D oors p e r s i d e 

Number 2 2 o r 3 d o u b l e 4 d o u b l e 3 d o u b l e 2 d o u b l e 

Type F o l d i n g F o l d i n g F o l d i n g P l u g F o l d i n g 

S t e p s Low Low High High/Low Low 

Maximun s p e e d 
mphAph 50/30 50/80 50/80 50/80 

A c c e l e r a t i o n 
l o a d e d , f e e t / s e c . - 4.6 3.3 4.1 4.6 

D e c e l e r a t i o n , 
l o a d e d , f e e t / s e c . 2 - 4.6 3.9 5.1 5.1 

E mergency D e c e l e r ­
a t i o n , l o a d / f t / s e c . 9.5 10 8.8 10 

Empty w e i g h t , 
1000 l b s . 33 t o 42 66 68 52 

Maximum d e s i g n 
g r a d e ( p e r c e n t ) • 10+ 4.4 9.0 10+ 

Minimum c u r v e -
r a d i u s ( f e e t ) - V a r i e s 32 V a r i e s 

32 o r 42 
38 

Source: References 4, 5, & 6 
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F o r t Worth experience proves t h a t PCC c a r s can be s u c c e s s f u l l y 
r e f u r b i s h e d . A number of other systems are p r e s e n t l y purchasing 
modern l i g h t r a i l v e h i c l e s which are designed to operate a t a 
high l e v e l of s e r v i c e and are f u l l y a c c e s s i b l e to the e l d e r l y 
and handicapped. However, a t the present time these v e h i c l e s 
cost on the order of $500,000 to $800,000 apiece. 

ELECTRIFICATION SYSTEM 

Most North American t r o l l e y systems have t r a d i t i o n a l l y 
operated w i t h e l e c t r i c a l power supplied from overhead w i r e s . 
Much of Washington's system was operated without overhead w i r e s 
because Congressional a c t i o n p r o h i b i t e d overhead w i r e s i n the Old 
C i t y of Washington. E l e c t r i c power was provided through 
a t h i r d r a i l which was located i n an underground conduit placed 
between the t r o l l e y t r a c k s (see Figure 4 ) . Although Georgetown 
i s not located w i t h i n the confines of the Old C i t y of Washington, 
overhead w i r e s would probably be p o l i t i c a l l y i n f e a s i b l e and would 
v i s u a l l y d e t r a c t from the image which Georgetown i s attempting to 
c r e a t e . F o r t u n a t e l y i t has been found t h a t much of the conduit 
below the s t r e e t i s salvageable, although f u l l of d e b r i s . However, 
i t would probably be best to begin the operation of a new system 
w i t h new power r a i l s . Segments of the conduit system have been r e ­
moved and would have to be replaced. The estimated cost of doing so 
exceeds $200 per foot. The high cost of i n s t a l l i n g new conduit i s a 
strong argument f o r r e t a i n i n g t r o l l e y operations i n the center of the 
s t r e e t where conduit p r e s e n t l y e x i s t s , r a t h e r than i n the curb 
lane where new conduit would have to be i n s t a l l e d . A t h i r d e l e c ­
t r i f i c a t i o n option might be some form of new technology system. One 
option i n v o l v e s the placement of e l e c t r i c a l l y charged buttons along 
the length of the t r a c k . A forseeable problem w i t h such a system, 
other than the f a c t t h a t i t i s a new technology system which has not 
been f u l l y t e s t e d , i s t h a t there i s no way to guarantee t h a t a 
charge w i l l only be r e l e a s e d when a t r o l l e y passes over the button. 
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Another new technology system might be the use of e l e c t r i c storage 
b a t t e r i e s to provide power. 

PLATFORM DESIGN 

Two types of platforms are commonly used to access LRT 
v e h i c l e s , low l e v e l platforms and high l e v e l platforms. T r o l l e y 
c a r s of the PCC era and e a r l i e r can be accessed only from low 
l e v e l platforms. Platforms could be i n s t a l l e d i n the center of 
M S t r e e t and Pennsylvania Avenue i f s i n g l e t r a c k operations are 
maintained. The sidewalk would a c t as a platform i f curb lane 
operations were maintained. With double t r a c k center lane 
operations platforms would probably not be p o s s i b l e and 
passengers would have to board from the s t r e e t l e v e l . The use 
of low l e v e l platforms and h i s t o r i c t r o l l e y c a r s r e q u i r e s 
passengers to climb s e v e r a l steps to enter the c a r . Such 
operations would not meet F e d e r a l a c c e s s i b i l i t y requirements 
f o r the e l d e r l y and handicapped. Newer v e h i c l e s can be accessed 
by handicapped persons from low l e v e l platforms. High l e v e l 
platforms can only be used w i t h the newer v e h i c l e s . T h e i r c h i e f 
advantage i s i n high volume l o c a t i o n s . I t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t 
high l e v e l platforms would be used w i t h i n Georgetown, but could 
be used on an extended system which u t i l i z e d new LRT v e h i c l e s . 

STATION SPACING 

The spacing between stops w i l l depend upon whether the 
system i s to be designed to be conveniently a c c e s s i b l e or 
to operate a t maximum p o s s i b l e speeds. A system which 
i s to serve p r i m a r i l y a h i s t o r i c or entertainment f u n c t i o n 
should be e a s i l y a c c e s s i b l e and should have stops almost 
every block. A system which i s designed to provide higher 
speeds than buses must s a c r i f i c e convenience of a c c e s s i b i l i t y 
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and space stops f u r t h e r apart so a c c e l e r a t i o n , d e c e l e r a t i o n , and 
dwell times can be minimized. I f a system i s b u i l t which i s 
e v e n t u a l l y extended beyond Georgetown, s t a t i o n spacing outside 
Georgetown i s l i k e l y to be gr e a t e r than w i t h i n Georgetown where 
a c t i v i t y i s more concentrated. 

HOURS OF OPERATION 

The hours a t r o l l e y would operate i n Georgetown would 
depend upon the f u n c t i o n the t r o l l e y i s to ser v e , r i d e r s h i p 
demand, the amount of d e f i c i t which w i l l be allowed, and the 
degree to which a u t o / t r o l l e y i n t e r f e r e n c e w i l l be t o l e r a t e d . 
A t r o l l e y which i s designed to serve as a h i s t o r i c landmark 
could have l i m i t e d hours of operation, perhaps during midday 
and c e r t a i n evenings or on weekends. S e r v i c e might a l s o be 
discontinued during the w i n t e r . I n t h i s way the t r o l l e y could 
provide s e r v i c e during periods when many t o u r i s t s and v i s i t o r s to 
entertainment spots i n Georgetown are present w h i l e a t the same 
time having minimal impacts on peak hour t r a f f i c . However, i f 
the t r o l l e y i s to provide an e f f e c t i v e t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e 
f u n c t i o n i t i s l i k e l y i t w i l l have to operate throughout the day, 
as w e l l as on weekends. Whether i t would operate during a l l 
hours of M e t r o r a i l operations (6 AM - 12 PM) w i l l depend upon 
demand, p a r t i c u l a r l y during evening hours and on weekends; the 
l e v e l of d e f i c i t which i s allowed; and the degree to which bus 
operations are allowed to replac e t r o l l e y operations during 
l i g h t demand periods. During periods of snow and i c e i t i s 
u n l i k e l y t h a t the t r o l l e y would operate. I f s a l t and other 
a b r a s i v e s can be kept from e n t e r i n g the e l e c t r i c a l system i t s 
expected l i f e would be s i g n i f i c a n t l y lengthened. 
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HEADWAYS 

The headways a t which the t r o l l e y s e r v i c e would operate 
w i l l depend upon the fu n c t i o n of the s e r v i c e , demand, the ca p a c i t y 
of i n d i v i d u a l t r o l l e y v e h i c l e s , minimum allowable s e r v i c e l e v e l s , 
the number of c a r s a v a i l a b l e to the system, allowable d e f i c i t 
l e v e l s , and whether the system i s designed f o r s i n g l e t r a c k or 
double t r a c k operations. A t r o l l e y system s i m i l a r to D e t r o i t ' s 
can operate w i t h headways as high as 15 or 20 minutes because users 
are not as concerned w i t h the amount of time spent w a i t i n g f o r a 
v e h i c l e to a r r i v e as they are i f they use the system p r i m a r i l y f o r 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e . However, i f the system i s to provide a 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e f u n c t i o n and i s to ac t as an e f f e c t i v e 
feeder s e r v i c e to M e t r o r a i l , frequent headways w i l l be necessary, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y during peak periods. I n t h i s case headways should 
c e r t a i n l y be no more than 10 minutes, and would p r e f e r a b l y be 
5 minutes or l e s s during peak periods. 

NUMBER OF VEHICLES 

The number of v e h i c l e s required on a t r o l l e y system i s 
dependent upon the time re q u i r e d f o r a v e h i c l e to make one 
complete c y c l e of the system, i . e . , r e t u r n to i t s point of 
o r i g i n ; headways during the peak period of operation, and 
spare v e h i c l e requirements. The formula f o r v e h i c l e requirements 
i s : 

_ - T7 , • -i Round T r i p Running Time _ „ . . , Number of V e h i c l e s = Peak Headway + S p a r e V e h l = l e s 

I f a minimal system i s b u i l t between the Foggy Bottom S t a t i o n and 
the i n t e r s e c t i o n of Wisconsin Avenue and M S t r e e t , the t o t a l 
d i s t a n c e t r a v e l e d i n one c y c l e would be 2.0 mil e s (1.0 m i l e each 
way). I f the average speed during the e n t i r e c y c l e ( i n c l u d i n g 
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stops and layover time) i s 6.0 mph and the headway i s 10 minutes, 
two v e h i c l e s would have to be i n operation a t a l l times. T h i s 
i s s i m i l a r to the e x i s t i n g D e t r o i t operation. I n t h a t system, 
two v e h i c l e s are i n operation, two are kept i n r e s e r v e , and 
two more are used f o r spare p a r t s . I f a system were b u i l t which 
extended e i t h e r to Georgetown U n i v e r s i t y or Rosslyn C i r c l e , four 
v e h i c l e s would be i n operation a t any given time i f 10 minute 
headways are maintained. I f headways dropped to f i v e minutes, the 
number of v e h i c l e s i n operation would double to e i g h t . Increased 
average speeds could reduce t h i s number somewhat. Extension of 
the system beyond Georgetown would i n c r e a s e v e h i c l e requirements 
s u b s t a n t i a l l y . 

FARES 

One of the o f t e n expressed c r i t i c i s m s of e x i s t i n g 
t r a n s i t s e r v i c e i n Georgetown i s t h a t many t r i p s which are 
l e s s than two m i l e s i n length cost 50 to 75 cents during peak 
periods. The high f a r e s discourage t r a n s i t r i d e r s h i p w i t h i n 
Georgetown and to the three nearby M e t r o r a i l s t a t i o n s . Since a 
t r o l l e y system w i t h i n Georgetown would be designed to a t t r a c t 
p r i m a r i l y short intra-Georgetown and M e t r o r a i l access t r i p s , 
i t s f a r e s would have to be kept low. Montgomery County's Ride-On 
system i s an example of a system which w i t h i t s 25-cent f a r e 
a t t r a c t s many short t r i p s which would not be made on WMATA 
buses where a 50-cent f a r e i s charged. Because t r i p s on a l o c a l 
t r o l l e y system w i t h i n Georgetown would be short, the c o s t of 
providing the s e r v i c e per passenger t r i p should be l e s s than 
the cost of providing s e r v i c e f o r a longer t r i p , so the 
f a r e should accordingly be lower. I f the t r o l l e y i s used by 
persons who t r a n s f e r to or from a Metrobus, appropriate t r a n s f e r 
procedures should be adopted, perhaps s i m i l a r to those used 
on Ride-On buses. 
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Fare c o l l e c t i o n procedures on most t r o l l e y l i n e s are s i m i l a r 
to those used on most buses, i . e . , passengers board through the 
f r o n t door and deposit exact change i n a f a r e box next to the 
d r i v e r . However, boarding e x c l u s i v e l y through the f r o n t door i n 
small v e h i c l e s could prove to be d i f f i c u l t . I n San F r a n c i s c o , 
passengers are allowed to board e i t h e r i n the f r o n t or back of the 
v e h i c l e and pay on an honor system. Such a f a r e c o l l e c t i o n system 
should r e c e i v e s e r i o u s c o n s i d e r a t i o n i f small v e h i c l e s or 
a r t i c u l a t e d v e h i c l e s are used. 

MAINTENANCE AND STORAGE FACILITY 

A c r i t i c a l element i n the operation of a t r o l l e y system i n 
Georgetown would be maintenance and storage of v e h i c l e s . S e v e r a l 
options e x i s t f o r the l o c a t i o n of a b u i l d i n g which could be used 
f o r these purposes. A former D. C. T r a n s i t r e p a i r shop s t i l l 
stands j u s t west of Wisconsin Avenue on the south sid e of M S t r e e t . 
D. C. T r a n s i t ' s Car Barn B u i l d i n g i s loc a t e d on the north si d e 
of M S t r e e t , opposite the Key Bridge. T h i s b u i l d i n g has been 
o f f e r e d f o r s a l e f o r $5,000,000. However, i t would r e q u i r e 
s u b s t a n t i a l rennovation to be brought up to e x i s t i n g b u i l d i n g code 
standards. I f e i t h e r of the above f a c i l i t i e s were to be used f o r 
maintenance and storage of a l i m i t e d number of t r o l l e y v e h i c l e s , 
the b u i l d i n g s could probably be converted to m u l t i p l e use. A 
t h i r d option would be the c o n s t r u c t i o n of a new maintenance and 
storage f a c i l i t y . D e t r o i t b u i l t an a t t r a c t i v e , g l a s s - w a l l e d 
maintenance b u i l d i n g f o r approximately $200,000 which serves i t s 
f o u r - c a r system. The major o b s t a c l e to b u i l d i n g a new maintenance 
and storage f a c i l i t y , other than c o s t , i s f i n d i n g a l o c a t i o n 
on which to c o n s t r u c t i t . Land values i n Georgetown are high and 
v i r t u a l l y a l l land along any of the l o c a l routes proposed f o r 
t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i s developed or has plans f o r development. Zoning 
ordinances and p o t e n t i a l neighborhood impacts a l s o l i m i t the number 
of l o c a t i o n s which could be considered f o r such a b u i l d i n g . 
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OPERATING AUTHORITY 

Who would assume a u t h o r i t y f o r operation of a t r o l l e y 
system would l a r g e l y depend upon what type of system i s 
i n s t i t u t e d . I f a l i m i t e d system i s b u i l t operating 
p r i m a r i l y as a h i s t o r i c a l landmark, the operating 
a u t h o r i t y would l i k e l y be d i f f e r e n t than i f an extended system 
which forms an i n t e g r a l l i n k i n the r e g i o n a l t r a n s i t network 
i s b u i l t . S e v e r a l operating a u t h o r i t y options e x i s t i f a l i m i t e d 
or even moderate system i s b u i l t which does not extend beyond 
Georgetown. One operating a u t h o r i t y could be a branch of the 
D i s t r i c t of Columbia Government, most probably the D.C. Department of 
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n . Another option might be a p r i v a t e , n o n - p r o f i t 
corporation or a q u a s i - p u b l i c agency. E i t h e r of these types of 
a u t h o r i t y would be p u b l i c l y accountable and could be subsidized. 
A p r i v a t e n o n - p r o f i t corporation named the Old Georgetown and 
Foggy Bottom Corporation has been e s t a b l i s h e d f o r the purpose of 
monitoring the conduct of the d e t a i l e d planning and design study 
fo r a Georgetown t r o l l e y system. T h i s corporation or a s i m i l a r 
corporation could a l s o assume r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r overseeing 
c o n s t r u c t i o n and operation of the system. Another p o s s i b l e 
option would be f o r the National Park S e r v i c e to operate the 
system, i n the i n t e r e s t of p r e s e r v i n g a h i s t o r i c a l landmark i n 
the nation's c a p i t a l . Such an operation would be analogous to NPS's 
present operation of s i g h t s e e i n g barges on the C&O Canal. 
The National Park S e r v i c e f r e q u e n t l y becomes invo l v e d i n the 
p r e s e r v a t i o n of e x i s t i n g h i s t o r i c a l a r t i f a c t s , but u s u a l l y does 
not make i t a p r a c t i c e to b r i n g back h i s t o r i c a l operations which 
are p r e s e n t l y defunct. I t i s l i k e l y the N a t i o n a l Park S e r v i c e would 
become the operating agency • only i f they were given a mandate to 
do so by the U. S. Congress. 

I f a system i s implemented which provides a high l e v e l 
of t r a n s i t s e r v i c e and i s an i n t e g r a l p a r t of the r e g i o n a l t r a n s i t 
system, i t i s probable t h a t WMATA would be the system operating 



a u t h o r i t y . However, i t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t WMATA would be an 
appropriate operating a u t h o r i t y f o r a l i m i t e d system whose 
primary f u n c t i o n i s h i s t o r i c . A l i m i t e d system could be 
operated w i t h i n an info r m a l management s t r u c t u r e w i t h a small 
number of employees. A l a r g e r s e r v i c e - o r i e n t e d system, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y one operated by WMATA, would have to f a l l w i t h i n 
a formal management and employee s t r u c t u r e . 
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9. SYSTEM IMPACTS 

There are a number of a d d i t i o n a l impacts other than those 
r e l a t e d to o p e r a t i o n a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s which a t r o l l e y system would 
have. Some of these impacts are discussed i n t h i s chapter. 
Cost and funding c o n s i d e r a t i o n s are discussed i n Chapter 10. 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

A t r o l l e y system which i s operated w i t h h i s t o r i c c a r s 
through the center of Georgetown could o f f e r a pleasant reminder 
of turn-of-the-century Georgetown and could a i d s i g n i f i c a n t l y i n 
the attempts p r e s e n t l y being made to preserve Georgetown i n i t s 
h i s t o r i c s t a t e . As was s t a t e d i n Chapter 3, much of Georgetown 
as we know i t today grew up around s t r e e t c a r s and t r o l l e y s and 
the r e i n s t i t u t i o n of t h i s s e r v i c e would add to Georgetown's 
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s and charm. Because Georgetown i s a h i s t o r i c 
d i s t r i c t every e f f o r t should be made i n the design of a t r o l l e y 
system to make i t as h i s t o r i c a l l y c o r r e c t as appropriate while 
s t i l l maintaining high l e v e l s of a c c e s s i b i l i t y . 

IMPACTS ON BUSINESS 

The p o t e n t i a l impacts a t r o l l e y could have on businesses i n 
Georgetown are mostly p o s i t i v e . The t r o l l e y would serve to 
i n c r e a s e t r a n s i t a c c e s s i b i l i t y to Georgetown and thereby encourage 
persons to t r a v e l to Georgetown f o r shopping and entertainment. 
The t r o l l e y w i l l add to Georgetown's image as a worthwhile a t t r a c ­
t i o n f o r t o u r i s t s and thereby i n c r e a s e commercial trade w i t h i n 
Georgetown. I t i s l i k e l y t h a t i f the t r o l l e y i s operated on 
reserved r i g h t of way or i s operated i n the curb lane t h a t parking 
along M S t r e e t and Wisconsin Avenue would have to be c u r t a i l e d . 
T h i s could meet w i t h r e s i s t a n c e from shop owners who p r e s e n t l y 
have parking spaces located i n f r o n t of t h e i r s t o r e s , although 
any l o s s of business caused by the removal of these spaces would 
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l i k e l y be more than o f f s e t by increased patronage r e s u l t i n g from 
the increased number of persons a t t r a c t e d to Georgetown because 
of the t r o l l e y , A more s e r i o u s problem f o r businesses 
would be the p o t e n t i a l l o s s of loading zones f o r d e l i v e r y t r u c k s . 
The design of the system must be such t h a t loading and unloading 
of t r u c k s i s s t i l l p o s s i b l e along M S t r e e t and Wisconsin Avenue. 
To the degree t h a t the t r o l l e y would i n c r e a s e t r a f f i c congestion 
i n Georgetown, a c c e s s i b i l i t y by auto would be hurt and p o t e n t i a l 
customers could be l o s t . However, the l o s s of customers who 
would not t r a v e l to Georgetown because of the increased congestion 
should be more than o f f s e t by the increased number of customers 
a t t r a c t e d because t r o l l e y s e r v i c e e x i s t s i n Georgetown. 

ACCESSIBILITY 

As was mentioned i n Chapter 5, the perceived l e v e l of t r a n ­
s i t s e r v i c e i n Georgetown i s lower than might appear when scheduling 
and r o u t i n g information i s analyzed. Buses are overcrowded and 
tend to form platoons. Fares are high f o r r e l a t i v e l y short t r i p s , 
walking d i s t a n c e s to buses which are destined to t r a v e l l e r s ' u l t i ­
mate d e s t i n a t i o n s are sometimes high, and buses get caught i n 
Georgetown's congestion and s u f f e r s i g n i f i c a n t d e l a y s . A l o c a l ­
i z e d t r o l l e y s e r v i c e w i t h i n Georgetown has the p o t e n t i a l to over­
come a number of these problems, and thereby s i g n i f i c a n t l y improve 
t r a n s i t a c c e s s i b i l i t y w i t h i n Georgetown. Such a s e r v i c e would 
serve Georgetown t r i p s only, so passengers would not be r i d i n g on 
t r a n s i t v e h i c l e s which are already f i l l e d w i t h passengers who 
boarded before the v e h i c l e entered Georgetown. Because the 
v e h i c l e s would have a r e l a t i v e l y s h ort route the platooning 
problem should be minimized. The t r o l l e y could provide a d i r e c t 
t r a n s i t connection from Georgetown U n i v e r s i t y and the r e s i d e n t i a l 
areas surrounding the U n i v e r s i t y to the Foggy Bottom M e t r o r a i l 
S t a t i o n . Such a connection does not p r e s e n t l y e x i s t . The t r o l l e y 
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could be operated w i t h lower f a r e s than WMATA p r e s e n t l y charges 
f o r r e l a t i v e l y short t r i p s made by Georgetowners. A t r o l l e y 
operating on reserved r i g h t of way could avoid congestion on 
Georgetown 1s s t r e e t s and thereby gain a t r a v e l time advantage over 
mixed t r a f f i c . However, as w i l l be discussed i n the next s e c t i o n 
these gains i n t r a n s i t a c c e s s i b i l i t y would l i k e l y cause an o v e r a l l 
degradation i n auto a c c e s s i b i l i t y to and through Georgetown. 

TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

T r a f f i c impacts are l i k e l y to be among the most c r i t i c a l 
impacts r e s u l t i n g from a t r o l l e y operation. I t was p a r t i a l l y 
because of t r o l l e y s ' i n t e r f e r e n c e w i t h t r a f f i c t h a t pressure was 
exerted to remove them from Washington's s t r e e t s . I f t r o l l e y s are 
operated i n mixed t r a f f i c they block t r a f f i c when they stop to 
serve passengers. T r o l l e y s o f t e n are delayed w h i l e w a i t i n g f o r 
stopped v e h i c l e s to move from t h e i r t r a c k s . Due to t h e i r s i z e , 
they f u r t h e r compound t r a f f i c congestion during these periods of 
delay. T r o l l e y t r a c k s i n a t r a f f i c lane s i g n i f i c a n t l y reduce the 
lane's c a p a c i t y because d r i v i n g amidst the t r a c k s i s more d i f f i c u l t 
than d r i v i n g i n a r e g u l a r t r a f f i c lane. 

I f two lanes of s i x are removed and dedicated to e x c l u s i v e 
use by t r o l l e y s , c a p a c i t y i s reduced by a t l e a s t a t h i r d . I n 
Georgetown where most s t r e e t s p r e s e n t l y operate a t L e v e l of S e r v i c e 
D or E, t h i s reduction i n c a p a c i t y could cause severe congestion 
problems. Reserving two lanes f o r t r o l l e y s , whether they be 
center or curb lanes would probably n e c e s s i t a t e the removal of 
parking, p a r t i c u l a r l y along major a r t e r i a l s t r e e t s such as M S t r e e t 
and Wisconsin Avenue. T h i s would f u r t h e r reduce Georgetown's 
already t i g h t parking supply. The degree to which t r o l l e y 
operations would impact t r a f f i c w i l l depend to a c e r t a i n extent 
upon what other access improvements are implemented i n Georgetown 
which might reduce t r a f f i c volumes or those s t r e e t s which the 
t r o l l e y t r a v e r s e s . 
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SAFETY 

Reintroducing t r o l l e y s e r v i c e has the p o t e n t i a l to cause 
severe s a f e t y problems and g r e a t l y i n c r e a s e the number of transpor­
t a t i o n accidents i n Georgetown, p a r t i c u l a r l y i f center lane two 
t r a c k operations are u t i l i z e d . Perhaps the most severe problem 
i s the s a f e t y of boarding and a l i g h t i n g passengers. These 
passengers must cross t r a f f i c lanes to access the t r o l l e y i n the 
center of the s t r e e t , thereby g r e a t l y i n c r e a s i n g the p o t e n t i a l 
f o r p e d e s t r i a n / v e h i c l e a c c i d e n t s . Accidents between t r o l l e y s 
and other v e h i c l e s could a l s o be a s e r i o u s problem. Turning 
v e h i c l e s often attempt to pass i n f r o n t of t r o l l e y s when they 
are stopped to serve passengers, but do not s u c c e s s f u l l y complete 
t h e i r maneuver before the t r o l l e y s t a r t s up again. Sideswipe 
accidents are a l s o a frequent problem when t r o l l e y s operate i n 
mixed t r a f f i c . Autos operating i n lanes which have t r o l l e y 
t r a c k s tend to swerve and cause accidents w i t h other autos. 
Many of these accidents not i n v o l v i n g boarding and a l i g h t i n g pas­
sengers can be g r e a t l y reduced i f t r o l l e y s operate on reserved 
r i g h t of way which i s i n a c c e s s i b l e to other v e h i c l e s . Accidents 
i n v o l v i n g boarding and a l i g h t i n g passengers can be minimized w i t h 
curb lane operations. However, as has been p r e v i o u s l y discussed 
there are s i g n i f i c a n t disadvantages w i t h curb lane operations. 

NOISE 

Perhaps the most s i g n i f i c a n t environmental impact of 
operating a t r o l l e y system i s the noise i t generates. However, 
t e s t data show t h a t t r o l l e y systems are capable of operating at 
lower noise l e v e l s than d i e s e l buses and a t noise l e v e l s compar­
able to or s l i g h t l y louder than autos operating on c i t y s t r e e t s . 
Noise l e v e l s f o r PCC c a r s operating at s u r f a c e on a s t r a i g h t t r a c k 
range between 70 and 80 dBA at 50 f e e t ( 6 ) . However, t r o l l e y s on an 
a e r i a l or elevated s t r u c t u r e , or t r o l l e y s n e g o t i a t i n g a very t i g h t 
r a d i u s curve could be expected to produce much greater noise l e v e l s . 
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AIR QUALITY 

T r o l l e y s produce v i r t u a l l y no d i r e c t a i r p o l l u t i o n and 
as a r e s u l t could reduce l o c a l a i r p o l l u t i o n l e v e l s to the 
degree t h a t they r e p l a c e buses. However, b e n e f i t s could 
e a s i l y be more than o f f s e t by the increased t r a f f i c congestion 
created as a r e s u l t of t r o l l e y operations. Furthermore, a i r 
p o l l u t i o n would be created a t the p l a n t generating the e l e c t r i c i t y 
used by the t r o l l e y i f the p l a n t i s a f o s s i l f u e l p l a n t . 

NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACTS 

I f t r o l l e y operations penetrate r e s i d e n t i a l neighborhoods, 
c e r t a i n negative impacts would r e s u l t . Noise l e v e l s would 
be higher on s t r e e t s which p r e s e n t l y do not have large auto or 
bus volumes. Speeds could be decreased f o r v e h i c l e s caught 
behind t r o l l e y s on narrow r e s i d e n t i a l s t r e e t s . Some parking 
might have to be removed to permit t r o l l e y operations. I n s p i t e 
of these p o t e n t i a l impacts, however, support among Georgetown 
r e s i d e n t s appears to be g e n e r a l l y i n favor of renewed t r o l l e y oper­
a t i o n s . A survey of Georgetown r e s i d e n t s i n 1975 showed t h a t 
among those who returned the survey, over 65 percent favored r e s t o r 
a t i o n of t r o l l e y operations i n Georgetown, w i t h a la r g e number of 
the remaining respondents expressing no opinion ( 3 ) . 

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

Construction of t r o l l e y t r a c k s and conduit i n Georgetown's 
s t r e e t s would l i k e l y f o r c e the c l o s i n g of the t r a f f i c lanes i n 
which they are being placed w h i l e c o n s t r u c t i o n occurs. I n addi­
t i o n i n t e r s e c t i o n s could be closed to c e r t a i n c r o s s i n g movements 
f o r periods of s e v e r a l weeks a t a time. Noise l e v e l s would a l s o 
be high during the c o n s t r u c t i o n period. 
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ELDERLY AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS 

Present UMTA r e g u l a t i o n s r e q u i r e t h a t a l l new r a i l systems 
b u i l t w i t h UMTA c a p i t a l a s s s i t a n c e funds be f u l l y a c c e s s i b l e to 
the e l d e r l y and handicapped. At t h i s time i t i s unclear whether 
an exception could be made i f a h i s t o r i c t r o l l e y operation were 
r e i n s t i t u t e d i n Georgetown.. I t i s p o s s i b l e t h a t a s p e c i a l 
p r o v i s i o n could be made f o r such a system, p a r t i c u l a r l y i f UMTA 
Demonstration P r o j e c t funds are used r a t h e r than c a p i t a l a s s i s ­
tance funds. The use of h i s t o r i c a l v e h i c l e s would make f u l l 
a c c e s s i b i l i t y f o r passengers i n wheelchairs n e a r l y impossible. 
Proposed UMTA r e g u l a t i o n s would f u r t h e r r e q u i r e t h a t a l l r a i l 
systems r e c e i v i n g UMTA operating funds be f u l l y a c c e s s i b l e . I f 
these r e g u l a t i o n s are put i n e f f e c t , i t i s u n l i k e y a h i s t o r i c 
Georgetown t r o l l e y operation would be e l i g i b l e f o r such a s s i s t a n c e . 
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10. ESTIMATED COSTS AND FUNDING SOURCES 

The c o n s t r u c t i o n and i n s t a l l a t i o n of a Georgetown • 
t r o l l e y as described i n t h i s r e p o r t w i l l i n v o l v e a s i g n i f i c a n t 
c a p i t a l cost and a continuing annual operation and maintenance 
c o s t . I n t h i s chapter, assumptions regarding these c o s t s are 
o u t l i n e d and a cost estimate range i s provided. Following 
t h i s , an assessment i s made regarding funding sources f o r 
both c a p i t a l and operating c o s t s . 

CAPITAL COSTS 

There i s very l i t t l e data a v a i l a b l e on which to prepare 
a d e t a i l e d c o s t estimate. For the purposes of t h i s r e p o r t , JHK 
has reviewed c o s t estimates f o r other L R T / t r o l l e y systems which 
have r e c e n t l y been constructed, compared those systems w i t h t h a t 
envisioned i n Georgetown, and used engineering judgment to 
t r a n s l a t e those c o s t s to a l i k e l y Georgetown s i t u a t i o n . 

D e t r o i t ' s t r o l l e y system probably o f f e r s the best d i r e c t 
comparison. That system ( s i n g l e - t r a c k , 0.9 mil e s i n length) 
was constructed f o r a cost of $1.26 m i l l i o n , e x c l u s i v e of 
r o l l i n g stock. The D e t r o i t system was constructed i n an e x i s t i n g 
highway median and t h e r e f o r e no r i g h t of way a c q u i s i t i o n was 
requ i r e d . The estimated c o s t included an overhead power 
d i s t r i b u t i o n system and a new maintenance f a c i l i t y . 

As an a d d i t i o n a l example, the Edmonton LRT system a l s o 
provides recent c a p i t a l cost data. T h i s system's c o n s t r u c t i o n 
c o s t , excluding r o l l i n g stock, was approximately $56.2 m i l l i o n . 
The s u r f a c e portion of the system (double-track, 3.5 mil e s i n 
length) c o s t approximately $10.5 m i l l i o n , or $3.0 m i l l i o n per 
mi l e . 

The cost to implement a system i n Georgetown would l i k e l y 
f a l l between these two. With a l l new t r a c k and conduit con­
s t r u c t i o n i t i s estimated t h a t extending a system between Foggy 
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Bottom and the i n t e r s e c t i o n of Wisconsin Avenue and M S t r e e t 
would i n v o l v e an i n i t i a l c o n s t r u c t i o n cost of approximately 
$2.2 m i l l i o n i n 19 79 d o l l a r s . Adding to t h i s , the cost of 
v e h i c l e s (assuming 4 t r o l l e y s r e s t o r e d a t a cost of $50,000 
each) and a maintenance f a c i l i t y (estimated cost of $200,000), 
the t o t a l c a p i t a l cost of a minimum system would be approximately 
$2.6 m i l l i o n i n 19 79 d o l l a r s . T h i s cost f i g u r e would be 
reduced to the degree t h a t e x i s t i n g conduit and t r a c k s could 
be used. 

Table 4 provides an estimate of the range of c o s t s f o r 
s e v e r a l of the a l t e r n a t i v e s which have been considered i n t h i s 
r e p o r t . Estimates f o r a more e x t e n s i v e r e g i o n a l system have 
not been developed given the scope of t h i s p r o j e c t , but a 
l i k e l y range of c o s t s could be anywhere from $3 to $15 m i l l i o n 
per m i l e depending upon c o n s t r u c t i o n methods, a v a i l a b i l i t y of 
r i g h t of way, and the type of r o l l i n g stock used. 

A major cost i s s u e i n Georgetown i s the type of v e h i c l e 
to be used. Restoring e i t h e r a turn-of-the-century B r i l l or 
S t . L ouis car or r e s t o r i n g a PCC car to operating condition i s 
estimated to cost approximately $50,000. A new LRV v e h i c l e 
of the type being used i n San F r a n c i s c o and Boston would l i k e l y 
c o s t between $500,000 and $800,000 per v e h i c l e . The r e s t o r e d 
v e h i c l e s are the most s a t i s f a c t o r y a l t e r n a t i v e f o r the system 
being considered i n Georgetown. I f a r e g i o n a l system were being 
i n v e s t i g a t e d , the newer c a r s would l i k e l y be r equired. 

An underlying f a c t o r i n any of these cost estimates i s 
the r a t e of i n f l a t i o n . Given the l i k e l i h o o d t h a t implementation 
of the t r o l l e y system i s a t l e a s t four, and probably e i g h t years 
i n the f u t u r e , the estimated 1979 c o s t s could conceivably double 
during t h a t period. 
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Table 4. Georgetown T r o l l e y Estimated Costs 

A l t e r n a t i v e 
Alignment 

Estimated 
C a p i t a l Costs(a) 

Estimated 
Annual 

Operating 
Costs (a,b) 

I . Foggy Bottom Metro 
S t a t i o n to Wisconsin 
Ave. & M S t r e e t 

Const. - $1,600-3,100 
V e h i c l e s - 120- 240 
Maint. Fac. - 100- 250 
T o t a l $1,820-3,590 

$200 - 280 
$120(c) 

I I . Extend A l t e r n a t i v e 
" I " up Wisconsin 
Ave. and loop routes 
on P & 0 S t r e e t s 

Const. - $3,700-6,200 
V e h i c l e s - 320- 600 
Maint. Fac. - 150- 300 
T o t a l $4,170-7,100 

$400 - 550 

I I I . Extend A l t e r n a t i v e 
" I " on M S t r e e t 
and across Key 
Bridge to 
Rosslyn 

Const. - $4,100-6,600 
V e h i c l e s - 320- 600 
Maint. Fac. - 150- 300 
T o t a l $4,570-7,500 

$400 - 550 

(a) A l l co s t s i n thousands of d o l l a r s . 
(b) A l l operating c o s t s assume 10 minute headways. 
(c) Estimated annual operating c o s t f o r a h i s t o r i c a l 

t r o l l e y operating e i g h t hours per day. 
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OPERATING COSTS 

The operating c o s t s f o r a Georgetown t r o l l e y would 
include maintenance, power supply and wages paid to operating 
and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e personnel. The range of c o s t s f o r other 
operating systems ranges between $1.50 and $3.50 per v e h i c l e 
m i l e . The key v a r i a b l e s include the type of equipment to be 
used, the number of days and hours of operation, v e h i c l e 
headways, labor c o n t r a c t s , e t c . Given the l e v e l of d e t a i l of 
t h i s study, a p r e c i s e estimate i s d i f f i c u l t to document. 
However, i t i s expected t h a t w i t h r e l a t i v e l y low operating 
speeds, Georgetown's operating co s t s would be at the high end of 
t h i s s c a l e , i . e . , on the order of $3.50 per v e h i c l e m i l e . 

Given the general assumptions described i n previous 
chapters, the annual operating c o s t may be assumed to be 
approximately $200,000 to $280,000 per year f o r the base system 
operating between Wisconsin Avenue and M S t r e e t . T h i s i s based 
on a system w i t h two v e h i c l e s operating a t 10 minute headways 
a t an average speed of s i x miles per hour. I t i s a l s o assumed 
t h a t the system w i l l operate 18 hours a day, seven days a week. 
A range of c o s t s f o r s e v e r a l of the systems, i n c l u d i n g a 
l i m i t e d h i s t o r i c operation, are presented i n Table 4. 

System revenue i s a l s o d i f f i c u l t to p r e d i c t but i t i s 
u n l i k e l y t h a t any system would do b e t t e r than meet i t s operating 
c o s t s , and d e f i c i t s can be expected with increased s e r v i c e l e v e l s . 
For the base system described above to break even, average one­
way loads w i t h a 25-cent f a r e would have to be 10-14 passengers. 
The systems to Georgetown U n i v e r s i t y or Rosslyn would have to 
average twice as many passengers i n order to break even. 
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FUNDING SOURCES 

Funding f o r a Georgetown t r o l l e y system could come from 
a number of p r i v a t e , q u a s i - p u b l i c and p u b l i c sources. I t i s 
l i k e l y t h a t a combination of sources could be found to provide 
both c a p i t a l and operating funds. Some of the more l i k e l y sources 
are b r i e f l y discussed below. 

The Urban Mass Tr a n s p o r t a t i o n A d m i n i s t r a t i o n might fund the 
t r o l l e y s e r v i c e as a demonstration p r o j e c t . T h i s would use 
UMTA's Section 6 funds. These moneys could cover both c a p i t a l 
and operating c o s t s of a l o c a l system f o r a l i m i t e d period of 
time. 

Any UMTA funding beyond t h a t f o r demonstration purposes 
would be t r e a t e d i n the manner of a normal grant a p p l i c a t i o n f o r 
e i t h e r Section 3 or Section 5 funds. Such a p p l i c a t i o n s would 
have to compete w i t h other a p p l i c a t i o n s f o r such funds and would 
be s u b j e c t to a l l the conditions t h a t are attached to such 
funds i n c l u d i n g employee p r o t e c t i o n (Sec t i o n 13c) and the r e q u i r e ­
ments f o r a c c e s s i b i l i t y by the e l d e r l y and handicapped. 

I f operated as a h i s t o r i c a l f a c i l i t y , funding from the 
Department of I n t e r i o r might be a v a i l a b l e . Other F e d e r a l and 
l o c a l agencies i n t e r e s t e d i n h i s t o r i c a l p r e s e r v a t i o n might a l s o 
c o n t r i b u t e l i m i t e d funding. 

The D i s t r i c t of Columbia Government may be a l o c a l source 
of funds. The D.C. Department of T r a n s p o r t a t i o n operates the 
s t r e e t and highway system w i t h i n which the t r o l l e y s e r v i c e would 
operate. I t might be p o s s i b l e t h a t D.C. DOT could provide 
maintenance s e r v i c e s once the system i s o p e r a t i o n a l . 

The Georgetown Merchants A s s o c i a t i o n could provide 
support of the system i n a manner s i m i l a r to merchant support 
of parking v a l i d a t i o n programs. T h i s would of course depend 
upon the value the merchants place on the t r o l l e y s e r v i c e 
improving t h e i r business. I n F o r t Worth, a s i n g l e merchant 
c u r r e n t l y operates a t r o l l e y system. 
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Management support could be provided by the Old 
Georgetown and Foggy Bottom Corporation which has s t r o n g l y 
supported the r e i n s t i t u t i o n of t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i n Georgetown. 
Th i s group, i n a manner s i m i l a r to the Reston Community Bus 
As s o c i a t i o n could provide the d i r e c t i o n and t e c h n i c a l e x p e r t i s e 
i n v o l v e d i n the day-to-day operation of the system. 

I f the system provides a high l e v e l of s e r v i c e or extended 
s e r v i c e and i s operated by WMATA, then the normal WMATA funding 
program would be u t i l i z e d . T h i s i n c l u d e s funds from l o c a l , 
s t a t e and f e d e r a l sources as w e l l as user c o n t r i b u t i o n s . 

A s u b s t a n t i a l amount of money required to cover operating 
cos t s should be generated by the f a r e box. However, as l e v e l of 
s e r v i c e v e h i c l e requirements and operating co s t s i n c r e a s e , the gap 
between income from the f a r e box and operating c o s t s w i l l widen. 
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11. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Th i s report has o u t l i n e d a number of alignment and opera­
t i o n a l a l t e r n a t i v e s f o r implementing a t r o l l e y system i n George­
town. The a l t e r n a t i v e s have been evaluated w i t h i n a framework 
which considered the primary f u n c t i o n s the system i s designed to 
serve. For purposes of summarizing the key f i n d i n g s of t h i s 
e v a l u a t i o n a matrix has been prepared which d i s p l a y s the key 
operating c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and impacts of four d i f f e r e n t f u n c t i o n a l 
l e v e l s of s e r v i c e . T h i s m a t r i x i s presented i n Table 5. I t i s 
designed to a s s i s t i n v i s u a l l y comparing the d i f f e r e n t types of 
s e r v i c e . The e n t r i e s i n the m a t r i x have been discussed i n previous 
chapters. 

The options which are presented i n the matrix show a wide 
range of types of t r o l l e y s e r v i c e which could be implemented i n 
Georgetown. These types range from a very l i m i t e d s e r v i c e which 
i s p r i m a r i l y h i s t o r i c a l l y or t o u r i s t o r i e n t e d to a s e r v i c e which 
extends w e l l beyond Georgetown and a c t s as an i n t e g r a l p a r t of the 
r e g i o n a l t r a n s i t network. I n between l i e a l t e r n a t i v e s which 
could both serve a h i s t o r i c a l p r e s e r v a t i o n f u n c t i o n and provide 
a needed t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e w i t h i n Georgetown. 

A t r o l l e y s e r v i c e w i t h i n Georgetown could a i d i n George­
town's attempts to preserve i t s h e r i t a g e w h i l e a t the same time 
a s s i s t i n g to improve the l e v e l of t r a n s i t s e r v i c e f o r t r i p s w i t h i n 
Georgetown and t r i p s accessing M e t r o r a i l from Georgetown. Such a 
s e r v i c e would be s i m i l a r to San F r a n c i s c o ' s cable c a r s or New 
Orlean's s t r e e t c a r s , both of which serve important h i s t o r i c a l and 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n f u n c t i o n s i n r e s i d e n t i a l and commercial areas 
bordering and i n the main C e n t r a l Business D i s t r i c t . Although 
such a system would have both p o s i t i v e and negative impacts, JHK & 
Ass o c i a t e s f e e l s t h a t w i t h a properly planned and designed system 
the p o s i t i v e impacts could outweigh the negative impacts. These 
arguments, combined wi t h the general support f o r t r o l l e y s e r v i c e 
w i t h i n the Georgetown community, leads JHK & As s o c i a t e s to con­
clude t h a t the t r o l l e y option should be included as one of the 
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Table 5. C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of P o t e n t i a l Georgetown T r o l l e y S e r v i c e 

Service 
Type 

and Function 

Hours 
of 

Operation 
Headways 

(minutes) 

Vehicle 
Type 

Impact on 
Street 
Oper. 

C a p i t a l 
Costs 

Operating 
Costs 

Operating 
Agency 

Potential 
Funding ' 

Historic/ 
Tourist 

9:30 AM 
4:30 PM 

15 Old Minor Low Low 
(Break 
Even 
or modest 
subsidy) 

Private Non-Profit, 
Quasi-Public 

Federal 
Demonstration 
Funding 

Local 
Service 
(Moderate 
LOS) 

7:00 AM 
7:00 I'M 

10-15 Old Modest Low Modest 
(Break 
Even or 
modest 
subsidy) 

Private Non-Profit, 
Quasi-Public or 
Local Agency 

Federal/ 
Local 
Demonstration 
Funding 

Local 
Serv ice 
(High 
LOS) 

6:00 AM 
12:00 PM* 

5 PK 
15 Off-

Peak 

PCC Type 
and Old 

Substantial Moderate High 
(Subsidy 
Required) 

Local Agency, 
Regional Agency 

Require Federal 
Capital/Operating 
Funds 

Local 
and 
Extended 
Service 
(High 
LOS) 

6:00 AM 
12:00 PM* 

5 PK 
15 Off-

Peak 

PCC Type 
and LRV 

Substantial High High 
(Subsidy 
Required) 

Regional Agency Require Federal 
Capital/Operating 
Funds 

Consistent with Metrorail Operation. 

cn o 



jhk* 

61 

a l t e r n a t i v e s to be f u r t h e r analyzed i n the Georgetown Area Access 
A l t e r n a t i v e s Study. 

By i n c l u d i n g the t r o l l e y option as one of the major a l t e r ­
n a t i v e s to be t e s t e d i n the Georgetown Area Access A l t e r n a t i v e s 
Study, t h i s option w i l l be evaluated a g a i n s t a number of other 
a l t e r n a t i v e t r a n s p o r t a t i o n access improvements f o r the area. 
Examples of a l t e r n a t i v e improvements include a l o c a l area small 
bus system, expanded Metrobus s e r v i c e , and e x c l u s i v e high occupancy 
v e h i c l e l a n e s . 

I f the t r o l l e y option i s chosen as one of the major a l t e r ­
n a t i v e s to be t e s t e d i n the c u r r e n t access study, i t w i l l be 
important t h a t i t be compared wi t h the other candidate a l t e r n a t i v e s 
not only w i t h respect to t r a d i t i o n a l t r a n s p o r t a t i o n e v a l u a t i o n 
c r i t e r i a , but a l s o w i t h respect to i t s impact upon h i s t o r i c a l 
p r e s e r v a t i o n w i t h i n the Georgetown area. 

During the course of t h i s r e p o r t a number o f ' i s s u e s have 
been i d e n t i f i e d which should be addressed i n more d e t a i l before 
a f i n a l d e c i s i o n regarding the r e i n s t i t u t i o n of t r o l l e y s e r v i c e 
i s made. Among these i s s u e s are the f o l l o w i n g : 

Function 
I s the primary f u n c t i o n of the system to be 
h i s t o r i c p r e s e r v a t i o n , t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e , 
or a combination of the two? 

System Location 
I s the system to be a l o c a l Georgetown system, 
or i s i t to extend beyond Georgetown and provide 
a major l i n e - h a u l function? 
What i s to be the alignment of the system? 

P h y s i c a l System 
To what degree can e x i s t i n g e l e c t r i c a l conduit 
and t r a c k be used f o r t r o l l e y operations? 
Should the t r a c k be l o c a t e d i n the center l a n e ( s ) 
or curb l a n e s ( s ) ? 
Should the system have s i n g l e or double t r a c k 
operations? 



Should the sytem be loc a t e d i n reserved r i g h t 
of way or w i l l i t operate i n mixed t r a f f i c ? 
What type of v e h i c l e should be used? 
What type of power source should be used? 
What should be the s t a t i o n spacing? 
Where w i l l the maintenance f a c i l i t y be located? 

System Operations 
What would be the hours of operation? 
What would be the system headways? 
How many v e h i c l e s would be required? 
What f a r e s would be charged? 
What would be the r o l e s f o r other t r a n s i t 
systems i n the Georgetown area? 

System Impacts 
How would the t r o l l e y a f f e c t businesses i n 
Georgetown? 
How would the t r o l l e y a f f e c t a c c e s s i b i l i t y 
to and w i t h i n Georgetown? 
How would the t r o l l e y a f f e c t t r a f f i c operations 
and parking? How would i t a f f e c t t r a f f i c volumes 
on Georgetown s t r e e t s ? 
What s a f e t y problems does a t r o l l e y system 
introduce? To what degree are these s o l v a b l e ? 
What are the neighborhood impacts? What would 
the community acceptance of these impacts be? 
How much noise would the system c r e a t e ? 
How would the t r o l l e y a f f e c t a i r q u a l i t y ? 
What are the c o n s t r u c t i o n impacts? 
I s the system to be a c c e s s i b l e to the e l d e r l y 
and handicapped? I f so, how does t h i s a f f e c t 
design and operations? 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l 
Who would operate the system? 
Who would fund the system? Where are moneys 
a v a i l a b l e ? How would funding f o r a t r o l l e y 
a f f e c t funding f o r other t r a n s i t i n the 
region? 
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Patronage and Revenue 
What r i d e r s h i p would be a t t r a c t e d to the system? 
How would t h i s demand be d i s t r i b u t e d over time 
of day, day of week and season of the year? 
How does demand a f f e c t system requirements? 
What portions of the demand would be former 
t r a n s i t r i d e r s , former auto u s e r s , or induced 
t r i p s ? 
How much revenue would be c o l l e c t e d from the 
system? 

Costs 
How much would a l t e r n a t i v e systems cost to 
bu i l d ? 
What would i t cost to operate these systems 
a t v a r i o u s l e v e l s of s e r v i c e ? 
What would system d e f i c i t s (or operating 
surpluses) be? I f there were a d e f i c i t , who 
would pay the subsidy? 

Based upon the information a v a i l a b l e a t t h i s time, JHK & 
As s o c i a t e s does not f e e l t h a t any of these i s s u e s should f o r e c l o s e 
t r o l l e y s e r v i c e as a p o s s i b l e t r a n s p o r t a t i o n option i n Georgetown. 
Rather i t appears t h a t many options remain f o r f u r t h e r c o n s i d e r a t i o n 
of r e i n s t i t u t i n g t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i n Georgetown. T h i s f l e x i b i l i t y 
of a v a i l a b l e options, combined w i t h the strength of the arguments 
f o r continuing the co n s i d e r a t i o n of a t r o l l e y option as an access 
improvement a l t e r n a t i v e w i t h i n Georgetown, leads JHK & Associates 
to f u r t h e r recommend t h a t the in-depth Georgetown T r o l l e y Study 
be performed, and t h a t the study be s t r u c t u r e d to address the 
i s s u e s i d e n t i f i e d i n t h i s r e p o r t . 

I t i s important t h a t a d e c i s i o n regarding the r e i n s t i t u t i o n 
of t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i n Georgetown be made on an informed b a s i s . I n 
order t h a t t h i s may be done, i t i s necessary t h a t the i s s u e s 
i d e n t i f i e d above be studied i n d e t a i l . The proposed Georgetown 
T r o l l e y Study could do t h i s . 

Of the i s s u e s i d e n t i f i e d above, s e v e r a l are l i k e l y to be 
more c r i t i c a l than the r e s t . These are the i s s u e s which may have 
the g r e a t e s t bearing on whether t r o l l e y s e r v i c e i s a c t u a l l y 
r e i n s t i t u t e d i n Georgetown. Among these i s s u e s are the f o l l o w i n g : 
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T r a f f i c impacts 
Source of f i n a n c i a l support 
Location of v e h i c l e storage and maintenance 
f a c i l i t y 
Power supply system 
U s a b i l i t y of e x i s t i n g t r a c k and conduit 
A c c e s s i b i l i t y requirements f o r the e l d e r l y 
and handicapped 

I t i s recommended t h a t e f f o r t s during the i n i t i a l phase of the 
Georgetown T r o l l e y Study focus upon these i s s u e s and t h a t a 
d e c i s i o n to continue beyond t h i s phase be based upon whether these 
i s s u e s can be s u c c e s s f u l l y r e s o l v e d . I t i s f u r t h e r recommended 
t h a t subsequent work a l s o be s t r u c t u r e d i n phases w i t h an evalua­
t i o n of whether the study should continue o c c u r r i n g a t the end 
of each phase. I n t h i s way i f i n s o l u b l e problems are encountered 
during the course of the study or i f i t i s judged during the 
course of the study t h a t the t r o l l e y option should no longer be 
pursued, continued funds would not be expended on the examination 
of an option which w i l l never be implemented. A committee of 
l o c a l o f f i c i a l s and c i t i z e n s r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s should a c t as a 
s t e e r i n g committee f o r the study. Many of the members of t h i s 
committee may be the same persons who are p r e s e n t l y members of 
the Georgetown Area Access A l t e r n a t i v e s Study S t e e r i n g Committee. 

Although the focus of the Georgetown T r o l l e y Study should 
be upon the a n a l y s i s of a l t e r n a t i v e t r o l l e y operations, i t i s 
recommended t h a t options other than a t r a d i t i o n a l t r o l l e y operation 
be considered. I t i s noted t h a t other t r a n s i t options are s t i l l 
under c o n s i d e r a t i o n i n the access study. The t r o l l e y a n a l y s i s 
should incorporate the r e s u l t s of the Georgetown Area Access Study. 
Findings during the a n a l y s i s and e v a l u a t i o n stages of the access 
study could lead to changes i n the d i r e c t i o n of the t r o l l e y study. 
Conversely, a d d i t i o n a l information which i s gained during the 
t r o l l e y study should be used to r e e v a l u a t e whether the t r o l l e y 
option's ranking r e l a t i v e to other access improvements i n George­
town as determined during the access study should be changed. 
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I t i s l i k e l y t h a t i f a t r o l l e y system i s to be implemented 
i n Georgetown i t w i l l be because i t i s j u s t i f i e d f o r a combination 
of h i s t o r i c a l and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n reasons. For t h i s reason, i t i s 
recommended t h a t i f the proposed Georgetown T r o l l e y Study i s con­
ducted t h a t i t concentrate upon a system which would serve both 
h i s t o r i c and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s e r v i c e f u n c t i o n s . I t i s f u r t h e r 
recommended t h a t although l i g h t r a i l systems which extend beyond 
Georgetown be considered w i t h i n the study as long-range options 
the study should concentrate upon the planning and design of a 
l o c a l i z e d system which would serve t r i p s w i t h i n Georgetown and 
t r i p s between Georgetown and M e t r o r a i l . 
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D E P A R T M E N T O F T R A N S P O R T A T I O N 
U R B A N M A S S T R A N S P O R T A T I O N A D M I N I S T R A T I O N 

W A S H I N G T O N . O.C. 20390 

Mr. Albert A. Grant, -P.E. 
Director Department of 

Transportation Planning 
Washington Council of Governments 
Suite 201 
1225 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20036 

Dear A1-: 

I have your May 24th letter asking certain questions about the proposed 
Georgetown Trolley study. 

First, you ask if the grant ratio could be 100 percent. The answer is 
yes because the study could have national significance. It could 
demonstrate how to olan an at-crade light rail facility which connects 
urban activity cancers and which may ooerate witnout a deficit. The 
grant would be in addition to our regular annual apportionment of 
technical studies funds to the Washington metropolitan area. 

Second, work should not begin on the Trolley Study until the related 
Georgetown Access Study has produced appropriate early results: for 
example, until the range of alternatives has been narrowed and at-grade 
light-rail remains a promising option. It may also be appropriate to 
examine in detail some other option emerging from the Access study. 
If you wish, we would be willing to participate in the review of any 
approach to integrating these two efforts. 

Third, you asked if the steering committee of the Georgetown Access Study 
should also be used for the Trolley Study. I would rather not express 
an opinion on this, point, though we would be willing to participate as. 
observers. 

The Trolley Study proposal is unlikely to require a "ma.for transoortation 
investment" and therefore would not be subject to our formal alternative 
analysis requirements for new starts and extensions. 



Finally, you asksci several questions about procurement of third party 
contracts. You should follow your normal procedures and ours as 
described in UMTA's External Operating Manual. 

This letter merely invites you to apply and establishes the ground 
rules for processing an application but does not, of course, imply 
that we will approve a grant. The proposal looks very interesting 
and I would encourage the Washington Metropolitan Council of Governmen 
to transmit an application to our Philadelphia office. 

Sincerely, 

Charles H. Graves 
Director of Planning Assistance 
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