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Overview 

¨  The need for evaluation 
¨  What is transportation evaluation? 
¨  Metrics of evaluating transportation projects 
¨  Methods of evaluation 
¨  Recommendations for the CTC 

¤ Use an improved method to evaluate projects that 
incorporates efficiency, effectiveness and equity of the 
project 



The Need for Evaluation: Wicked 
Problems 
¨  Transportation systems are 

complex.  
 
¨  There is inherent 

uncertainty in the planning 
process (Dowall, 2002; Handy, 2008; 

Taylor, 2012).  
 
¨  Therefore, we must have a 

process to compare 
projects and determine the 
merits of transportation 
projects. 

Source: Rittel and Weber, 1973; Taylor, 
2012 



What is Evaluation? 

¨  A comparison of alternatives 
¨  Gives decision-makers better information on the 

trade-offs and likely impacts of a project 
¨  Two lenses (Meyer and Miller, 2002): 

¤ Evaluation techniques and the process (political) 

¨  Two types: 
¤ A-priori (before a project is built) and ex-post (after 

construction) 



Transportation Planning Process 

¨  The rational planning lens        
(Wachs, 2004): 

 

 

Define the Problem and Objectives 

Identify Alternatives 

Engage Public Participation 

Evaluate Alternatives 

Plan Mitigation Efforts 

Construct Project 

Evaluate Final Project 

¨  The political-economic lens 
(Meyer and Miller, 2002; Taylor, 2012): 
¤ Goal is to produce 

politically-palatable 
project 

¤ Evaluated by the amount of 
the project’s political 
support 



Purposes of Evaluation 

¨  Determine the cost-effectiveness of a project 
¤ Many metrics to evaluate cost-effectiveness  

¨  Recognize uncertainties 
¨  Examine the tradeoffs 
¨  Rank alternatives 

¤ All projects will have tradeoffs and uncertainty, but we 
must minimize these risks and choose the best of the 
bunch. 

¨  Provide the best information to decision-makers 

Source: Meyer and Miller, 2001 



Considerations of Evaluation: the Three E’s 

¨  Effectiveness:  
¤ How well the project achieves its intended goals 

¨  Efficiency: 
¤ Costs in relation to benefits 

¨  Equity:   
¤ Dispersal of the costs and benefits across: 

n  Users of the system and non-users 
n  Direct costs (capitol, labor) and indirect costs (emissions, noise) 

¨  Successful projects that survive the political process 
(Altshuler, 1965): 
¤ Concentrate the costs of a project while dispersing the 

benefits. 
Source: Wachs, 2004 



Metrics of Evaluation 

¨  There are a wide variety of metrics to evaluate projects 
¤   Growth in peak hour VMT, lane miles constructed, mode-

split 

¨  Most project evaluations use a narrow definition of 
project performance for evaluation  

¤  Level of Service (LOS) 

¨  Metrics chosen for evaluation depends on the intended 
goal of the transportation project  
¤  Increase speeds? 
¤  Increase capacity? 
¤  Increase access? 

Source: Handy, 2008 



A Shift in Evaluation Methods 

¨  Economic Evaluation—a traditional approach 
¤ Everything put in dollar terms 
¤ Only captures easily quantifiable costs and benefits 

n  capital costs, household transportation cost reduction 
¤ Fails to capture les tangible benefits or costs  

n  impacts on communities or the environment 

¨  Cost Effectiveness—an improved paradigm 
¤ Creates a framework to evaluate the three E’s 
¤ Recognizes the role of the political process in project 

selection 
¤ Recognizes trade-offs 

Meyer and Miller, 2001 



Recommendations to the CTC 

¨  Use a modified cost-effectiveness approach (Meyer and Miller, 2001) 

¤  The current cost-effectiveness approach doesn’t compare the relative 
costs of each alternative. 

¨  Expand project evaluation from auto-oriented LOS to a Multi-
Modal Level of Service (MMLOS) (Taylor, 2012) 

¨  Learn from the past 
¤  Complete more ex-post evaluations (Meyer and Miller, 2001; Wachs 

2004) 
¤  Evaluate the effectiveness of decision-making processes (Taylor, 2012)  

¨  Demand management (Dowall, 2002) 

¤  Increasing supply of transportation systems will not achieve greatest 
congestion/emissions or ridership increases 

¨  Embrace uncertainties  
¤  Be honest, don’t over-promise, build in flexibility to projects 
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