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Background

In recent years, Washington, D.C. has emerged as one of the foremost cities for bicycling in the United 5 areas were evaluated for conditions before and after installation: Safety

trol devices, and interactions between modes.
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understand their impacts. This project looked at 2 facilities in Washington, DC.

Efficient Operations

Multimodal LOS (MMLOS)

o Multimodal Level of Service (MMLQOS)—analysis
for bicyclists, pedestrians, and motor vehicles using the Highway Capacity Vil ol A5 st Wassadvsstts PO S AT
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In 2010, DDOT installed a cycle track on 15th Street NW and buffered median bicycle lanes on
Pennsylvania Avenue NW. The facilities provide safe travel into and through the downtown area. Their
installation supported the District’s Bicycle Master Plan and also set the stage for the launch of the
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DDOT is already using the results of this study to improve the design
of existing and future facilities. Safety data will continue to be monitored
and over time hopefully will show more improvement.



