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1.0 Executive Summary 

In the summer of 2012, WMATA and the District Department of Transportation (DDOT) began a 
Service Evaluation Study of Metrobus Routes 96 and 97 ï the East Capitol Street-Cardozo Line. 
 
A major part of this evaluation was the public outreach effort, which was designed to find out what 
problems riders have experienced on these Metrobus routes and what changes they would like to see 
to address those problems.  The first task in the public involvement effort was a rider survey, which 
was handed out at key stops along the lines.  Posters were also placed on buses and in selected bus 
stop shelters, directing riders to take the survey on-line at the project website, http://www.metrobus-
studies.com/MSE%202012%20E.Capitol/East%20Capitol.htm.  Approximately 300 paper surveys 
were distributed and a total of 104 were received (72 on-line and 32 via mail). 
 

The second task in the public involvement effort was a focus group and two public meetings, in 
different locations along the corridor.  Two participants attended the focus group, 11 attended the first 
public meeting, and nine attended the second public meeting.  The input received at these events 
allowed the project team to refine and prepare the preliminary recommendations. 

 

This technical memorandum explains the strategy for public involvement, the details of what was 
conducted, and the results of the feedback that was received.  Several themes recurred throughout 
the public involvement process for this evaluation: 

 

 Frequency of buses was cited as the top issue of concern for riders.  Survey respondents 
called for shorter headways at all times of day to meet the demand.  37 percent of survey 
respondents said they usually wait 11 to 20 minutes for their bus to arrive, and 19 percent wait 
20 minutes or more.  Encouragingly, 74 percent of survey respondents said they use NextBus 
to help predict when the next bus will be arriving. 
 

 Reliability of buses was also identified as a problem.  Many survey respondents and meeting 
participants felt that the Routes 96 and 97 could have better schedule adherence. 
 
 

 

 Participants in the public meetings reported that traffic was a primary concern for them, 
particularly around New York Avenue and Benning Road, where bottlenecks often cause 
buses to be late and to bunch up. 
 

 Long travel times ï also partly a result of traffic conditions ï was identified by riders as an 
issue in this evaluation.  44 percent of survey respondents said their trip takes 15 to 30 
minutes, and 31 percent reported trips of a half-hour or more. 
 

 Unlike other Metrobus studies, crowding was not seen as a problem by riders of Routes 96-97; 
96 percent of survey respondents said they could find a seat on the day they took the survey. 
 
 

 
 

 81 percent of survey respondents said that safety and security was not a concern on buses or 
at bus stops.  However, some meeting participants voiced concerns about safety at 14th & U, 
Union Station, Stadium-Armory, Benning Road, and Capitol Heights. 
 

 Vehicles, bus stops, and bus operators were almost always rated as ñgoodò by riders who took 
the rider survey. 
 

 Public meeting participants generally liked the idea of a limited-stop service, as well as skip-
stop service on U Street; although reactions to a westward extension of Route 97 were mixed. 

 

With the comments and suggestions received from the public at the focus group and public meeting 
and in the rider survey, the study team was able to refine the preliminary recommendations in a way 
that would address the immediate concerns of Metrobus riders. 

  

http://www.metrobus-studies.com/MSE%202012%20E.Capitol/East%20Capitol.htm
http://www.metrobus-studies.com/MSE%202012%20E.Capitol/East%20Capitol.htm
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2.0 Introduction 

The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), in partnership with local jurisdictional 
transportation agencies, has been making incremental improvements to its regional Metrobus 
network.  This section discusses the broader efforts that have been made in recent years and puts the 
current Service Evaluation Study in context. 

2.1 Purpose 

The purpose of the Metrobus Service Evaluation Study (SES) for Routes 96 and 97 was to: 

1) Identify strategic needs for program and facilities; 

2) Review capacity, productivity, reliability, and quality-of-service indicators; and 

3) Recommend changes that will improve service delivery. 
 

Previous Metrobus SESôs included various lines operating in different parts of the region.  Recent 
evaluations include Route W4 in late 2011/early 2012, the Wilson Boulevard and Fair Oaks-Dunn 
Loring Lines in early 2012, and the Central Avenue and Pointer Ridge Lines in early/mid-2012. 

2.2 Scope 

For this Metrobus SES, the project team: 

 Created a project work plan; 

 Documented existing transit conditions and service related issues on the routes being studied; 

 Assessed traffic conditions in the corridor that lead to delays in service; and 

 Developed and evaluated a set of service improvement plans. 

Public involvement was another important part of this evaluation.  The study team solicited public 
opinion about service on the routes and collected suggestions about what should be done to make 
improvements.  To make the public involvement effort as productive as possible, a strategy was 
developed. 

2.3 Public Involvement Strategy 

The strategy to involve local transportation agency staff and Metrobus riders in the planning and 
evaluation of Routes 96 and 97 included three main provisions:  

 Agency Coordination and Public Outreach ï WMATA began working with the District 
Department of Transportation early in the evaluation process to explore constraints and 
opportunities for coordinating with concurrent transportation and land use projects.  The project 
team also consulted with Metrobus service Supervisors and Bus Operators at WMATA Northern 
Division who work on the routes regularly to obtain their views.  Tools for reaching out to the 
public were developed, including a project web page and contact list.  The project team also 
utilized a previously created business reply mail account and telephone hotline. 

 Rider Survey ï The project staff visited high-boarding bus stops on Routes 96 and 97 over a 
several-day period in August 2012 and passed out paper surveys to waiting riders.  The surveys 
asked eight questions about their use of the routes, current conditions, and changes they would 
like to see.  Respondents were encouraged to mail their surveys later using a postage-paid 
form.  Additionally, an on-line version of the rider survey was available on the project website for 
over two months.  To direct riders to the on-line surveys, approximately 50 posters were placed 
on Route 96 and 97 buses and in 22 selected bus stop shelters along the routes.  The data 
received from the rider surveys helped inform the draft improvement recommendations. 
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 Public Meetings ï A focus group and two open house-style public meetings were held at three 
locations along the corridor.  The focus group was held at St. Colettaôs of Greater Washington, 
next to Stadium-Armory Metro, the first public meeting was held at Phoenix Park Hotel next to 
Union Station, and the second public meeting was held at Capitol View Public Library near the 
intersection of East Capitol Street and Central Avenue. 

The project team presented materials about the evaluation along with draft recommendations 
and encouraged participants to give their input about them.  Feedback received at these events 
helped to refine the draft recommendations that became part of the studyôs final report. 

The public involvement effort is discussed in detail in sections 3, 4, and 5 of this memorandum.  
Appendices are also included that contain the final rider survey results, input from bus operators 
and supervisors on the routes, and materials presented at the focus group and public meeting. 

A map of the Route 96-97 corridor is shown in Figure 2.1. 
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Figure 2.1 ï Map of Existing Metrobus Service in the Evaluation Corridor 
 

  

McLean Gardens 
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3.0 Coordination and Outreach 

To maximize the benefit of studying, evaluating, and making recommendations for improvements to 
Metrobus Routes 96 and 97, WMATA reached out early and often in the process to local 
transportation agencies and the public.  This section summarizes the outreach efforts that were 
conducted. 

3.1 Agency Coordination 

At the outset of this evaluation, a project management team (PMT) was assembled made up of 
transportation staff from WMATA and DDOT. 

The team met initially on August 9, 2012.  PMT members helped set the project work plan, reviewed 
technical memoranda, and attended outreach events when possible.  The agency coordination was 
also helpful by providing information on current or upcoming construction projects, future 
developments that could impact ridership, and other relevant issues the study team should be mindful 
of as the evaluation progressed. 

3.2 Metrobus Operators and Supervisors 

The next step in the outreach process was for the study team to interview long-time bus operators and 
supervisors on the routes being evaluated.  An interview was conducted at Northern Division on 
August 23, 2012.  The information received from bus operators and supervisory staff was critical to 
understanding the characteristics of the routes, especially in terms of traffic conditions and right-of-
way issues.  The study team was able to ascertain where bottlenecks exist on the line, which signals 
often back up queues for multiple cycles, which intersections pose difficulty for bus turning 
movements, which times of day are worst for crowding on buses, and so on. 

The opinions given by Metrobus operators and supervisors helped corroborate complaints heard from 
riders in the survey and at public meetings, and were useful in writing the traffic assessment technical 
memorandum and developing plans to be evaluated and recommended. 

A transcription of bus operator and supervisor input is included in Appendix B. 

3.3 Project Website and Hotline 

A project web page was developed for two purposes:  

(http://www.metrobus-studies.com/MSE%202012%20E.Capitol/East%20Capitol.htm) 

One, the page serves as a location for information about this evaluation, including a map and current 
timetable, details about the study process and public meetings, downloadable PDFs of reports and 
display boards, and links to e-mail the project team directly.  A screenshot of the web page is shown in 
Figure 3.1. 

Two, the project web page served as a conduit to the on-line rider survey.  A survey was developed 
and posted on the page via a web tool called Survey Monkey.  Respondentsô entries were 
automatically tabulated and results of the surveys could be seen in real time.  The tool was adjusted 
so that a survey could be completed only once per computer IP address. 

A telephone line dedicated to Metrobus studies was used, and the number (703-340-3105) was 
distributed on outreach materials and the rider survey.  However, it was not called by any riders of 
these Metrobus routes during this evaluation. 

http://www.metrobus-studies.com/MSE%202012%20E.Capitol/East%20Capitol.htm
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Figure 3.1 ï Screenshot of the Project Website Page 
 

 

3.4 Mailing List and Media Contacts 

The project team also developed a mailing list and e-mail database for the purpose of sending public 
meeting announcements and updates on the study as needed.  The list was compiled partly through 
electronic files compiled through previous transit studies in the corridor, and partly through information 
volunteered by respondents to the rider survey.  E-mail addresses numbered around 55 for this 
evaluation.  Additionally, around 50 media contacts were included in the list, comprised mainly of local 
community newspapers and prominent blogs. 

3.5 Business Reply Mail and Post Office Box 

To enable the return of paper-format rider surveys to the study team, a business reply mail account 
and post office box were used.  The location at Courthouse Post Office in Arlington was selected as it 
is next to the office of the consultant on the study team and would be easy to check regularly.  The 
artwork on the rider surveys included a barcode on one panel, so that the surveys would be 
automatically sent, postage-paid, to PO Box 17311, Arlington, VA 22216-9907. 
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4.0 Rider Survey 

As part of the public involvement effort for this evaluation, a survey of riders was conducted at the 
start of the study to obtain input about current conditions on the lines and suggestions for potential 
improvements.  The survey was administered both in paper format and on-line via the project website. 

4.1 Paper Surveys 

The paper survey had seven questions and was designed to be distributed to riders waiting for the 
bus.  In the event that not enough time was allowed for riders to complete the survey while waiting, the 
surveys could be mailed in later at no cost to respondents. 

The questions were in English on one side and Spanish on the other.  In addition to the questions and 
business reply mail art, the survey had space for additional comments, prompts for the respondent to 
include their contact information if they wished, and the project website and e-mail address. 

Approximately 300 surveys were distributed in late August 2012.  Table 4.1 shows the dates, times, 
and locations of the effort and the approximate number of surveys conducted or passed out at each. 
 

Table 4.1 ï Rider Survey Distribution 
 

Date Time Location (Direction) Approx. No. Distributed 

Aug 15 & 16 7:00 ï 1:00 pm Capitol Heights Metro ~ 100 

  

Aug 15 & 20 3:00 pm ï 7:00 pm Union Station ~ 150 

    

Aug 21 5:00 pm ï 7:00 pm 
Drop-In on Route 97, several round trips 
between Stadium-Armory and Capitol Heights 

~ 50 

 
Figure 4.1 on the following page shows the rider survey questions and layout as they appeared on the 
paper form.  Figure 4.2 shows the reverse panels of the form, with the Spanish version of the survey 
and the business reply mail artwork. 

As of October 21, 2012, 32 out of 104 total respondents had returned the paper survey.  The results 
are included in Appendix A. 

4.2 On-Line Surveys 

Rider surveys were also made available on the project website for Metrobus riders who wanted to 
provide their input but missed the paper surveys.  A survey was linked from the main project web 
page.  Respondents completed their surveys through an internet software program called Survey 
Monkey, and the settings were modified so that only one survey could be completed per computer. 

Approximately 50 posters were placed in bus stops shelters at high-boarding stops between McLean 
Gardens and Capitol Heights Metro.  These posters contained a QR Code which, when scanned by 
the riderôs smart phone, would direct the rider to the on-line survey on their phone. 

As of October 21, 2012, 72 out of 104 total respondents had completed the survey on-line.  The 
results are included in Appendix A.  A screen shot of the on-line survey is shown in Figure 4.3.  The 
11ò x 17ò poster that was placed on buses and in bus stop shelters, advertising the rider survey, is 
shown in Figure 4.4. 
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Figure 4.1 ï Rider Survey, Panel 1 
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Figure 4.2 ï Rider Survey, Panel 2 
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Figure 4.3 ï Rider Survey (Screenshot of On-Line Survey) 
 

 
 
Figure 4.4 ï Rider Survey (11ò x 17ò Poster) 
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The total of 104 surveys that were received contained input from riders about issues affecting the 
operation of Metrobus Routes 96 and 97, as well as suggestions on how to enhance transit service in 
the corridor. 
 
Of the 104 responses received, only one ï a paper survey ï was completed in Spanish. 
 

A more detailed summary of the rider survey results for this evaluation can be found below in Section 
4.3 and graphic displays of the results are included in Appendix A. 

 

4.3 Summary of Rider Survey Results 

 
The following is a summary of the results of the 104 rider surveys that the project team received. 

 

 Market ï  

o Most respondents ride the 96-97 routes regularly; 69 percent use the service three or 
more days per week. 

o 75 percent of respondents use the service to commute to and from work, 51 percent for 
shopping and errands, and 12 percent to get to and from school.  Some respondents 
selected more than one answer for this question. 

o 22 percent of respondents indicated that they reside in the Adams Morgan/Columbia 
Heights ZIP code.  18 percent live near East Capitol Street east of the Anacostia River.  
The residences of the remaining riders were spread over the corridor. 

o Among participants who answered the question about where they boarded their Route 
96 or 97 bus, the most popular answer was 14th & U Streets NW (17 percent), followed 
by a three-way tie between Capitol Heights Metro, East Capitol Street & Benning Road, 
and Union Station with 11 percent each. 

o Among those who stated where they alighted their 96-97 bus, 27 percent said Union 
Station and 9 percent said 14th & U Streets NW. 

 Transfers ï  

o 69 out of 104 respondents (66 percent) did not indicate that they transferred to Metrorail 
or another bus route on their trip.   

o Of those who did transfer, 57 percent transferred to another Metrobus route with the rest 
transferring to Metrorail. 

 Areas in Need of Improvement ï   

o Frequency of buses was the top issue among riders who indicated an area they would 
like Metro to address for Routes 96 and 97.  31 out of 94 respondents who answered 
the question said that the buses do not come often enough. 

o Reliability.  20 out of 94 respondents who answered this question said that buses are 
too often late or early, and that this is their chief concern with the 96-97 service. 

o Slow Travel Times was the third-most cited problem among respondents, with 17 out of 
94 identifying long trips as their main issue. 

o Bus Bunching ï tied into frequency and reliability ï and Hours of Service were also 
identified by riders as issues they would like Metro to address with this evaluation. 
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5.0 Focus Group and Public Meeting 

Following the rider survey, a focus group and a public meeting were conducted.  These events were 
designed to present preliminary service improvement proposals and solicit feedback from riders of the 
Metrobus routes in this evaluation. 

5.1 Background and Purpose 

Both the focus group and the public meeting were open to all members of the public.  They provided 
an opportunity to engage Metrobus riders and local communities directly and obtain candid feedback 
on transit service and ideas for possible improvements. 

Although the format of each event was different, the purpose of both the focus group and public 
meeting was to: 

 Present a summary of existing transit and traffic conditions on the lines being evaluated; 

 Show the preliminary results of the rider survey; 

 Gather additional input about issues of concern and potential solutions; and 

 Discuss preliminary service improvement proposals and obtain input on them. 
 

The focus group was held on Tuesday, September 25, 2012 at St. Colettaôs of Greater Washington, 
1901 Independence Avenue SE.  The first public meeting was held on Thursday, October 18, 2012 at 
Phoenix Park Hotel, 501 North Capitol Street NW.  Both of these events took place from 5 pm to 7 pm.  
The second public meeting was held on Wednesday, November 28, 2012, at Capitol View Public 
Library, 5001 Central Avenue SE, from 6 pm to 8 pm. 

The focus group reviewed a printed presentation with background information on Routes 96 and 97, a 
summary of transit and traffic conditions in the corridor, and preliminary options for improvements.  Six 
people RSVPôed to the focus group invitation; two attended. 

The public meetings were conducted open house-style; there was no set agenda and no presentation 
was given.  This was done to encourage potential participants to attend, as they would not have to 
arrive at the meeting location at a specific time.  Eleven participants attended the first public meeting, 
and nine attended the second.  The format of the public meetings was as follows: 

 Upon arrival at the registration table, participants were given a comment sheet; a fact sheet 
about the routes; and an 11ò x 17ò copy of the display boards, which contained information 
about the study and the preliminary service improvement proposals. 

 Participants reviewed the display boards set up around the room, and asked questions of 
project staff. 

 Project staff recorded participant comments, suggestions, and questions on flip charts. 

 Participants were asked to share the project information with neighbors and co-workers. 

5.2 Outreach Methods 

For each event, the study team undertook a campaign to invite Metrobus riders to the meetings.  The 
following activities were carried out to publicize the public meetings: 

 The project website was updated to announce the public meetings several weeks in advance. 

 Posters (11ò x 17ò) were printed and delivered to Northern Division with a letter to 
Superintendent Sophia Coleman-Hill asking to have her staff place posters on all Route 96 and 
97 buses.  This delivery took place one to two weeks before each event. 
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 Two e-mail broadcasts were sent to rider survey respondents, elected officials, civic groups, 
local media, community blogs, etc.  The first broadcast was sent one to two weeks in advance 
of each event, and the second was sent the day before each event. 

 At the first project team meeting, team members were asked for ideas about additional outreach 
that could be conducted ahead of the public meetings and encouraged to take the initiative in 
spreading the word about them. 

 Approximately 25 posters (11ò x 17ò) were placed in bus stop shelters at the highest boarding 
locations along Routes 96 and 97.  An example of a poster that was placed in a shelter is 
shown in Figure 5.1.  The placement of posters took place on a revolving basis, as some 
posters were torn down and had to be continually replaced over the course of two weeks. 

 Around 200 public meeting announcements (5.5ò x 4.25ò) were handed out at Union Station and 
Capitol Heights Metro Station.  The announcement card was a smaller version of the poster 
shown in Figure 5.1.  The cards were distributed several days in advance of each event.  
Initially, the focus group was meant to be invitation-only for respondents to the rider survey; 
however, due to a lack of response to the invitation e-mail, outreach for the focus group was 
opened to all members of the public.  For this additional outreach, members of the project team 
did a ñdrop-inò on Route 97 buses in the PM peak the day before the focus group, in order to 
generate last-minute interest in the event.  For the public meeting, cards were distributed at the 
Route 96-97 bus stop closest to Union Station immediately before and during the event, in an 
effort to capture the attention of riders on their way home from work. 

 A press release was sent out by WMATA to media outlets; Figure 5.2.  

5.3 Materials Presented 

The project team handed out hard copies of a presentation at the focus group, shown in Appendix C.   

Display boards were set up at the public meeting.  These are shown in Appendix D.   

In both instances, the materials were meant to convey visually what was being studied and what the 
draft recommendations were.  The materials also included maps and results of data collection efforts. 

Because the Metrobus lines in this evaluation have Latino riders, the study team also provided some 
study materials and notices of public meetings in Spanish.  Among these measures were bilingual 
rider surveys, bilingual posters on Metrobuses, and bilingual announcements handed out at high-
ridership bus stops. 

Of the 13 participants who attended the focus group and public meeting for this evaluation, none 
requested the Spanish materials or asked for a translator.  
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Figure 5.1 ï Public Meeting Announcement Poster 
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Figure 5.2 ï Press Release, October 2012 
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Figure 5.3 ï Press Release, November 2012 
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5.4 Transcription of Comments 

The following is a transcription of comments, questions, and suggestions received at the focus group 

and public meetings for Metrobus Routes 96 and 97: 

 

Comments Received at the Focus Group 

 

1. Route 97 is usually on time at 6:15 am, but afternoons are a different story. 

2. Takes Route 96 from Northwest to Folger Shakespeare Library at 7:50 am.  Usually on time; uses 

NextBus to see if the bus is running late.  PM buses often run late. 

3. Both participants said more buses in the PM peak would be helpful; frequency suffers, especially if 

thereôs bad weather or unusually bad traffic. 

4. Both the 96 and 97 buses often bunch up, especially between 6 pm and 7 pm. 

5. Paper schedules tend to be accurate in the morning.  NextBus is usually accurate as well, but 

sometimes it seems like GPS isnôt tracking the buses properly. 

6. Traffic is always snarled around New York Avenue. Still, it often takes less time to get home in the 

PM than it does to get to work in the AM. 

7. Detours and road work happen now and then, but generally the problem with travel time is traffic.   

8. 18th Street runs much better now that road work is done.  U Street is slow but steady.  East 

Capitol Street is slow in the middle section, but faster on the ends. 

9. Too many stops on these routes; would be better to take every third one out.  3rd and 4th Street 

stops are right next to each other ï why? 

10. The annunciator says that there is still a stop at 2nd Street. 

11. Metrobus needs better communication with bus drivers about detours and delays. 

12. Better signage is needed for riders affected by service changes. 

13. Would be helpful if Route 96 could skip Adams Morgan entirely, as other buses serve that area. 

14. Capitol Heights Metro is not unsafe per se, but there are a lot of petty thefts.  Could use more 

police presence at Union Station. 

15. The stop location at Union Station is bad; need a permanent solution. 

16. Both participants said they feel for the bus drivers and understand how tough their job is, but the 

drivers do not enforce the rules as they should.  Kids get out of control.  Bus drivers should be 

trained in how to get kids to behave; but as it is, they donôt want confrontations. 

17. Fare boxes often do not work, and Metro loses money.  Seems like every other day, especially in 

the AM, the fare box is broken and the driver just waves people on the bus. 

18. Route 97 rider would continue to transfer to the D6 at Union Station toward Dupont Circle, unless 

the 97 went as far as 13th & H. 

19. Both participants were in favor of skipping the stop at Louisiana & Constitution, and said that going 

straight up Massachusetts Avenue would be even better.  Would save a lot of time. 

20. The 96 rider liked the idea of the skip-stop service; makes sense, as few people get on or off at 

the six stops that would be skipped. 

21. Skepticism about the mid-line recovery location at Union Station.  Participants said two minutes at 

most would be all right, but any longer than that and passengers will become irritated. 

22. Splitting Route 96 at Union Station is a non-starter for the Route 96 rider.  One participant said 

she would not take the 96 anymore in favor of the Red Line. 

 

 

 

 



Service Evaluation Study: Metrobus Routes 96-97 21 
Technical Memorandum #3: Public Involvement  
 

Comments Received at Public Meeting 1 

 

1. With regard to creating the overlapping routes (Stadium-Armory to McLean Gardens and Capitol 

Heights to Duke Ellington Bridge), a participant from east of the Anacostia River said that some 

riders from her neighborhood are in the hospitality industry, and go as far as Connecticut Avenue 

on the 96 to work at the hotels around Woodley Park. 

2. Overlapping routes is not good at night ï the transfer would be inconvenient for her neighbors. 

3. Waits for the 96 bus can be very long, especially in midday and late at night.  Can be as much as 

45 minutes. 

4. Participant usually takes the X9 to Metro Center and likes the limited-stop service. 

5. Representative from the Capitol BID asked whether the study team has talked with Capitol Police 

about reopening 1st Street. 

6. Security on the 96 and 97 at Capitol Heights needs to be better.  Participant was stabbed there. 

7. Bus drivers often do not recognize his disability card. 

8. Would be helpful to extend Route 97 to Metro Center, and would like more buses from Capitol 

Heights. 

9. A man who rides from Stadium-Armory to Union Station liked the concept of reducing travel time 

either by rerouting over 2
nd

 Street or having one route use Massachusetts Avenue from 11
th
 Street 

to Union Station.  He said that even the small difference in the current route between the 96 and 

97 approaching Union Station makes a significant time difference.  He was somewhat negative on 

extending 97 farther into downtown because it might make his trip less reliable. 

10. A man who rides from U & 17
th
 Streets to the Senate Office Buildings likes the rerouting via 2

nd
 

Street if there was a stop near 2
nd

 & Constitution.  He now rides the Louisiana routing to the stop 

at 1
st
 & Constitution.  He also commented on the large number of adults and children who transfer 

to the 96 in the morning at U & 14
th
 or Florida & 7

th
 and get off at New Jersey and New York going 

to a child center there. 

11. The NoMa participant suggested removing the five parking meters on the north side of 

Massachusetts Avenue NE between 1
st
 Street and North Capitol Street to free up a lane for traffic 

in a very congested area.  This would help westbound 96. 

12. The overlapping route idea is ñcorrectò, as the 96 is really two routes.  He has observed that most 

people get off around U Street, and then itôs a totally different group riding from U Street to Union 

Station. 

13. New York Avenue is a terrible bottleneck.  Traffic on 18th Street is better now. 

14. Participant likes the Route 37 express route and wonders if there can be a limited-stop 96. 

15. DDOT should look at how population is increasing in certain neighborhoods along Route 96 and 

how this will affect ridership in the near term. 

16. Takes the 96 only irregularly from Capitol South area to Columbia Heights, but whenever he does 

take it, U Street is a ñparking lotò.  Is it possible to detour off of U Street? 

17. Need NextBus signs in shelters so riders know when the next bus is coming. 

18. Security concerns at Stadium-Armory, especially when transferring there in off-peak hours. 

19. Many participants agreed that the worst traffic spot is New York and New Jersey Avenues 

southbound. 

20. Likes the idea of express service on U Street. 

21. Eliminating the zigzag at the Capitol is a good idea, but only if a stop is added on 2nd Street near 

Massachusetts Avenue and D Street. 

22. Likes the idea of overlapping Route 96. 

23. Open up 1st Street again, at least to buses. 
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Comments Received at Public Meeting 2 

 

1. Is it possible to use Cathedral or Woodley to get bus riders closer to the zoo? 

2. Would like to see the 97 extended west to Federal Triangle. 

3. 96-97 buses are usually on time in the pm peak, but late in the am peak.  

4. Sometimes the 96 bus is crowded on weekends; could be more frequent. 

5. Traffic is terrible around New York and New Jersey Avenues. 

6. Add time and extra trips to the Sunday schedule. 

7. Would like the 97 to be an express service like the 79 or X9. 

8. Can Metro make available a day pass for Metrobus? 

9. 96 needs to be more reliable all day long. 

10. Would like bus shelters on East Capitol Street (at 53rd, 55th, and 57th Streets). 

11. Congestion at East Capitol and Benning is horrible ï provide more green time for buses to get 

through the intersection? 

12. Would like to see a traffic control officer at East Capitol & Benning, or a WMATA supervisor. 

13. Congestion and crowding mostly takes place in the morning rush. 

14. Many of the sidewalks in Ward 7 are not cut for wheelchair access. 

15. Weekend 96 buses should be more regular. 

16. Does not like the idea of the overlapping of Route 96 segments; as it might mean less service for 

riders on East Capitol east of Stadium-Armory. 

17. Rowdy kids on buses; is it possible to have a different bus for them, or at least a monitor? 

18. Construction equipment around Benning Road ï whatôs this all about? 

19. The population is growing fast along East Capitol Street and other parts of Ward 7 ï would like to 

see Metro do more long-range planning to meet transit needs. 

20. Need a larger elevator at Benning Road and Capitol Heights Metro Stations. 

21. Trees should be trimmed on North Capitol at 53rd and 51st Streets. 

22. Re-time the traffic signal at Benning & East Capitol. 

23. Against the idea of extending the 97 route into downtown. 

24. Eliminate the 1st St & Louisiana Avenue stop. 

25. Extend the 97 Route to metro Center and make the whole route limited-stop. 

 
Comment Sheets Received at Public Meeting 2 
 
1. Place recycling bins alongside trash receptacles at bus stops. 
2. Last trip of the day should start no earlier than 11 pm. 
3. Would like more service on weekends. 
4. Eliminate the stop at 1st & Constitution 
5. Would like earlier start time for 96 buses coming from Woodley Park. 
 
1. Would like the project team to address several Ward 7 civic groups. 
2. Public meeting was informative; looking forward to recommendations being implemented. 
 
1. Begin a school shuttle from 7 am to 8:30 am for the significant number of school children who use 

the 97 bus. 
2. Schedule adherence is particularly bad between 8 am and 10 am on Saturday and Sunday. 
 
1. Please advise Route 96 bus drivers of road blocks and detours during inauguration in January. 
2. 97 from Union Station to Capitol Heights ï please use larger buses during PM rush hour. 
3. Close the time gap between the change from 97 to 96. 
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E-mails Received in Conjunction with Public Involvement 
 
1. I wanted to share one comment that will hopefully be addressed.   The East Capitol St. and 

Benning bus stops have inadequate amenities.  Though I do not ride the bus I witness the number 
of riders that do not have adequate cover from the elements. The stop currently has a single 
shelter with three seats. Typically, I see twenty people waiting without a place to sit or find refuge 
from the elements.  Why are the amenities so inadequate, and will this be addressed? 
 

2. I missed all the surveys and meetings for bus route 96 study, so I hope I am not too late for some 
input especially since I had quite the experience this past Friday evening waiting for 96 bus!  The 
first time I waited at 13th and U for 40 minutes and shortly after I got on the bus I realized I needed 
to return for something I had left behind and waited for an hour at the same stop!  Evenings for the 
96 and this includes late afternoon are a nightmare. The mornings are, I would say, 99% on time. 
My feelings are: if you are talking about two destinations for the 96 then the 96 that goes to 
McLean Gardens should stop at Union Station and the 96 that would stop at the bridge could 
operate to Stadium-Amory. And what would be the frequency for travelers to McLean Gardens? 
Yes, there are too many stops along the route from 18th/Columbia Road to Union Station. I get off 
at Florida and Rhode Island to walk the half block to work and at Rhode Island and R is another 
stop. It is mere steps away from the stop I alight from. Your research was very great and I enjoyed 
seeing your conclusions which I mostly agree with. 

 
3. For passengers traveling between Capitol Hill and Union Station/Northwest DC, the most 

important issue to solve has got to be the detour around First St. NE.  The current convoluted 
route is slow and very delay-prone.  A better route would be the one the Circulator uses via 2nd 
St. NE, or even better convince the Capitol Police to let buses stay on First St. Thank you for your 
consideration. 
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Appendix A: Metrobus Routes 96-97 

Rider Survey, Final Results 
 

 
 
 

 
 
For Question 2, the percent of respondents totals more that 100% because some riders who took the 
survey selected more than one answer.
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ñOtherò responses included M & 1st NW, 4th & P NW, 14th & Mass SE, Cathedral & 29th NW (2), 1st 
& R St, East Capitol & 55th (2), Tenleytown, 17th & Mass SE, 16th & U NW (3), New Jersey & 5th, 
18th & Florida NW, Rhode Island & Florida NW, 11th St NW, U & New Hampshire, 15th & Mass NW, 
East Capitol & 6th (2), East Capitol & 15th, East Capitol & 14th, Lincoln Park, 18th & California, 18th & 
Columbia, Adams Mill & Calvert (2), 29th & Garfield, Wisconsin & Macomb, New Jersey & N, and 
Calvert & Biltmore. 
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ñOtherò responses included New Jersey & R, Eastern Market (2), Columbia & 18th, 29th St NW, U & 
New Hampshire, East Capitol & 8th SE, 16th & New Hampshire (2), Tenleytown (2), Wisconsin & 
Macomb, 13th & Mass NE, Foggy Bottom, East Capitol & 1st (3), Maryland & 1st, New Jersey & P 
NW, 1st & Constitution, K Street, New Jersey & M (2), North Capitol & 1st, Rhode Island Ave, 2nd & 
Bates, 56th Place, Walker-Jones Campus, US Capitol, 14th & Independence SE, and Woodley Park 
(2). 
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Note that not all respondents transferred on their trip.  69 respondents, or 66 percent, of 104 total 
respondents skipped the question, presumably because they did not transfer.  The percentages for 
Question 5 total 100 percent of those who answered the question.   
 
For the 20 respondents who selected ñMetrobusò, answers included Route 92 (5 respondents), D6 (4), 
X1/X2 (3), and S2, 70, 80, U8, and the 30s Line (one response each).  Three respondents did not 
identify the Metrobus route they transferred to. 
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20009, the most popular answer for Question 6, includes Adams Morgan and Columbia Heights.  
20019 encompasses the area on both sides of East Capitol Street east of the Anacostia River.   
20016 includes McLean Gardens in upper Northwest DC.   
20002 contains the area between the U.S. Capitol and RFK Stadium north of East Capitol Street.   
20003 includes the area between the U.S. Capitol and RFK Stadium south of East Capitol Street.  
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Additional Questions: On-Line Rider Survey 

The on-line version of the rider survey for this evaluation featured optional questions that were not part 
of the paper survey.  The results of the extra questions are as follows: 

 

 
 
 
Question 9 asked for the respondentôs contact information. 
 
 

 
 

 
  



Service Evaluation Study: Metrobus Routes 96-97 30 
Technical Memorandum #3: Public Involvement  
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Note: Percentages in Questions 18 and 19 do not equal 100 because some respondents selected 
multiple answers. 


