T&E COMMITTEE #1

March 1, 2012

Worksession
MEMORANDUM

February 28, 2012

Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy & Environment Committee

FROM: ;#Keith Levchenko, Senior Legislative Analyst

SUBJECT: Worksession: FY13-18 Capital Improvements Program (CIP) Conservation

of Natural Resources:
+ Stormwater Management
¢« Storm Drains

Council Staff Recommendations:

s Stormwater Management: Approve as Recommended by the County Executive.

Highlights:

o Major ramp-up in scope and costs for projects to address retrofit work per the

NPDES-MS4 permit

o Major increase in State Aid assumed in concert with bullet #1
NOTE: the Stormwater Management CIP is funded entirely from Water Quality
Protection Fund dollars (current revenue and bonds) and State Aid. Therefore, changes in
expenditures in this program DO NOT affect overall CIP Spending Affordability limits.

e Storm Drains: Approve as Recommended by the County Executive.
Highlights:
o No new “stand alone” projects
o Completion of Town of Chevy Chase Storm Drain Improvements in FY13 (same as
approved)
o One-year slippage in the Maple Avenue Storm Drain and Roadway Improvement
project due to design issues.
o Wapakoneta Road Improvements on schedule
NOTE: The Storm Drain CIP is funded primarily with current revenue and GO Bonds
and thus any Council recommendations for funding in this program are tentative, pending
CIP Reconciliation in early May.




The following officials and staff will be attending this meetingf

Stormwater Management CIP Discussion

Bob Hoyt, Director, Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)
Steve Shofar, Chief, Watershed Management Division, DEP

Gladys Balderrama, Manager, Director’s Office, DEP

Craig Carson, Manager, Watershed Restoration Program, DEP

Mary Beck, CIP Coordinator, Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
Ed Piesen, OMB

Storm Drain CIP Discussion

Art Holmes, Director, Department of Transportation (DOT)

Al Roshdieh, Deputy Director, DOT

Bruce Johnston, Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering, DOT

Michael Mitchell, Senior Engineer, Division of Transportation Engineering, DOT
Adam Damin, OMB

FY13-18 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT CIP
Summary

Stormwater management is a shared responsibility among several County departments
and agencies. DEP plans and implements the stormwater management CIP program. The
Department of Permitting Services reviews, approves, inspects, and enforces requirements for
construction of privately-owned stormwater management facilities. DEP works with the
County’s Department of Transportation (DOT) to address storm drain outfall repair issues, as
well as with the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC) when WSSC
infrastructure work is needed. DEP also inspects and provides structural maintenance for most
Montgomery County Public Schools’ (MCPS) and the Montgomery County facilities on
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) land.

An excerpt from the Executive’s Recommended FY13-18 CIP is attached on ©1-10. The
Executive is recommending a large increase in the 6-year program (from $106.3 million to $295
million, or 178%). This follows a big increase two years ago (from $30.9 million to over $106
million in the latest FY11-16 Approved CIP).

This increase is reflective of the County’s efforts to implement its work associated with
the County’s National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit (discussed in more detail later in this memorandum).

The following table shows the Executive’s recommendation compared to the Approved
FY11-16 CIP.

Stormwater Management CIP (in $000s

FY11-16 Latest Approved 106,275 8,880 11,445 20,695 21,305 23,958 19,995

FY13-18 CE Recommended 295,000 35,000 45,000 50,000 50,000 55,000 60,000
change from Approved 188,725 . 14,305 23,605 26,048 30,008
percent change from Approved ’ 177.6% 69.1% 111.2% 108.7% 150.1%




The bulk of the increased dollars are in the SM Retrofit - Countywide project ($102
million increase) and two new projects: SM Retrofit — Roads ($64.4 million) and SM Retrofit —
Schools ($20.1 million).

Overall, there are six ongoing projects and two new projects.
The sources of funds for the Approved FY11-16 CIP and the FY13-18 Recommended
CIP are shown in the following chart.

Stormwater Management CIP Funding (in $000s
FY11-16 FY13-18 $$% %

Total Total Change Change
Six-Year Total 106,275 295,000 | 188,725 177.6%
GO Bonds - - -
Current Revenue - - -
State Aid 4,980 60,000 55,020 1104.8%
SWM Waiver Fees - - -
Water Quality Protection Charge - Bonds 94,270 228,250 | 133,980 142.1%
Water Quality Protection Charge 7,025 6,750 (275) -3.9%

Two years ago, the Council approved the Executive’s recommendation to use bonds paid
for with Water Quality Protection Charge (WQPC) revenue to cover the majority of spending in
this program. According to OMB staff, these bonds are being treated like revenue bonds and
therefore do not factor into the County’s General Obligation Bond Spending Affordability limits.
For FY13-18, most of the recommended increase in spending would be covered with additional
Water Quality Protection Charge bonds.

The rest of the increase is covered by increased State Aid ($10 million per year assumed).

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Discharge
(NPDES-MS$S4) Permit

Background

The T&E Committee has held several briefings on the NPDES-MS4 permit over the past
few years (most recently in October 2011). Some general information presented at that meeting
is reproduced below.

DEP is the lead agency for Montgomery County with regard to the NPDES Permit. The
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) is the State agency responsible for approving
NPDES permits, which are required as part of the Clean Water Act enforced by the
Environmental Protection Agency. The first five-year permit was renewed in July 2001 and later
modified in January 2004 to include six localities as “co-permittees.” The County’s permit
covers all areas of the county with the exception of the cities of Gaithersburg, Rockville, and
Takoma Park and lands under the control of State agencies (including the Maryland-National



Capital Park and Planning Commission and Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission) or
Federal agencies.

The current 5-year permit was issued by MDE on February 16, 2010. DEP is the lead

department coordinating a multi-department/agency response to meet the permit’s requirements.

Permit Requirements

The major requirements of the County’s NPDES-MS4 Permit are:

L.

Complete restoration efforts for an additional 20 percent of the County's impervious,
urban surfaces not currently restored to the maximum extent practicable. This is the
primary driver of FY13-18 CIP expenditure increases.

Support regional strategies to reduce trash and increase recycling, as set forth in the Trash
Free Potomac Watershed Initiative 2006 Action Agreement, to eliminate trash in the
Anacostia and Potomac Rivers.

Implement TMDL limits to restore impaired waterways in the County by developing and
implementing plans to reduce nonpoint source pollutant loads (e.g., from stormwater).
Ensure anti-degradation measures for high quality waters (Tier II waters) within the
County, including appropriate reviews prior to approval of capital projects, water/sewer
plan amendments, and any development with the potential to affect water quality and
downstream water quality.

Establish long-term schedules for identifying sources of pollution and water quality
improvement opportunities for all watersheds in the County.

Use environmental-site design/low-impact development as a method to capture
stormwater, by improving the County's stormwater management ordinances/regulations
and modifying the County's planning and zoning codes as needed. Environmental Site
Design (ESD), as outlined in Chapter 5 of the Maryland Stormwater Management Act, is
required to be implemented to the maximum extent practicable.

All new construction in the County must follow the State stormwater controls as defined
in the Stormwater Management Act of 2007. Chapter 5 of the Stormwater Management
Act on Environmental Site Design requires developers to maintain after development, as
nearly as possible, the predevelopment runoff characteristics to the maximum extent
practicable.

Detect and eliminate illegal, non-stormwater discharges into the storm drain.

Involve and engage the public in the process of stormwater control.



The County submitted its draft County Coordination Implementation Strategy (CCIS) to
the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) on February 16, 2011. Work with MDE is
ongoing to finalize the CCIS; however, DEP does not expect major changes to the latest draft.

Cost Implications

The cost implications for implementation of these changes are substantial. Overall, last
fall, DEP estimated the permit costs at about $305 million through 2015 and nearly $1.9 billion
through 2030. Charts from the latest CCIS (attached on ©23-24) break out these estimated costs
by watershed and type of work to be done.

Funding will be sought from Federal and State sources as well as local partners.
However, as shown earlier, about 80 percent of CIP costs are expected to be funded with bonds
supported by the County’s Water Quality Protection Fund (WQPF).!

The increase in Water Quality Protection Fund bond funding in the Recommended
FY13-18 CIP is about $134 million above what is programmed in the Approved FY11-16 CIP.

In FY 13, the recommended increase in bonds is about $5.3 million, which translates
roughly to about $381,000 in debt service (assuming a 14-1 ratio of bonds to debt service), which
would in turn add about $1.66 in the FY13 ERU rate (assuming about $233,000 in revenue raised
per dollar added to the ERU rate). Debt service costs will continue to grow as additional new
debt is added to the Fund each year.

Note: without having the FY'13 operating expense totals for the Water Quality Protection
Fund, any potential FY13 ERU rate increase cannot be estimated at this time.

Water Quality Protection Fund

The Water Quality Protection Fund and charge were created in 2001 via Council
legislation (Bill 28-00). For over 10 years, the Water Quality Protection Fund has covered the
costs for the County’s inspection, maintenance, and rehabilitation of thousands of stormwater
management facilities. DEP is ramping up its implementation of the NPDES permit, and the
Water Quality Protection Fund is the major source of funding (for both current revenue and bond
financing) for this work as well.

The Executive is considering a number of changes to Chapter 19-35 of the County Code
to modify the Water Quality Protection Charge. This is not surprising, given the major cost
commitment of the NPDES-MS4 permit, the fact that the County now has the benefit of more

! The WQPF is funded via an annual charge on property tax bills to all residential properties and “associated non-
residential properties” (properties that drain into facilities that also serve residential properties). The charge is based
on the rate per equivalent residential unit (ERU) of imperviousness. The ERU was calculated to be an average of
2,406 square feet for detached residential properties. For FY 12, the Council approved an ERU rate of $70.50.
Detached homes pay | ERU. Townhouses pay 1/3 of an ERU. Muiti-family and associated non-residential
properties are billed as multiples of the ERU based on actual imperviousness.
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than 10 years of experience with the Water Quality Protection Charge, and the availability of
improved technologies to feasibly implement a more precise charge to properties. The intent of
these changes will be to make the charge more equitable and more broad and ensure that there
are sufficient resources to meet the NPDES-MS4 permit requirements.

Implementation

DEP already has engineering and construction contracts in place that are being utilized
now for current work. Additional contracts will be needed in future years to handle the
significantly greater construction load. DEP plans to utilize contractors as much as possible to
minimize staff increases. DEP has already started to ramp up with the addition of new staff in
the last several budgets.

Issues

State Aid Assumptions

As noted earlier, the CIP assumes far greater State aid levels than previously received in
the stormwater management CIP. Council Staff asked Executive staff to elaborate on the $10
million per year State aid assumption for FY13-18. Below is DEP’s response:

DEP discussed the County’s State Aid projected support with MDE representatives. MDE has
signaled that they are comfortable with the County’s assumption the 360M, as other Counties are
raising the issue of State support. '

DEP used the following criteria to program State Aid:
= We targeted CIP projects that have historically received State Aid in the past (Stream
restoration, Stormwater retrofit, Road LID).
»  The State Aid allocation for each CIP project on the amount of workload programmed,
impervious area addressed by the project, and ability to implement the project as to take
advantage of the State Aid.

We agree in that the State Aid could be higher or lower than $10M. To minimize impact to the
County, the FY13-18 CIP includes State Aid appropriation in projects for which we have written
State Aid commitment For example, Stormwater retrofit and LID Road have State Aid
appropriation ($1M combined for both projects) per commitment letter from the State. For all
other projects State Aid will be appropriated as it becomes available. The projects programmed
with State Aid were also prioritized accordingly.

Council Staff confirmed that the State aid assumed is not contingent upon any State
legislative changes. Receipt of the State aid will be a key factor in how much work DEP can
implement in the CIP. From Montgomery County’s perspective, Council Staff would argue that
the local commitment of CIP dollars (already extremely high) should not have to increase further
if the assumed State aid is not forthcoming.




Stormwater Managsement Retrofits

The biggest cost increase in the CIP is for stormwater retrofit work. The permit goal is to
retrofit 4,300 acres to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). The following chart shows DEP’s
latest assumptions for acreage of impervious area retrofits within the FY13-18 CIP:

Estimated Acres of Retrofit by Project

FY13-18 CiP)

Acres

Project Treated”

Misc. Stream Valley Improvements 227
SM Retrofit - Government Facllities 23
SM Retrofit - Roads 147
SM Retrofit - Schools 14
SM Retrofit- Countywide 3,029
Watershed Restoration - Interagency 57
Total 3,497

*Note: Additional impervious area will be treated through
rainscapes, ICC mitigation and stewardship, and
redevelopment.

As shown on the chart, DEP estimates treatment of 3,497 acres (or over 81 percent of the
permit goal) in FY'13-18.

DEP staff provided the following information regarding its updated cost estimates for
work: ’

LID practices are estimated based upon average 3200,000/impervious area (unless we have
updated cost estimates) for Roadway LID, School LID and Government Facilities LID.
Stormwater pond retrofits (unless we have updated cost estimates) range between 3100,000-
$150,000 for design, which is typically 1/3 of the total project cost. Since we are retrofitting
ponds with a small impervious area, the consultant still has to perform the same level of work for
a facility with a larger contributing impervious area (within reason of complexity). Retrofitting
the smaller facilities with lower impervious area is increasing the impervious cost. Stream
Restoration projects are estimated based upon average 8250/ft (unless we have more updated
cost estimates or the project requires more extensive work). Please see the attached FY13-18
CIP Budget Spreadsheet for your reference.

When the FY11-16 was prepared the CCIS and a portion of the projects had not yet been
identified. The cost increase is due to several factors, including completion of CCIS, completion
of studies, identifying additional potential projects, and more recent experience with actual
implementation costs

While below the permit goal, DEP’s estimate of acres to be treated represents a massive
ramp-up of work. DEP has received positive feedback from MDE regarding these plans and
feels this estimate of work represents the most DEP can reasonably expect to implement over the
next several years. It should also be noted that Montgomery County is the only jurisdiction in
the State of Maryland that has received its latest NPDES-MS4 permit and that the work



identified in the CIP establishes the County as a statewide leader in its permit implementation
efforts as well.

Project Review

Facility Planning: SM (PDF on ©2)

Six-Year FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
FY11-16 Latest Approved 7,025 925 1,200 1,350 1,350 1,100 1,100 [ e
FY13-18 CE Recommended 6,750 o 1,150 1,150 1,150 1,100 1,100 1,100
(200) (200) 50 -
4 -14.8% -14.8% 4.5% 0.0%

FY18

FY17

change from approved
percent change from approved

This project funds evaluations of watershed needs and identifies alternatives to address
these needs, including possible CIP projects. This project provides approximately 30% design
completion to projects generated from this program.

The project was increased substantially two years ago in order to provide for a feasibility
study of the Anacostia River tributaries in partnership with the US Army Corps of Engineers,
watershed assessments to meet the new NPDES permit requirements, and feasibility studies to
identify Low Impact Development (LID) and other stormwater management retrofit
opportunities at County schools.

Ongoing work is focusing on the development of implementation plans to meet the
County’s approved Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) goals. DEP is also identifying existing
stormwater retrofit opportunities that do not require facility planning before pursuing final
design.

The project is funded with Water Quality Protection Fund current revenue dollars.

Misc. Stream Valley Improvements (PDF on ©3-4)

FY11-16 Latest Approved 8,370 1,395 1,395 1,395 1,395 1,395 1,395 |5 -
[FY13-18 CE Recommended 15,870 3,070 3,070 3,070 2,220 2,220 2,220
change from approved 1,675 1,675 1,675 825

percent change from approved 120.1% 120.1% 120.1% 59.1%

This project funds the design and construction of restoration and corrective measures to
stream reaches having severe channel erosion, sedimentation, habitat degradation, and flooding
problems. Priorities are based on watershed studies and data from the Countywide Stream
Protection Strategy (see excerpt from 2003 update on ©12-13).

The Executive is recommending a total of $15.8 million over the six-year period (an
increase of nearly 90% from the approved level of effort of approximately $1.4 million per year,
$8.4 million over the six-year period). This cost increase is the result of scope changes and
higher project costs. The projects to be done are noted on the PDF.



Work at Booze Creek is near completion. Donnybrook and Hollywood Branch are
expected to be under construction this summer pending permit approval. Breewood Tributary is
in design.

The project is funded with Water Quality Protection Bonds and State aid. For FY13, the
Executive is recommending a substantial increase in State aid (from $255,000 per year to $1.0
million per year).

During its stream evaluations, DEP also identifies storm drain outfall repair needs and
coordinates with DOT’s Qutfall Repairs project. Sewer issues are also identified and forwarded
to WSSC. One project, Cold Spring Tributary, has been addressed by WSSC.

Council Staff recommends approval of the project as recommended by the County
Executive. The T&E Committee concurs.

Stormwater Management Facility Major Structural Repair (PDF on ©3)

Six-Year FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15§
FY11-16 Latest Approved 8,250 1,300 1,350 1,600 1,650 1,650 ;
FY13-18 CE Recommended 2,350 2,450 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500
change from approved 750 800 850 800

percent change from approved 46.9% 48.5% 51.5% 47 1%

i

This project provides for the design and construction of major structural repairs to
County maintained stormwater management facilities. Smaller, less complex, projects are
funded out of the Operating Budget.

The Executive is recommending a six-year total of $14.8 million (an increase of $5.6
million). This increase is needed to address an increased number of projects to meet MS4 permit
requirements and the inclusion of larger and more complex projects and higher construction
costs, and the utilization of new sliplining techniques.

The approved project is funded with WQPF Bonds and (new for FY13 and beyond) $1.0
million in State aid. :

Projects to be done in FY13 are noted on the PDF. Beyond FY13, DEP expects to do:
B’nai Israel, Brandermill, Hunters Woods, Chadswoods, and Persimmon Tree.

SM Retrofit: Countywide (©7-8)

Six-Year FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15
FY11-16 Latest Approved 52,010 85 2,425 11,000 11,500 14,400 10,800 3%
FY13-18 CE Recommended 154,010 ; seaiatd 16,210 24,200 25,100 24,500 28,500 34,500
change from approved 102,000 5,210 12,700 10,700 13,600
percent change from approved 198.1% ¢ 47 4% 110.4% 74.3% 124.8%

This project provides for the design and construction of stormwater management retrofit
projects countywide. The list of projects to be done is included on the PDF.
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The Executive is recommending a total of $154 million over the six-year period (a huge
increase compared to the approved six-year cost of $52 million, which was itself a big increase
from two years ago). As with other projects, this project is recommended to utilize WQPC
bonds along with State aid (which is recommended to increase from an approved level of
$575,000 per year to a recommended $4.5 million per year.

SM Retrofit: Government Facilities (©6)

SM Retrofit - Government Facilities
Six-Year FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY13

\FY11-16 Latest Approved 27,875 3,475 4,900 4,900 4,900 4,900 4,900 P4
FY13-18 CE Recommended 17,425 2,125 2,900 3,100 3,100 3,
change from approved (2,775) (2,000) {1,800) (1,800}
percent change from approved -56.6% ~40.8% -36.7% -36.7%

This project provides for the design and construction of Low Impact Design (LID)
stormwater management devices at County facilities. The Executive is recommending a six-year
total of $17.4 million funded with WQPC bonds and (new for FY13 and beyond) $1.0 million
per year in State aid. The project costs show a decrease because work related to roads and
schools has been broken out into two new projects.

SM Retrofit: Roads (©6)

SM Retrofit - Roads

Six-Year FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18
£Y1 1-16 ILtest Approved - - - - -
FY13-18 CE Recommended 64,425 8,515 9,910 11,500 11,500 11,500 11,500
change from approved 64 425 8,515 9,910 11,800 11,500
percent change from approved #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIVAO! #DIVIO! #DIV/O

This new project was split from the SM Retrofit: Government Facilities project. Projects
planned for construction are listed on the PDF.

SM Retrofit: Schools (©6)

SM Retrofit - Schools
Fy12 FY13

Six-Year FY14 FY15 FY17

FY16 FY18

FY11-16 Latest Approved - - - - - - - [ERGnIRRRRRRE S
FY13-18 CE Recommended 20,100 = 1,270 1,010 3,270 4,850 4,350 4,850
change from approved 20,100 1,270 1,010 3,270 4,850

percent change from approved #DOIVI #DIV/IQ! #DIV/O! #DIVIO! #DIV/IO!

This new project was also split from the SM Retrofit: Government Facilities project.
Projects planned for construction are listed on the PDF. Unlike the other projects, no State aid is
assumed for this project, because legislative action would be required.

Watershed Restoration — Interagency (©9-10)

Watershed Restoration - Interagenc

FY11-16 Latest Approved 1,645 - 175 450 510 510 -

[FY13-18 CE Recommended 1,620 ~ 310 310 310 230 230 230
change from approved (25} {140} {200} (200} 230
percent change from approved -1.5% -31.1% -39 2% -38.2%  #DIVID!
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This project is an ongoing series of subprojects that are being constructed in cooperation
with the US Army Corps of Engineers.

For FY13-18 the Executive is recommending $1.6 million in expenditures, similar to
FY11-16 Approved cost totals. Expenditures by the Corps of Engineers do not show up in the
PDF. The Corps pays 65% to 75% of the total costs. A feasibility study for the Anacostia River
Restoration Plan was completed in 2010 by the Corps of Engineers. The County share of these
costs was included in the Facility Planning: SM project). Specific projects have been identified
for FY13 and beyond.

FY13-18 STORM DRAINS CIP

NOTE: Council Staff is supportive of the FY13-18 Storm Drain CIP projects
recommended by the County Executive. NOTE: The Storm Drain CIP is funded
primarily with current revenue and G.O. Bonds and thus any Council recommendations
for funding in this program are tentative, pending CIP Reconciliation in early May.

Summary

DOT manages the County storm drain program. Properly functioning storm drains
remove excess water from the roads, ensuring safer road conditions while also protecting roads
from water damage. Properly functioning storm drains also protect adjacent properties from
water runoff damage. Work is identified through requests for assistance that come from property
owners as well as from government agencies. DOT works in partnership with the State and other
municipalities when State roads and/or municipal properties are involved. DOT staff will be
available to provide a brief overview of the storm drain program. An informational brochure on
the program is attached on ©22-23.

An excerpt from the Executive’s Recommended FY13-18 CIP for storm drains is
attached on ©12-22. The Executive is recommending $11.2 million for FY13-18. The
following table shows the recommendation by fiscal year compared to the original Approved
FY09-14 CIP and the Amended CIP.

Six-Year FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
FY11.18 Amended 14,136 2,746 3,796 3,166 1,476 1,476 1,476
FY13-18 CE Recommended 3,043 2,021 1,476 1,476
change from amended (123) £45 -

percent change from approved -3.5% 38.9% 0.0% 0.0%

FY17

The only amendment since the FY11-16 CIP was approved involved a $35,000 reduction
of current revenue funding in the Facility Planning: Storm Drains project for FY12.

For the FY13-18 CIP, the County Executive is recommending a substantial decrease of
$2.9 million (20.6%) over the amended CIP. The six-year decrease in expenditures is primarily
the result of two ongoing projects moving closer to completion (Maple Avenue Storm Drain &
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Roadway Improvement and the Town of Chevy Chase Storm Drain Improvements). No new
projects are recommended.

The sources of funds for the Stormdrains CIP are shown in the following chart.

Stormdrains CIP (in $000s

Six-Year % of
Total Total

FY13-18 Recommended Total 11,228
GO Bonds 9,538 84.9%
Current Revenue 1,580 14.1%
State Aid - 0.0%
LIntergovernmental 110 1.0%

Most of the program continues to be funded with G.O. bonds with Facility Planning:
Stormdrains funded with current revenue. Some storm drain projects can involve State or other
outside participation. For example, the Maple Avenue Storm Drain project assumes some
revenue from WSSC.

Project Review

Facility Planning: Stormdrains (PDF on ©12

FY16 FY17

Six-Year FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14

FY15

_E'Y1 1-16 La_tgst Approved 215 250 250 250 250
FY13-18 CE Recommended

250 250 250 250

change from approved
percent change from approved

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

This project provides for the investigation and analysis of various storm drainage
assistance requests initiated by private citizens and public agencies. Depending on the
complexity of the project, in-house staff or consultants design projects to a 35% design level. At
that point, projects that cost over $500,000 become stand-alone projects if approved. Projects
costing less than $500,000 are constructed in the Storm drain: General project.

The County Executive is recommending $250,000 in FY13 through FY16 and $290,000
per year in FY17 and FY 18, all with current revenue funding. The FY13 through FY16 amounts
are the same as approved.

A large portion of funds from this project cover the costs of responding to Drainage
Assistance Requests (DARSs), background research, data collection, survey, and concept
alternative evaluation. Requests continue to be received on a regular basis. The only project
noted on the PDF is Meadowood Drive (see the Storm Drain: General project below for detail
regarding this project). However, since the attached PDF was drafted, DOT has received
requests for a number of other locations, including: Falstone Avenue, Oldchester at Landon, and
Oldchester (from Maiden to Radnor).
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Qutfall Repairs (PDF on ©15)

Six-Year FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY18
FY11-16 Latest Approved 426 426 426 426 |
FY¥13-18 CE Recommended i 426 426 426 426
change from approved - -
percent change from approved

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

This project provides for the repair of existing storm drain outfalls into stream valleys.
The priorities for this project are developed in coordination with DEP.

For FY13-18, the County Executive recommends a total of $2.6 million. The annual
level of funding is the same as approved for FY13 through FY 16 and slightly higher in FY17 and
FY18.

A list of work to be done is noted on the PDF.

Storm Drain General (PDF on ©16)

Six-Year FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
FY11-16 Latest Approved ! 800 800 800 800 |
[FY13-18 CE Recommended : = 800 800 800 800 854 854
change from approved - . . .
percent change from approved 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

This project includes any storm drain projects costing less than $500,000, as well as
funding to address “spot” projects that can be addressed relatively quickly throughout the year.
The annual level of funding in the project has fluctuated over the past several years within a
$600,000 to $900,000 range, depending on whether there are specific projects assumed to move
forward and the availability of funds in general. Projects are prioritized based on their public
safety impact (if any), cost, readiness (i.e., facility planning must be completed), potential
community benefits, and order the issue was first identified (if projects are of equal merit).

For FY13-18, the County Executive recommends a total of $4.9 million ($800,000 per
year through FY 16 and 854,000 per year for FY17 and FY18). This annual level of effort is very
close to current approved levels.

Two potential projects: Meadowood Drive and Chicago Avenue are noted on the PDF.
Below is some additional description of these projects provided by DOT staff:

Meadowood Drive project: runoff from a sizeable area impacts some properties on Two Farm
Drive and Meadowood Drive. There is no robust drainage system in current condition,
especially on Two Farm Drive. Therefore, these properties have been impacted over the years
especially during large storm events. A storm drain system will be installed starting on Two
Farm Drive and continuing to Meadowood Drive for a distance of about 700 linear feet. The
new system will adequately capture and convey the 10-year storm, thus minimizing the impact to
the previously affected properties.

Chicago Avenue and Gist Avenue: no closed storm drain system along this segment of Chicago
Avenue, which is relatively flat. Runoff stagnates on some parts of the road and freezes in winter
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months. Project will install closed storm drain system starting on Chicago Avenue and continue
to the existing system on Gist Avenue for a distance of about 900 linear feet.

Over the past three full CIP cycles, the Council has appropriated this project at a level
sufficient to support the first two years of the program. This level of appropriation provides
flexibility to DOT to bid and award contracts for work that may fall near the end of the first year
of funding. The Recommended CIP continues this practice by assuming an FY 13 appropriation
of $1.6 million (to cover $800,000 in expenditures for each of the first two years of the CIP).

Town of Chevy Chase Storm Drain Improvements (PDF on ©17-18)

Total Cost Six-Year FY11 Fy12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
FY11-16 Latest Approved 3,250 s 760 N - -
FY13-18 CE Recommended 3,262 772 . -
change from approved 12 12
percent changs from approved 0.4% 1.6% n/a nia nwa

This project was first approved by the Council as an amendment to the FY07-12 CIP. It
provided for the evaluation of conditions within 14 drainage areas within the Town of Chevy
Chase. Design of improvements to four of the drainage areas was accomplished within the
Facility Planning: Storm Drains project during FY07. Construction of improvements to these
four drainage areas, as well as further evaluation of the other 10 drainage areas, was then
included within the project and completed during FY09. It was noted at the time that additional
resources would be considered for this project in the future as additional work is identified in the
other drainage areas.

Phase 1 work (addressing the most severe issues) was completed in August 2008.
Phase 2 was completed in FY11. Because of fiscal constraints, the final phase of work was
approved to follow in FY13 instead of FY12. The scope and timing of the project is unchanged.
A minor cost increase for overhead costs is noted. A letter from the Mayor of the Town of
Chevy Chase requesting support for the final phase of work is attached on ©25.

As with all of the storm drain projects, this project could be adjusted at CIP
reconciliation in early May. However, Council Staff notes that the Phase 3 work was
previously moved to FY13 two years ago for affordability reasons, and Council Staff
supports keeping this project on the current approved schedule.

Maple Avenue Storm Drain & Roadway Improvement (PDF on ©13-14)

*

FY11-16 Latest Approved 1,620 1,620 280 410 930 - -

FY13-18 CE Recommended 1,620 19 798 545 -

change from approved (135) 545

percent change from approved 0.0% -14.5% nia n/a wa

This project provides for approximately 1100 feet of storm drain improvements along
Maple Avenue from Tilbury Street to Maryland Avenue (east of Wisconsin Avenue in the
Bethesda Central Business District). The project will benefit 24 homes in the community by
alleviating stagnating water on the sidewalk and inundation of five dwellings on Maple Avenue
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and at least one dwelling on Rosedale Avenue as a result of sidewalks and front yards being
lower than the roadway. The project schedule has slipped due to some design issues but the
scope and cost remain unchanged. Construction is now scheduled to start in fall 2012.

Wapakoneta Road Improvements (PDF on ©21-22)

215 380 830 - RS

FY11-16 Latest Approved

FY13-18 CE Recommended 255 363 945 - - -
change from approved 40 {17) 115 -

percent change from approved 18.6% -4.5% 138% #OW/O!

Note: This project was approved in May 2010 in the FY11-16 CIP. However, because land
acquisition was involved, the project was approved as a road project in order to avail the
County of the “quick take” process and expedite the project implementation and minimize
costs. Therefore, project costs are not reflected in the overall Storm Drain CIP cost totals
noted earlier.

This project provides for reconstruction of pavement and storm drain improvements
along Wapakoneta Road between Namakagan Road and Walhonding Road in Glen Echo
Heights.” Design is scheduled to start this summer. The project schedule and scope are
unchanged. Costs have increased due to inflation and overhead charges.

Attachments
KML:f\levchenko\conservation of nat resources cip\fy13-18 cnr cip\t&e 3 1 12 sm and sd.doc

? Glen Echo Heights was the subject of a comprehensive study that was completed in August 2007. The
study identified a number of roadway and safety issues as well as stormwater conveyance deficiencies. According
to DOT staff, the Glen Echo Heights study area has some of the worst drainage problems in the County. However,
the potential scale and cost of the recommended improvements was substantial, and there was disagreement within
the Glen Echo Heights Community as to which improvements should be pursued. In addition to roadway and storm
drain improvements, the report recomimended a number of Low Impact Development (LID) efforts that DEP has
included for study and implementation that are being pursued with Water Quality Protection Fund resources.

-15-



Stormwater Management

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

Uncontrolled stormwater rupoff from developed areas leads to
erosion of stream banks, siltation and widening of stream
channels, and localized flooding. Urbanization often destroys
stream habitat, leading to dramatic declines in the diversity of
fish and other aquatic species. Urban runoff also adds to
downstream pollution in the Anacostia, Patuxent, and Potomac
rivers and the Chesapeake Bay. Multi-state agreements as well
as State legislation and programs emphasize the importance of
watershed-based programs to protect aquatic habitat and
reduce pollution in the Bay and its tributaries.

The objectives of the Stormwater Management program are
protection of natural waterway environments; restoration of
streams previously damaged by excessive erosion, sedimen-
tation, and impaired water quality; and prevention or remedi-
ation of property damage caused by localized flooding. The
County’s Stormwater Management program is watershed-based
and proactive in nature, focusing on mitigating problems
caused by development that was constructed prior to imple-
mentation of stringent stormwater management controls, and
on proactive planning in the developing portions of the County.

The Stormwater Management capital program addresses
problems caused by prior development through facility
planning studies and the development of Watershed
Restoration Action Plans, and through the design and
construction of stormwater retrofit projects (including low
impact development) and stream restoration projects. These
projects reduce pollution in streams and manage peak runoff
flows to reduce stream channel habitat and sedimentation
damage from watershed development and urbanized areas.
This prevents flooding and reduces erosive velocities affecting
stream channels. Project implementation helps fulfill
requirements specified in the County's National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) municipal stormwater
discharge permit. Stream restoration priorities are established
through the Countywide Stream Protection Strategy (CSPS,
February 2003).

Since FY04, the County has offered public maintenance ser-
vices for qualified private stormwater facilities. All residential
property and “associated non-residential” structures are eligible
for County maintenance. Property owners pay a Water Quality
Protection Charge (WQPC) to fund the maintenance of these
privately-owned structures as well as County-owned facilities.
This program will improve the Ilong-term operational
effectiveness of these facilities and increase their pollution
removal efficiency. Inspection and routine maintenance of
these facilities are funded in the operating budget, while major

structural repairs that require extensive engineering design and
permitting are funded in the CIP.

The County was issued a five year National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit in February
2010 to develop a storm water management program (o prevent
harmful poliutants from being washed or dumped into the
Municipal Separate Storm Sewsr System (MS-4). The
Department of Transportation (DOT) is assisting the Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection (DEP) in implementing the
MS-4 Permit by (1) constructing Storm Water Management
(SWM) retrofit projects which have been developed through
DEP’s MS<4 planning studies, (2) providing opportunities for
curb bump-outs and road narrowing where feasible to permit
implementation of low-impact development (LID) SWM
provisions within the right-of-way, (3) seeking DEP guidance
on prioritization of storm drain outfall repairs, (4) coordinating
with DEP on storm drain projects developed in the Storm
Drain General and Facility Planning - Storm Drain programs to
identify opportunities for enhancements which would assist in
meeting the requirements of the MS-4 permit, and (5)
establishing quarterly meetings with DEP and DOT staff
looking for additional areas of cooperation in meeting the
MS-4 permit requirements.

- HIGHLIGHTS

¢  Undertake the planning and implementation of stormwater
controls, public outreach, stream monitoring, and other
actions needed to comply with the County’s National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Muni-
cipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS-4) permit, which
will significantly enhance the County’s efforis to improve
water quality in local streams and ultimately the Chesa-
peake Bay

» Expand the design and construction of environmentally
friendly stormwater management techniques known as
environmental site design (ESD) or low impact develop-
ment (LID) throughout the County, including County
facilities

s Construct new stormwater management facilities and
retrofit old stormwater controls to prevenmt property
-damage, improve water quality, and protect habitat

* Perform major structural repairs on public and private
stormwater facilities accepted into the County's
maintenance program

e Continue to repair damaged stream channels and
tributarics in stream valley parks and priority watersheds

» - Expand the County’s efforts to prevent trash from
polluting our streams and rivers

Recommended Capital Budget/CIP

Conservation of Natural Resources
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PROGRAM CONTACLTS

Contact Craig Carson of the Department of Environmental
Protection at 240.777.7709 or Ed Piesen of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget at 240.777.2764 for more information
regarding this department’s capital budget.

CAPITAL PROGRAM REVIEW

Six ongoing projects and two new projects are recommended
for FY13-18 and described in detail in the Project Description
Forms. The Recommended FY13-18 Stormwater Management
Program totals $295.0 million, an increase of $188.7 million or
177.6 percent from the amended approved FY11-16 program
of $106.3 million. This increase will be funded primarily by
long-term debt financing through the issuance of Water Quality
Protection Bonds (WQPBs) secured by the Water Quality Pro-
tection Charge (WQPC). The bonds will cover expenditures
incurred for the plaoning, design, and construction of
additional stormwater facilities needed to comply with the
requirements of the County's MS-4 permit. Also included in
the funding of the stormwater management projects is an
assumption of $60 million in state aid based on the state’s
expressed interest in enacting legislation to support stormwater
management efforts in the state.

Conservation of Matural Resources

31-2

Recommended Capital Budget/CIP



Facility Planning: SM — No. 809319

Categary Conservation of Natural Resources Date Last Modified January 10, 2012
Subcategory Stormwater Managemont Required Adequate Public Facility No
Administering Agency Environmantal Protection Relocation Impact None.
Planning Area Countywlde Status On-going
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE (8000}
Total
Cost Element Total | 1oy | B | ovears| FY13 | Prie | Fris | pvis | Fvi7 | Fvia g ond
Plaaning, Design, and Supervision 15270 6,688 1,832 6,750 1,150 1,150 1,150 1,100 1,100 1,100 [+]
| Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site Improvemants and Utilities 0 C Y g 0 ] i a [ 0 0
Construction 0 0 0 [ 0 g 0 ] 4 0 4]
| Other 42 42 0 1] 0 0 0 ] 0 g ¢
Total 15,312 6,730 1,832 6,750 1,150 1,150 1,150 11001 1,100 1,300 M
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000}
Current Ravenue: General 5.000 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5] 0
State Aid 140 140 0 4 [} 0 0 1] 0 [ [i]
Stormwater Management Waiver Fees 797 797 [} [ [1] 1] [+] Q 0 0 1]
Water Quality Protection Charge 9.375 793 1,832 8,750 1,150 1,150 1,150 1,100 {1,100 1,100 [{]
Total 15,312 6,730 1,832 6,750 1,150 1,150 1,150 1,100 1,100 1,100 ]

DESCRIPTION

This project provides for facility planning and feasibility studies to evaluale watershed conservation needs and to identify remedial project attematives for
stormwater management, stormwater retrofit, Environmental Site Design (ESD)/Low impact Development (LID) and stream restoration projects. Projects in
facility planning may include the preparation of watershed plans assessing stream restoration, stormwater management retrofit projects, and LID and ESD
projects to help mitigate degraded stream conditions in rural and developed watersheds, Water quality monitoring and analysis is required to quantify impacts
of watershed development and projects implemented in Retrofit SM Government Fadilities (No. 800900}, SM Retrofit Roads (No. 801300}, SM Retrofit Schools
{No. 801301}, SM Retrofit Countywide (No. BO8726), and Misc Stream Valisy improvements (No. 807358). Ths products generated in fadiiity plarning support
the requiremenis in the County’s Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit. Facility planning represents planning and prefiminary design and
davelops a program of requirements in advanice of full programming of a project. Projects planned includa: LID Facilities Phase |l for Schools, Patuxent River,
Dry Seneca and Little Senaca, Upper Potomac and Liftie Monocacy, and feasibility studles planned with the United States Army Corps of Engineers. This
project also provides for operation of a automated fixed monitoring stations as required by the M54 Permit.

COST CHANGE

Project cost increase is due to scope Increases related to complying with requirements of the County’s MS4 parmit.

JUSTIFICATION
The Faciiity Planning products support the requirements outiined in the M54 Permil as detailed in the Montgomery County Coordinated Impiementation
Strategy (CCIS). This project estabiishas the facilities planning data and aiternatives analysis needed to identify and set priorities for individual capital projects,
Facility planning costs far projects which are ultimately inciuded in stand-alone Project Description Forms (PDFs) are reflected hare and not In the resulting
individual project. Future individual CIP projects which result from facility planning will sach reflact reduced planning and design costs.
OTHER DISCLOSURES
- The Executive asseris that this project conforms fo the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resourca
Protection and Planning Act.
-* Expenditures wil continue indefinitely,

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Marytand-National Capital Park and Ptanning
v Commission

?iarle g::: st priaton Frod 3000) U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

c«::am s mate Fv13 15312 || Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission

"LWWC;:E te 13.482 Department of Transportation

L stirmal : Montgomery County Public Schools

v Ton R : 13 115 gM Re‘h}'oﬁt Govemment Facilities (PDF No.

Appropriation Request Est Frid 1130 || SM Retrofit Govemment Fadilities (PDF No.

Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 1 { 8OOSO}

Transfer 0 || SM Retrofit Roads (PDF No. 801300}

SM Retrofit Schools (PDF No. 801301}

Cumulative Appropriation 8,582 || SM Retrofit Countywide (PDF No. 808726)

Expendiures / Encumbrances 7057 g:}i;t;sgmam Valley improvements (POF No.

Unencumbered Salance 1,805

Partial Closeout Thry FY10 "]

New Partial Closeout Fy11 ¢

Total Farial Closeout 0

54N
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Misc Stream Valley Improvements -- No. 807359

Category Conservation of Natural Resources Date Last Modified January 10, 2012
Subcategory Stormwater Managemaent Required Adequate Public Facility No-
Administering Agency Environmental Protection Relocation Impact None.
Planning Arga Countywide Status On-going
EXFENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Est. Total Beyond
Cost Element Total EY{q EY$2 6 Years FY13 FY14 FY1s§ FY18 FY17 FY18 | ¢ Yours
Planning, Design. and Supervision 6.821 497 1028 5285 1025] 1.025] 1,025 740 740 740 ¢
Land 42 2 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0
Site Improvements and Utilities ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0
Censtruction 14,260 293 3,392| 10,575 2045 2045 2.045 1.480 1,480] 1480 0
Other [ ¢ 0 0 0 ] 0 [+] 0 0 0
Total 21,123 792 4,481| 15870 3,070 3,070 3,070 2,220 2,220 2,220 1
FUNDING SCHEDULE {5000}
G.O. Bonds 288 288 0 0 0 0 (1] 0 4 0 0
State Aid 7.768 " 1,768 §,000] 1,000 1,000 1.000 1,000 1,000 1,000 0
Stormwater Management Waiver Fees 233 0 233 0 1] 0 0 [+] 0 [1] Q
Water Quality Protection Bands 12,150 1] 2,280 9,870 2,070 2,070 2.070 1,220 1.220] 1,220 [1]
Water Quality Protection Charge 584 504 180 4] 0 [ [{] 1] Q V] o]
Total 21,123 782 4461) 15870{ 3070 3,070 3,070 2,220 22201 2220 g
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000) ]
Maintenance 350 [ 5 25 60 105 185
Net Impact 350 0 5 25 (1] 105 155
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for design and construction of habitat restoration or stabiiization measures for stream reaches having sevgre channel erosion,
sedimentation, and habitat degradation. Developed areas constructed without modem stormwater controls contribute uncontrofied runoff which results in
geverely eroded streambanks, excessive sediment, tree loss, and degraded habitat for fish and aquatic life. Stormdrain outfalls damaged from severe erosion
are identified and assessed in the project areas. Where possible, the outfalis are repaired as part of stream restoration projects and are funded from the
QOutfall Repairs project (No. 508548). When feasible, outfall discharges are redirected to create small constructed wetlands which provide new habitat and
mitigate discharge impacts. Impacts to the stream aiso adversely affect sanitary sewer croasings by exposing sewer lines and manholes. These exposed and
damaged sewer lines can be fish barriers and leak raw sewage into streams or allow infiltration of stream baseflow Into the sawer system, polentially causing

substantial increases in wastewaler treatment costs.

COST CHANGE

Project cast change is due to scope changes o accommodate site conditions and higher project costs.

JUSTIFICATION

The project supports the requirements of the MS+4 permit and addresses the goais of the Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategy initiatives, Anacostia Watarshed
Restoration Agreement, and the County's adopted water quality goals {Chapter 18, Article IV]. The project will stabliize and improve local stream habitat
conditions where streams have been damaged by inadequately conirolied stormwater runoff, Corrective measures constructed or coordinated under thig
prafect include stream bark stabilization, channel modifications, habiat restoration, storm drain outfall or sanitary sewer infrastructure repairs to improve fish
and other biological resources, while reducing sediment and nutrient loadings caused by excessive streambank erosion. The Facility Planning: SM project (No.
809319) inciudes funds for watershed studles and identifies and prioritizes stream reaches in need of restoration and protection.

OTHER

The Department of Environmental Protection identifies damaged sewer fines as part of this praject, and the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission makes

sewer repairs during project construction.

Bedfordshire and Falisreach, Muddy Branch |, Great Seneca (GSGN 205), Stonybrook Tributary, Snakeden Branch Il and Whetstone Run.

FISCAL NOTE

Projects planned for design and construction include Donnybrook Tributary, Hollywood Branch |, Breewood,

The partial State Aid appropriation is based on a letter of commitment the County received from the State of Maryland, Whila the State has indicated a desire
to increase funding for stormwater management projects, this wilt require state legisiative action. Until this legisiation is enacted, only committed state funding

- The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the requiremenis of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource

has been appropriated.

OTHER DISCLOSURES
Protectiont and Planning Act.
- * Expenditures will cantinue indefinitely.
APPROPRIATION AND
EXPENDITURE DATA
Date First Appropriation Y73 {000}
mﬁgﬁ; FY13 21,123
Last FY's Cost Estimate 10,833
Appropriation Request FY13 2,570
Apgrapriation Request Est, FY14 2,070
Supplemental Appropriation Request o
Transfer ¢
Cumulative Appropriation 5,253
Expenditures / Encumbrances 3164
Unencumbered Balance 2,089
Partial Closeout Thiu FYio 13,706
New Partial Closaout FY11 2
Totai Partial Closeout 13,706

COORDINATION
Department of Transportation

Maryland-Nationat Capital Park and Planning

Commission

washington Suburban Sanitary Commission

Department of Parmitling Services
Maryland Department of the Environment

S

Recommended
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SM Facility Major Structural Repair - No. 800700

Category Consarvation of Natural Resources Date Last Modified January 10, 2012

Subcategory Stormwater Management Required Adeguate Public Facility No-

Administering Agency Environmaental Protection Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area Countywlda Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Est Total Beyond
Cost Element Total EY11 FY42 6 Yoars Fr{s FY14 FY1s FY16 FY17 FY18 6 Yoars
Planning, Design, and Supervision 5,385 671 774 4,940 785 815 835 835 835 835 5
Land 0 0 0 0 D [+] ¥} 1] 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 0 Q 0 ¢ g 0 0 [ 0 0 0
Construction 14,0685 1,866 2,339 9,860 1,565 1,835 1,685 1,665 1,665 1,665 0
Other 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 20,450 2,537 3,113 14,800 23500 2450 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 ‘
FUNDING SCHEDULE {$000)

State Ald 6,000 1] 0 6.000] 1,000 1,000 1.000 1,000 1.000] 1,000 0
Water Quality Protection Bonds 11.450 [1] 2650 8800 1.350 1,450 1.500 15001 1.,500] 1,500 Q
Water Quaiity Protection Charge 3.000 2,537 463 0 [+] 7] Q [ 0 [i] Q
Total 20,450 2,837 3,113 14,800 2,350 2,450 2.500 2,500 2,500 2,500 [¢]

DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the design and construction of major structural repalrs to County maintained stormwater management facllities. The County is
respansible for structural maintanancs of over 2,000 stormwater managemaent facilities, an increase of apgroximately 300 stormwater management facilities.
The project includes okd facilities that require mora extensive maintenance as ponds fill with sediment, pipes rust, concrete structures crack and detericrate,
and dam embankments devslop leaks. Some of the existing stormwater facilities require extensive engineering analysis and design and may require retrofitting
which is funded through the SM Retrofil: Countywide project {No. 808726},
COST CHANGE
Increase is dus to an Increase number of projects to meet the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit (MS4), the inclusion of Targer and more complex
projects, higher censtruction costs, and the utilization of new sfiplining techniques.
JUSTIFICATION
This project provides for major structural repairs in order to comply with the County's MS4 permit. It is limited to funding repairs at those few, generaily large,
facifities that require extensive engineering design and permitting that cannot be accomplished within a singie fiscal year due to the ime required to obtain
State and Federal permits.
OTHER
The Departiment of Environmental Protection (DEP) continues to partner with the Maryland State Highway Administration as part of the Inter-County Connector
{ICC). The partnarship enables tha county to realize significant cost savings while retrofitting a number of stormwater management facilities. Projects Include:
Quince Crehard Manor [Quince Orchard Valley Neighborhood Park), Montgomery Auto Park, Broakville Depot, Lake Whetstone, Chadswood, Hunters Woods,
B'nai Israel, Brandermill, Gunners Lake, Persimmon Tree and ICC cost-share,
FISCAL NOTE
While the State has Indicated a desirg to increase funding for stormwater management projects, this will require state legisiative action. Until that legislation is’
enacted, only committed state funding Is approprated.
OTHER DISCLOSURES
- The Exacutive asserts that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Marytand Economic Growth, Resource
Protection and Planning Act.
-* Expenditures will continue ndefinitely.

APPRCOPRIATION AND COCRDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Department of Transportation (
Date First Appropriation o7 (5000} éﬁ:g:;d;;@:umal Capital Park and Planning
First Cossthsﬂm FY13s 20,450 || Department of Permitting Services
cm“" ”FY_' ut S %ﬁ — 3355 | Homeowners Associations
3 Los! Estma : Montgomery County Public Schools
e Department of Ganerat Services
Appropriation Request P13 1350 || yearviend State Highway Administration
Appropriation Request Est. FYi4 1,450 || SM Retrofit: Courtywide (No. 808728)
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0
Transfer [+]
Cumuiative Appropriation 5,850
Expenditures / Encumbrances 3,222
Unencumberad Balance 2,427
Partial Closecut Thru FY10 0
New Partial Closeout FYtt
Total Partial Closeout 0
7y 4 F
[* i e
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SM Retrofit - Government Facilities -- No. 800900

Category Consarvation of Natural Resources Date Last Modified January 10, 2012

Subcategory Stormwater Management Regquired Adequate Public Facility  No

Administering Agency Environmental Protection Relocation impact None.

Planning Area Countywide Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Total

_t_:_ost Element Totai ;Yb?; FEYS.:‘z 8 Years | FY13 FYi4 FY1§ FYi6 FY17 Fyis E ?3::
Blanning. Design, and Supervision 9,595 1,244 2.541 5810 705 955 1.035 1,035 1035 1,035 0
Land 0 0 Q 0 0 0 - 10 0 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 3 3 0 0 ) [ [ 0 0 [ 0
Construction 17,378 158 5.605] 11615 1420] 1935 2085 2,085 2085 2.065 ol
Other 5 0 [ 0 0 o o 0 0 0 0
Total 26,982 1,405]  8,152] 17,425 2,125 2,900 3,100 3,100 3,100 3,100 *

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000}
State Ald 6.000 0 0 6000{ 1,000 1.000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 0
Waler Quality Protection Bonds 19.800 223 B152] 11,425] 1,125 1,9001 2,100 2,100 2,100 2100 [
Water Quality Protection Charge 1.182 1.182 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 )]
Total 26,982 1,408 B,152] 17.425 2,128 2,900 3,100 3,100 3,100 3,100 9]
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000} '

Maintenance 123 0 1 [3 21 36 58
Net impact 123 g 1 & 24 36 59
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the design and canstruction of Environmental Site Design (ESD)/Low impact Development (LID) stormwater managemaent devices at
County facilities such as buiklings, parking garages, and parking lots constructed prior to modem stormwater management controls. ESDLID stormwater
devices include "Green Roofs,” bioretention areas, tree box inlets, porous concrete and other types of devices that promote water filtering and groundwater
recharge. Implementing new stormwaler devices in developed areas built without, or inadeguate stormwater, control is required in the County’s Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit as detailed in the draft Mantgomery County Coordinated Implementation Strategy (CCIS). The Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) in coordination with the Department of General Services (DGS) has identified candidate CIP projects that will be implemented
jointly,

COST CHANGE

The project costs have decreased due to the transfer of SM Retrofit activities for roads and schools to two new stand alone projects (No. 801300 and No.
801301). Costs for the remaining County facifities have increased due to the addition of candidate projects to comply with the County's MS4 permit
requirements.

JUSTIFICATION , )
The SM Retrofit - Govemment Facifties project has been separated into three CIP projects: SM Retrofit - Govemment Facilities (CIP 1D No. 800800), M

Relrofit - Roads {CIP ID No. 801300) and SM Retrofit - Schaols {CIP ID Na. 801301). This project supporis the requirements of the County’s MS4 permit and
addresses the goals of the Chesapeake Bay tributary strategy initiatives, and the County's adopled water quality goals (Chapter 19, Article 1V), which require-
that the County provide stormwater controls for 20 percent of impervious surfaces not currently treated "to the maximum extent practicable,” with an emphasis,
where possible, on the use of LID/ESD devices. :

Projects in design and construction inciude one project located in the Rack Creek Wateshed, one project iocated in the Muddy Branch Watershed, three’
projects focated In the Great Seneca Creek Watershed, one project located in the Patuxent River Watershed, one project located In the Cabin John Cree
Watershed, and four projects located in the Anacostia River Watershed.
FiISCAL NOTE
While the State has indicated a desire to Increase funding for stormwater management projects, this will require state legislative action. Until that legisiation is
snacted, only commifted state funding is appropriated.
OTHER DISCLOSURES
« The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource
Protection and Planning Acl.
- = Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COQRDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Departmem of General Services
Tam Pl Eon v 15000} Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
pOroE - Commission
ngrte%csg;sﬂmata Fy1a 25982 || Department of Permitting Services
T Cei% e 25157 | | Maryland Department of the Environment
Appropriation Request FY13 1.125
Appropriation Request Est. FYi4 1,800
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0
Transfer 0
Cumulative Appropriation 8,557
Expenditures / Encumbrances 4,481
Unencumbered Balance 5,076
Pantial Cleseout Thru FYi0 o
New Partial Closeout Fri1 g
Total Partial Closeout 0
na o
£ 2 Bt =




SM Retrofit - Roads -- No. 801300

Category Conservation of Natural Rescurces . Date Last Modified January 10, 2012

Subcategory Stonmwater Management Required Adequata Public Faciity Mo

Administering Agency Environmental Protection Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area Countywide Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Total

Cost Element Total ;3;‘,’ ,f,,’,tz 6Yoars | FY13 | Fr1a | Fris | Frie | Fr17 | Fres ﬁﬁ?:
Planning, Design, and Supervision 21,460 Q 0 21,460 2.840 3,300 3,830 3.830 3.830 3,830 0
Land 0 o 0 o 0 0 o 0 0 g 4]
Site improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 0 [} 0 0 0 0 0 4
Construction 42.965 0 0 42,865 8,675 6,610 7.870 7.670 7.670 7670 0
Other . 0 o 0 0 Q 0 0 0 o] 0 0
Total 64,425 il D] 64,425 8,516 9,910/ 14,500 11,500 41.,500] 11,500 .

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000}
State Aid 15.000 0 0] 15000 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2500 2,500 0
Water Quality Protection Bonds 49.425 [ 0| 43423] 6,015 7410 9.000 2.006] S,000f 4000 1
Total 64,425 g Q] 64425 8,515 $910] 11,5001 11,500] 11,500) 11,500 0
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT (8000} ;

Malntenance 923 0 g 18 124 230 542
Neot impact 523 Q 9 18 124 230 542

DESCRIPTION
This project provides for the design and construction of Environmental Site Design (ESD)/Low Impact Development {LID} stormwater management devices

along County roads constructed prior to modem stormwater management controls. ESDALID stormwater devices include bioretention, curb extensions, porous
concrete, tree box inlets and othar types of devices that promote water filtgring and groundwater recharge.

COST CHANGE

This project was created to separate stormwater retrofit costs for roads from those previously budgeled in the EM Retrofit-Government Fagilities CIP project
{No. 800500}, Praject costs for SM Retrofit-Roads have increased significantly due to the addition of candidate projects to comply with the County’s MS4 permit
requirements.

JUSTIFICATION
This project supports the requirernents of the MS4 permit and addresses the goals of the Chesapeake Bay tributary strategy initiative, and the County's

adopted water quality goals {Chapter 19, Anticie IV), The County's MS4 permit requires that the County provide stormwater controls for 20 percent of
impervious surfaces not currently treated to the maximum extent practicable,” with an emphasis, where possibie, on the use of ESD/LID devices. This project
will be responsible for controffing stormwater on County roads, largely through ESD/LID practices, as needed to satisfy the permit requirements.

OTHER )

A portion of these potential ESDALID stormwater refrofits on County roads weare previously programmed under the SM Retrofit - Government Facilities project
(No. 800800). This new stand alone project includes all the potential ESDILID projects for County roads and allows for @ more efficient implementation of
projects of similar scope in partnership with the Department of Transportation (DOT).

Projects planned for canstruction include Arcola Avenue DOT Participation, Dennis Averwe DOT Participation, Forest Estates DOT Participation, Franklin
Knolis DOT Parinarship, Lockridge Drive, and Stewart Lane.

Projects planned for design and construction by watershed include three projects In the Rock Creek Watershed and seven projects in the Anacostia River
Watershed.

FISCAL NOTE
The partial State Aid appropriation is based on a letter of commitment the County received from the State of Maryland. While the State has indicated a desire

to increase funding for stormwater management projects, this wil require state legisiative action. Until that legislation is enacted, only sarmmitted state funding
Is appropriated.
OTHER DISCLOSURES
- The Exscutive asserts that this projec! conforms 1o the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource
Protection and Pianning Act,
- * Expenditures will continue indefinitely,

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Department of General Services

- — Departmen of Transportation
?;2: :;':: £ “’“‘,’m“"::m“ FY13 _ (000) 1| Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
Current Scope FY13 64,425 || Commission :
Last FY's Cost Esimate % Deparniment of Permitting Services

Estim Ma;yiand Department of the Environment

Appropriation Reguest Fri3 5515 United States Army Corps of Engineers
Appropriation Request Est. FY14 7410
Supplemental Appropriation Reques! 3}
Transfer 0
Cumulative Appropration
Expenditures / Encumbrances
Unencumbered Balance 0
Partial Closeout Thry FY10 ¢
New Partial Closeout FYit 4]
Total Partial Closeout 0
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SM Retrofit - Schools -- No. 801301

Category Consarvation of Natural Rescurces Date Last Modified January 10, 2012

Subcategory Stormwater Management Required Adequate Public Facility No

Administenng Agency Environmental Protection Relocation impact None.

Planning Area Countywide Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)
Total .
Cost Element Total | pors | rvsiz |GYears| FY13 | FY1a | Fvis | Frts | Fr1r | Fyas Boyond |
Planning, Design, and Supervision 5,690 0 0 8,890 420 335 1,090 1,615 1615 1,615 o
Land 0 ¢ 0 0 0 g 0 0 O 0 0.
Site Improvements and Utilities [ [ 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 g 0
Construction 13.410 g O 13410 850 675 2,180 3,238 3.235| 3,235 0
Other ] 0 23 0 0 8] O ] 0 0 0
Total 20,100 [} 0l 20,1C0 1,270 1,010 3,270 4,850 4,850 4,850 *
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
Water Quality Protection Bonds 20.100 0 0| 20,100] 1,270 1.010 3.270 4,850 4,850 4,850 0
Totat 26.100 0 0] 20100{ 1270 1,010 3270 4,850 4,850] 4850 0
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000}

Maintenance 108 0 4 ] 20 32 44
Net impact 108 0 4 8 20 32 44
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the design and consiruction of Environmental Site Design (ESD)/Low Impact Development (LID) stormwater management devices at
Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) such as buildings. parking lots and other impervious surfaces constructed prior to modem siormwater
management controls. LID/ESD stormwater devices that would be implemenrtted under this project include: “Green Roofs,” bioretention areas, tree box inlets,
porous concrete and other types of devices that promate water filtering and groundwater rechargse.

COST CHANGE

This project was created to separate Stormwater retrofit costs for schools from these budgeted in the SM Retrofit-Govemment Facilities CIP project (No.
800900). Project costs for SM Retrofit-Schools have increased significantly due to the addition of candidate projects to comply with the County’s MS4 permit
requirements. ’
JUSTIFICATION

This project supporis the requirements of the MS4 permit and addresses the goals of the Chesapeake Bay tibutary strategy inititives, and the County’s
adopted water quality goats (Chapter 19, Aricle IV). The County's MS4 permit requires that the County provide stormwater controls for 20 percent of
impervious surfaces not currently treaied “to the maximum exient practicable,” with an emphasis, where possible, on the use of LID/ESD devices. This project
will be responsible for controlling stormwater on Montgomery County Public School (MCPS) properties largely through the use of LID/ESD practices needed t
satisfy the permit requirements. ) B
OTHER ) . .
A portion of these potential LID/ESD stormwater retrofits located at County schools were previously programmed under the FY11-16 Approved SM Retrofit -
Government Facilities project (No. 800800). This new stand alone project includes LIVESD projects located on MCPS property and allows for a more efficient
implementation of projects in partnership with MCPS. Projects planned for design and construction on MCPS properties include one project located in the -
Rock Creek Watershed, one project focated in the Great Seneca Creek Watershed, one project in the Watts Branch Watershed, and five projects located in
the Anacosta River Watershed.

FISCAL NOTE .
No state ald is programmend for this project. However, while the Stale has indicated a desire to increase funding for stormwater management projects, this will

require state legislative action. Until that legislation Is enacled, only committed state funding Is appropriated.
OTHER DISCLOSURES
- The Executive asseris that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economit Growth, Resource

Pratection and Planning Act.
-* Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Department of Transportation )
Tiate First Appropriation Y13 (5000) gig’!:ir;l;?:uonal Capital Park and Planning
First Cost Estimate FY13 20100 || Montgomery County Public Schools
Wéf T =1 | Department of Penmitting Services
s Cost Estim Montgomery County Public Schools
Appropration Request 13 1373 Maryland Depariment of the Environment
Appropriation Request Est. FYi4 1,010
Supplemantal Appropriation Request 5
Transfer 0
Cumuiative Appropriation 0
Expendituras / Encumbrances 0
Unencumbered Balance 0
Fartial Gloseout Thru FY10 Q
New Pariial Closeout FYi1 0
Total Partial Closeout 1]
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SM Retrofit: Countywide —~ No. 808726

Category Conservation of Natural Resources Date Last Modified January 10, 2012

Subcategory Stormwater Management Required Adeguate Public Facility  No

Administering Agency Environmental Protection Relocation impact None.

Planning Area Cauntywlde Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)
Total B8

Gost Element Total | forg fﬁ,"z §vears | FY13 | FY1a | Fy1is | Fyie | Fri7 | Fres §?;;‘:3
Planning. Design, and Supervision 52,499 911 263] 51,325 5,400 B.085 8,365 8,165 9,830 11,500 [1]
Land 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 g 0 0 0}
Site Improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol
Construction 108,561 1.246 5,630] 102.685 10,810] 16,135] 16,738 16,335| 15.670] 23.000 of:
Other 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0]
Total 162,060 2,187 6,893 154,010 16,210] 24,200 25,100 24,500 29,500 34,500 .

FUNDING SCHEDULE {5000}

Fed Stimulus (State Allccation) 263 263 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Federal Aid 209 0 259 0 [¢] 0 [ [ 0 0 0
State Aid 31.428 1,884 2535] 27,000] 4,500 4,500 4,500 4500 4.500] 4500 0

[ Water Quality Brotection Bonds 136.069 0] 3058 127.010] 11,710] 18,700/ 20,60C] 20,000 25.000] 30,000 0
Total 162,060 2,157 $.893] 154,010] 16,210 24,2001 25100 24 500 29,500] 34500 ]

OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT {$D00)

Maintenance 38 0 0 [1] 6 12 18
Mot impact 36 0 [*] '] § 12 18
DESCRIPTION ‘

This project provides for the design and construction of new and/or upgrades of existing underperforming stormwater management facilities and devices under
the County’s Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit as detailed in the draft Montgomery County Coordinated Implementation Strategy {CCIS).
Complianca with the MS4 permit requires controlling 20 percent of impervious surfaces, or approximately 4,300 impervious acres. not cuently treated to the
*maximum extent practicable” {o address the approved Tolal Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). inventories of candidate projects have been conducted under
the Facility Planning: SM preject (PDF No. 809319) for the County’s ten watersheds (Paint Branch, Rock Creek, Cabin John Creek, Hawlings River, Watts
Branch, Great Seneca, Muddy Branch, Sligo Creek, Littie Paint Branch, and Northwest Branch).

Some of the most camplex projects canstm@ed under this project are assessed, and the preliminary plans are completad in the Facility Planning: SM project
{No. 809319). Where feasible, the projects integrate wetland and habitat features consistent with the goals of the Chesapeake Bay 2000 Agreement. In small
drainage areas, retrofit projects may aiso include biofiitration, bioretention, or stormwater filtering devices.

COST CHANGE . ]

The increased level of funding in this project refiects the new MS4 permit requirements outlined in the Momtgomery County Coordinated lmplementation
Strategy (CCiS). :

JUSTIFICATION
This project is needed to comply with the new MS4 permitting requirements outlined in the County Coordinated Implementation Strategy (CCIS) and to

implement the County's adopted water quality goals (Chapter 19, Articie IV} and protect habitat cenditions in local streams. in addition, the project supports the
goals of the Chesapeake Bay tributary strategy initiatives and the Anacostia Watershed Restoration Agreement, .
OTHER
Projects in design and construction include thirteen projects located in the Rock Creek Waterhed, five projects located In the Watts Branch Watershed, forty”
four projects focated in the Great Seneca Creek Watershed, five projects located in the Muddy Branch Watershed, five projects located in the Cabin John
Creek Watershed, and Fftleen projects located in the Anacostia River Watershed.
FISCAL NOTE
While the State has indicated a desire to increase funding for stormwater management projects, this will require state legisiative action. Until that iegislation is
enacted, only committed state funding is appropriated.
QOTHER DISCLOSURES

- The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Grewth, Resource

Protection and Planning Act.
-* Expendiures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Department of Transportation
- Maryland National Capitai Park and Planning
?ar:g;r:tl Ag::mo:amn FYa7 {$000) Commission ‘
ot Soope FY1a 162080 || Department of Permitting Services
Last Fr's Cost Estimate 55851 Maryiand Departmen of the Environment
3505 ksvma : Naturat Resources Consarvation Service
— U.S. Army Corps of Enginesrs
Appropriation Request FY18 11710 1 o ity Planning: SM (No. 809318)
Appropriation Request Est. FY14 15,700
Supplemental Appropriation Request 9
Transfer 0
Lumuiative Appropriation 8,050
Expenditures / Encumbrances 4723
Unencumbered Balance 3,327
Partial Closeout Thry FY10 13241
New Partial Closeout Y Q
Total Partial Closeout 13.241
na o
[ 2 ) [+
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Watershed Restoration - Interagency -- No. 809342

Category Conservation of Natural Resources Date Last Modified January 10, 2012

Subcategory Stormwater Management Required Adequate Public Facility No

Administering Agency Environmental Protection Relocation Impact Nona.

Planning Area Colesville-White Oak Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDLULE ($000)
Thru Est. Total A Bayond
Cost Elornent Total £Y14 £y4s | 6Years | FY13 FYt4 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 | & Yoars
Pranning, Design, and Supervision 3438] 2468 192 780 60 60 310 230 60 60 0
Land 129 4 125 o 0 4 0 0 0 2 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 134 [} 134 [ ] 0 0 0 ] 0 0
Construction 2,335 954 541 840 250 250 0 0 170 170 0
Other 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 6,038 3,425 993 1,620 310 310 310 239 230 230 [
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
G.0, Bonds 527 527 0 0 0 0 o ] 0 0 ol
Stormwater Management Waiver Fees 3.376 2,868 508 0 1 [ g 0 2] 1] ol
Water Quaiity Protection Bonds 2105 0 485 1520 310 310 310 230 230 230 ol
Water Quality Protection Charge e 30 1] [1] [1] 0 [i] 0 1] 0 ]
Total §,038 3,425 993 1,620 310 310 310 230 230 230 o
QPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000)

Maintenance 50 [ [ 5 10 15 20
Net impact 50 [ 0 5 10 15 20
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the design and construction of stermwater management retrofits and stream restoration prejects which manage stormwater runoff,
enhance aguatic habitat and improve water quality in County streams. The projects are done under Interagency agreements with the U.S. Amy Corps of
Engineers (USACE). The first two agreements, which wera signed in 1992 and 1987, were limited to subwatersheds within the Anacostia Watershed. InFY04,
the USACE expanded project eligibiiity to include all County subwatersheds within the Mid-Potomac watershed, The feasibility study and the design and
construction of the projects selected in Montgomery County are managed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers with assistance from the Maryland Department
of Environmental Protection and Marytand-National Capital Park and Planning Commission.

COST CHANGE
Project cost increase Is due 1o the added program expenditures in FY17 and FY18.

JUSTIFICATION

This project will improve ocal stream water quality, protect stream conditions, and enhance wildiife and aquatic habiats in Sligo Creek, Northwest Branch,
Paint Branch, and Litie Paint Branch tributaries within the interfjurisdictional Anacostia River Watershed. The project suppods the goals of the Chesapeake
Bay mitiatives, the Anacostia Watershed Restoration Agreement, and addresses the County's Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit as
detailed in the draft Montgomery County Coordinated Implementation Strategy (CCIS)

FISCAL NOTE

This project leverages Federal Ald with the Federal government paying for 75 percant of construction costs for projects designed under the Anacostia Phase |
Feasibility Study, and 65 percent of construction costs for projects designed under the subsequent agreements. Program expenditures reflect County
cantributions to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for design/construction activities and in-kind services.

APPROPRIATION AND ‘ COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA z's' f’lﬁi« Cc‘{rps ?{_' Eneir:e;rs nd Pia
v aryla ationai Capital Park a nning
Datez'::& Apmnamn FYa3 {5000 Comsmission
g;:m ggt;ma!e Fria 5,038 | | Department of Permitting Services
- Department of Transparation
Last FY's Cost Estimate 5,888 Marxiand Department of the Environment
ppropiaton R F713 310 Facility Planning: SM {No. 805319}
Appropriation Request Est. FY14 an
Supplemental Appropriation Request Q
Transfer 0
Cumulative Appropriation 4,418
Expanditures / Encumbrances 3,671
Unencumbered Balance 747
Partial Closeout Thru FY10 o]
New Partiai Closecut Y11 ¢
Total Partial Claseout g
fa k.| b T 1
[ 20 Ml ¥ ¥
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The Department of Transportation (DOT) involvement in the
County Conservation of Natural Resources program is mandated
by Section 2-38A (c) of the County Code which requires DOT to
be responsible for control, supervision, design, construction, and
rmaintenance of all culverts and storm drainage systems under the

Jjurisdiction of the County.

The DOT Storm Drains Capital Program consists of the
construction of storm drainage structures such as curbs, gutters,
drainage inlets, pipes (which provide for stream enclosure), and
paved chanmels. Such networks are constructed to provide for
the conveyance of stormwater from impervious surfaces into
natural drainage swales and stream channels. This program is
focused on storm drainage projects outside the scope of the
larger DOT Roads program, which also installs storm drainage
systems at the time of new road construction or existing road

reconstruction or enhancement.

A second component of the storm drainage program involves
County-developer and homeowner participation in the
construction of storm drainage facilities. Construction of storm
drainage facilities provides a public and environmental benefit by
reducing drainage problems, flooding, property damage, and
contributing to the orderly development of the County. In
participation projects, the County and the developer or the
homeowner agree to share the costs of storm drainage facilities in
which the benefit of storm drainage extends beyond the
developer’s or homeowner's own property. The County pays
only for that portion of the project which benefits properties
other than the developer’s or homeowner’s, not to exceed 50
percent of the total cost. Homeowners can satisfy their portion of
the cost-share through in-kind contributions.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT COORDINATION

In addition, the County was issued a five year National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit in February
2010 1o develop a stonm water management program to prevent
harmful pollutants from being wasbed or dumped inte the
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (M34). The DOT is
assisting the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) in
implementing the MS4 Permit by 1) constructing Storm Water
Management (SWM) retrofit programs which have been
developed through DEP’s MS4 planning studies, 2) providing
opportunities for curb bump-outs and road narrowing where
feasible to permit implementation of Low-Impact Development
(LID} 5WM provisions within the right-of-way, 3) seeking DEP
guidance on prioritization of storm drain outfall repairs, 4)
coordinating with DEP on storm drain projects developed in the

Storm Drain General and Facility Planning Storm Drain
programs to identfy opportunities for enhancements which
would assist in meeting the requirements of the MS4 permit, and
5) establishing quarterly meetings with DEP and DOT staff
looking for additional areas of cooperation in meeting the MS4
permit requirements,

HIGHLIGHTS

» Complete phase three of the Town of Chevy Chase Storm
Drain Improvement project to improve drainage.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Holger Serrano of the Department of Transportation at
240.777.7235 or Adam Damin of the Office of Management
and Budget at 240.777.2754 for more information regarding
this department’s capital budget.

CAPITAL PROGRAM REVIEW

The Storm Drainage program for FY13-18 includes four
ongoing and one continuing project. The overall cost of the
recommended six-year program is $11.2 million, representing a
$2.9 million or 20.6 percent decrease from the FY11-16
Amended Program of $14.1 million. The cost decrease is
primarily due to the completion of the Henderson Avenue
Storm Drain and Roadway Improvement project in FY'12,

Recommended Capital Budget/CIP
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Facility Planning: Storm Drains - No. 508180

Category Conservation of Natural Resources Data Last Modified January 08, 2012

Subcategory Storm Drains Required Adaquate Public Facility No

Administering Agency Transportation Relocation impact Mone.

Planning Area Countywide Status On-going y

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Est. Total Beyond
Cost Element Total EY44 FY42 £ Years FY13 FYid FYis FY18 FY17 FY18 sg(ygags
Planning, Design. and Supervision 5617 3,691 348 1.580 250 250 250 250 250 290 1]
Land 128 128 0 Q 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities o 0 ¢ ¢ [} 0 0 0 0 [ )
Construction 37 37 0 0 0 0 Q 0 9 0 1]
Other 2 2 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 g
Total 5,784 3.858 346 1,580 250 250 250 250 290 280 *
FUNDING SCHEDULE ({$000)

Current Revenue: General 5.683 3,757 346 1,580 250 250 250 250 200 260 0
G.0. Bonds 101 101 1] [ 0 0 [ '] ] 0 [i]
Total 5.784 3,858 345 1,580 250 250 250 250 230 230 0

DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the invastigation and analysis of various storm drainage assistance requests initiated by private citizens and public agencies. These
requests are related to the design, construction, and operation of public drainage facilities where flooding and erosion occur. This project includes expenditures
for the preliminary and final design and land acquisition for storm drain projects priof to inclusion in the Storm Drain General project, or as a stand-alone project
in the CIP. Prior to s inclusion in the CIP, the Department of Transportation (DOT} will conduct a feasibility study to determine the general and specific
features required for the project. Candidate projects currently are evaluated from the "Drainage Assistance Request” list. As part of the facility planning
process, DOT considars citizen and public agency requesls and undertakes a comprehensive analysis of storm drainage issues and problems being
axperienced in tha County. This analysis is used to select areas where a comprehensive long-term pian for the remediation of a problem may be required. No
construction activities are performed in this project. When a deslign is 35 percent complete, an evaluation is performed to determine If right-cf-way is needed.
Based on the need for right-of-way, the project may proceed to final design and the preparation of right-of-way plats under this project. The cost of rght-of-way
acquisition will be charged to the Advanced Land Acquisition Revolving Fund (ALARF). When designs are complets, projects with a construction cost under
$500,000 will be constructed in the Storm Drain General project. Projects with a construction cost aver $500,000 will be constructed in stand-alone projects.
CAPACITY

Projects will be designed to accommodate the ten year storm frequency intarval.

COST CHANGE

Increase due o the addition of FY17-18 and overhead costs to this on-going level of effort project.

JUSTIFICATION

Evaluation, justification, arid cost-benefit analysis are completed by DOT as necessary. In the case of participation projects, the preparation of drainage
studies and preliminary plans will be prepared by the requestor’s engineer and reviewed by DOT.

A review of impacts to pedestrians, bicyclists, and ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act of 1991) s being performed and addressed for aach subproject in this
project. Traffic signals, streetlights, crosswalks, bus stops, ADA ramps, bikeways and other pertinent issues ars being considered in the design of the project to
@nsure pedestrian safety.
OTHER
Befors being added as a sub-project, concept studies are evaluated based on the following factors: public safety, damage {o private property, frequency of
event, damage to public right-of-way, environmental factors such as erosion, general public benefit, availabiiity of right-of-way and 5:1 cost benefit ratio. In the
case of public safety or severe damage 1o private property, the 5:1 cost benefit damage prevented ratio ¢an be waived. Drainage assistance requests are
evaluated on a continuing basis In response to public requests. DOT maintains a database of complaints.
Construction projects completed: Aberdeen Place, Mississippi Avenus, Woodside Parkway, Manchester Road at Bradford Road, Hermitage Avenue, Renwood
Lane, Fireside Drive, Buml Mills Hills.
Candidate projects for FY 13-14: Meadowood Drive.
OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

- * Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA !étaqtgameq tgosnt? D:partment of
— nvironmen rotection
Dats First Appropriation FY81 3099 1| Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
gm:mm FY13 5,784 || Commission
Last F's Cost Eoomate 5204 Maryland Depantment of the Environment
astrys bost b : United States Army Corps of Engineers
Appropriation Request 70 555 g!:?vmery County Department of Permitting
Agprogriation Request Est. FY14 250 1 Uity Companies
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 || Annual Sidewalk Program (CIP No. 506747)
“Transfer 1]
Curnulative Appropriation 4,203
Expendituras / Encumbrances 3,981
Unencumbered Balance 22
Partial Closeout Thru £Y10 [}
New Partial Closeout FY11
Total Partial Closecut Q
= 3o 2
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Maple Avenue Storm Drain & Roadway Improvements -- No. 501100

Category Gonservation of Natural Resources Date Last Modified January 08, 2012
Subcategory Storm Dralns Required Adequate Public Facility  No
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation impact None.
Planning Area Bethesda-Chevy Chase Status Planning Stage
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000}
Thru Est Total Beyond
Cost Element Totai Fyi1 | Fy12 | 6Years | FY13 FY14 FY1§ FY18 FY17 FY18 | & Years
| Planning, Design, and Supervision 485 81 219 205 205 [ 0 [ 01 - [1] 0
Cand 135 0 0 135 0 135 0 0 0 0 0
Site improvemanis and Utifties 10 0 0 10 0 10 0 0 [ 0 0
Construction 990 0 [+ 890 580 400 0 [+ 0 0 )
| Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 Q 0
Total 1,620 s1 213 1,340 785 545 a 0 0 0 0
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
G.0. Bonds 1.510 61 219 1,230 795 435 0 0 0 0 0
Iintergovermnmental 110 0 ¢ 110 0 110 0 1] 0 [1] 0
Total 1,620 61 219 1,340 79§ 845 0 ) g "] 0
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000)

Maintenance 5 0 1 1 1 1 1

Net impact 5 0 1 1 1 1 1
DESCRIPTION .

This project provides for reconstruction of full depth pavement and construction of stonm drain improvements along Maple Avenue from Tilbury Street to about
200 finear feet east of Maryland Avenue (approximate length of 1,100 iinear feet). The specific improvemaents will inciude reconstruction and resurfacing of the
roadway, curb and gutters within a 22-foot roadway section, storm drain system (inlets and drain pipes), and adjustment of existing inlets.

CAPACITY

The storm drain design Is based on the ten-year storm frequency interval.

ESTIMATED SCHEDULE

Design commenced in the summer of 2010 and will be completed by the Winter of 2011. Construction is expected 1o start in the Fall of 2012 and take
approximately 12 months to complete.

JUSTIFICATION

The community has experienced severa flooding of the sidewalks, yards, driveways, garages and basements during rain storms and has requested storm drain
improvements. This project is to alleviate stagnating water on the sidewalk and inundation of dwellings along Mapie Avenue from Tilbury Street to Maryland
Avanue. The instaliation of the proposed storm drain system is foliowed by the reconstuction/resurfacing of the pavement section. The project would benefit
ali 24 residences in the community.

FISCAL NOTE

Intergovermnmental revenue Is from the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission for its agreed share of water and sewer relocation costs.

OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impact analysis has been compieted for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION MAP
EXPENDITURE DATA g:eyia;ad;ﬂaﬁonal Capital Park and Pianning
T oo mmission

gf: - Sperer FY11 (8090 pepartment of Transportation

Current Estimat Y11 1,620 evepariuneni of Permitting Services

e Scope - ashington Suburban Sanitary Commission

Last FY's Cost Estimale 1820 |1 washington Gas

Appropriation Request Y13 ] f,gf;:n

Appropriation Request Est. FY14 [

Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 See Map on Next Page

Transfer [+

Cumutative Appropriation 1,620

Expenditures / Encumbrances 84

Unencumbered Balance 1,558

Partial Closeout Thry FY10 0

New Partial Closeout FY11 0

Total Partial Closeout a
h* o L 1
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Qutfall Repairs -- No. 509948

Category Conservation of Natural Resources Date Last Modified January 08, 2012
Subcategory Storm Drains Required Adequate Public Facility No
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation impact None.
Planning Area Countywide Status On-going
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)
Thru Est. Total Beyond
Cost Element Total FY11 Fyiz | 6Years | FY13 FY14 FY15 FY18 FY17 FY18 s?am
Planning, Design, and Supervision 2.657 933 248 1,476 234 234 234 234 270 270 [i)
Land 10 10 0 0 0 0 -0 0 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 1] 0 0 [+] ) [ 0 o
Construction 4,460 3.122 192 1,152 192 192 192 192 192 192 0
Cther 4 0 4 0 ] 0 ] 0 [+ 0 [
Total 7.133 4,085 440 2,628 428 426 426 426 462 462 *
FUNDING SCHEDULE (3000)
G.0. Bonds 7,133 4,085 440 2,628 426 426 428 426 462 462 0
Total 7,133 4,065 440 2,628 426 426 428 426 462 452 0
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the repair of existing storm drain outfalls Into stream valleys. Design of corrective measures is included when in-kind replacement of
original outfall structures is not feasible. Candidate outfall repairs are selected from citizen and public agency requests. The Department of Emironments!
Protection’s {DEP) Miscellaneous Stream Valley Improvements project generates and assists in rating the outfalls, which are ilentified as that project expands
into additional watersheds.

COST CHANGE

Increase due 1o the addition of FY'17-18 and overhead costs to this on-going level of effort project.

JUSTIFICATION

Coltapsed storm drain pipe sections, undermined endwalls, and eroded outfall thannels create hazardous conditions throughout the County. The course of
drainage could be altered endangering private property or public roads and speeding the erosion of stream channels. Erpsion from damaged outfalls results in
heavy sediment load being cared downstream that can severely impac! aqualic ecosystems and exacerbate existing downstream channel erosion.

As part of its watershed restoration inventories, DEP identifies storm drain outfalls that are in need of repair in County stream valleys and respective
watersheds. As this program expands fo include additional watersheds, each outfalf is categorized and, where damaged, rated. A functional rating and
evaluation process is used 1o priontize each outfall.

QGTHER
The number of outfall locations being repaired per year varies based on the severity of the erosion and damage, the complexity of the design, and the

complexity of the needed restorative construction work.

Completed outfalls in FY10-11: 4500 Tourney Road, Swestbirch Drive, 7329 Oskaloosa Drive, 10805 Willobrook Drive, 103 Bluff Terrace, Pinehurst al 8sech,
5207 Cromwelt Drive, Woodman Avenue, Bucknell Drive, Boiling Brook Parkway, Davis Mill Road, 126 Central Avenue, 611 Lamberton Drive, 1012 Parrs
Ridge Drive, 11513 Evelake Court, 4305 Harvard Street, 13717 Mills Avenue, 1517 Menlee Drive, 7200 Mill Run Drive, River Hill Road. McCeney at Harper,
Hoyle at Burnt Mills, Heimsdale Road, and 9512 Columbia Boulevard.

Scheduled for repéirs (FY12 - beyond): Prathertown Road, Circle Drive at Spring Drive, Emory Grove Road.
OTHER DISCLOSURES )

- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

-+ Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION MAP
EXPENDITURE DATA Depantiment of Environmental Protection
Date Ersl Anpropriation Py 13000) g:gg;g;?:nonal Capital Park and Planning
g’m Cfgt;spt;mle EY13 7,433 || Maryland Department of the Environment
Lasm tl er-'\"ﬂ Cosi EsEmate 5505 United States Army Corps of Engineers
3 33mi - Montgomery County Department of Pemitting
e Services
Ap;:ropr.;a!fon Request Fy1d 426 Utility Companies
Appropriation Request Est. FYi4 426 || Miscellaneous Stream Valley improvements
Supplemental Appropriation Request ¢ P
Nt
Transfer [¢] 5 ‘ (‘g._ﬁi ‘?y“"}
"k - /L-'f 3 ': ‘\é\%‘&
Cumulative Appropriation 4,505 e - Ty YA
Expenditures / Encumbrances 4,576 et y
Unencumbered Balance 428
Partial Closeout Thru FY10 [} A
New Partiat Closeout FY11
Total Partial Closeout Q
.85 i
Recommended veTd
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Storm Drain General — No. 500320

Category ' Conservation of Natural Resources Date Last Modified January 08, 2012
Subcategory Storm Drains ) Required Adequate Public Facility Ne .
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation impact None.
Planning Area Countywide Status On-going
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)
Total g
Cost Element Total | pors | reis levears| FY13 | Frae | Fvas | Frie | Prar | Fvms E Syond
Planning, Design, and Supervision 3,421 1,213 0 2.208 350 350 350 350 404 404 [+]
Land 62 82 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
Site Improvements and Utilities [ 0 0 0 [ 5 .0 [ 0 [+ 0
Construction 9.383 5,622 61 2,700 450 450 450 450 450 450 0
Other 1 1 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0
Total 12,867 7,898 61 4,908 800 800 800 800 854 854 "
- FUNDING SCHEDULE ({$000}
G.0. Bonds 12,477 7.514 55 4,808 800 800 800 800 854 854 4]
intergovernmental 228 222 6 0 0 0 1] g 0 0 [{]
State Aid 162 162 4] g 0 1] [} 0 [] Q ]
Total 12,867 7,398 61] 4308 800 800 800 800 854 854 ]

DESCRIPTION

This project provides the flexibility to construct various sub-projects that might otherwise be delayed for kack of funds or difficulty in acquiring right-of-way. This
project provides for right-of-way acguisition and construction for storm drain projects resuiting from the Drainage Assistance Request program. individual
projects range from retrofilting existing storm drainage systems {0 developing new drainage systems required to upgrade the existing systems in older
subdivisions. Projects formerly handled through the Neighborhood Storm Drain improvements project are usually small, unanticipated projects initiated by
requests from citizens whose homes and properties are subject to severe flooding or erosion and whers there is a demonstrated need for early reffief. Potential
new storm drain projects are studied under the Facility Planning: Storm Drain project. Concapt studies are evaluated based on the following factors: public
safety, damage to private property and frequency of event, damage to public right-of-way, environmental factors such as  eroslon, general public benefit,
availability of right-of.way and 5:1 cost benefit damage prevented ratio. Afer the completion of facility planning, projecis witkk construction estimated to cost
less than $500,000 are included in this project. Prompt relief is frequently achieved by the use of Department of Transportation (DOT) personne! to construct
and provide construction management. The project also facilitates financlal participation with developers up to 50 percent share of construction cost for storm
drainage projects where such construction would yield a public benefit to properties other than that of homeowner or developers. Right-of-way is acquired under
the Advanced Land Acquisition Revolving Fund (ALARF).

CAPACITY

Projects will be designed to accommodate the ten year storm frequency interval.

COST CHANGE

Increase due to the addition of FY17-18 and overhead cosis to this on-going level of effort project.

OTHER

For participation projects, cost sharing between the County and either homeowners or developers varles and is based upen a signed letter of understanding.
Soma funds from this project will go to support the Renew Montgomery program.

Completed Projects in FY 10 and 11. Muncasier Road, Midvale Road, Lupine Court, MacArthur Boulevard channel, Lockdale Road, Kingtrea Street,
Montgomery Avenue, Pomander Lane, Menlee Drive, Norton Road, Stilwater at Flanders, Laverock Court, Wehawken Road and Waukesha Road, Lone Oak
Drive, Quincy and Oxford, Lawsen Flace, Aberdeen Road, Wildcat Road al Watking, Democracy Boulevard east of Falls Road, Woodside Parkway, Burnt Mills
Hills, Mississippi Avenue, Walhonding Road at MacAnhur Boulevand, Sunset Drive, Manchester at Bradford, Valley Brook Drive, Brookmoor Drive at
Williamsburg Road, Fireside Drive, Renwood Lane, Hermitage Avenue, and Zion Road.

Potential future projects: Meadowood Drive, Chicago Avenue,
OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impact analysis will be performed during design or Is In progress.
- The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource
Protection and Planning Act.
. * Expenditures will continue indefinitely,

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Ied,?qtgomew County Department of

5 o~y vironmental Protection
gate :rsmp;‘:rcpnabon Fres (8009) Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning

irst Cost Estimate Commission
Current Scope FY12 12,867 ]
oet FY's Cost Eot TTi%e Maryland Department of the Environment
mate ' United Statas Army Corps of Engineers
Appropration Request 13 1800 hsﬁgrr;tg:;nefy County Depantment of Permitting
 Appropriation Request Est. FY14 0| utity Comparies
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 |1 Annual Sidewalk Program
Transfer Q
Cumulative Appropriation 7.953
Expenditures / Encumbrances 7,601
Unencumbered Balanca 58
Partial Closeout Thru FY10 [*]
New Partial Closeout FYul
Total Partial Closeout [+]
3-2=6

Recommended k -
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Town of Chevy Chase Storm Drain Improvements -- No. 500808

Cateqgory Conservation of Natural Resources Date Last Modified . January 08, 2012
Subcategory Storm Drains Required Adequate Public Fadllily No
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation impact None.
Planning Area Bethesda-Chevy Chase Slatus Final Design Stage
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)
Thru Est. Total Beyond
Cast Element Totat £Y11 Y42 |6Years| FY12 FY14 FY18 FY1i8 FY1? FY18 | g Years
Planning, Design, and Supetvision 1.059 949 23 87 87 0 [ a4 0 [+] 0
Land 0 1] 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 o 0
Site improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 [} 0 0 0 0 0 [} [}
Construction 2.203 1.517 1 685 685 0 s} o 0 8 4]
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 g 0 Y 0
Total 3,262] 2,466 24 772 772 0 o} 0 [] 0 []
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
G.0, Bonds 3282 2,466 24 772 772 0 0 0 0 a 1]
Total 3262 2.466 24 772 772 0 '] 1] 1] g ']
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the evaluation of the drainage conditions within the Town of Chevy Chase and construction in the four most critical sectors. The Town
is divided into fourteen drainage areas (sectors). Design for four sectors was completed in the Facility Planning: Starm Drain project. Ten sectors will be
evaluated in two additional phases and if the existing facilities are found 1o be inadequate, design will be developed for the necessary drainage improvements.
Phase 2 will implement the needed drainage improvements in the norihwest part of the town. Phase 3 will address the remaining areas along the east side of
the town,

ESTIMATED SCHEDULE

Design for phase 2 is complete. Construction for phase 2 is expected to commence by the summer of 2010 and take appraximately 12 months to complete.
Design and construction of phase 3 will be completed in FY13.

COST CHANGE

Increase due to the addition of overhead cosls.

JUSTIFICATION .

Privale properties and portions of the roadways within the Town of Chevy Chase are inundated during every sainfall event. This project was initiated at the
request of the Town of Chevy Chase to address these severe drainage deficiencies.

Construction for the four sectors in FY08 included improvements along East Avenue, Oakridge Avenue, Maple Avenue, Thomapple Street, Stanford Street,
Chatham Road, Meadow Lane, Blackthom Street, Woodbine Street, Leland Street, and Aspen Street. These improvements were completed in Phase I
Evaluation of the drainage conditions in the remainder of the town was completed in FY03. Design was developed for the remaining needed drainage
improvements in the town; design and construction of Phase [l was completed in FY11 and included Willow Lane, 48th Sireet, 44th Street, and Leland Street.
Construction funding for Phase (il of the project 1o address the remaining sectors in the east side of the town is included in the current budget submission.

OTHER DISCLOSURES . .
- A pedestrian impact analysis has been complsted for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION MAP
EXPENDITURE DATA Facility Planning: Stomm Drains
- 5000 Town of Chevy Chase
2”;“‘2:5@”8% £Yo8 L Department of Permitting Services
c',:.f,ten??mpemate Fr13 3.262 xas:ington Suburban Sanitary Commission
e ashington Gas
Last FY's Cost Estimate 3,250 Utiity Campanies
Appropriation Request FY13 772
Appropriation Request Est. Fri4 0
Supplemental Appropriation Request ] See Map on Next Page
‘Transfer ]
Cumulative Appropriation 2,490
Expenditures / Encumbrances 2467
Unencumbered Baiance 23
Partial Clogaout Thru FYil 4
Hew Partial Closecut FY11 g
Total Partial Closeout s
5.0
Recommended [ -l ?
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Expenditure Detail by Category, Sub-Category, and Project ($000s)
Conservation of Natural Resources

Project
Ag Land Preservation
788911  Agland Pres Easements
Sub-Category Total
Storm Drains
*500108  Battery Park Storm Drain
*500510  Connecticut Ave./Primrose Street
Storm Drain
508180  Facility Planning: Storm Drains .
*509637  Glen Echo Storm Drain
*501108 Henderson Avenue Storm Drain &
Roadway Improvement
501100 Maple Avenue Storm Drain & Roadway
Improvements
509948 Outfall Repairs
*500509  Sonoma / Ayrlawn Storm Drain
improvements
©3 500320  Storm Drain General
1 500808  Town of Chavy Chase Storm Drain

—rt

improvements

Sub-Category Total

Stormwater Management
809318 Facility Planning: SM
807359  Misc Stream Valley improvements
800700  SM Facility Major Structural Repair
800900  SM Relrofit - Government Facilities
801300  SM Retrofit - Roads
801301 SM Retrofit - Schools
808726 SM Retrofit: Countywide
809342 Watershed Restoration - Interagency

Sub-Category Total

Category Total

* Pending Close Out or Close Out
CIP230 - Recommended

o)

Total

23,578
23,578

19 .

1,266

5,784
630
2,270

1,620

7,133

3,401

12,867
3,262

38,282

15,312
21,123
20,450
26,982
64,425
20,100

162,060

6,038

336,490

398,320

Thru
FY11

1,617
1,617

"
1,234

3.858
630
410

61

4,065
2,955

7,898
2,466

23,588

6,730
792
2,537
1,405
0

0
2,157
3,425
17,046
42,261

Rem.
FY12

14,977
14,977

32

346

1,860
219

440
446

61
24

3,436

1,832
4,461
3,113
8,152
0

0
5,803
993
24,444
42,857

6 Year
Total

6,984
6,984

1,340

2,628
0

4,908
772

11,228

6,750
15,870
14,800
17,425
64,425
20,100

154,010

1,620

295,000

313,212

FY13

1,020
1,020

795

426
0

800
772

3,043

1,150
3,070
2,350
2,125
8,515
1,270
16,210
310
35,000
38,063

FY14

1,061
1,061

545

426

800

2,021

1,150
3,070
2450
2,900
8,910
1,010
24,200
310
45,000
48,082

FY15

1,120
1,120

426

800
0

1,476

1,150
3,070
2,500
3,100
11,500
3,270
25,100
310
50,000
52,596

FY16

1,199
1,199

426

800
0

1.476

1,100
2,220
2,500
3,100
11,500
4,850
24,500
230
50,000
52,675

Beyond

FYi7  Fy1g S¥rS- Approp.
1,257 1,327 0 633
1,257 1,327 0 639
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

290 290 0 250

0 0 ) 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

462 462 0 426

0 0 0 0

854 854 0 1,600

0 ¢} 0 772
1,606 1,606 0 3,048
1,100 1,100 0 1,150
2,220 2,220 0’ 2,570
2,500 2,500 0 1,350
3,100 3,100 0 1,125
11,500 11,500 0 6.515
4,850 4,850 0 1,270
29,500 34,500 0 11,710
230 230 0 310
56,000 60,000 ) 26,000
57,863 62,933 0 29,687

Page 2 of 30



Funding Summary by Category, Sub-Category and Revenue Source ($000s)
Conservation of Natural Resources

Thru Rem. 6 Year Beyond
Funding Source Total FY11 FY12 Total Fy13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 6 Years
Ag Land Preservation
Agricultural Transfer Tax 8,442 1,203 4,539 2,700 388 407 427 457 489 532 0
Contributions 252 0 51 201 51 30 30 30 30 30 0
Federal Aid 522 0 522 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0
G.O. Bonds 2,000 0 2,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Investment income 5,102 414 605 4,083 581 624 663 712 738 765 0
M-NCPPC Contributions 5,000 0 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
State Aid 2,260 0 2,260 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sub-Category Total 23,578 1,617 14,977 6,984 1,020 1,061 1,120 1,199 1,257 1,327 0
Storm Drains , C
Current Revenue: General 5,683 3,757 348 1,580 250 250 250 250 290 290 o]
G.0O. Bonds 31,562 16,095 2,929 9,538 2,793 1,661 1,226 1,226 1,316 1.316 0
Intergovernmental 729 458 1614 110 0 110 0 0 ] 0 0
o .. State Aid - , - L. 218 278 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0
Water Quality Protection Charge 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Y
w Sub-Category Total 38,252 23,588 3,436 11,228 3,043 2,021 1,476 1,476 1,606 1,606 Q
<fl Stormwater Management ' V
M Current Revenue: General 5,000 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fed Stimulus (State Allocation) 263 263 0 0 0 0 4] a 0 0 0
Federal Aid 299 0 299 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0 0
G.O. Bonds 815 816 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
State Aid 66,337 2,034 4,303 60,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 0
Stormwater Management Waiver Fees 4,406 3,665 741 0 0 0 0 o 0 o 0
Water Quality Protection Bonds 245,099 223 16,626 228,250 23,850 33,850 38,850 38,900 43,900 48,900 0
Water Quality Protection Charge 14,271 5,046 2,475 6,750 1,150 1,150 1,150 1,100 1,100 1,100 0
Sub-Category Total 336,490 17,046 24,444 295,000 35,000 45,000 50,000 50,000 55,000 60,000 0
Category Total 398,320 42,251 42,857 313,212 39,063 48,082 52,596 52,675 57,863 62,933 0
CIP250 - Recommended Page 2 of 19



Wapakoneta Road Improvements -- No. 501101

Category Transportation Date Last Modified January 07, 2012

Subcategory Roads Required Adequate Public Facility  Neo

Administering Agency Transportation Retocation impact None.

Planning Area Bethesda-Chevy Chase Status Preliminary Design Stage

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Est Total Beyond
Cost Element Total FY11 £Y12 B Years FYi3 FY{4 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 6 Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision 417 0 0 417 255 35 127 0 0 0 [1]
Land 328 0 0 328 0 328 3] 1] 0 0 4
Site Improvements and Utilities 10 g a 10 0 0 10 0 0 [} 0
Canstruction 808 0 A} 808 0 a 808 0 [¢] 0 0
Other 0 ] 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 1,563 0 /] 1.563 255 363 945 a 0 [} )
FUNDING SCHEDULE {$000}
G.0. Bonds 1.533 0 0 1,533 255 363 915 0 o] 0 0
Intergovernmental 30 3} 0 30 0 g 30 0 0 0 0
Total 1,563 1] a 1,583 255 363 345 0 [¢] [1] ]
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000)

Maintenance 3 ¢ 4] 0 1 1 1
Net impact 3 0 0 0 1 1 1

DESCRIPTION

This project provides for reconstruction of full-depth pavement and construction of storm drain improvements along Wapakoneta Road from Namakagan Road
to Walhonding Road (approximate length of 800 linear feet). The specific improvements will include reconstruction and resurfacing of the roadway, curb and
gutters within & 24-foot roadway section, storm drain system {inlets and drain pipes}, and bio-retention facilities. Storm drain improvements wili extend beyond
properties along Wapakoneta Road. Wapakoneta Road south of Namakagan Road has curb and gutters, a storm drain system, and a reconstructed
pavement. .

ESTIMATED SCHEDUL

Design will start in the Summer of 2012 and conclude in the Fall of 2013. Property acquisition will start in the Spring of 2013 and conclude by Spring 2014.
Construction is expected to start by the Winter of 2014 and be completed by Summer of 2015,

COST CHANGE

Cost increase due to inflation and overhead charges,

JUSTIFICATION

A nurnber of the properties experience severe flooding of their dwellings during rain storms; the tack of a drainage system or roadside difches also causes
erosion of shoulders and inundation of the roadway in this older community. The residents of this segment of Wapakoneta Road have submitted a petition
requesting instaliation of curb and gutters, storm drain impravements, and reconstruction of the road. This project is 1o alleviate erosion of road shoulders and
inundation of the roadways and private properties along the west side of the street. The installation of the proposed storm drain improvements will be followed
by the recanstructionresurfacing of the pavement section. The project would benefit alf 22 residences in this part of Wapakoneta Road by reducing fiooding.

A review of impacts of pedestrians, bicycles and ADA (Americans with Disabilites Act of 1991) is being performed and addressed by this project. Traffic
signals, streetfights, crosswalks, bus stops, ADA ramps, bikeways, and other pertinent issues are being cansidered in the design of the project to ensure
pedestrian safety.

OTHER
Intergovernmental represents WSSC's share of utility relocation costs.

OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION MAP
EXPENDITURE DATA Marytand-National Capital Park and Plaaning
— Commission
gﬁf g::: gzg::;am ul Y13 (3000) Department of Transportation
C?rrant Scove Y11 1,425 | | Department of Permitiing Services
e - Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission
Last FY's Cost Estimate ] Washinglon Gas
- Pepco
Agpropriation Request FY13 255 || verizon
Appropriation Request Est. FY14 1,308
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 .See Map on Next Page
Transler 0
Cumulative Appropriation ]
Expenditures / Encumbrances
Unencumbered Balance
Partial Closecut Thru FY10 0
New Partial Closeout FYH
Tetal Partial Closeouwt
2241
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FY2015 Permit Cycle

Yotal Potential Total R 7 % Impl jan in impervious Treated ESD (% Cost (Million
Watershed Strategies Cost Potential {acres] Permit Cycle facres) impervious) £} E3D {3% Cost) N ph di Trash
Cornpleted und High Pricrity Projects $15.8 315 100.0% 315 9% 515 30% 5.8% 5.9% 1.9% 6,2% 5.5%
Low Priority Projects $5.1 194 100.0% 184 8% $5 61% 2.0% 2.1% 0.7% 2.2% 2.7%
Other Potential Projects $249.2 2,217 33.0% 732 20% 382 24% 7.7% B.0% 2.6% B8.4% 10.0%
Public £50 Retrofits $237.8 456 10.6% 96 100% $24 100% 11% 1.1% 0.4% 1.2% 1.4%
Anacostia Frivate £SD Retrafits $213.0 857 10.0% 86 100% 521 100% 1.0% 1.0% 0.3% 1.0% 1.3%
Riparian Reforestation 514 8 0.0% - 0% 50 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Stream Restoration $93.7 - 11.7% - 0% $11 0% 5.0% 6.6% 38.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Programmatic: Practices $3.6 - 25.0% - 0% $6.9 0% 2.2% 2.1% 2.6% 2.0% 20.4%
Subtotal $819.6 4,544 313% 1,421 26.3% $160 45.4% 24.8% 26.8% 46.6% 21.0% 41.3%
[« and High Priority Projects $13.3 585 100.0% 585 1% 513 13% 3.0% 5.0% 6.0% 5.5% 6.0%
Low Priority Projects 583 665 100.0% €65 1% $9 7% 3.9% 3.8% 6.2% 4.9% 2.0%
Other Potential Projects $2.0 193 25.0% 48 0% $1 0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0, 4% 0.5%
Public ESD Retrofits §247.1 1020 10.0% 162 100% $25 100% 1.3% 1.3% 1.4% 1.3% 1.5%
Rock Creek Privote ESD Retrofits $341.2 1,407 10.0% 141 100% $34 100% 17% 1.7% 1.9% 1.8% 2.0%
Ripurian Reforestation $23.8 119 0.0% - 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0%
Stream Restoration 520.1 - 21.8% - 0% 4 0% 2.0% 1.5% 21.9% 8.0% 0.0%
Programmalic Practices $1.2 - 160.0% - 0% 1 0% 11.0% 11.0% 0.0% 7.5% 0.0%
Subtotal $657.6 3,989 38.6% 1,541 16.5% s87 70.4% 24.1% 24.7% 37.8% 21.4% 17.0%
Complered and High Priority Projects 816 88 100.0% 88 % $2 19% 2.9% 3.0% 33% 4.2% 2.5%
Low Priority Projects $1.6 10 100.0% 10 78% $2 aB% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3%
Other Potentiul Projects 50.1 5 25.0% i 0% 50 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Public ESD Retrofits 587.8 403 10.0% 40 100% $9 100% 1.0% 108 1.1% 1.1% 1.3%
Cabin John Private £50 Retrofits $103.1 472 10.0% 47 100% $10 100% 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 1.3% 1.5%
Riparion Reforestation $7.8 35 0.0% - 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Stream Restoration $16.2 - 0.0% - 0% O U% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Progromrmatic Practices 505 - 100.8% - % 0 0% 15.3% 14.4% 0.0% 9.9% 0.0%
Subtotol $218.7 1,018 18,4% 187 52.0% 323 92.0% 20.7% 19.9% 6.0% 15.7% 5.6%
Completed and High Priority Projects $4.4 211 100.0% 211 1% 54 8% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 0.0% 6.0%
Low Friority Projects $2.0 26 100.0% 26 33% 52 BA% 0.2% 0.3% 1.2% 8.0% 0.2%
Cther Potential Projects $0.0 - 0.0% - 0% 50 8 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Public ESD Retrofits $0.0 - 0.0% - 100% $0 100% -
Muddy Watts Private £3D Retrofits $0.0 - 0.0% - 100% 50 100% -
Riparian Reforestution 50.0 - 0.0% - 0% & 0% -
Stream Restoration $24.2 - 0.03% - % € 0% 0.0% 0.0% Q0% 0.0% 0.0%
Prog ic Proctices S0 - 100.0% - 0% < 0% M
Subtotal $30.6 237 200.0% 237 4.3% 56 31.6% 5.2% 6.3% 7.2% 2.0% 6.2%
Completed and High Priority Projects $189 800 100.9% 80D 1% 519 6% 20.0% 20.0% 21.0% 0.0% 26.0%
Low Priority Prajicts $6.6 87 100.0% 87 15% $7 41% 3.7% 3.7% 4.3% 0.0% 4.3%
Other Patential Projects 50.2 53 0% 13 0% 50 0% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 97%
Great Seneca finclusive of Public ESE» Retrofits $0.0 - 0.0% - 100% s$o 100% -
Clopper Lake] Private £5D Retrofits $6.0 - 0.0% - 100% S0 100% -
Riparian Reforestation 50,0 - 0.0% - 0% $0 0%
Stream Restorotion C8359 - 0.0% - 0% 30 0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0,0% 0.0%%
Programmatic Proctices 50.0 - 1006.0% - 0% $0 0% -
Subtotol $51.6 M1 95.8% 801 2.2% $26 15.2% 24.3% 24.3% 26.0% 8.0% 31.0%
Completed and High Priority Projects $0.0 - 100.0% - 0% O 0% -
Low Priority Projects $0.0 - 100,0% - 0% 0 0% -
Other Potential Projects $0.0 - 0.0% - 0% 0 0% -
Clogper Lake {subshed of Public ESD Retrafits 508 12 0.0% - 100% $0 100% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Great Seneca) Private ESD Retrofits 305 g 0.0% - 100% S0 100% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Riparian Reforestation $0,2 2 0.0% - 0% $o 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Stream Restoration $0.0 - 0.0% - % 50 0% -
Programmatic Proctices $0.01 - 100.0% - 0% $0.01 0% 61.0% 30.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00%
Subtotal 315 22 £.0% - 0.0% $0.0 0,0% 63.0% 30.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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FY2015 Permit Cycle

Total Potential Totaf i % Impl fonin Impervious Treated ESD (% Cost {Million
Watershed Strategies Cost Potential {acres) Permit Cycle facres) Impervious) s) ESD (% Cost) Nitrogen Phosphorus Sediment Bacteria Trash
Completed and High Priority Projects $0.0 - 0.0% 0% S0 0% - 2
Low Priority Projects $0.0 - 0.0% - 0% S0 0% - -
Other Potential Projects $0.0 - 0.0% 0% S0 0% & 2
Public ESD Retrofits $8.6 40 0.0% = 100% $0 100% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Lower Monocacy Private ESD Retrofits $2.9 13 10.0% 1 100% $0 100% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
Riporian Reforestation $1.1 5! 0.0% - 0% $0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Stream Restoration $7.3 2 0.0% - 0% $o 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Programmatic Practices $0.1 - 0.0% - 0% $0.0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Subtotal $20.0 58 2.3% 1 100.0% $0.29 100.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
Completed and High Priority Projects 50.4 5 100.0% S 27% S0 77% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 1.0%
Low Priority Projects 50.9 B 100.0% 5 100% S1 100% 8.4% 8.2% 8.3% 8.2% 11.6%
Other Potential Projects $2.0 - 25.0% - 0% So 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Public ESD Retrofits $31.2 179 0.0% 100% S0 100% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Patuxent {Rocky Gorge) Private ESD Retrofits $18.6 106 1.0% 1 100% S0 100% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2%
Riparian Reforestation $2.5 12 0.0% 0% $0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Streom Restoration $19.1 2.5% - 0% $0 0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0%
Programmotic Proctices 50.1 - 100.0% - 0% S0 0% 38.0% 8.2% 0.3% 4.7% 2.0%
Subtotal $74.7 307 3.6% 11 64.5% 53 54.5% 47.5% 17.4% 10.4% 13.8% 14.8%
Completed and High Priority Projects $0.0 100.0% - 0% 50 0% ¥ &
Low Priority Projects $0.4 2 100.0% 2 100% S0 100% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 0.5% 10%
Other Potentiol Projects $0.0 - 0.0% - 0% $0 0% E &
Public ESD Retrofits $4.1 17 0.0% - 100% S0 100% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Patuxeat (Triadelphia) Private ESD Retrofits $4.7 19 5.0% 1 100% S0 100% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.5%
Riparian Reforestation $0.1 1 0.0% 0% SO 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Stream Restoration $0.0 - 0.0% - 0% $0 0% =
Programmatic Practices $0.01 - 100.0% 0% S0 0% 23.4% 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Subtotal 59.3 38 7.6% 3 100.0% 50.6 99.1% 24.2% 4.3% 0.9% 0.8% 1.6%
Countywide Totals $1,884 11,154 38.6% 4,302 17.9% $305 53.4% 17.8% 172.1% 22.7% 10.5% 18.0%
High and Low Priority; 2,993
Assumptions: 20% Targeted Impervious: 4,292

1
2
3.
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. 100% Completed and High Priority Projects

. 25-33% Other poteatial projects

. 100% of Public Outreach Potential for all TMDL watersheds
. 10% of ESD potential in urban watersheds, =1 acre ESD goal for rural watersheds
. No riparian reforestation, Completed stream restoration

Used watershed area weighing to calculate countywide total poltutant removals

18848

—{0
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Chesapeoke Bay TMDL, Urban
Chesapeake Bay TMDL, Urban

768.0294602
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54 Reductions (2017): {1
54 Reductions {2020).
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