
TO: 

MEMORANDUM 

THE & T &E COMMITTEES 
March 23, 2015 

Joint Discussion 

March 19,2015 

Prince George's County Council Transportation, Housing & Environment (THE) 
Committee 

Montgomery County Council Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy & Environment 
(T &E) Committee 

FROM: ~cith Levchenko, Senior Legislative Analyst, Montgomery County Council 
,(;O-Glenn O rl in, Deputy Administrator, Montgomery County Council 
11r; Hawi Sanu, THE Committee Director, Prince George's County Council 

SUBJECT: Joint Discussion: Transportation and Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission 
(WSSC) Issues 

The agenda for this meeting is on 0 1. 

I. TRANSPORTA nON ISSUES 

Purple Line Status 

The 16-mile Purple Line light rail wi ll serve 2 1 stations between Bethesda and New Carrollton, 
intersecting four branches of Metro rail, three MARC commuter rail lines, the University of Maryland, and 
several inside-the Beltway business districts. It is the top transit priority in Prince George's County and 
the top overall transportation priority in Montgomery County. (See the two counties' most recent State 
transportation priority letters on ©2-8). 

The cost of the Purple Line at about $2.4 billion. The Maryland Transit Authority (MTA) is 
pursuing a public/private partnership that would have a private entity (the "concessionaire") design, build, 
operate, and maintain the line. Setting fares, schedule of service, and monitoring quality would remain as 
MTA responsibilities. Currently funding is divided thusly: $900 million from Federal aid, $300-700 
million from State funds, $220 million from each of the two counties, and $600-1 ,000 mi llion in private 
investment from the se lected concessionaire partner. A breakdown of the costs for both the Purple Line 
and the Baltimore region 's Red Line is on <09. 

Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) Secretary Pete Rahn has requested MTA and 
the candidate concessionaries to value-engineer both the Purple and Red Line projects: to identify means 
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to cut its cost whi le maintammg the elements necessary to provide their core objectives. Our 
understand ing is that the results will be presented to Governor Hogan so that he would be able to make a 
decision about the scope and schedule of these projects by late May. The deadline for the Purple Line 
concess ionaires to submit their final proposals has been postponed from this past January until August. 

Jamie Kendrick, Deputy Executive Director of MTA's Office of Transit Development and 
Delivery, will brief the committees on the current status of the Purple Line and take questions. 

New Hampshire Avenue Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Line 

In late 2013 the Montgomery County Counci l approved the Countywide Transit Corridors 
Funclional Mosler Plan that master.planned ten new BRT routes encompassing more than 90 miles. One 
of the routes is New Hampshire Avenue, which would run from just north of Randolph Road in Colesville 
to the District of Columbia boundary at Eastern Avenue; presumably, it would be ex tended to the Fort 
Totten Metro Station. The description of this route is on ©10-12. 

There are two segments that are within Prince George's County: from Northampton Drive to 
University ~oulevard, and from East-West Highway to Eastern Avenue. The Plan stipulates for each 
route the general station locations, whether or not there would be lanes dedicated to BRT in the segment, 
the minimum right-of-way required, and the maximum number of additional transit lanes. 

MDOT currently has three routes in project planning in Montgomery County: Veirs Mi ll Road 
between Wheaton and Rockvi lle; US 29 between Silver Spring and Burtonsvi lle; and MD 355 between 
Bethesda and Clarksburg. From Montgomery County's viewpoint, New Hampshire Avenue would be the 
next BRT corridor to study; it is currently ranked #6 in the priority li st for studies to be funded in MDOT' s 
Development and Evaluation (D&E) Program (©8). Such a study would not be undertaken by MOOT, 
however, unless Prince George's County were to make it a priority as well. 

Bus Service Improvements between Prince George's and Montgomery Counties 

There are several existing Metrobus routes that cross between the two counties: the J4 and K9 
MetroExtra routes; the F4, C2, C4, and K6 Metrobus Major Routes; the Fl , C8, and F8 Metrobus Local 
Routes; and the Z9, Z29 Metrobus Commuter (peak·period only) Routes. 

Jim Hamre, Director of Bus Planning, for the Washi ngton Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
(WMATA) will present information about these intercounty routes and the potential for improvements. 

II. WASHINGTON SUBURBAN SANITARY COMMISSION ISSUES 

Water and Sewer Extension Cost Issues (see tD I3-26) 

All septic systems will ultimately fail over time. If a property does not have sufficient acreage or 
suitable soil for a replacement well andlor septic field based on newer and stricter permit requirements, 
then publ ic waier and/or sewer may be the only viable long-term option. However, water and sewer 
extensions have become increasingly costly in fecent years and, in many cases, the applicant may not be 
able to afford the cost of the water or sewer main extension. On relatively small andlor constrained 
properties, as septic systems approved under more lenient regulations (pre- l 995) age out, the difficulty of 
installing replacement systems is li kely to become more widespread. 
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There are a number of examples where properties receive category changes (or would be granted 
category changes if requested) to allow for the extension of public sewer to address failing septic systems. 
However, these extensions ultimately do not move forward because applicants (who, under current 
policies, are responsible for paying the full extension costs minus any potential WSSC revenue from new 
fTont foot benefit charges) cannot afford the costs. 

A Bi-County Infrastructure Working Group chaired by WSSC took up the extension cost issue and 
had a subgroup look at some potential strategies for making water and sewer extensions more affordable. 
The subgroup released a report I and presented its findings and recommendations to the WSSC 
Commissioners last July. This report was transmitted to both Montgomery and Prince George's Counties 
in late August. 

The attached presentation provides a summary of the issue, including: the current extension cost 
process, the problems with the current process, and some potential solutions that warrant further study. 

The Montgomery County Council's T &E Committee is supportive of the development by 
County staff of concrete proposals to change the extension cost process. 

The Prince George's County Council's THE Committee has not weighed in on this issue yet 
and whether it would like Prince George's County staff to work with Montgomery County staff on 
joint proposals for consideration by both Councils. 

Both Council Staffs support a Bi-County staff effort to review and bring recommendations 
back to each Council in the fall. 

WSSC Benchmarking Study 

This study would compare WSSC operations and costs to other best-in-kind utilities. WSSC has 
not had a comprehensive benchmarking study since a Competitive Action Program (CAP) effort was done 
in the late 1990's. That effort (which included benchmarking and then substantial multi-year follow-up 
by WSSC work teams) ultimately led to a reduction in WSSC staffing from 2,120 in FY96 to 1,458 in 
FY06 (a reduction of 662 positions; or over 30 percent of the workforce). 

Since FY06, WSSC has steadi ly increased its workforce. The Approved FY 15 budget assumes 
1,729 positions. The Proposed FY l6 budget assumes 1,747 positions. WSSC's rates have also increased 
substantially. Over the past 10 years. rates have increased 90 percent (with an average of7.8 percent per 
year). Expenditures have increased about 45 percent over that same time (about 4.7 percent per year).2 

Much of WSSC's ramp-up in staffing and rates has been a result o f its increased infrastructure 
recapitalization work in recent years to address aging water/sewer pipe infrastructure. WSSC has also 
faced increased environmental regulation costs over time (such as its sanitary sewer overflow (SSO) 
Consent Decree). 

I The full extension cost report is available for download at: 
D.!!p:i Iw\Vw .1Il! ml !.!,Oln~D"r.:0I!!!!1:JmLgov/r.:ollnci I 'R c~o II rcc~.F i I£sl J ~ E PO R TS/W$F.;~IC Il S iOIl-Nc!;:ds.jld 1'. 
2 The rate of increase in water and sewer rates is approximate ly double the rate of increase in expenditures because WSSC' s 
revenue from its primary source of funding (volumetric water and sewer fees) has been nat due to decl ining per capita water 
usage. This trend has resulted in rate increases being needed to offset revenue shortfalls, in add ition to funding increased 
expenditures. 
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Both Montgomery and Prince George's County Council staffs believe a new benchmarking study 
of WSSC' s major costs and operations would be useful to show where there may be opportunities for 
WSSC to achieve efficiencies, as well as to project where WSSC may need additional resources in the 
future. Such a study, which is estimated to take about 6 months and which WSSC believes could be 
absorbed within existing WSSC resources, could help both Counci ls and WSSC concur on WSSC's 
budgetary and operations path going forward . Depending on the results of this study, WSSC and both 
Counci ls could consider more targeted follow-up review of particular operations. 

Assuming both Committees are supportive of this benchmarking study, Council Staffs will 
work with WSSC to finalize the scope of work in time for action at the Bi-County meeting on May 7. 

Attachments 

F:\ORUN\t'Y I S\t&e\T &E· THB150323I&e-lhe.0000: 
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AGENDA 

Joint Meeting 

Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy and Environment Committee 
of the Montgomery County Council 

Roger Berliner (Chair), Nancy Florcen, and Tom Hucker 

Transportation, Housing and Environment Committee 
of the Prince George's County Council 

Mary Lehman (Chair), Todd Turner (Vice Chair), Mel Franklin, Dannielle Gla ros, Deni Taveras 

9:30 a.In. Introduction of partic ipants 

WSSC Hcaring Room 
March 23, 2015 
9:30-11 :30 8.m. 

9:35 a. l11 . Status report on the Purple Line, including funding issues and next steps 

10: I 0 a.m. Bus service improvements, including the potential for enhancing Metrobus freq uency and 
span of service between the counties; the masler·planned New Hampsh ire Aven ue (MD 
650) Bus Rapid Transit routc. 

10:45 a.m. Water and sewer extension cost issues for residential property owners - discussion of 
the problems with the current system. potential solutions (i ncluding creat ion of sub
d istricts to facil itate cost-sharing, subsidies to quali fy ing propert ies. and additional 
financing flex ibility for property owners), and need for further work by both 
Montgomery and Prince George's County statTs to develop recommendations for 
cons ideration by both Counci ls. 

II : 15 a.m. Benchmarking study comparing WSSC operations and costs to other best-in-kind utilities 
pre liminary discussion of scope of work 

I I :30 a.m. Adjoum 

(]) 



AuSl\ern L B"ker. III 
COOllty E ... culivi 

THE PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY GOVERNMENT 

DEC 5 ,",4 

Mr. James T. Smith, Jr. 
Secretary 
Muryland Department of Transportalion 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 
Hanover, Mal)'land 21076 

Dear Secretary Smith: 

Enc losed is Prince George's County's proposed 2014-15 Priority Projects List for thl: FY 
201 5-2020 State Consolidated Transportation Program (eTP). This reflects the County's 
priorities with regard to State highway construction projects, transit. project planning starts, 
safety improvements. system preservation and ~atcway projccts and supports the County's 
priori ties related to Transit Oriented Development (I'OD). and pcdt!strian and bicycle safety. 

Taken col Iccl ivcly, the Priority List represents projects that will provide Prince George's 
County with the greatest benefits in tt."tlllS of community revitalization, economic development., 
Melrorail access. congestion rel ief and safety improvt.·mcnts. Promoting projects thai address 
safety for all users, particularly road sections that have been idcntifil.'d \>,.;th high crash idtes is 
cnJciul. It is also extremely important Ihat tnt: transportation network play its part in creating all 
environment that is conducive to economic dcvelopment. as a hcalthier, more robust I)rince 
George' s County is important to the overall vitali!y of the State and the region. 

Tbe 2015 List reflects a morc focused request. with fewer itt'ms on the list than in years 
p.1St with increased emphasis on salety and system enhancement. It continUf .. -s to build on the 
progress made wough the projects which have been funded in full or advanced through the 
Transportation Infrastructure Investment ~Cl of 2013. Again, we would extend appreciation to 
MDOT fo r its work in moving those projects forward cxpeditiously. 

Because the Act funded several key projt..'Cts [rom the previous list. it enables us to 
advance other necdt."<I projects that will benefit economic development and safety. Among them. 
for the FY 20 15-2020 CTP, Prince Gcorge's County would like to highlight the following: 

-1-9S/Greenbelt Metro Access: As Prince George's County's number 1 project for 
construction, completing conversion ofa partinl interchange into a full interchange to 
provide direct ramp access among the site, the Capital Beltway 0-95/1-495) and the 
Greenbelt Metrorail Station. is provides important support for GrccnbcU~ a potentiul site 
for relocation of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Further still it assisLS other current 
and future tenants at thi s location, and serves as a catalyst for TOO. State s upport is 
crucial to advance this Projett in the eTP. 

County Administration Building 
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive, Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 

Maryland Relay 711 

® 
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• MD 210. Indian lIead Highway (pltlmer Road @ Living.'ttun Road & Interchange): 
As our number one project planning priority. Prince Georgc's County requests that this 
project be advanccd through plmming and design as quick ly as possible to ensure that it 
will be ready 10 go to constructi on at the earliest available date. Due to the MOM racility 
t.hat is slated to opcn in 2016 and additional planned economic development within the 
MD 2tO Corridor, ad vancing this project "'-ill benefit the State, Region and County, by 
enhancing this significant commuting corridor for Southern Maryland into and through 
the County for job access. Funding for work along the corridor will be suppl emented by 
revenue provided as a result of Senate Bill I during the second specia l session of201 2. 
The measure requires 40% of roud impact grants, up to $1 5.000.000 to be used to address 
infra~1rueture needs related 10 MD 2 10. Addre!<Sing the required improvements in an 
expeditious fashion is imperative. T he Palmer Road Interchange Project is the second of 
seven interchange improvements needed in the MD 210 Corridor . 

• US I, Baltimore Annue (College Avenue to 1-95/495): It is critical 10 expedite and 
provide construction funding for the first pbase of the County's number 2 construction 
priority from College Avenue to University Boulevard. This will bring much needed 
strcetscaping, improVl,'d sufety nnd multi-modal road and side\\'8Jk improvements are 
needed for this highly congested and challenged section of US 1 in College Park. 
Creating a belter environment fo r the multitude of users in this diverse community is a 
must. Prince George's County requests that the project be advanced through design and 
on to construction as quickly as possible . 

• MD 197, Collington Road (US SO to 1\-1D 450): Widening MD 197 ITom US 50 to MD 
450 is important for relieving congestion, improving safety, and supporting economic 
development. in the Bowie area and is the County's number 3 constmction priority. 

• Branch Avenue: The fourtb construction priority for the Count)' is tbe Branch Avcnue 
Project. Providing improved traffic flow and new interchanges in the Branch A venue 
corridor. in coordination \\-,th necessary fixed guideway transit is critical to relieving 
traffic congestion on MD 5. We strongly urge the State to finalize the remaining planning 
and design elements to eflectively move the Project forward into construction. 

• MD 4 Corridort Pennsylvania Avenue Interchanges (Westphalia Rd, Dower House 
Road and MD 223 Woodyard Road). The fifth planning project is to advance design 
for the remaining interchanges along Pennsylvania Avenue just outside of the Beltway to 
address existing mission related growth at Joint Base Andrews. relieve congestion. and 
help enhance development projects in ulis vicinity. Continuing to work eo llaboratively 
\\·i th developers \\;11 be critical in advancing these interchange projects. In the short term, 
an additional north bound trdvellane to tie into the additional lane being provided 
through the Suitland Parkway project along with improvements at the intersection of 
Dower House Road and MD 4 arc nceded to address existing conditions as a result of 
BRAe movements at Andrews. 
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• Purple Line: Prince George"s County's number one transit priority will connect the 
"spokes" arthe Mctrorail system to provide continuity and availability for all users, and 
is vital to State, Regional and County economic development It is a much needed 
transit alternative, bringing balance to the Region by taking thousands or cars off the 
road. and adding approximately 60,000 riders dai ly to the transit system. Further. the 
Purple Line from Bethesda to New Carrollton, will serve as the tirst leg to provide a 
circumferential rail line connecting to Virginia via National Harbor and across the 
Woodrow Wilson Bridge. 

• WMA TA Funding: Robust funding for the WMATA system is absolutely necessary to 
assure needed capacity and effective transit services throughout Prince George's County. 
Both the Metromil and a soundly funded Mctrobus network are essential to the County 

for addressing mobility needs and providing sustainable ailemalivt!s to single occupancy 
vehic les. Further, funding is needed for additional Priority Corridor Network (peN) 
routes in Prince Gorge's County, Cor Transit Oriented Development around the 15 
Stations in the County, and enhanced transit connectivity between activity centers, 

• The Bus: As Prince George's County operates a lCUt1sit system separate rrom WMATA, 
additional funding is needed to help provide expanded service to meet existing needs and 
accommodate future growth. 

• I~rince George's County Transitway: Advancing study at'll ti xed guideway network 
with emphasis on priority corridors will be vital to economic development and enhanced 
mobility within the County and the region. Priority corridors provide enhanced linkages 
that connect to developing systems in neighboring jurisdictions, and between activity 
centers within Prince George' s County. 

• Southern Maryland Transit: Advancing the study of fixt.'<1 guideway transit and 
coordinating closely with the State Highway Administration on the MD 5 highway and 
interchange project wi ll provide better regional corulcctivity and help relieve congestion 
in this very congested corridor. 

• Pedestrillo Safety Enhancements on State~maintained Roadways: Projects that arc 
intended to address safety, in particular those desi~'fled to reduce pedestrian erashes in 
Prince George's County are paramount and ean be found in a number of the different 
categories of the list including System Preservation, and Project Planning. Prince 
George's County cannot emphasize strongly enough the imperative thai the State further 
ctTorts to implement safety features included on and along State~maintajncd roadways 
inclusive 01: but not limited to the installation of continuous street lighting, crosswalks. 
sidewalks, etc. Prince George's County commends the State for implementing a robust 
and rapidly improving safety program through such efforts as the Pedestrian Road Safety 
Audits, Community Enhancement projects and an overall excellent level of 
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communications and coordination. However. much more remains to be donc, and we 
emphasize the need for continued fucus and vigilance on this initiative. 

Thc County would like to also express appreciation for efforts to date, and emphasize the 
need for cominued collaboration on addressing issues identified in the Transfonning 
Neighborhood!:> Initiative (TNI) areas. The TNI communities are Langley Park, East 
Ri,'crdalel8Iadensburg. KcntlandIPalmer Park, Coral HillsJSuitland; Hillcrest Heights/Marlow 
i-Icights and GlassmanorJOxon )-lill. 

Lastly_ we appreciate you and the MDOT tcam coming to the County annually to discuss 
the Statc program. The annual MOOT CTP Tour is the premier forum our elected officials , 
community leaders and residents. to hear from State officials and provide input on state 
transportation projectS. In TL"Cognition of that, starti ng in 2015. we wil l host the Tour in the 
County Council Chambers of the County Administration Building in Upper Marlboro_ We 
believe that thi s will provide for optimal attendance and participation, as well as surroundings 
most appropriate for the occasion. 

Prince George's County values the cooperative relationship we have with you and your 
staff on so many transportation related issues, and a warm welcome awaits yOlI in Upper 
Marlboro in 2015. In the meanwhile, we look forward to working closely with you to advance 
our transportation priorities for the bettcnTlcnt ufthe County, the region and the State of 
Maryland. 

~hem L. Baker, 
County Executive 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Mel Franklin 
Chainnan, County Council 

ec: The Honorable Douglas J. 1. Peters. Chair. Prince George's County Senate Delegation 
The Honorable Jolene Ivey, Chair, Prince George 's County House Delegation 
The Honorable Tawanna Gaines, Chair, Transportation and Environment Subcommittee 
Maryland House Appropriations Committee 
The Honorable Carolyn l8. Howard, Chair, Transportation Subcommittee 
Maryland House Ways and Means Committee 
The Honorable Wil l Campos, Vice Chainnall. Prince George's County Council 
The Honorable Mary Lehman. Member, Prince George's County Council 
The Honorable Eric Olson. Member. Prince George's County Counci l 
The Honorable Ingrid M. Turner, Member, Prince George' s County Council 



Secretary James Smith 
Page 5 

Thc Honorable Andrea I-Iarrison. Member, Prince George's County Council 
The Honofublc Derrick Leon Davis, Member. Prince George's County Counci l 
The Honorable Karen R. Toles, Member, Prince George's County Council 
The Honor<lble Obic Patterson, Member.I'rincc George's County Council 
Nicholas A Majett, Chief Administrative Otlicer, Ollice of the County Executive 
Vict'Or L. Hoskins, Deputy Chief Administrat ive Officer, Oflice of the County Executive 
Darrel l B. Mobley. Director. Prince George's Depanment of Public Works 
Ilnd Transportation 
Eli7..3beth Hewlett, Chair, Prince George's Counly Planning Board, M-NCPPC 
Fern V. Pirct, Director, Department of Planning. M~NCJ>PC 
Ronnie Gathers, Director, Department of Parks and Recrcation, M-NCPPC 
Mdinda Peters, Administrator, Maryland State Highway AdministrJtiol1 
Robert L. Smith. Administrator. Maryland Transit Administration 
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February I I. 2015 

The Honorable Pele Rahn 
Secretary. Maryland Department ofTransport81ion 
720 I Corporate Oriv.:, P.O. Box 548 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Dear Secretary Rahn: 

In light of the Oran FY2015·2020 Consolidated Transportation Program we have updated the State 
transportation priorities we last transmitted dated March 18,2014. This letter describes our I.test sets of priorities 
for currently unfunded or underfunded State transportation projects and studies. 

It is of upmost impon.ance that the Maryland Department of Transportation (MOOT) support the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority's multi~ycar capital improvement programs for infrastructure 
invcstment to mllinlain. a stale of good repair, Additional funding is needed to operate eight-car trains. eliminate 
the Red Line IUnlooeks at Grosvenor and Silver Spring, and [0 expand the existing station platform and 
circulation capacity 10 accommodate ex isting and projected rillers. 

We deeply appreciate the State providing funding for the PtJrple Line and (or Stage I of the Corridor 
Cities Transilway (CCT) from Shady Grove to Metropolitan Grove. The Purple Line and the CCT are our highest 
transportation priorities (see below); the Purple Line is the higher priority of the two only because it is closer 10 
implementation. With the recent recommendation of the federal Transit Administration for the Purple Line and 
the inclusion of $100 m illion in the Presidl..'fli's budget, we are optimhttic that Congress will authorize and 
appropriate its share of lhe cost of the Purple Line. Regarding the CCT. we also urge that a means for achieving 
fult funding be sought for the entire linc, not only for Stage I. 

The balance of this tetter describes our Stale fundi ng priorities tOr MOOT's Construction Program and 
the Development and Evaluation (D&E) Program, respt.'Ctively: 

PRIORITIES FOR THE CONSTRUCfION PROGRAM 

I . Purple line 
2. Corridor Cities Transitway. Stages I & 2 
3. Montrose Parkway Ea.~t: $25 million for MO 355 to Parklawn Drive scgment (MD 355 Intchg., Phase: 11) 
4. Metro Bus Priority Corridor Network in Montgomery County: supporting rood improvements 
5. US 29 Bus Rapid Transit line. Burton!1villc to Silver Spring 
5. MD 355 Bus Rapid Transit line. Bethesda to Clarksburg 
5. US 29rrec:h RoadIlndustriall'arkway: grade-separated interchange 
R. MD 97 (Georgia Aven ue)IM D 28 (Norbeck Road): grade-separated interchange 
9. US 19/Fairland Road/Musgrove Road: grade-separated interchange 
10. MD 28 (Norbt:tk Rd.). Georgia A\'cnuc to Lllyhill Road: widen to <$ to1lH:S, with safely improvements 
II . MD 586 (Veirs Mill Road) Hus Rapid Transit line. Rockville 10 Wheaton 
12. MD 97 (Georgia Avenue) and Forest Glen Rd: pedestrian underpass and safelY improvements 
13. MD 124 (Wood field Road). Mid..:ounty 1·lighway to Airpark Drive : widen to 4 lanes 
14. MD 117 (C lopper Road), 1-270 to Scnccn Cr(..'Ck Stale Park: improve irllerseel ions 
IS. 1-2701Ncwcut Road: grade-separated interchange 
16. MD 97 (Georgin Avenue). 1-495 to MD 390 (I6tb Streel): safety and accessibility improvements 

(j) 
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Onel.' Ih(' pn~ittl plmming sludic~ c\'ulu:ll ing Ihe uddili,)ll ofhiglHJCcUjlancy.vchide (HOY) lanes on 1·270 (I~J70 
to Frc~lcri\"k COlll1iyl amJ 1-495 (1<!7H West Spur to Virginiu) urc rc·inilinf(.:d. and once a funding stnll'-"&y is 
dc,·cl(lpcd I('r (licsc mcg:ll'rojccts of ::.1atcwide significance, we will include them among the COIlSinlction 
Program priorities. We lIrge you to complete detai ls and cost estimates lor smaller segments of these corridurs 
thai )our slolT has lx'Cll :maly,..ing. They could be implemented in a shorter liOll' frome. produce il1lmedi;Ile 
congestion ~duction benefits .. nd Ihe much lower cust .. make them very c~l-cfTccth'c. 

PRIORITIES .-oR THE D&I: PROGRAM 

I. US 2Q & MD 355 Bus Rllpid Transit lincs: Itdditional funds 10 complete project planning 
., 1-495 (Capitallkltway): extend HOV lant! south of 1-270 West Spur 
J. 1·270 West Spur: !-IOV ramps from/to the south side ofWt:stlake Drivclfemwoud Rond 
4. MD 355 (Frederick. Road}/Gllde Drive: grndc-scp11raled interchange 
5. MD 650 (New Hamp!>hin.: Avenue) Bus Rlll>id Transit line. White Oak to Eastern Avenue. 
6 . Midcounty l lighway ExtendL'<l. ICC to Shndy Grove Road 
7. MD 119 (Cireat Seneca lIighway)fSam F.ig lIighway/Muddy Branch Road: grade--sepmated interchanges 
8. ICC hlkerlhikcr trail: US 2910 MD 650, Bonifant Road to MD 181 
9. l3icyclc-Pcdcslriull Priority Arcas: bike and pedestrial1 racility improvements 
10. MARC Brunwick Line Growth and Investment Plan improvements 

Attached is 8 fuller description of these pmj(:ClS, and how each conlonns to local lI\astt'r plans and the 
goals of the Ma,)'land Transponation Plan . If you need any clarifications about our recommendations. please 
contact us. 

Sincerely. 

George I.evcnlhal. Prcfiidenl 
County Counci l 

cc: The Iionornbic Lawrence I-logan, Governor. SW1<! or Maryland 
The Iionorable Nancy King. Chair. Montgomery CoullTy Scnale DelegllTion 
The Honor.olbl~ Shane Robinson. Chllir. Montgomery CQunty Hou~ DclcgHTioo 
('Il,;c~ Arn:krs.m. Cha ir. Mon'g()l1I~ry CuunTY Plannint,t IJ<XJrd 



Project Funding 

Year of Expenditure (S'OOO) 
• 

Red line Purple line 

Construction $2,038,516 $l.322.5 
Guideway and Track $869,829 $390,81 
Stations $573,088 $119,43 

Maintenance Facilities $105,618 $137,77. 

G I 
5itework $281,200 $445,35 
Systems $208,780 $229,18. 

Right of Way $72,731 $255,64 
Vehicles $122,403 $272,92 
Professional Services $552,538 $368,35 
Unallocated Contingency $102,738 $105,61 
Total Project $2,888,926 $2,448,22 

Finance Charaes During Construction Period ._~_TIiD __ Sl?3, l1 
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Corridor 5: New Hampshire Avenue 

New Hampshire Avenue Is ill commuter corridor, with most traffic nowlng southbound in the morning 

and northbound in t~ evening. Activity centers are located at Takoma/langley Crossroads and the 

emerging mixed-use center at White Oak. The City ofTakoma Parle. has been advancins a concept plan 

adopted locally in 2008 to convert New Hampshire Avenue. from University Boulevard to Eastern 

Avenue, into a more pedestrian-friendly, mUlti-way boulevard that accommodates multiple modes of 

transportation, whlle serving as a destination. 

Corridor (treatment) recommendations, from north to south: 

• From Colesville park-and-ride to Lockwood Drive, a mixed traffic transitway. 
• From lockwood Drive to (University Boulevard, a reversible one-lane median transltway. 

• from University Boulevard to] the District Ifne, (a two-lane median transitway] dedicated lanefs), 
During facilrty planning. however, curb lanes or mixed traffic treatments should be considered from 
Sligo Creek Parkway to the District line, as outlined in the City of Takoma Park's New Hampshire 
Avenue Corridor Concept Plan, 

Station Locations 

Colesville park-and-rlde 
MD 650 and Randol~h Road 
MD 650 and Valleybrook Drive 
MD 650 and Jackson Road 
White Oak Transit Center 
FDA White Oak Campus 
MD 650 [and Powder Mill Road] at H'llandale 

MD 650 and Oakview Drive 
MD 650 and Northampton Drive 
Takoma/Langley [Park] Transit Center 
MD 650 and MD 410 
MD 650 and Eastern Avenue 

Stations within Prince George's County must be confirmed in that County's master plan , 
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Map 7 New Hampshire Avenue Corridor 
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Table 8 Conidor Recommendations New Hampshire Avenue • 

(TIntmont] MlximMID 
AddiIIoiMI ....... R.O.w.,!!!!! --- ..... To !I!!!l!I1 ..... 

New Hampshire Ave Colesville park-ancl·r1de lockwood Dr 
[Mixed Traffic! 

Ill! 
120 1612 

New Hampshire Ave lockwood Dr Oak lawn Drive 130· 
16 +11 
[bus) 

New Hampshire Ave Oaklawn Drive Powder Mill Road (Reversible 12().13Q-
(6+) 1 

One-Lane (bus) 

Median) [6+) 1 
New Hampshire Ave Powder Mill Road 1-495 ru 130· 

[bus) 

New Hampshire Ave 1-495 Northampton Dr 150 
[6-+11 

(bus) 

New Hampshire AVf! Northampton Dr University alvd (Reversible One-Lane Median) Yfi .. 

(Two-Lane 
[4+2bu51 

New Hampshire Ave University Blvd East West Highway Median) 150 
:!11t •• Q 

[Two-t.ane 
14+ 2 bus) 

New Hampshire Ave East West Highway D.C. Une Medlan1 lSO inMC 

XU··" Q 

• A bI-dlrectlonal cycle t rack plus sidewalk should be consIdered [on the east side) In place of on-road bike lanes pius shared 
use path. In areas wnere severe right-of-way constraints eldst however, conslderatlon should be given to accommodating 
cyclists and pedestrians via a sl\ared use path only_ 
"2040 forecast ridership for t he segments of M06SO within Prince George's County warrant a one-Jane (medlanJ busway, 
however this functional Pian cannot make chances or require dedication within thatjuriscfiction. The (median] busway 
recommendation can only become effectIVe upon adoption of a subsequent master plan update that would Include 
recommendations on the rlllht-of-way and the number of travel lanes . 
... The design of the typical section In this segment should be coordinated with the City of Takoma Park to ensure consistency 
with Its New Hampshire Avenue Corridor Concept Plan to the elltent po~ i ble . 
.... The existlnll right-of-way fOf this sellment Is In Prince George's County, but the Takoma Park Mister Plan's lSD-foot right

of-way extends into Montgomery County. The les5er Prince Geor&e's County right-of-way would need to be revised In their 

Master Plan to Implement the ultimate typical section, which should be coordinated with t he City of Takoma Park to ensure 

cooslstenc:y with Its New H8mpshi~ Avenue Corridor Concept Plan to the elltent possible . 

..... Reflects the minimum right-of-way. and may not Include land needed for SPOt Improvements such as turn lanes and 

~ 

@ 



Water and Sewer Extension Costs 

Briefing to T&E and THE Committee 

March 23,2015 



Background 
• A sub~roup ofWSSC's Bi-County Infrastructure Funding 

Workmg Group reviewed the issue of extension costs 
during 2013-2014. 

• A report was presented to the WSSC Commissioners in July 
2014. 

• WSSC Commissioners accepted the report and sent it to 
the Executive and Council of each County. 

• Montgomery County's T&E Committee discussed the issue 
on January 12, 2015 and recommended that County Staff 
develop recommendations for Council consideration. 

• Montgomery County Staff would like to work with Prince 
George's County staff to develop WSSC -wide 
recommendations. 



Montgomery County Sewer Service: 
Uns.""ed .nd Underserved Communities 
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Prince George's County 
Underserved/Unserved Areas 

M agn l"tU d e 1>;.""d_"_ mo''''''''''''l)o< 
more prt>p£rtl/ll un~rved or undCrsel'Vcd by 
pllbli~ K\\~ in Prince GtoI1e'1 CoIlnty.o..l)' 
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O e W e r extensions ;nclude three (3) commllllirici 
Ioc.atcd wilbin 111& CBCA • ...d approximltcJy 
2,100 properties eoonty"'id&. 

Service 

Extension 

Issues in 

Prince 

George's 

County 
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8_--..... ----[:J w __ -,... ""'---_ .. _... u_~_ -... ------,,"-""-e __ _ 



Issue Summary 
• Current system has significant policy challenges 

including financial sufficiency, affordability, equity 
and participation concerns 

• Current system designed at least 50 years ago under 
assessment policies significantly changed in the 1990'S. 

• Current system was designed to pool large and small 
extensions and allocate costs over a large number of 
connections which made extensions affordable 

Conclusion: Current Funding System does not work 
(front foot benefit charges, health hazard subsidy, and 
extension deficit payment process) 



Extension Cost Concerns 
• WSSC sewer extension costs passed on to homeowners 

• $664 per linear foot (extensions less than 500 feet) 
• $469 per linear foot (extensions more than 500 feet) 

• WSSC policy for Health Hazard Subsidy 
• Current $15,000/property minus the Front Foot 

Assessment for 20 years (current WSSC policy 
significantly reduces, if not eliminates, subsidy 
contribution to applicant's cost) 

• $15,000 max. subsidy has not been adjusted for inflation 
since its inception in the early 1980's 

• Formula and amount needs to be reviewed 

@ 



Current System 
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Current System Extension Cost Example 
EXTENSION COSTS TO APPLICANT 

1,500 Assessable Front Footage (100 feet per unit x 15 units) 
_~S7,;,. 1;;;.8 Sewer Front Foot Benefit (current rate) 

$10.770 Sutiolal Amual, Projected Assessment Income from All Unas Which ColAd be Served 

$177,098 Sutiotal Projected Assessment Income Over 23 Years 

515,000 HeaHh Hazard SubsKfyper Un~ 
15 Unas Which Could be Served 

$225,000 Tolal Heafth Hazard Subsidy 
·$1 n ,098 Less Projected Assessment Income Over 23 Years from All Un~s "M1ich Could be Served 

$47,902 Subtotal Health Hazard Subsidy 

$226,000 TOTAL OFFSET 

1103,300 APPUCANTS DEFICIT PAYMENT 

$6,300 Estimated Annual Payment 
Years 
SUBTOTAL EXTENSION PAYMENT 



An alternative to the current system 
• Creation of Sub-districts in the Counties' Water and 

Sewer Plans on an as needed basis 

• A Sub-district would be recommended to the Council 
in a Water and Sewer Plan amendment 

• Area would be defined as an area in need of sewer 
service that could be served by a defined project 

• All properties benefiting from the extension would 
contribute a defined fair share 

• Goal: Equity and affordability for needed extensions 



Sub-district Extension Example 
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Sub-district Extension Cost Example 

EXTENSION COSTS TO APPLICANT 
15 Properties 

$21,881 COST PER PROPERTY 

-$15,1XXI Less Heal~ Hazard Subsidy 

.:tmNET EXTENSION COST PER PROPERTY 

ADDITIONAL COSTS TO APPUCANT 
$2,850 SlSlem Devebpmenl Charge (34loi~ts) 
$3,500 Connectiln Fee (seller/septic hookup) 

1751nspectilns 
195 ReprocesOng Fee 

$2,500 AOOndonme~ 01 Septic $)Stem 
$10,1XXI ()n.s ~e PturrOOg 

_WSUBTOTAl ADDITIONAL COSl; 

$25,907 TOTAL COST TO APPLICANT 



Creation of Sub-districts 
• Standards/criteria for sub-district areas 

• Density of development 
• Condition and age of septic systems 
• Repair/replacement options for septic systems 
• Distance from existing sewer system 

• Survey process 
• Number of properties 
• Properties scored franked using standard criteria 
• Community residents' support - meetings 

• Water and Sewer Plan Amendment 



Other Options to Promote Affordability 
• Public Subsidies 

• wssc ratepayers 

• Development fee dedicated to extensions 

• County taxpayers 

• A solution is likely a combination of updated WSSC 
policies, County Water and Sewer policies, and public 
subsidies 



Next Steps 
• Montgomery County T&E Committee has asked 

County staff to develop recommendations for Council . 
revIew. 

• Montgomery County staff have reached out to Prince 
George's County staff to gauge interest in developing 
WSSC-wide recommendations (i.e. for both counties) . 

• Bring draft concepts back to T&E and THE for review. 
• Develop an implementation plan 

• WSSC policy changes 
• County Water and Sewer Plan policy changes (both 

counties) 

® 


