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MEMORANDUM 

July 15, 2009 

TO: 	 County Council 

Go 
FROM: 	 Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Staff Director 

SUBJECT: 	 Action-I-270/Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) Project Planning Study, 
recommendation ofLocally Preferred Alternative 

The T &E Committee met on July 13 and 16. Councilmembers Floreen and Berliner 
recommend that the Locally Preferred Alternative include the following elements: 

• 	 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is the preferred transit mode for the CCT. The 
Committee is willing to revisit this recommendation, however, once both 
Gaithersburg West Master Plan and Germantown Employment Area Sector Plans 
are adopted and the State has recalculated the ridership and cost-effectiveness of 
both BRT and Light Rail Transit (LRT). 

• 	 The preferred alignment for the CCT includes shifts in the Kentlands and Crown 
Farm recommended by the City of Gaithersburg, and in the HopkinslLife Sciences 
Center area. 

• 	 The preferred CCT yard and shop location is Metropolitan Grove Site 6 (the 
current Department of Police vehicle impound lot). If the selected transit mode is 
BRT, then the State is also encouraged to examine other, off-line sites. If Site 6 is 
selected for the yard and shop, then a new location for the impound lot must be 
found. 

• 	 The preferred cross-section for widening 1-270 is Alternative 7-adding four 
managed lanes (two in each direction) to Frederick County-or adding four 
managed lanes to MD 121 and two reversible managed lanes north of MD 121 to 
Frederick County. 

• 	 The new managed lanes on 1-270 should be High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes, 
allowing buses, carpools and van pools to use them free of charge. 

* * * 



Introduction. The Maryland Transit Administration (MT A) and State Highway 
Administration (SHA) have completed their Draft Alternatives AnalysislEnvironmental 
Assessment (AAlEA) for improvements in the 1-2701US 15 Corridor from Shady Grove to north 
of the City of Frederick. The improvements include both the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) 
from Shady Grove to the southern part of Clarksburg, widening of 1-270, and new interchanges 
and other access points on 1-270. MT A and SHA held public hearings on the AAlEA on June 16 
and 18; the hearing transcripts and major correspondence have been forwarded to 
Councilmembers under separate cover. 

Options. The purpose of this worksession is for the Council to prepare recommendations 
to the Maryland Department of Transportation as to what should be the Locally Preferred 
Alternatives for the CCT and I-270-in as much detail as possible. The main issues and options 
are listed below: 

CCT mode of transit 
1. 	 No build 
2. _ 	 Bus rapid transit (BRT) 
3. 	 Light rail transit (LRT) 

Alignment 
1. _ 	 Master planned alignment 
2. _ 	 Master planned alignment wlKentlands and Cro\\-n Farm shifts 
3. 	 Master planned alignment w/Kentlands, Crown Farm, and Hopkins ILSC shifts 

Location of yard & shop (ifBRT) 
1. _ 	 Redland Road (Shady Grove) 
2. _ 	 Crabbs Branch Way (Shady Grove) 
3. 	 Police vehicle impound lot (Metropolitan Grove) 
4. 	 Observation Drive (COMSAT) 
5. 	 off-line (location TBD) 

Location of yard & shop (ifLRT) 
1. 	 Redland Road (Shady Grove) 
2. 	 PEPCO (Metropolitan Grove) 
3. 	 Police vehicle impound lot (Metropolitan Grove) 

1-270 options (see ©33-35, and those shown below) 
1. 	 Alternative 1 - no build 
2. 	 Alternative 2 - TSM/TDM 


Alternative 3 - Master Plan/HOY Lanes (©56-57) 

4. 	 Alternative 4 - Master Plan/General Use Lanes (GPL) (©56-57) 
5. _ 	 Alternative 5 - 'Enhanced' Master Plan/HOY + GPL (©57-58) 
6. _ 	 Alternative 6 - 'Enhanced' Master Planl2 managed lanes (©59-60) 
7. 	 Alternative 7 - 'Enhanced' Master Plan/4 managed lanes (©60-61) 
8. 	 Alternative 7 with 2 reversible managed lanes (©77) 
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Type of managed lanes 
1. HOV (carpools, vanpools, & buses only) 
2. HOT (HOV s free; others tolled) 
3. 	 _ ETL (buses free; carpools, vanpools & others tolled) 

Testimony. Most of the testimony has been about the CCT's mode. Elected officials and 
organizations who addressed this matter generally preferred LRT, but most also noted that BRT 
was acceptable; the most important point is that a CCT of some type be built as soon as possible. 
More individuals who spoke at the hearing or sent in written comments support LRT. 

Planning Board recommendations. The Planning Board held a worksession on July 6 
and developed detailed recommendations, summarized in the Chairman's July 8 letter (©A-E). 
The key recommendations are that: 

• 	 The transit mode for the CCT would be Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), not Light Rail (LRT). 
• 	 The current master plan alignment in Gaithersburg West would be relocated to the south 

to pass through Johns Hopkins University's Belward Farm and the Life Sciences Center. 
Minor alignment changes on the Crown Farm and at the Kentlands would also be 
incorporated in the design. 

• 	 The operations and maintenance facility would be a Metropolitan Grove Site 6, the 
location of the Police Department's vehicle impound lot. 

• 	 1-270 would be widened so that there are two express toll lanes (ETLs) in each direction 
from Shady Grove Road to the proposed Newcut Road interchange in southern 
Clarksburg, but that north of the Newcut Road interchange to Frederick County the 
improvement be limited to adding only two through lanes. The lanes could be reversible 
managed lanes running southbound in the morning peak and northbound in the evening 
peak. 

• 	 The managed lanes would be High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes, meaning that carpools, 
vanpools, and buses would use the lanes free of charge. 

The Planning staff's packet, which provides the background and analysis for the Board's 
recommendations, is on © 1-48. Excerpts are attached from the July 13 presentations by MTA 
regarding the CCT (©49-55) and by SHA regarding 1-270 (©56-65). Planning staff's 
presentation is on ©66-96. 

Executive's recommendations. The County Executive's recommendations are expressed 
in his memo of July 10 (©F-G). He recommends LRT as a better economic catalyst in the 
corridor. He believes it will be more cost effective if the proposed higher densities in 
Gaithersburg West and Germantown are considered, and that it would be even more cost 
effective in the years beyond the design year of 2030. He also recommends Alternative 3 for the 
1-270 improvements, believing they will better serve Montgomery County residents commuting 
in the corridor. 

Other local government recommendations. The City of Gaithersburg's 
recommendations are expressed in the Mayor's letter of July 10 (©H-I). Gaithersburg prefers 
LRT, but if the cost-effectiveness rating would not make it eligible for Federal funding, it would 
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be supportive of BRT. Gaithersburg advocates alignment shifts in the Kentlands and the Crown 
Farm. It opposes locating a yard and shop at the police impound lot in Metropolitan Grove. On 
other aspects of the AA/EA Gaithersburg will form recommendations after the close of the 
comment period. 

The City of Rockville has not yet formed a position. Its Mayor and Council are 
scheduled to meet on July 27 to take up the matter. 

Councilmember Floreen attended the July 16 SHA/MTA briefing to the Frederick County 
Commission and the mayors of several municipalities in Frederick County. The Commissioners 
noted that they would be making their recommendations to the State in late August. 

The Council's most recent position. The last time the Council took a position on the 
CCT was in Resolution #16-05, adopted by the Council on December 12, 2006. In that 
resolution the Council endorsed a largely at-grade LRT for both the CCT and the Purple Line 
(see ©J-K). 

Council staffanalysis and recommendations. BRT or LRT? Council staff substantially 
concurs with the Planning Board, especially with regard to the choice of BRT as the mode for the 
CCT. Unlike the Purple Line corridor, where most trips will be made between specific points 
along the line--that is, between the Metro stations and between the relatively dense and tight 
activity centers of Bethesda, Silver Spring, Langley Park, University of Maryland, College Park, 
and New Carrollton-the CCT will draw patrons only as well as it serves the moderate-to-low 
density outer suburbs through which it passes. BRT is much better suited to the Upcounty transit 
market: it can serve as both the "collector" mode (buses picking up commuters close to home) 
and the "line haul" mode (carrying these same commuters from one corridor city to another) 
without an intervening transfer in many cases. With LRT, nearly all passengers would have to 
drive or take a bus to the nearest station, wait and transfer to the LR T, and then encounter 
another transfer if headed downcounty or to the District via Metrorail (more than 30% of the 
line's boardings will be at the Shady Grove Metro Station). 

The traffic modeling for the CCT has assumed that more than 14 of the BRT service 
would be running on the CCT line back and forth between COM SAT and Shady Grove with 6­
minute peak (and 10-minute off-peak) headways. But such a service deployment does not fully 
maximize the value of a BRT line, which can accommodate bus routes starting off the CCT at 
the home end of trip, use the CCT to go from corridor city to corridor city, and then go off-line 
again to reach multiple destinations. While the BRT would be marginally slower than LRT for 
the trunk-line service between COMSAT and Shady Grove-38 minutes versus 36 minutes (due 
to the bus's slightly slower acceleration and deceleration and slightly longer dwell times at 
stations)-the total travel time savings from home to final destination could be considerably 
faster by BRT. 

The other argument usually raised is that LRT is a better focus for economic development 
than BRT. However, as noted in the BRT briefing presented to the T&E Committee on June 29, 
many cities in North America (and elsewhere) are turning to BRT as a more cost-effective means 
of providing rapid transit service, and the stations are proving to be attractive nodes for 
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development. Attached is a chapter from the National Academy of Sciences/Transportation 
Research Board's TCRP Report 118, Bus Rapid Transit Practitiqner's Guide (©97-118). On 
©100 is a summary of the reported land development benefits ofBRT, and on ©101-113 are 
examples of how transit-oriented development (TOD) is being pursued at BRT stations in 
Boston, Pittsburgh, and Ottawa. 

The important features of a successful transitway are an exclusive right-of-way, a steady 
speed which is much superior to over-the-road speeds, short headways, and prominent, well­
designed stations; a high-end BRT line, as envisioned in the AAIEA, possesses all these 
characteristics. As diesel/electric hybrid vehicles become more common, it can be anticipated 
that buses running along the CCT would run in a non-polluting mode, which is particularly 
important due to the presence of a parallel bikeway. 

Less important in the long-term, but very important in the short-term, is BRT's lower cost 
to build and operate. Building a BRT line to COMSAT in Clarksburg would cost about $450 
million (2007 dollars), or about as much money as it would take to build LR T as far as 
Metropolitan Grove. (The LRT capital cost to COMSAT would cost about $778 million in 2007 
dollars.) BRT can also be built incrementally, so that not as much capital has to be programmed 
at one time to make progress. Finally, while LRT has to have a yard and shop next to the line­
and in the first operating segment-BRT buses can be housed and maintained in any bus depot. 

Much of the testimony mentioned that NITA's analysis of the Hopkins development may 
ultimately estimate high enough ridership so that LRT would be justified. However, even if it 
did, BR T is still the better choice for this corridor, for the reasons outlined above. Unlike the 
Purple Line, no segment of the CCT will have high enough ridership-either in 2030 or in the 
longer-term future-that cannot be served handily by the capacity of this BRT line. 

CCT alignment. The Planning Board's recommendation that the alignment be dipped 
south through the Hopkins development and the Life Science Center presupposes that the 
Council will agree with added density proposed there in the Draft Gaithersburg West Master 
Plan. Although there is no community consensus yet as to how much density should be added, it 
is clear that there will be enough to warrant an even more circuitous route than the currently 
planned CCT alignment. 

In reality there will be two distinct transit markets in the Upcounty. Service to the Shady 
Grove Metro Station for commuters headed to Rockville, Bethesda, and the District will 
generally opt for existing or enhanced express bus service on 1-270. Service to the Kentlands, 
Hopkins, Life Sciences Center, Crown Farm and King Farm, however, will generally find the 
CCT service to be superior, even if the route is more circuitous than is already planned. 

CCT operations and maintenance facility. As noted above, the Planning Board 
recommends the existing Police Department's vehicle impound lot as the location for this 
facility. The AAIEA includes an estimated cost of acquiring the property for the depot; 
presumably the State would request that the County donate the property for a depot, with the 
funds used instead to acquire another property and to relocate the impound lot. However, no site 
has yet been identified for the relocated impound lot. 
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Another advantage of BRT is that the impound lot may not be needed in the short-to-mid 
term, since buses may be accommodated among the three Ride On depots (Brookville, Shady 
Grove, and North County) and the Metrobus depot at White Flint. Nevertheless, the depot 
situation needs to be sorted out before the CCT project proceeds too far into the design stage. 

The other yard and shop locations have difficult issues. In the Shady Grove Master Plan 
(2004) the Council stated that the yard and shop should be located outside of the Shady Grove 
Planning Area, thus ruling out the Redland and Crabbs Branch sites. The PEPCO site would 
take four homes, have the largest forest and stream impacts, and the Observation Drive site is in 
the Clarksburg Special Protection Area and would take a home. This leaves only the vehicle 
impound lot (for either a BRT or LRT yard and shop) or a not-yet-identified site off of the CCT 
alignment (only for BRT). 

1-270 widening. The cost of the 1-270 improvements dwarfs the cost of the CCT; it 
constitutes 83-90% of the total cost. Of the $4.58 billion cost of the highway improvements, 
$2.64 billion are in Montgomery County and $1.94 billion are in Frederick County or City. But 
the fact that the improvements in Montgomery County would be managed lanes-and, 
preferably, HOT lanes that would extend onto the current HOV lanes and ultimately to the HOT 
lanes under construction on the Virginia portion of the Capital Beltway-arguably would 
provide an even larger transit and ridesharing benefit than the CCT itself, as well as providing 
some congestion relief for those paying a toll and even modest relief for low-occupancy vehicles 
not opting to pay the toll. The managed lanes should be thought as primarily transit and 
ride sharing priority lanes, providing the ability for buses, vanpools and carpools to bypass 
congestion entirely. With an extension onto the existing managed lanes south of Shady Grove on 
1-270 and the planned managed lanes on 1-495 connecting to the HOT lanes under construction 
on the Virginia portion of the Beltway, one can envision a regional bus/ridesharing system that 
would obviate the need for another Potomac River crossing. 

A significant issue about the highway improvements is how they should be prioritized 
vis-a.-vis the CCT and other State transportation project priorities. This is not a matter before the 
Council now, however. The more pressing issue is, for the Locally Preferred Alternative, what 
should be the cross-section north of Germantown? The AA/EA shows two alternatives: 
Alternative 6 would add one managed in each direction; Alternative 7 would add two ETLs in 
each direction. Both, however, are shown as having the same footprint, with Alternative 6 
featuring much wider shoulders on either side of each managed lane. 

The Clarksburg Master Plan adopted in 1994 would specifically limit the number of 
through lanes on 1-270 north ofMD 121 in Clarksburg (and to the County line) to 61anes: two 
more than currently exist. This limit was set purposely to meter traffic entering the County so as 
not to overload the segments of 1-270 further south. Alternative 6 is consistent with the 
Clarksburg Plan, while Alternative 7 is not. The Planning Board recommends an alternative 
consistent with the master plan, but it also recommends considering that this be accomplished by 
adding two reversible managed lanes rather than one managed lane in each direction. The 
Planning staff notes that future traffic in this segment is split about two-thirds/one-third, which 
would match the capacity in each direction if the lanes were reversible. Reversing the lanes also 

6 




results in a much smaller footprint for the roadway, since there would be two median barriers 
(and attendant shoulders) instead of three. This is a reasonable alternative that should be pursued 
further in the next stage of preliminary engineering. 

A comparison of Alternatives 3 (proposed by the Executive) and 7 (recommended by the 
T&E Committee) is shown below. There is little data for Alternative 7 modified (recommended 
by the Planning Board), but it would be nearly that of Alternative 7, with somewhat less 
environmental impact. 

Alt. 7 (T&E) 
. Total through lanes (lanes added) south ofMD 121 

Alt.} (Exec) 
10 (4) 

I Total managed lanes south ofMD 121 
10 (4) 

2 in each direction 
General purpose lanes south ofMD 121 

1 in each direction 
4 in each direction 3 in each direction 

Total through lanes (lanes added) north ofMD 121 8 (4)* 

Total managed lanes north ofMD 121 


6 (2) 
2 in each direction* 

i General purpose lanes north ofMD 121 
1 in each direction 

2 in each direction 2 in each direction 
!No** 


Right::of-way 

YesConsistency with the master plan 

578 acres 
Residential displacements without retaining walls 

392 acres 
251 units 

Residential displacements with retaining walls 
91-123 units 

9-74 units 59-96 units 
~.....- .. - ..... . 

10-11 businesses 

Business displacements with r~taining walls 

Business displacements without retaining walls 7 -8 businesses 

2-4 businesses 
Floodplains 

1-3 businesses 
25.6 acres 


Prime farmland soils 

20 acres 

642 acres 
Forest 

195.8 acres 
156 acres 258.6 acres 

Wetlands 10.7 acres 15.6 acres 

Historic properties 
 7 7I
* Under Alternative 7 Modified, there would be 6 total lanes: 2 reversible managed lanes and 4 general 
purpose lanes. 

** Alternative 7 Modified is consistent with the master plan. 


f:\orlin\fy 1 O\fy I Ot&e\mta\cct-i-270\090716te.doc 
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 
TilE MARrLANO-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

OFFICE OF mE CHAIRMAN 

July 8,2009 

Councilmember Nancy Floreen 
Chair Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy and Environment 
Committee 
Montgomery County Council 
100 Maryland A venue 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

Dear Ms. Floreen: 

The Montgomery County Planning Board at its meeting Monday evening, July 6, voted to 
recommend that the Council endorse Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) as the Locally Preferred 
Alternative for the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT). The consensus of the Board was that the 
flexibility of BR T offers advantages from phasing, operational and cost standpoints making it 
the logical choice based on information available at this time. The Maryland Transit 
Administration (MTA) is currently examining the feasibility of both Light Rail Transit (LRT) 
and BRT on the Planning Board's preferred alternative alignment to serve the Life Sciences 
Center within the Gaithersburg West Master Plan area. The Board recognizes that the question of 
the preferred mode for the CCT would be revisited ifthe MTA analysis this fall indicates that the 
cost-effectiveness of LRT would improve to the point where it would be competitive for federal 
funding. However, there is no basis to suggest that the MTA results of the Life Sciences Center 
alignment will show a different relationship between the performance of LRT and BRT modes. 
We expect that the BRT advantages summarized above will be confirmed by the subsequent 
MT A analysis. 

With respect to alignment, the Planning Board supports the alternate alignment through the Life 
Sciences Center that is included in the current Public Hearing Draft ofthe Gaithersburg West 
Master Plan. We believe it is important absent any analysis to the contrary that this alignment 
with a dedicated transitway be included as the preferred approach to accommodating the planned 
growth in this area. The Board is not opposed to a secondary, or limited express, bus service 
along the current Master Plan alignment but that alignment should be clearly identified at this 
time as supplemental and not the preferred alignment. 

The Board also recommends that the Council endorse a modified Alternative 7 as the locally 
preferred highway alternative. This recommendation should be viewed as a qualified 
recommendation. Some Board members are reluctant to endorse any widening of 1-270. The 
Board, however, feels the combination of (1) moving forward with the CCT and (2) introducing 
value pricing or variable tolling on 1-270 are key elements of moving us away from dependence 
on additional roadway capacity and that the trade-offs in play (including the potential for 

8'78 7 G<:orgia Avenue. Silver Spring, Maryland 20') 1 0 Phone: 301.495.460') Fax: jO J /1<)5.1320 

www.MCParkandPlanning.org E-Mail: mcp-chairman@mncppc.org 
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Councilmember Nancy Floreen 
July 8, 2009 
Page Two 

significantly worsening congestion) warrant moving ahead with a "build alternative." The Board, 
the Maryland Department ofTransportation (MDOT) Project team, and our staff all agree, 
however, that additional information is needed in order to make the case for this highway 
alternative. There is also a need to continue work on mitigation of impacts which in some cases 
are significant. 

A summary of all of the Planning Board recommendations related to the 1-270 I U.S. 15 Corridor 
Cities Transitway Alternatives Analysis/Environmental Assessment is enclosed. We want to take 
this opportunity to thank the MDOT Project Team and the Montgomery County Department of 
Transportation for their responsiveness and assistance throughout this process. It is a critically 
important project and we look forward to seeing it advance in a manner consistent with our goals 
for providing enhanced mobility throughout the County. 

Our staff will be present at the Committee's deliberations on July 13 to answer any questions you 
or other Committee members may have. Should you have any questions in advance, please do 
not hesitate to contact Dan Hardy (301-495-4530) or Tom Autrey (301-495-4533) of our 
Transportation Planning Division. 

Enclosure 
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Planning Board Recommendations on 1-270 I U.S. 151 Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) 
Alternative Analysis I Environmental Assessment 
Adopted July 6, 2009 

Transit Mode 

1. 	 Select Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) for the CCT. 

CCT Alignment 

2. 	 Select the Master Plan alignment with adjacent hiker biker trail with the following 
modifications: 

a. 	 Replace the existing master plan alignment with the alignment through the Life 
Sciences Center that is included in the pending Planning Board Draft of the 
Gaithersburg West Master Plan. 

b. 	 Replace the conceptual alignment through Crown Farm with the alignment along 
Fields Road that is consistent with the Crown Farm Project Plan approved by the City 
ofGaithersburg. 

c. 	 Include only one station on Crown Farm and drop from further consideration the 
stations at School Drive and Middlebrook Road. 

d. 	 Defer to the City ofGaithersburg on any recommendation to the proposed relocation 
ofthe alignment to the west side of Great Seneca Highway to better serve the 
Kentlands. 

e. 	 Locate the Operations and Maintenance facility at Metropolitan Grove Site 6. 

Highway Alternative 

3. 	 Based upon the information currently available, select "Modified" Alternative 7 Two 
Express Toll Lanes (ETL) in each direction but: 

a. 	 Limit the number of through lanes (i.e. General Purpose and Managed Lanes) at the 
Frederick County line to no more than six. 

b. 	 Incorporate preferential treatments for High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) and transit into 
the design (i.e., High Occupancy Toll or HOT lanes instead of Express Toll Lanes). 

c. 	 Consider a reversible lane system between MD 121 and the Monocacy Battlefield as a 
means to minimize costs and resource impacts. 

Further Analysis 

4. 	 Provide additional detail on on-going mitigation efforts throughout the next phases of the 
project planning for both the highway and transit components. 

5. 	 Provide additional detail on the financial profile ofthe project. Additional and updated 
information is needed on assumptions related to toll rates, the estimated revenue to be 
generated, the extent to which the highway component ofthe project is expected to help 



defray capital and operating costs, and the extent the project may be expected to fund 
transit improvements. 

6. 	 Examine the potential for providing more frequent access to the managed lanes through 
the use of more open area or slip ramps where appropriate. The feasibility ofproviding 
direct access ramps from HOT lanes to the Life Science Area needs to be examined. 

7. 	 Consider closing the MD 109 interchange. 

8. 	 Additional information or data is needed in subsequent project planning in the following 
specific technical areas: 

a. 	 Traffic Volumes and Level of Service (LOS) By Lane Type 
b. 	 Intersection LOS in format similar to 2002 AAlDEIS 
c. 	 Roadway Travel Time Data 

9. 	 During project development, the following resource impact minimization and mitigation 
efforts should be expedited: 

• 	 Section 106 coordination to address master planned development on the Banks I 
Belward Farm historic site facilitating establishment of the CCT alignment to a 
planned community with five million square feet of commercial development 
potential. 

• 	 Development of linear stormwater management techniques in sensitive areas such as 
Use IV subwatersheds, the Clarksburg Special Protection Area, and the 
stream/parkland crossings of Great Seneca Creek and Little Seneca Creek. 

• 	 Continuing coordination between federal, state, and local environmental mitigation 
requirements with particular attention to noise attenuation, wildlife exclusion fencing, 
the introduction of non~native invasive species, and the protection of rare, threatened, 
and endangered species such as the comely shiner. 

• 	 Developing a project delivery mechanism that provides continuing opportunities to 
minimize resource impacts, including the use of contractual financial incentives. 

• 	 Identifying a conceptual Section 4(f) mitigation proposal to address parkland impacts 
such as potential impacts to Little BelUlett Regional Park and Black Hill Regional 
Park. 

Recommended Further Action hy Montgomery County 

10. Establish a working group to examine methods ofaccelerating the funding and 

implementation of the CCT and providing necessary funding for the operation, 

maintenance, rehabilitation, and expansion of our existing public transit services 

including Metrorail, Metrobus, and Ride On - as well as the planned Purplc Line. 


II. Before 1-270 improvements (other than new interchange access points) are designed for 
mandatory referral submission, the County Council should identify the priority of all 
major roadways and transit projects in the corridor through the County CIP and state CTP 



process. Existing or potential projects of significance in the corridor include the 
following: 

• 1-270 north of1-370 (improvements resulting from this ANEA) 
• Extended managed lanes to be evaluated in the SHA West Side Mobility Study 
• A countywide BRT network, for County study in FY 10 
• Midcounty Highway Extended (M-83), currently under County study 
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

Itcx'"VIU t.• MARYtANIJ ~UIl50
lsiah leggett 

CO/m~l' ExeC'fltil'{! 

MEMORANDUM 

July 10. 2009 

TO: 	 Phil Andrews, President 

Montgomery County Council 


FROM: 	 Isiah Leggett, County Executive 

SUBJECT: 	 I-270/US 15 Multi-modal Corridor ::iludy 

The Maryland Department ofTransportation (MOOT) released in June the 1-270/US 
15 Alternative Analysis/Environmental Assessment (AA/EA) for the multi-modal corridor. This 
document is based on the carlier 2002 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS) with updates to 
the Corridor Cities Tmnsitway (CCT) to reflect the current Federal Transit Administration guidance 
on major transit capital projects. The update also adds consideration ofexpress toll18ne (ETL) 
alternatives for 1-270 aJong with the high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane concept from the DElS. 
The release ofthe AAlEA is an important step in the planning process. 

Prior to the Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy and Environment Committee's 
work session on the I-270/US 15 Multi-modal Corridor Study. I would like to convey my position on 
the preferred transit and highway options. 

My position is based on my beliefin treating different areas ofthe County equally; 
input I have received from individuals, community and civic organizations. businesses and elected 
officials; and from recommendations from the County's Department ofTransportation. I 
recommend light rail transit for the CCT and Alternative 3 for IM270 for the following reasons: 

I. 	 Light rail transit will provide the greatest transportation benefit ofhighest ridership 
and fastest corridor travel times. I believe that a light rail transit system will advance 
smart growth better than the bus rapid transit (BRT) alternative and can better serve a 
growing corridor well into the future, beyond the twenty year period analyzed in the 
AA/EA. The BRT alternative is very competitive and would also support smart 
growth, but Ught rail is preferred because it will be a greater economic catalyst and a 
stronger signal to businesses and tbe geneml public that we are committed to achieve 
the baJanced development envisioned in our master plans. Due to the current rules in 
place for the State analysis, the current study did not take into consideration the 
proposed increased densities being proposed along the corridor for Gaithersburg West 
and Germantown. We should not close our eyes to those efforts and need to think 
beyond the 20 year horizon used in the Stale's study. 
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Page 2 

2. 	 The CCT is the transit backbone in two Master Plans currently being considered by 
the Planning Board and County Council. Gaithersburg West and Germantown. and 
the approved Clarksburg plan. The CCT remains a critical element required to 
achieve smart growth in these mastcr plans, and improvements to I-270 will address 
one of the major sources oftraffic congestion in the County. I support MDOT 
studying an alternative alignment for the CeT that is consistent with the proposcd 
Gaithersburg West Master Plan that routes the CCT through the Life Sciences Center, 
the Public Safety Training Academy. and tbe Belward Pann. MOOT indicates that 
this CCT rouling analysis should be available in two months. I am willing to review 
my position and recommendation once that effort is completed; but at this point, I 
must support the long range vision and benefit ofa light rail system over bus rapid 
transit. 

3. 	 Completing HOV lanes to Frederick County, as described in Alternative 3, is Ule best 
choice to increase person throughput along 1-270 with the least neighborhood and 
environmental disruption. As with the CCT. Alternative 3 is consistent with master 
plans thllt call for an HOV system. 1-270 continues to experience significant 
congestion and this congestion is expected to worsen as the region continues to grow. 
In 2004. MOOT expanded the range ofalternatives for consideration to include 
managed lanes, ETLs. While I generally agree that managed lanes is an alternative, 
we need to consider for major highway improvements in the future, 1do not support 
applying this concept to the 1-270 corridor in Montgomery County. Montgomery 
County residents typically only lravel a short distance along 1-270 and will see 
limited use oftlle express toll lanes. Montgomery County travelers will not have 
easy and convenient use ofthe ramps to Ule express toll lanes and will have Ule 
number ofregular lanes reduced. I do not believe that it is in the best interest ofour 
residents to limit their access to 1-270, lose a lane of travel, absorb major disruption 
to their land during construction and then having to pay to use the BTL's. I am not 
opposed for users having to pay for addilionallane capacity. so as Alternative 3 
advances, I recommend that MOOT also consider converting the HOV lanes to high 
occupancy toUlanes or HOT lanes. TIlis approach will also be most compatible to 
the activities under wayan the Virginia Interstate System along 1-495. 

My staffand 1will continue to work with the State, the Council. the affected 
municipalities. nnd the Planning Board to ensure that as these important projects proceed through 
planning and construction, the needs and concerns ofour residents are considered to Ule maximum 
extent possible. and that neighborhood and environmental concerns continue to be addressed. 

AH:lh 
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,\ CllAlViCTFR COUNTS! 
July 10, 2009 

The Honorable Nancy Floreen 
Chair of Transportation, Infrastructure, 
Energy, and Environment 
100 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville, MD 20850 

Dear Councilmember 'Pte"~n, rJ f><~>i 
It is our understanding that the Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy, and Environment 
Committee (T&E) will be considering the Montgomery County Planning Board's 
recommendations on the 1270lUS15 Multi-Modal Corridor Study at the committee 
meeting scheduled for July l3, 2009. While the Maryland Transit Administration's 
(MTA) public comment period does not conclude until July 31, 2009, it is also our 
understanding that the Montgomery County Council will be making a formal 
recommendation to the State in the near future. Accordingly, please accept the following 
comments as they relate to the transit component of the 1270/US15 Multi-Modal Corridor 
Study. 

While the City prefers a light rail mode and has strongly advocated light rail as the 
preferred mode for the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) for many years, we understand 
that based on the cutTent Cost Effective Ratio of the project, light rail would not qualify 
for federal transit funding. Given that costs associated with light rail inhibit the 
competitiveness of the project for Federal funding, the City is supportive of a bus rapid 
transit (BR T) mode.! 

At the City'S request, MTA is currently conducting an Alternative Alignment Study to 
examine changes to the alignment that would serve both the Crown Farm and Kentlands 
neighborhoods. In each case, the alternate alignments and stations were vetted through 
public chalTette processes. The City continues to advocate for these alignment 
modifications, and requests that the County Council support these adjustments. 

I However, should there be a change in the applicable formulas, available federal resources, or data relied upon (such as 
ridership, planned densities, etc.), the City would prefer light rail if it becomes feasible in the future. 

;' ,()L;r'<CI! /v1f:!\1HF:RS 
Iud .·\·;hnun 
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The Honorable Nancy Floreen 
July to, 2009 
Page 2 

The City Council and I are extremely concerned that the Planning Board is 
recommending that the CCT Operations and Maintenance Facility be located at Site 6 
which is located on Metropolitan Grove Road in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
transit station that would support the approved Watkins Mill Town Center. While the 
City's 2003 Master Plan did contemplate Site 6 as a potential site for the Operations and 
Maintenance Facility, it was assumed at the time that the mode for the CCT would be rail 
and that it would be essential for the Operations and Maintenance Facility to be located in 
very close proximity to the transitway. Given that it appears the mode will be BRT, there 
are now numerous alternatives to the Metropolitan Grove Road location. Accordingly, 
we urge you to recommend against locating the Facility at Site 6. 

Finally, since the public comment period does not conclude until July 31, 2009, the City 
has not made its formal recommendation to the MT A on all aspects of the I270/uS 15 
Multi-Modal Corridor Study but expects to do so in the fall after additional work sessions 
with State representatives. 

City staff will be attending the July 13, 2009 T &E work session, and will be available to 
address any questions you may have. In the meantime, please feel free to contact me at 
301-258-6310 if you have any questions or want to discuss. 

cc: 	 City Council 
Angel Jones, City Manager 
Frederick J. Felton, Assistant City Manager 
Tony Tomasello, Assistant City Manager 
Greg Ossont, Director of Planning and Code Administration 



Resolution No.: 16-05 
--------------~-----Introduced: December 5, 2006 

Adopted: December 12, 2006 

COUNTY COUNCIL 

FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 


By: Council Vice-President Knapp and Councilmembers Floreen, Leventhal, Ervin and Berliner 

SUBJECT: Support for the Purple Line. Corridor Cities Transitway. and RR. 3496 

Background 

1. 	 The most pressing regional transportation priorities are the Bi-County Tmnsitway (Purple 
Line), the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT), and House Resolution 3496 (H.R. 3496), 
which would guarantee funding for the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
(WMATA). 	 . 

2. 	 By mid-2007 the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) intends to complete 
Draft Environmental Impact Statements for: 
• 	 the Bi-County Transitway (Purple Line), a 14-mile transit line from Bethesda to New 

Carrollton, and also serving Chevy Chase, Silver Spring, Langley Park, the 
University of Maryland, College Park, and Riverdale; and 

• 	 the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT), a 13.5-mile transit line between Shady Grove 
and Clarksburg, and also serving the Research & Development Village, Gaithersburg, 
and Germantown. 

3. 	 H.R. 3496 would provide $1.5 billion of Federal aid over the next ten years for WMA T A. 
This bill also would require Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia together to 
dedicate a matching $1.5 billion over the same period and would include Federal 
representatives as members of WMA T A's Board of Directors. 

4. 	 During the 2006 legislative session, the Maryland General Assembly passed HB 1345 
and SB 850 (which the Governor signed) requiring the Maryland Department of 
Transportation to undertake a comprehensive study of the 20-year estimates for operating 
and capital costs for transit. The study is to look at funding systems in similar state and 
local jurisdictions and develop new funding strategies necessary to leverage federal 
funding. The state has created the Transit Funding Steering Committee in response to 
this legislation. 



-2-	 Resolution No.: 16-05 

Action 

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland approves the following 
resolution: 

I. 	 The Council expresses its strong support for the Bi-County Transitway (Purple Line) and 
Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT), and it urges the Maryland Department of 
Transportation to proceed expeditiously to the design and construction of these projects. 
For both the Purple Line and Corridor Cities Transitway, the Council supports: 
• 	 a generally at-grade light rail line that is primarily on its own right of way; 
• 	 excellent service linking the places identified in the Background section of this 

resolution; 
• 	 completion of a hiker-biker trail alongside the Purple Line from Bethesda to Silver 

Spring and the Corridor Cities Transitway for its entire length; and 
• 	 a community- and environmentally-friendly design that mitigates negative impacts in 

a cost-effective manner without impeding the speedy implementation of these 
projects. 

2. 	 The Council strongly urges Congress tQ pass H.R. 3496 or substantially similar 
legislation to provide WMA T A with a desperately needed infusion of revenue to keep up 
with the maintenance of its existing infrastructure and to acquire enough rail cars and 
buses to relieve overcrowding. 

3. 	 The Council strongly urges the State of Maryland to provide resources for transit that will 
meet the funding requirements in support of the federal legislation. 

4. 	 The Council also recognizes that in order for the State of Maryland to fund the Purple 
Line, the Corridor Cities Transitway, and other critical transportation infrastructure, 
significant supplemental revenue sources will be required. The Council intends to work 
cooperatively with the General Assembly to develop a mix of resources that will provide 
this necessary funding. From an environmental, energy, and transportation policy 
perspective, the Council believes that an increase in the state gasoline tax is one 
appropriate means to provide supplemental transit funding and urges the General 
Assembly to approve such an increased, as well as other substantial revenue 
enhancement. 

This is a correct copy of Council action. 

Linda M. Lauer, Clerk of the Council 



MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
THE ~'IARYLAND NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMM1SSIOr-.; 

June 26, 2009 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	 Montgomery County Planning Board 

VIA: 	 Rollin Stanley, Director, Planning Department ~> J,v 
Glenn Kreger, Acting Chief - Vision!Cornn1unity-Based Planning <!If""" 
Division ~ 
Mary Dolan, Master Plan Supervisor, Green! Environmental \ / 
Planning Division ~. 11 

Sue Edwards, Supervisor Vision!Community-Based PlanningUlAJL-'" 
Division ij­
Dan Hardy, Chief - Move/Transportation Planning Division 1/f ' 

FROM: 	 Tom Autrey (301-495-4533), Master Plan Supervisor,~ 
Move/Transportation Planning Division 

SUBJECT: 	 1-270/ U.S. 15/ Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) Multi-Modal 
Corridor Study Alternatives Analysis / Environmental Assessment 
(AAlEA) - Study Review and Recommendation On Locally 
Preferred Alternative (LP A) 

STAFF 
RECOMMENDATION: Transmit Comments to the Montgomery County Council 

This memorandum is prepared for the Planning Board's July 6,2009 public hearing worksession 
on the Maryland Department ofTransportation (MOOT) AAiEA. The AAlEA is an update of a 
May 2002 Alternatives Analysis / Draft Environmental Impact Statement (AAIDEIS) that 
examines impacts related to various approaches to improving highway and transit service levels 
in the 1-270 corridor. 

Staff proposes to make a short presentation on our recommendations before taking public 
testimony. Thereafter, we will ask the Planning Board for recommendations. Our staff and 
MDOT staff will be available to answer questions as you proceed througb the decision - making 
process, 

Staff requests the Planning Board to vote on five categories, in the following order: 

• transit mode 
• transit alignment 
• highway alternative 

u/

87H7 C;corgia i\vCflUO:, Silva Spring, Varybnd 20') I 0 Director's Office: 301.495.4500 Fax: 30 I .195.1 ,110 

www.MontgomeryPlanning.org 
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• 	 further analysis for MDOT to include in subsequent project planning for both highway 
and transit improvements 

• 	 recommended further actions for Montgomery County government 

Planning Board recommendations will be sent to the County Council for their considerations the 
Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy, and Environment Committee is scheduled to discuss this 
matter on July 13, 2009. We also intend to send a copy of your recommendations to MDOT. 

Below is a summary of staff recommendations, intended as a guide for your decision making. 
The attached staff report provides study background and highlights the issues and rationale for 
the staff recommendations. 

Staff recommends Planning Board support for the following elements of the 1-270 I US 151 CCT 
Multi-Modal Study; 

Transit Mode 

1. 	 Select Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) for the CCT 

CCT Alignment and Station Locations 

2. 	 Select the Master Plan alignment with adjacent hiker biker trail with the following 

modifications: 


a. 	 Augment the existing master plan alignment with the preferred alignment through the 
Life Sciences Center that is included in the pending Planning Board Draft of the 
Gaithersburg West Master Plan. 

b. 	 Replace the conceptual alignment through Crown Farm with the alignment along 
Fields Road that is consistent with the Crown Farm Project Plan approved by the City 
ofGaithersburg. 

c. 	 Include only one station on Crown Farm and drop from further consideration the 
stations at School Drive and Middlebrook Road. 

d. 	 Defer to the City of Gaithersburg on any recommendation to the proposed relocation 
of the alignment to the west side of Great Seneca Highway to better serve the 
Kentlands. 

e. 	 Locate the Operations and Maintenance facility at Metropolitan Grove Site 6. 

f 	 Consider reducing the planned number of park-and-ride spaces at CCT stations. 



Highway Alternative 

3. Select "Modified" Alternative 7 - Two Express Toll Lanes (ETL) in each direction but: 

a. 	 Limit the number of through lanes (i.e. General Purpose and Managed Lanes) north of 
MD 121 to no more than six. 

b. 	 Incorporate preferential treatments for High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) and transit 
into the design. 

c. 	 Consider a reversible lane system north ofMD 121 as a means to minimize costs and 
resource impacts. 

Further Analysis 

4. 	 Provide additional detail on on-going mitigation efforts throughout the next phases of the 
project planning for both the highway and transit components. 

5. 	 Provide additional detail on the financial profile of the project. Additional and updated 
information is needed on assumptions related to toll rates, the estimated revenue to be 
generated, the extent to which the highway component of the project is expected to help 
defray capital and operating costs, and the extent the project may be expected to fund 
transit improvements. 

6. 	 Examine the potential for providing more frequent access to the managed lanes through 
the use of more open area or slip ramps where appropriate. The feasibility of providing 
direct access ramps from HOT lanes to the Life Science Area needs to be examined. 

7. 	 Consider closing the MD 109 interchange. 

8, 	 Additional information or data is needed in subsequent project planning in the following 
specific technical areas: 

a. 	 Traffic Volumes and Level of Service (LOS) By Lane Type 
b. 	 Intersection LOS in format similar to 2002 AAIDEIS 
c. 	 Roadway Travel Time Data 

9. 	 During project development, the following resource impact minimization and mitigation 
efforts should be expedited: 

• 	 Section 106 coordination to address master planned development on the Banks I 
Belward Farm historic site facilitating establishment of the CCT alignment to a 
planned community with five million square feet of commercial development 
potential. 

• 	 Development of linear stormwater management techniques in sensitive areas such as 
Use IV subwatersheds, the Clarksburg Special Protection Area, and the 
stream/parkland crossings of Great Seneca Creek and Little Seneca Creek. 



• 	 Continuing coordination between federal, state, and local environmental mitigation 
requirements with particular attention to noise attenuation, wildlife exclusion fencing, 
the introduction of non-native invasive species, and the protection of rare, threatened, 
and endangered species such as the comely shiner. 

• 	 Developing a project delivery mechanism that provides continuing opportunities to 
minimize resource impacts, including the use of contractual financial incentives. 

• 	 Identifying a conceptual Section 4(f) mitigation proposal to address parkland impacts 
such as potential impacts to Little Bennett Regional Park and Black Hill Regional 
Park 

Recommended Further Action by Montgomery County 

lO. Establish a working group to examine methods of accelerating the funding and 
implementation of the CCI and providing necessary funding for the operation, 
maintenance, rehabilitation, and expansion our existing public transit services - including 
Metrorail, Metrobus, and Ride On as well as the planned Purple Line. 

II. Before 1-270 improvements (other than new interchange access points) are designed for 
mandatory referral submission, the County Council should develop a position on the 
combined purpose and need for additional roadway capacity in the corridor, considering 
the combined mobility provided by: 

• 	 1-270 north ofl-370 (improvements resulting from this AAJEA) 
• 	 Extended managed lanes to be evaluated in the SHA West Side Mobility Study 
• 	 A countywide BRI network, for County study in FY lO 
• 	 Midcounty Highway Extended (M-83), currently under County study 

o 
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1. BACKGROUND 


The 1-270 I U.S. 15/ Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) Multi-Modal Corridor Study AAJEA was 
released by the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) and its federal partners the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) - on 
May 29, 2009. 1 The purpose of this hearing and work session is to review selected issues related 
to the study and develop recommendations on a Locally Preferred Alternative for both the 
highway and transit components of the study. The Planning Board's recommendation will be 
forwarded to the County Council. The County Council Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy, & 
Environment (T&E) Committee is scheduled to consider the study on July 13,2009. 

a. Overview 


The public hearing brochure describing the project is included as Attachment A. 


Purpose and Need 

The study purpose as identified in the recently released document is to: 

" ... investigate options to address congestion and improve safety conditions in the 1-270/ US 15 
Corridor." 

The need for the project results from the: 

" ... mobility challenges from the growing traffic congestion in the 1-270 and US 15 corridors. 
Population and employment growth in Montgomery and Frederick counties is expected to cause 

peak period travel congestion along the 1-270/ US 15 Corridor to worsen." 

Two Studies - May 2002 and May 2009 

The recently released study is both an update and expansion of earlier work completed in May 
2002. The May 2002 study also evaluated combinations of highway alternatives and transit 
alternatives. The highway alternatives included different combinations of General Purpose (GP) 
and High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes. The transit alternatives included three different 
alternatives (Premium Bus, Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), and Light Rail (LRT». This more recent 
study was required in large part as a result of MDOT determining a need to examine the potential 
for Express Toll Lanes (ETL) on 1-270. ETL lanes largely differ from HOV lanes in that a single 
occupant vehicle can use an ETL by paying a toll at highway speeds that will vary in price 
throughout the day - so as to insure a level of service exists in that lane that attracts users and 
helps allocate the roadway capacity in as efficient manner as possible while at the same time 
generating revenue to payoff construction bonds or support operating costs. 

l See the project web site at: http://www.i270multimodalstudy.comlfor access to the complete document. 

http://www.i270multimodalstudy.comlfor


b. Alternatives Description 

There are two tables in the study that summarize the alternatives under consideration. The 
alternatives in the 2002 study are shown below in Table 1 and the alternatives in the 2009 study 
are shown in Table 2: 

Table 1- Alternatives in 2002 DEIS 
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Some key aspects of the alternatives retained for 
analysis in the 2002 study include the following: 

• 	 Alternatives 3 through 5 are the "build 
alternatives". Alternatives 1 and 2 are 
required to be reviewed as part of the study 
methodology. 

• 	 While not stated, alternative 3 includes the 
addition of GP lanes as well. 

• 	 An extensive expansion of bus service 
operating within the 1-270 HOV lanes but 
not over a (CCT) transitway is included as 
Alternative 5C. 

• 	 Alternative 5 is not consistent with existing 
adopted Master Plans (see footnote to table) . 

Source: 1- 270 US 15 eeT AAIEA May 2009 - Table II-I, Page 11-2 

Table 2- Alternatives in 2009 AAIEA 
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Important specifics related to this chart include 
the following: 

The demographic forecast has been updated from 
the 2002 study and now includes Round 6.4 of 
the Council of Governments (COG) Cooperative 
forecast. 

• 	 Alternative 7 is not consistent with 
existing adopted Master Plans (see 
footnote to table). 

Source: 1- 270 US 15 eeT AAIEA May 2009 - Table ll-2, 
Page 11-7 



c. Costs and Impacts 

A summary of the capital costs (2007) associated with the alternatives examined in the 2009 
ANEA are presented below in Table 3. 

Table 3- Capital Cost Summary - Alternatives 6 and 7 
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Source: 1- 270 US 15 CCT AAIEA 
May 2009 - Table S-8, Page S-16 

Alternative 6 - TSM as shown in Table 3 is an alternative that is required by the Federal Transit 
Administration to be analyzed as part of any alternatives analysis of transit options. It 
essentially consists of enhanced transit service that does not require significant investments in 
new infrastructure. The capital cost shown for the highway component under Alternative 6 ­
TSM is essentially a placeholder (i.e., there is no corresponding alternative for the highway 
component). 

For comparison purposes, the capital costs (2001) associated with the alternatives examined in 
the 2002 AAIDEIS are shown below in Table 4. 
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Table 4- Capital Cost Summary - Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 
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Source: 1- 270 US 15 CCT DEIS May 2002 - Table S-3, S-19 

Impacts 

A summary of the impacts of the respective alternatives is present in Table 5. In general, the 
following observations can be made with respect to the impacts: 

• 	 The highway components of Alternatives 6 & 7 require the greatest amount of right of 
way and therefore have greater impacts. 

• 	 The highway "footprints" of alternatives 3 & 4 are identical and the footprints of 6 & 7 
are the same. 

• 	 The estimate ofdisplacements in the table does not reflect reductions in the number of 
displacements expected to occur as a result of minimization efforts. More information on 
the minimization efforts is presented in Section 5 of this staff memo. 
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d. Benefits 

A summary of the impacts on the level of service (LOS) in on 1-270 is presented below in Table 
6. 


Table 6- Summa.ry of Level o! Service 


ALTERNAT1VE 1: NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE 6AJB ALTERNATIVE 7MB 

Total Mil~; of Roadw.ly l~n~s E4 E4 E4 

Numbef of Miles iMth LOS f (peak direction) 43 31 17 

Total Road,'j3'/ S~9mentl Anal/zed 42 4S 4S 

Numbef of Segments iMth lOS f 23 14 7 

Source: 1-270 US 15 CCT AAIEA May 2009 Table S-l Page S-5 

The analysis in Table 6 is a comparison of Alternatives 6 & 7 with the No-Build Alternative for 
2030. Additional analysis comparing the alternatives examined in the 2002 study is presented in 
Section 5 of this staff memo. 

Letters (A through F) are used to categorize the extent of congestion based upon the following 
general descriptors: 

LOS A D denotes free or stable flow with reduced speeds as you approach LOS D 
LOS E - Indicates facility operating at capacity 
LOS F Congested - stop and go conditions 

As noted above, the number of miles operating under LOS F is significantly less under the build 
alternatives - especially Alternative 7. The LOS is based upon the combined level of service in 
the general purpose and ETL lanes. The ETL Lane tolls would be set to assure travel speeds that 
are close to free-flow conditiohs while maximizing throughput at or near Level of Service 

e. Prior Plannina Board Briefinas and Actions 

The I-2701US 15 and CCT project planning studies have been ongoing for more than a decade. 
The Planning Board last submitted formal comments to the County Council in 2003 in response 
to the 2002 DEIS. MDOT representatives have briefed the Planning Board in 2009 as the 
current AAIEA was being developed as noted below. 

June 11, 2009 

Russ Anderson SHA Project and Rick Kiegel, MT A Project Manager for the 1-270 US 15 
Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) Alternative Analysis/Environmental Assessment (ANEE) 
presented a brief overview of the document. The Planning Department staff, along with the SHA 
and MT A project team members, reviewed various issues with the Planning Board in a 
worksession setting that is a precursor to the July 6, 2009 Planning Board hearing on the ANEE. 
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April 30, 2009 

The Planning Board was briefed on this project on April 30, 2009. The briefing included a 
project overview and slide presentation. The slide presentation is available for review at: 

http://www.montgomeryplanning.orglTransportation/projects/corridor.shtm 

October 2, 2003 

This briefing included an update on the status of the project. The staff memo can be found at: 

http://www.montgomeryplanningboard.org/meetings archive/03 meeting archive/agenda 1002 
03/iteml6 100203 opt.pdf 

Representative issues examined at that time included: 

• 	 The anticipated selection of a Locally Preferred Alternative in later that same calendar 
year. 

• 	 The need to develop a managed lane concept that is consistent with adopted master plans. 

July 18, 2002 

This briefing also included an update on the status of the project. The staff memo can be found 
at: 
http://www.montgomeryplanningboard.org/meetings archive/02 meeting archive/agenda 0718 
02/item 15 071802.pdf 

• 	 Key issues examined at that briefing included the following: 
• 	 Travel forecasts and cost estimates that do not point conclusively to either BRT or LRT 

being the preferred mode. 
• 	 How far north should the respective components of the build alternatives be extended? 
• 	 How should the impacts be mitigated? 
• 	 Will Master Plan amendments be required to accommodate the recommended 


alternative? 

• 	 How suitable is the COMSAT site as a terminal station? 
• 	 How should the recommended improvement program be phased? 
• 	 Where should the yard and shop be located? 

It is important to note that while the process to date has not resulted in any recommendation on a 
Locally Preferred Alternative, the Planning Board has (through the Transportation Policy Report 
and subsequent review of the alternatives) generally indicated support for HOV lanes as the 
preferred managed lane concept and locating the northern terminus of the CCT at Clarksburg 
Town Center instead ofCOMSAT.2 The Planning Board has not in the past formally indicated a 
preference for either BRT or LRT. 

2 As discussed in Section 5 (under Master Plan Consistency) of this report, an April 2004 Amendment to the Master 
Plan of Highways endorses HOV lanes from the American Legion Bridge to the west spur on-270 and notes that 
HOT would be an acceptable approach if Virginia decided to implement HOT lanes. 
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Operating Characteristics 

The CCT as developed for the study analysis would provide service every six minutes in the 
peak periods on weekdays. Under the LRT alternative, an extensive network of feeder bus 
service (similar to that used to serve Metrorail now) would be used to bring riders to and from 
the CCT stations. As previously noted, there would also be a concentrated effort to develop 
station area plans that facilitated walk and bike access. That same emphasis on walk and bike 
access would apply to the BRT stations. There would, however, be less transferring taking place 
under the BRT alternative at the CCT stations as some buses would first collect riders in 
neighborhoods and then access the transitway stopping only at stations inbound to Shady Grove 
(as an example) . 

Travel time between selected stations are shown in the study and provided below as Table 9. 

Table 9- CCT Travel Times 

Alternative 6N7A (LRn 36 min 10.6 min 9.1 min 8. 1min8.3 min 

.Alter natr ,e ;; BOB lBRr, 38 mrn 11 1 min 9.3 min 8.6 mrn 8.9 min 

~\:~1f(: Tr,lf 'f! n":fS rr'l/"(f rftl!'d I/ ~:d H.uion (hl.·d! ,hIlt.'. Oi'fftlll Tl'di'd (o rridor Irdl'd ...im(s {I)rl.RT ii'" nl.1rq,oldhl·' ,f.15tl'r bf" 5 fllriO~: · ro-s:'Il ,icUl 
,"1 lil tS dtp('}Jr/ (11: ()l}f~lfi(f lJdl ({) "din'01:_'. . ~ .. 

Source: 1-270 US 15 CeT ANEA May 2009 - Table III-4, Page III-3 

It is important to note that compared to the TSM alternative, the CCT reduces the travel time 
between COMSAT and Shady Grove by almost in half. Another interesting aspect of this 
analysis is that the greatest time savings is realized in the segment from Germantown south to 
Shady Grove. 

Table 10- Station Parking Assumptions 
Station Parking 

The ANEA includes 
assumptions related to 
station parking that 
identifies the total 
number of spaces by 
segment and not 
specific station as 
noted in the parking 
demand forecasts 
shown in Table 10. 
Additional clarification 
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•  There was a detailed analysis of the impact on intersections adjacent to the 1-270 corridor 
in the 2002 study. There is no similar analysis contained in the 2009 study. 

•  Different approaches to managed lanes are used. In the 2002 study, the focus is on HOY 
lanes. In the 2009 study, the focus is on ETL's. 

The SHA recently issued a supplemental "sensitivity analysis" that examines the question of the 
extent to which the two studies are comparable. 3 The sensitivity analysis, included as Attachment 
B, was performed to ... 

"provide a travel demandforecast ofsimilar DEIS (2002) and A A lEA (2009) alternatives at a 
common hori::on year using the same COG travel demand model and the latest regional 

cooperative land lise forecasts. " 

In conducting the analysis, SHA essentially examined Alternative 3 of the 2002 study at the level 
of the alternatives in the 2009 study. This was accomplished by using the more recent COG 
travel demand model with input from the Round 7.0 land use and the region's 2006 Constrained 
Long Range Plan (that includes the ICC). 

The analysis compared the travel demand characteristics using average daily traffic volumes and 
total person through-put and finding little difference, concluded that while it is not appropriate to 
make a direct comparison using the different set of models, there is a basis for using the results 
to select an LPA with the caveat that an updated traffic operations analysis will be required to 
SUppOlt the decision on an LP A. 

Given those qualifications and the fact that further delay in addressing the corridor's mobility 
issues is unacceptable, we have examined the highway alternatives in the following areas: 

•  Level of Service 
•  Impacts/Mitigation 
•  Master Plan Conformance 
•  Other Area's Experience With Managed Lanes 

Level of Service (LOS) 

The level of service on 1-270 in 2025 and 2030 under the various alternatives is expressed in 
terms of traffic volume in one direction as a percentage of the capacity provided in that same 
direction. Letters (A through F) are used to categorize the extent of congestion based upon the 
following general descriptors: 

LOS A - D denotes free or stable flow with reduced speeds as you approach LOS D 
LOS E - Indicates facility operating at capacity 

3 The sensitivity analysis is titled "HOV versus Express Toll Lane: Travel Demand Sensitivity Analysis". It was 
distributed at a staff level team meeting on June 2,2009 and is ll1c1uded as Attachment B to this stall report. As of 
this writing, the sensitivity analysis has not been issued as part of the AAiEA and has not been posted on the proJect 
website. 



LOS F - Congested - stop and go conditions 

The LOS as presented in the studies is a measurement of the combined level of service in both 
the general purpose and managed lanes (HOV or ETL). 

The No-Build Option 

It is about 18 miles from Park Mills Road north of MD 80 to the 1-370 interchange with 1-270. 
The traffic model used in the AAlEA indicates that if nothing is done the only segments of 1-270 
that would not be operating at LOS F during the morning peak hour in 2030 would be between 
Father Hurley Boulevard (MD 27) and Germantown Road (MD 118) - a distance of about a mile 
- and between Quince Orchard Road / Montgomery Village Avenue (MD 124) and Clopper Road 
/ West Diamond Avenue (MD 117) - a distance of about one half of a mile. 

The No-Build Option with the CCT 

While not explicitly tested as an alternative, there is nothing in the model results to suggest that 
building the CCT and not improving 1-270 would in any way alleviate future congestion on 1­
270. The 2002 study forecasts LOS F during the morning peak hour in 2025 from Germantown 
Road south to 1-370 under any of the build alternatives (each alternative assumes an operational 
CCT). The current daily vehicle traffic volumes on 1-270 are six to seven times the projected 
CCT daily ridership in 2030. 

Travel Forecasts 

A series of tables follow that present the travel model results for the two studies by corridor 
segment. The tables depict the LOS for each segment. The dominant peak hour directions are 
highlighted in bold in the tables. Table 17 below depicts the abbreviations and terms that are 
used in the tables: 

Table 16- Abbreviations Used 

Abbreviation Full Term Delinition 

ET L Express Toll Lane 

Lane requiring paym.ent of toll for every vehicle other than public 
trans it vehicles. The toll vaIies throughout the day according to the 

level of congestion as a means of optimizing level of service 
provided in the lane. 

HOY 
High Occupancy Ye hicle 

Lane 

Toll free lane restricted to use by vehicles occupied by a driver and at 
least two other people (HOY 3+). Motorcycles can a lso use HOY 

lanes. 

GP General Purpose Lane Toll ti'ee regular lanes tor all vehicles. 

Aux Auxiliary Lane 
Lanes between interchanges that allow vehicles to transition to and 

trom main through lanes 

C/O 
Collector / Distributor or 

Local Lanes 
One way travel lanes on the side of the main lanes for shorter trip s 

and tor collecting traftic entering and exiting interchanges 

Direct Access Ramp Barrier separated access to managed lanes 
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3 GP & 1 HOV3 Gp Lanes 2 GP Lanes terminate2 ETL Lanes in & 1 ETL in& 1 HOV in ;,.. 6...1... II;,""" .... in Each In Each 2 GP Lanes north of MDEachEachEach;" r.d.. P; ...,J;"",­ DirectionDirectionAM 5B -,F 80 in vicinityDirectionDirectionDirection 

PM NB - FAM 5B -' FPark Mills of Park Mills 
8.8 MilesMD 121 AM 5B - EAM 5B - EPM NB- FRoad (North Road - ETLAM 5B -D/EAM 5B - FAM 5B - F 
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From 
No-Build No-Build Highway Alt. 

To 
(2025) (2030) 3 (2025) 

4 GP Lanes 3 GP, 1 HOV in 

4 GP Lanes 5B 5B &3 GP Each Directiol] 

&3 GP Lanes & 1 Lanes ~ 1 - 2 C/D Lanes 

HOV NB HOV NB in Each 

MD 118/ 
Direction - 2 

MD 27 / Father AM 5B - E AM 5B-E Aux Lanes NB 

Hurley Blvd 
Germantown 

PM NB - F PM NB-O 
Road 

AM 5B - E 

AM NB-C AM NB-B PM NB - E 

PM 5B - E PM 5B - B 
AM NB-Il 

PM 5B - B 

3 GP, 1 HOV in 

3 GP Lanes 5B 
3 GP Lanes Each 

and 3 GP lanes 
5B and 3 GP Direction, - 2 

and 1 HOV NB 
Lanes and 1 C/D lanes in 

HOV NB Each Direction 

MD 118/ - 1 Aux lane in 

Germantown 
Middlebrook AM 5B-F 

AM 5B - F Each Direction 

Road 
Road PM NB - F 

PM NB - E 

AM 5B - F 
AM NB-C 

AM NB-B PM NB - E 
PM 5B - D 

f\M 5B - C 
AM NB - B 

PM 5B - 8 

3 GP, 1 HOV in 

4 GP Lanes 5B 4 GP Lates 
Each Direction 

and 3 GP Lanes 5B and· GP 
- 2 C/D lanes 

and 1 HOV NB Lanes al!d 1 
in Each 

Direction - 1 
HOV I\IB 

Aux Lane in 
Middlebrook Watkins Mill AM 5B - F 

Each Direction 
Road Road PM NB - F AM5B -F 

PM NB- F 

AM NB-D 
AM 5B-F 

PM NB-E 
PM 5B - D AM NB - B 

PM 5B - C 
AM NB-A 

PM 58 - B 
--

Highway Alt. Highway Alt. 

4 (2025) 5 (2025) 

3 GP, 1 HOV in 
3 GP, 1 HOV in 

Eacil Direction 
Each Direction -

- 2 C/D Lanes 
2 C/D Lanes in 

in Each 
Each Direction -

Direction - 2 
2 Aux Lanes N B 

Aux Lanes NB 

AM 5B - F 
AM 5B - E 

PM NB- E 
PM NB- E 

AM NB - B 
AM NB - B 

PM 5B - B 
PM 5B - B 

3 GP, 1 HOV in 
3 GP, 1 HOV in 

Each 

Direction, - 2 
Each Direction, 

C/D lanes in 
- 2 C/D lanes in 

Each Direction 
Each Direction -

- 1 Aux Lane in 
1 Aux Lane in 

Each Direction 
Each Direction 

AM 511- F 
AM 5B-F 

PM N[J - E 
PM NB·-E 

AM NB-B 
AM NB-B 
PM 5B - B 

PM 5B - B 

3 GP, 1 HOV in 
3 GP, 1 HOV in 

Each Direction 

- 2 C/D lanes 
Each Direction -

In Each 
2 C/D lanes in 

Direction - 1 
Each Direction -

1 Aux lane in 
Aux Lane in 

Each Direction 
Each Direction 

AM 5B - F 

PM NB - E 

AM 5B - F 

PM NO - E 

AM NB-A 
AM NB-A 

PM 58 - B 
PM 58 - 8 

Highway Alt . Highway Alt. 

6 (2030) 7 (2030) 

4 GP Lane; & 4 GP Lanes & 2 

2 ETL Lane:; in Ell Lanes in 

Each Direction Each Direction 

AfVI 5B - E AM 5B·- [,' 

PM NB - C PM NB - C 

AMNB-A AMNB-A 

PM 5B - B PM 5B - B 

4 GP lapes & 4 GP Lanes & 2 

2 ETL LaneS in Ell lanes il' 

Each Din!ction Each Direction 

AM 5B - E AM 5B···0 

PM NB-O PMNB"'O 

AM NB-B AM NB-B 

PM 5B - C PIVl5B-B 

4 GP Lanes & 4 GP lanes & 2 

2 ETL Lanes in ETL Lanes in 

Each Direcl ion Each Direction 

AM 5B - 0 AM 5B ·,,1) 

PM NB - F PM NB·.. E 

AM NB - B AM NB·" B 

PM 5B - B PM SO - 8 

Est. 

Notes 
Cumulative 

Distance 

12.5 Miles 

Direct Acces!, 

Ramp To Eli. 13.3 Miles 

@ MD 118 

15,1 Miles 
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CumulativeHighway Alt.Highway Alt.Highway Alt.No-Build Highway Alt.Highway Alt.No-Build NotesFrom To Distance7 (2030) 6 (2030) 5 (2025) 4 (2025) 3 (2025) (2025) (2030) 

3 GP, 1 HOV in4 GP lanes 3 GP, 1 HOVin 3 GP, 1 HOVin 4 GP Lanes SB Direct AccessEach DirectionSB and 3 GP 
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The following observations can be made about the results in the tables: 

• 	 The No-Build Alternatives for both 2025 and 2030 result in stop and go conditions in 
peak hour for virtually the entire length of the shldy area in the County. 

• 	 The 2030 No Build reflects a slightly better level of service than the 2025 No Build 
during peak hour from Father Hurley south to 1-370. 

• 	 South of Germantown Road , the ETL alternatives generally provide more improvement 
in peak hour flow than the HOV alternatives - relative to the applicable No Build 
alternative (i.e. , 2025 for the HOV alternatives and 2030 for the ETL alternatives). 

• 	 South of Germantown Road, the HOV alternatives in 2025 offer little in the way of 
congestion relief - compared to the applicable no-build - southbound in the morning. 

• 	 In general, the ETL alternatives provide a better average level of service, by virtue of 
selling remaining HOV lane capacity, thereby increasing the proportion of motorists 
traveling at or near free-flow speeds. 

Reversible Lanes 

The AAJEA does not include peak hour traffic volumes, but a sense of the directional split can be 
obtained from the levels of congestion forecast along the facility. Table JII-8, included as 
Attachment C indicates that the Volume-to-Capacity (VIC) ratio for Alternatives 6 and 7 in the 
peak direction (southbound in the morning and northbound in the evening) is generally twice as 
high as it is in the off-peak direction for most segments in the corridor. For instance, north of 
MD 121, the VIC ratio for Alternative 7A/B during the AM peak period is 0.98 in the peak 
direction and 0.51 in the off-peak direction. During the PM peak period the VIC ratios are 1.02 
in the peak direction and 0.52 in the off-peak direction. 

These VIC ratios suggest that roughly twice as many motorists (and therefore an expected higher 
ratio of persons) are traveling in the peak direction as in the off-peak direction, a finding 
consistent with our independent travel demand modeling for master plans. These findings 
suggest that reversible lane facilities should be an appropriate solution in the corridor , 
given both the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 
guidance to consider reversible lanes when directional peaking is at least 65% as well as the fact 
that toll revenues and travel demand management expectations should be low if the general 
purpose lanes are not particularly congested. The reversible lane system would reduce the 
number of barrier separated roadways from four to three, thereby reducing the amount of right­
of-way and pavement. The use of a reversible lane system in a radial corridor at the edge of a 
major metropolitan area is well established, and is the preferred alternative for the extension and 
expansion of HOT lanes along the 1-95 (Shirley Highway) corridor in Virginia. 
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