
T&E COMMITTEE #1-5 
March 2,2015 

MEMORANDUM 

February 26,2015 

TO: Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy and Environment Committee 
(;(; 

FROM: Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Administrator 

SUBJECT: FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program-supplemental appropriations and amendments 
for transportation projects 

Please bring the Executive's Recommended FYlS-20 CIP to this worksession. 

This is the T&E Committee's· worksession on the County Executive's recommended 
supplemental appropriations and CIP amendments for transportation. The Planning Board's comments 
on the CIP, many of which are regarding transportation projects, are attached on ©1-3; the Planning staff 
packet is on ©4-14. At the end of this worksession Councilmembers will be asked whether there are any 
other amendments they would want to consider; if so, Council staff will produce PDFs for introduction 
in March when the Executive will likely submit more amendments. . 

1. White Flint West Workaround (©15-20). This project, as suggested by its name, would build 
a set of streets to provide a means for better circulation on the west side of White Flint while Rockville 
Pike is reconstructed during the next decade. There are six subprojects; the Executive is proposing an 
amendment that would accelerate two of them to accommodate the construction of Conference Center 
Garage: Main StreetlMarket Street from existing Executive Boulevard to Woodglen Drive, and 
Executive Boulevard to Main StreetlMarket Street. He is also recommending a supplemental 
appropriation of $9,505,000 in FY15 so the site improvements, utility relocations, and construction can 
begin as soon as possible. The garage is scheduled to go under construction this year. Council staff 
recommendation: Concur with the Executive's supplemental appropriation request. 

A concern that should be brought to the forefront, however, is the medium-term viability of the 
White Flint Special Taxing District. From the time the Council initiated the District in 2010, there was 
an understanding that a considerable amount of General Fund resources would be needed to forward 
fund some of the projects until the development materializes and generates the necessary revenue not 
only to support District bond issuances, but to pay back the advance. Council Resolution 16-1570 (©21­
26) went so far as to specify how large the advance would be, equating it to the cost of four specific 
projects (see Action section 7 on ©23); the cost of these projects in today's dollars is about $47 million. 
However, according to the expenditure schedules for the four PDFs funded by the Taxing District­
White Flint West Workaround, White Flint District East: Transportation, White Flint District West: 
Transportation, and White Flint Redevelopment Program-the General Fund advance is projected to be 
in excess of $64 million by FY20. The funding gap is likely to be even larger, since the projected 
expenditure assumes no land acquisition costs, despite the fact that they will be sizable. 



At Council staff's request DOT has prepared updated production expenditure schedules for 
White Flint West Workaround (which includes accelerating the two subprojects) and White Flint District 
East: Transportation; both exhibit a slower spending patterns than what is proposed for the fonner and 
what is in the Approved ClP for the latter. They are on ©27 and ©28, respectively. 

The slower spending will postpone the problem to a degree, but the forecast is still that the 
General Fund advance will grow too large. Over the next year, the Council should engage with the 
Executive, the Departments of Finance and Transportation, and stakeholders both within and outside of 
White Flint to develop a comprehensive solution to this emerging problem. The solution may be: raising 
the District tax above 10% of the total real property tax rate; increasing its taxable base; slowing down 
the pace of transportation spending; or all of the above. The one thing the County should not do is to 

. allow this matter to morph into a repeat of the Smart Growth Initiative, where costs exceeded forecasts 
while promised revenues have not materialized. The result has been that the County has had to issue 
over $200 million in General Obligation debt that could have been used for schools, transportation, 
libraries, and many other pressing capital needs around the county. The Government Operations 
Committee will be reviewing the Smart Growth Initiative projects and funding on March 5. 

Council staff recommendation: Approve an amendment to White Flint West Workaround 
that reflects DOT's production schedule (©27), including the acceleration of the two 
aforementioned subprojects. In March, introduce a similar amendment for White Flint District 
East: Transportation that reflects DOT's production schedule (©28) and act upon it this spring. 
Begin a comprehensive conversation and analysis of the White Flint Special Taxing District to 
determine how to make it self-financing during the next few years. 

2. Road resutfacing and rehabilitation projects and Sidewalk & Infrastructure 
Revitalization (©29-43). The Executive recommends supplemental appropriations in FY15 totaling a 
cumulative $8.2 million to the Permanent Patching, Resurfacing: Primary! Arterial and Resurfacing: 
ResidentiallRural projects. This would represent an acceleration, but not an addition, to funding for the 
resurfacing programs in the ClP. Taking into account all four resurfacing projects-the other is 
Residential Road Rehabilitation-there is no net change. Furthermore, the Executive is recommending 
reducing $5.7 million from the Sidewalk & Curb Replacement project, a project for which the Council 
added $6.0 million last May. The charts below show how much funding has been programmed in the 
Approved FY15-20 CIP, the Executive's amendments, and the difference ($000): 

Permanent Patching FYI5 FYI6 ! FYI7 FYI8 FYI9 FY20 6-Yr 
Approved FY15-20 ClP 2,900 I 2,900 . 2,900 2,900 2,900 2,900 17,400 
Executive recommendation 3,900 2,900 I 2,900 1,400 2,900 3,900 17,900 
Difference +~OOO 01 0 -1,500 0 +1,000 +500 I 

Resurfacintz: Primaryl Arterial FYI5 FYI6 FYI7 FYI8 I FYI9 FY20 6-Yr 
Approved FY15-20 CIP 6,100 6,100 6,100 6,100 6,100 6,100 36,600 

40,300Executive recommendation 9,800 6,100 6~JOO 6,100 6,100 6,100 

Difference +3,700 0 0 0 0 0 +3,700 
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Resurfacing: ResidentiallRural I FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 1 FY19 FY20 6~Yr 

Approved FY15-20 CIP 19,000 7,500 7,500 7,500 I 7,500 7,500 56,500 
Executive recommendation 22,500 4,300 5,500 2,5001 8,500 10,500 53,800 
Difference +3,500 -3,200 -2,000 -5,000 1 +1,000 +3,000 -2,700 

Residential Road Rehabilitation 
Approved FY15·20 CIP 
Executive recommendation 
Difference 

FY15 I FY16 
6,600 I 6,600 
6,600 1 5,600 

01 -1,000 

FY17 
6,600 
6,600 

0 

FY18 FY19 
6,600 • 6,600 
5,100 6,600 

-1,500 0 

FY20 
6,600 
7,600 

+1,000 

6~Yr 

39,600 
38,100 
-1,500 

I Sidewalk & Curb Re~lacement FY15 FY16 FYI7 I FY18 FYI9 FY20 6-Yr 
A~~roved FY15-20 CIP 6,700 6,700 6,700 I 6,700 I 6,700 6,700 40,200 
Executive recommendation 6,700 5,300 4,300 I 5,800 6,700 5,700 34,500 
Difference 0 -1,400 -2,400.1 -900 0 ~1,000 -5,700 

I 

* * * 


Total, 5 Highway Services PDFs FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 6-Yr 
Approved FY15-20 CIP 41,300 29,800 29,800 29,800 29,800 29,800 190,300 I 

i Executive recommendation 49,500 24,200 25,400 20,900 30,800 33,800 1841600 : 
Difference +8,200 -5,600 -4,400 -8,900 +1,000 +4,000 -5,;00 J 

For each infrastructure element the Infrastructure Maintenance Task Force (IMTF) Report 
indicates an Acceptable Annual Replacement Cost (AARC): how much money should be budgeted 
annually for replacement or rehabilitation so that, if continued, ultimately the entire inventory of the 
element will last over its acceptable life span. Rarely is the AARC achieved, but if funds are available, 
the County should strive to come as close as possible to it. 

• 	 For residential road resurfacing, rehabilitation, and permanent patching taken as a whole, the 
AARC is about $34.4 million. The Executive's recommended FY15 budget for this element 
(which includes the Permanent Patching: Residential, Residential Road Rehabilitation, and 
Resurfacing: ResidentiallRural Roads projects) is $33 million, or 96% of the AARC. The 
average annual budget during the FY15-20 period would be 53% of the AARC. 

• 	 For primary/arterial road resurfacing, the AARC is about $7.8 million. The Executive's 
recommended FY15 budget for Resurfacing: Primary/Arterial) is $9.8 million, or 126% of the 
AARC. The average annual budget during the FY15-20 period would be 86% of the AARC. 

• 	 For sidewalk, curb and gutter replacement, the AARC is about $12.9 million. The Executive's 
recommended FY15 budget for Sidewalk & Curb Replacement is $6.7 million, or 52% of the 
AARC. The average annual budget during the FY15-20 period would be 44% of the AARC. 

This analysis points out that the largest shortfall is for the Sidewalk & Curb Replacement project, which 
is why the Council added funds to it last year. 
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Many of the changes in these projects are being proposed in order to reconcile the Executive's 
recommendations to the year-by-year spending affordability guidelines and targets. The Council goes 
through the same (though more public) exercise in May, prior to its approving the capital budget. 

These "level of effort" projects are best programmed with funding that is, indeed, level over the 
six years of the CIP. If there is a change at CIP Reconciliation, it would normally be between the first 
and second years of the CIP, when the only question would be how much of this summer's work would 
be accomplished by June 30 rather than from July Ion. 

Council staff recommendation: Postpone action on the supplemental appropriations until 
the Council's CIP Reconciliation in mid-May; at this time, assume that none of the five projects 
would be amended. The result would be to retain the current funding levels, which means that the 
Sidewalk & Curb Replacement project would not have its funding reduced by $5.7 million. At 
Reconciliation it is very likely that funds would be accelerated from FY16 to FY15, but until the Council 
has completed its draft CIP decisions in early May, it is impossible to know precisely by how much, and 
for which project(s). 

3. Purple line-related projects (©44-46). The Executive is recommending deferral of spending 
in the Capital Crescent Trail, Bethesda Metro Station South Entrance, and Silver Spring Green Trail 
projects due to the delay in the Purple Line's schedule from what was assumed in the Approved CIP. 
According to the Executive these deferrals represent a 6-month delay. The funding, by year, is shown 
below ($000); the "Total" figures are the amounts spent from FY15 on: 

Capital Crescent Trail FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY2l+ Total 
Approved FY15-20 CIP 4,668 6,772 8,795 17,111 10,505 29,505 18,505 95,856 
Exec recommendation 2,334 5,220 8,283 12,953 13,808 20,005 33,253 95,856 
Difference -2,334 -1,552 -512 -4,158 i +3,308 . .9,500 +14!t748 0 

Bethesda Metro Sonth Entrance 
Approved FY15-20 CIP 
Exec recommendation 
Difference 

.-.- ­

FY15 FY16 
1,362 6,063 

680 3,713 
-682 i -2,350 

FY17 
12,624 
9,344 

-3,280 

FY18 
12,262 
12,443 

+181 

FY19 
10,162 
11,212 
+1,050 

FY20 FY2l+ Total 
6,437 I 0 .48,910 
8,300 l 3,218 48,910 

+1,863 I +3,218 0 

~Iver Sprh12 Green Trail FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY2l+ Total 
Approved FY15-20 CIP 95 345 1,221 1,259 0 0 0 2,920 
Exec recommendation 47 220 783 1,240 L 630 O. 0 2,920 

, Difference -48 -125 -438 -19 +630 0 0 0 

To date the Purple Line's schedule has been deferred seven months, since the deadline for the 
concessionaires' proposals has been delayed from January to August 2015. Thus, the Executive's 
assumption is reasonable. Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) staff concur. Council staff 
recommendation: Concur with the Executive. 

4. Pennrfield Lock Road Bridge (©47-48). This new project would replace the 14'3"-wide, 
single-lane, 1930-vintage bridge on Pennyfield Lock Road as it crosses an unnamed stream accessing the 
C&O Canal National Historic Park and M-NCPPC's Blockhouse Point Conservation Park. The new 
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bridge would also have only one lane, but it would be 17' -wide to accommodate bike-able shoulders, 
since the road is designated as a shared signed roadway in the 2002 update of the Potomac Subregion 
Master Plan. The project was designed under the Bridge Renovation project. 

The estimated cost of the project is $1,110,000 and would be built during the summer of 2016. 
The National Park Service (©49-51), the Parks Department (©52), and the Planning Department (©53) 
all support the project. Pennyfield Lock Road is a rustic road, so this improvement was reviewed by the 
Rustic Roads Advisory Committee; it recommends the project with the least amount of disruption of its 
surroundings and the restoration of natural vegetation (©54). The Montgomery Countryside Alliance 
and West Montgomery County Citizens' Association oppose the project as designed, and wish to have 
the opportunity to work with DOT and other community groups towards a solution (©55-58). 

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive, but encourage DOT to reach 
out to community stakeholders in fine-tuning the design. Replacing the bridge makes more sense 
than merely repairing it. The 2011 inspection of the bridge reports significant spalting on the underside 
and sides of the superstructure, and the footing of the southern abutment is partially exposed. The 
bridge's sufficiency rating is 19.5 (on a scale of 0-100), second worst among County bridges; only the 
single-lane Talbot Avenue Bridge in North WoodsidefRosemary Hills has a lower rating. Furthennore, 
park maintenance vehicles often carry loads in excess of the posted weight limits there (12,000 Ibs. for 
single-unit trucks, 24,000 lbs. for combination trucks), requiring frequent waivers and follow-up 
inspections. 

Relocating the alignment of the bridge makes sense, too. Unless road access to the national and 
local parks by Pennyfield Lock Road were to be closed off during the summer of2016--a major impact 
on park users and maintenance-then either the new bridge must be on a new alignment (using the 
existing bridge for access) or a temporary bridge on a new alignment must be constructed while the 
bridge at the existing location is replaced. In either case ground would be disturbed. 

Widening the road slightly makes sense, too. The roadway across the bridge will still be 
narrower than the rest of Pennyfield Lock Road, which is two lanes everywhere else. The 17' width 
would be narrow enough to discourage drivers from speeding----especially when a vehicle could 
approach in the same lane from the opposite direction-but wide enough to allow bicycles to pass on 
either side. 

Nevertheless, since the project would not begin construction for more than a year, there should 
be time for DOT to collect input from community stakeholders on the appearance of the new bridge, 
post-construction landscaping, restoration of the stream bed, and other aspects of design and 
implementation which would not affect the planned alignment, profile, and cross-section of the bridge as 
currently designed. 

5. Bridge Design (©59-60) and Bridge Renovation (©61). This proposed amendment to 
Bridge Desigg would add $740,000 to this program that funds the design of candidate bridge 
rehabilitation and replacement projects. Nearly all the funds are to design the rehabilitation or 
replacement of the Glen Road bridge over Sandy Branch in Potomac. This bridge has a sufficiency 
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rating of 54.1 (on a scale from 0 to 100), which is one of the lowest (worst) ratings among County 
bridges. It was built in 1930 and is currently posted at 34,000 lbs. 

The Executive is also recommending shifting the use of $127,000 of State aid each year (starting 
in FYI6) from Bridge Design to Bridge Renovation to facilitate the reimbursement of these State funds. 
In those years an equal amount of G.O. bond funding would shift from Bridge Renovation to Bridge 
Design. Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive on both amendments. 

6. Metropolitan Branch Trail (©62). This project would construct an 8-10' -wide hiker-biker 
trail roughly parallel to the CSX Metropolitan Branch between the Silver Spring Metrorail Station and 
Montgomery College's Takoma Park campus. It is a part of a regional trail that eventually will extend 
through the District of Columbia to Union Station; several parts of the trail have been built. The scope 
of the project in the Approved CIP covers the cost of design for the entire length, but for the construction 
of the trail only to the east side of Georgia A venue-including a new trail bridge over it-as well as the 
segment along the west side of Fenton Street from the current terminus at the College north to King 
Street (Phase 1). Phase 2, funded for design only, would start on the east side of Georgia Avenue, 
parallel the CSX tracks and Selim Road, pass beneath Burlington Avenue (MD 410), and connect to 
King Street. 

Over the past year DOT, Montgomery Preservation, Inc., and the Maryland Historic Trust have 
agreed on the alignment of this trail through the B&O Station property. Rather than following the 
master-planned route between the station and the tracks it would follow a perimeter route around the 
north and east side of the station's parking lot. A comparison of both the master-planned and perimeter 
routes is on ©63-65. 

Because of the construction of the new Progress Place and the Ripley II development, the 
Executive is proposing an amendment that would delay the start of construction by two years (from 
FY16 to FYI8). The proposed amendment also would extend the duration of construction from three to 
four years, so that the project would not be complete until FY21. However, upon Council staff request, 
DOT staff has provided its production schedule, which shows that if construction were to start in FY18, 
it could be completed early in FY20, that is, by late summer of2019 (©66). 

The Planning Board recommends: (1) constructing Phase 2 by FY18; (2) constructing the trail 
with a 12' width plus two-foot-wide shoulders where feasible; and (3) providing continuous lighting 
along both Phases 1 and 2 (©2, 9-10). 

Council staff recommendation: Approve an amendment that reflects DOT's production 
schedule (©66). DOT staff have been requested to give a short briefing to describe the new alignment, 
to outline the timing of the project with the Progress Place and Ripley II developments, and to respond to 
the comments from the Planning Board. 

7. Other bikeway and pedestrian facility projects. For fiscal reasons the Executive is 
recommending postponing or deleting funds in four projects that the Council had specifically decided to 
create or not delay in the Approved CIP last year. They are: 
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Bicycle-Pedestrian Priority Area Improvements (©67). This project funds the design and 
construction of bicycle and pedestrian improvements in any of the 28 priority areas identified in master 
plans. Last year the Council provided $375,000 to fimd design studies to identify improvements in five 
areas: Glenmont, Grosvenor, Silver Spring CBD, Veirs MilllRandolph Road, and Wheaton CBD. DOT 
staff have been asked to share with the Committee the progress it has made, and its schedule for 
completing the identification and costing of candidate improvements. 

The Approved CIP also included $1 million annually in FYs16-20 to construct these 
improvements. For fiscal reasons, the Executive recommends deleting the construction funding. 
Council staff recommendation: Do not approve this amendment; retain the $5 million of 
construction funding that is in the Approved CIP. The Planning Board (©3, 5) and the Coalition for 
Smarter Growth (©68) testified in support ofretaining these funds. 

Falls Road East Side Hiker/Biker Path (©69). This project would ultimately build an 8'-wide 
hiker-biker trail along the east side of Falls Road (MD 189) from River Road to Dunster Road, a 
distance of about four miles. Most of this stretch of Falls Road does not have even a sidewalk, so the 
project would provide a safe pedestrian and bike connection to the many places ofworship, schools, and 
businesses on or near Falls Road. Furthermore, it would link to hiker-biker trails at both ends, providing 
a continuous trail from Rockville to Great Falls. 

When this project first appeared in the CIP seven years ago, it was planned for completion in 
FY15 or FY16. Nearly every CIP since it has been deferred in favor of other priorities. For fiscal 
reasons the Executive is recommending delaying the schedule by another year, with design starting in 
FY19. Council staff recommendation: Do not approve this amendment; retain the schedule in the 
Approved CIP. 

MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements (©70). The first segment of improvements to this 
bikeway, between the Beltway and Oberlin Avenue in Glen Echo was completed this year. Last year 
DOT completed the second stage of facility planning for the next planned increment: the 2.1-mile 
segment between Oberlin Avenue and the District of Columbia boundary. This bikeway segment 
connects to the Little Falls Trail and via that trail to the Capital Crescent Trail. 

This increment would have much the same elements as the first segment: widening the shared­
use path to 8', widening the roadway to 26' to allow sufficient width for on-road biking, and a 5'-wide 
buffer between the road and the shared-use path. Last year this segment was identified by the Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Subcommittee of the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB) as 
one of its twelve priority projects in the Washington region-the only one of the twelve that was in 
Montgomery County. The Subcommittee advocated it be programmed and built by 2020. 

The Council added the $8,590,000 needed to design and build this segment, with design starting 
in FY19 and construction occurring in FY s21-22. For fiscal reasons the Executive is recommending 
delaying the schedule by at least two years, with design starting after FY20. Council staff 
recommendation: Do not approve this amendment; retain the schedule in the Approved CIP. 
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Seven Locks Bikeway & Safety Improvements (©71). For several years DOT evaluated potential 
sidewalk, bikeway, and safety improvements along the 3.3-mile stretch of Seven Locks Road between 
Montrose Road and Bradley Boulevard in Potomac. This is a complex project, the full cost of which 
will be in the $50-60 million range. Therefore, DOT divided it into three phases: 

• 	 Phase I: a hiker-biker trail on the west side of Seven Locks Road-plus on-road bikeways­
between Montrose Road and Tuckerman Lane, a trail along Montrose Road between Seven 
Locks Road and its interchange with 1-270, a second northbound lane on Seven Locks Road at 
Tuckerman Lane, and an exclusive right-turn lane from eastbound Tuckerman Lane to 
southbound Seven Locks Road. 

• 	 Phase II: continuation of the hiker-biker trail and on-road bikeways on Seven Locks Road 
between Tuckerman Lane and Democracy Boulevard. 

• 	 Phase III: continuation of the hike-biker trail and on-road bikeways on Seven Locks Road 
between Democracy and Bradley Boulevards. 

Phase I is the most critical section, especially given the number of people walking to the three 
synagogues and three churches lining this stretch of Seven Locks Road. The added turning lanes at the 
Seven Locksffuckerman intersection will also help relieve congestion at that bottleneck. In the 
Approved FY13-18 CIP the Council programmed design to start in FY18 with completion beyond the 
program period. Last year the Executive recommended delaying the schedule by two years, but the 
Council retained the current schedule in the Approved FY15-20 CIP. 

Once again the Executive is recommending delaying this project by two years, deferring the start 
of design to FY20. Council staff recommendation: Do not approve this amendment; retain the 
schedule in the Approved CIP. 

Bethesda Bikeway and Pedestrian Facilities (©72). This project, dating back many years, has 
funded a series of bikeway and pedestrian improvements in the Bethesda CBD that were called for in the 
sector plan approved in 1994. The last remaining piece is the Capital Crescent Trail's surface route from 
Elm Street Park to Woodmont Avenue. The cost included in the PDF has been for the section between 
Elm Street Park and Wisconsin Avenue; the section along the north side of Bethesda Avenue between 
Wisconsin and Woodmont Avenues was to be a built by JBG as a condition of a subdivision approval. 
The Wisconsin-to-W oodmont section requires removal of the on-street parking on the north side of 
Bethesda A venue. One reason why this trail connection has been postponed was to retain as much 
parking in the area until the Woodmont Garage #31 was built. That milestone has passed. 

The proposed amendment is a modest one, simply reflecting the fact that $79,000 of the funds 
that had been programmed in FY15 actually was spent in FY14. (All of the funds had been 
appropriated.) The bigger issue is that JBG is no longer pursuing the subdivision and the approval has 
been voided, meaning that there are no developer contributions for the Bethesda Avenue segment. JBG 
is considering applying for approval of a smaller development that would encompass only part of the 
block, but it is not clear that the Planning Board could exact a contribution for it, nor is it likely to be 
timely with the rest ofthe trail project. 
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The expenditure schedule on the PDF is also now problematical. It shows $857,000 for utility 
relocation and construction in FYI5, but at this point it is not plausible that this work would occur 
between now and the end of June. FY16 is the earliest time-frame for construction. 

The Planning Board recommends supplementing the funding for this project to pay for the design 
and construction of the Bethesda A venue segment, as well as its at-grade crossing of Wisconsin Avenue 
(©2,7-8). According to the Bethesda Purple Line Station Minor Master Plan Amendment adopted in 
2014, this segment is to include an 11'-wide two-way cycle track for bicyclists and a minimum 10' -wide 
sidewalk for pedestrians. Furthermore, construction would need to occur at each end to assure safe 
crossings ofWisconsin A venue on the east and WoodmontlBethesda A venues on the west. 

Should the Council wish to move this segment towards implementation, it has a few options: 

1. 	 Remove the on-street parking on the north side of Bethesda Avenue, restripe it for the two-way 
cycle track and demarcate it from the travel lanes with flex-posts, and construct the crossing 
improvements at each end. Cost: under $500,000. 

2. 	 Remove the on-street parking on the north side of Bethesda Avenue, construct the two-way cycle 
track with a narrow median between it and the travel lanes, and construct the crossing 
improvements at each end. Cost: about $1 million. 

3. 	 The same as (2) above, but also widen the north-side sidewalk to 10'. This could be somewhat 
complicated, as there are some retaining walls that may need to be rebuilt as well as trees and 
utility poles to be relocated. 

Council staff recommendation: Add funding for one of the above options, and schedule all 
the construction-both east and west of Wisconsin Avenue-in FY16. DOT will need a few weeks 
to develop a more precise cost estimate for any of the options above. 

8. Snouffer School Road North (©73-74). This project will improve the roadway and construct 
a sidewalk and shared-use path along Snouffer School Road between Centerway Road and Alliston 
Hollow Way. It is adjacent to the Multi-Agency Service Park on the Webb Tract, where the MCPS Food 
Service Facility opened in December, the Public Service Training Academy is scheduled to open in July 
2016, and the MCPS and M-NCPPC depots are scheduled to open in February 2017. 

The project is currently programmed for completion in FYI7, close in time when the last stage of 
the MASP will be completed. However, the proposed amendment would delay the completion of the 
road project by three years, to FY20. Furthermore, the PDF states that "The schedule is adjusted to 
match the development of the Multi-Agency Service Park (MASP)," but that is not correct. The 
improvement should be completed as close as possible to when the traffic generated by the MASP will 
materialize, which will be in the latter half ofFY17. 

DOT advises that the production schedule for the road project has been deferred from the 
schedule in the Approved CIP. Final design should be completed in spring 2016, utility relocations are 
anticipated to be completed in summer 2016, construction could begin in fall 2016, and the project could 
be open to traffic in fall 2017. The revised PDF on ©75-76 reflects the latest production schedule. 
Council staff recommendation: Approve the PDF on ©75-76. 
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9. Goshen Road South (©77). The Department of Transportation foresees a delay in the 
appraisal and plats for the scores of properties-many of which are merely small slivers-that must be 
acquired, either by fee simple or easement. Therefore, the Executive is recommending compressing the 
land acquisition funding, now shown in FYs 15-19s, into FY s 17-19. Construction is still programmed to 
begin in FY20 and be completed in FY22. Council staff recommendation: Concur with the 
Executive. 

10. Traffic Signals (©78-79). The Executive is recommending reducing the funding for this 
project by $2,007,000 (6.8%) over the six-year period. This is a critical traffic safety project, funding the 
replacement or rehabilitation of faulty signals and adding new signals where warranted, including 
accessible pedestrian signals for the sight-impaired. The chart below shows the funding in the 
Approved FY15-20 CIP, the Executive's amendment, and the difference ($000): 

I Traffic Si2:nals FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 6-Yr 
Approved FY1 5-20 elP 5,225 4,835 4,835 4,835 4,835 4,835 29,400 
Executive recommendation 5,225 4,725 2,982 5,711 4,375 4,375 27,393 
Difference 0 -110 -1,853 +876 -460 -460 ·2,007 

Council staff recommendation: Do not approve this amendment. The Infrastructure 
Maintenance Task Force Report ranks the work of this program to be among the most critical of the 
level-of-effort projects in the CIP. 

11. Clarksburg Transportation Solutions (©80). This proposed amendment merely would add 
the $600,000 cost of a water main at the intersection of MD355 and Brink Road. The cost, in FY16, 
would be paid by the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission. Council staff recommendation: 
Concur with the Executive. 

12. Intersection and Spot Improvements (©81). DOT has as a subproject to add a northbound 
through lane on Seven Locks Road through its intersection with Tuckerman Lane. At the same time, 
Westfield, as a requirement of its expansion of Montgomery Mall, would add a second through lane 
eastbound on Tuckerman Lane through this same intersection. Since DOT will be doing work there 
already, the parties agreed that Westfield should provide the $482,000 needed to construct the eastbound 
through lane and that DOT build all the improvements, thus necessitating this amendment, which adds 
the $482,000 contribution in FYI6. Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive. 

13. Projects with technical amendments. The Executive recommends changing the mix of 
funding sources for Chapman Avenue Extended (©82) and Montrose Parkway East (©83-84) in order to 
reconcile his cumulative CIP recommendations to available resources. Council staff recommendation: 
Do not approve these amendments. The Council will need to reconcile its own cumulative CIP 
decisions to available resources; the means of reconciliation are unlikely to be the same amounts and, 
possibly, not even in the same projects as the Executive has chosen. 
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The proposed amendment to the Bus Stop Improvements Program (©85) simply shows that 
$79,000 of the funds anticipated to be spent in FY15 actually occurred in FY14. Council staff 
recommendation: Concur with the Executive. 

14. Other potential projects. lri an off-year CIP, the Council's general practice has been to 
consider only those new or expanded projects that would need funds in the first or second years of the 
CIP, in this case FY15 or FY16. The Executive, MCPS, the College, and M-NCPPC have been 
encouraged not to forward amendments that would start in Year 3 (FY17) or later; instead, such projects 
should be included in the recommendations for the next full CIP (FY17-22) so they could be considered 
comprehensively with all other projects. The need for a new or expanded project would need to be 
urgent enough that funding needs to be found for them right away, also knowing that they will jump the 
queue ofmany other projects already programmed to start in FY17 or later. 

With this caveat, there are several other projects the Council could consider, should it believe the 
need is urgent enough to begin in FY15 or FY16, ahead of other already programmed projects. The 
Planning Board has recommended these: 

• 	 Add funds to the Streetlighting project to provide streetlights along Jackson Road in FYI6 or 
FYI7 (©I, 6). 

• 	 Add facility planning funds for the Emory Lane Bikeway between Muncaster Mill Road and 
Holly Ridge Road. This would close a gap that would allow for a continuous hard-surface trail 
from Lake Frank north to the ICC and Bowie Mill Local Park in Olney (©2, 7). 

• 	 Add facility planning funds to extend the Frederick Road Bike Path from Stringtown Road north 
to Snowden Farm Parkway. It would connect to a Park trail currently planned to run on the east 
side of Frederick Road (MD 355) from Snowden Farm Parkway to the proposed Day Use Area 
in Little Bennett Park (©2, 13). 

• 	 Add planning funds to develop concept plans for a network of separated bike lanes and protected 
intersections in White Flint (©3, 13-14) 

A project for which facility planning is nearly complete, and so it's a candidate for inclusion in the 
CIP, is the Bradley Boulevard Bikeway in Bethesda (see ©86-87). The cost is about $12 million. 

A project that is not a candidate as an amendment this year is any alternative that would be 
selected from the Midcounty Corridor Study. A decision to build any alternative studied over the past II 
years-whether it be the on the master-plan alignment (M-83), widening MD 355, widening Brink Road, 
or some hybrid-has been on hold until DOT completes a comprehensive Preferred Alternative 
Conceptual Mitigation (PACM) report and it is reviewed by the Federal and State environmental 
resource agencies. Council staff understands that the report actually was completed last summer, but 
that DOT has not been given the go-ahead to transmit it. If it had been transmitted, it is likely the 
environmental agencies would have provided their review by now. 

There was no substantive reason to delay this report's transmittal in the first place, and there is not 
one now. The PACM report should be made public and transmitted to the Federal and State 
environmental resource agencies forthwith. 

f:\orlin\fy15\t&e\i)'15-20cip\150302te.doc 
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 
THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL P:\.RK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

February 20, 2015 

The Honorable George Leventhal 
President. Montgomery County Council 
100 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

RE: 	 County Executive's Recommended FYI6 Capital Budget and Amendments to the 
FYI 5-20 Capital Improvements Program 

Dear Me. Leventhal: 

At our regularly scheduled meeting on February 12,2015, the Planning Board discussed the 
County Executive's Recommended FYI6 Capital Budget and Amendments to the FY15-20 
Capital Improvements Program and voted to transmit the following comments for the County 
Council's consideration. 

We recognize that the schedules and funding of individual projects in the CIP may have to be 
adjusted because of forecast budget shortfalls, but it appears that the County Executive's 
Recommended CIP would impose disproportionately severe reductions in bicycle and 
pedestrian projects. This is at odds with the County's focus on improving transit. on transit­
oriented development, and the advent of Capital Bikeshare in Montgomery County, all of 
which depend on having a good network of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

As a general comment, we believe that the bicycle and pedestrian projects that are proposed to 
be delayed and/or have their funding reduced - or at least those in our more densely populated 
and commercial areas - should retain their funding and schedules to the greatest extent 
possible. We have recommended that several specific bicycle and pedestrian projects be kept 
partially or fully on track for construction, but the two most important projects ofthese are the 
Metropolitan Branch Trail (p501110) and the Bicycle Pedestrian Priority Area 
Improvements (P501532) project. 

Our specific recommendations are as follows: 

1. 	 CIP Sehedule Changes: Whereas the cost changes for the individual projects in the 
Executive's Recommended CIP are fairly well documented and ,clearly groups 
projects that have had schedule accelerations or delays, the specific schedule changes 
should be noted on each PDF in the future. 

2. 	 Streetlighting (MCDOr. P507055): Provide lighting along Jackson Road in FY16 or 
FYI7. 

8787 Georgia Avenue. Silver Spring, M:uyJand 20910 Phone; 301.495.4605 Fax: 301.495.1320 
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3. 	 Capital Crescent Trail (MCDOT, P501316): Accelerate construction of the Capital 

Crescent Trail between the Talbot Avenue Bridge and Apple Avenue if the Purple 

Line is substantially delayed. 


4. 	 Metropolitan Branch Trail (MCDOT, P50!1 10): The PDF should be revised to 

include: 

a. 	 Constructing Phase 2 of the trail from east of Georgia Avenue to Montgomery 

College, including the tunnel under Burlington A venue, by FY 18, as well as an 
interim trail for Phase 1. 

b. 	 Constructing the trail at a twelve-foot width plus two-foot wide buffers where 
feasible. 

c. 	 Providing continuous lighting along the Metropolitan Branch Trail between the 
Silver Spring Transit Center and Montgomery College. 

S. 	 Platt Ridge Drive Extended (MCDOT, PSO I 200): Since the start ofconstruction of 
SHA's Phase 3 improvements at Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road has now 
been delayed until spring 2018, consider delaying this project until FY 17 to provide 
budget room for other projects to stay on schedule. 

6. 	 Rapid Transit System (MCDOT, PS01318): Revise the PDF to reflect the fact that 
the study ofRandolph Road is not being pursued. 

7. 	 Facility Planning Transportation (MCDOT, PS09337): 
a. 	 Include the Emory Lane Bikeway from Muncaster Mill Road north to Holly 

Ridge Road as a candidate to eliminate a critical gap and provide a continuous 
hard surface trail from Lake Frank north to the ICC and Bowie Mill Local Park 
in Olney. 

b. 	 Include the Frederick Road Bike Path from Stringtown Road north to Snowden 
Fann Parkway as a candidate to provide connectivity between the Clarksburg 
Town Center and Little Bennett Regional Park. The Department ofParks is 
planning a new, 0.9 mile, 8-ft. wide hard-surface trail on the east side ofMD 
Route 3S5 from Snowden Fann Parkway to the south entry of the proposed 
Day Use Area in Little Bennett Park. The development of the day use area is 
included in the Parks FYlS-20 CIP, and this gap in pedestrian connectivity 
from the Clarksburg Town Center needs to be addressed. 

8. 	 Bethesda Bikeway and Pedestrian Facilities (MCOOT, P500119): The funding for 
this project should be increased to include design and construction of the segment 
along Bethesda Avenue between Woodmont Avenue and Wisconsin Avenue, as well 
as the crossing of Wisconsin Avenue. 
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9. 	 RevolviDg fund for planniDg developer-built projects: Include a project in the CIP 
for Facility Planning for developer-built projects and consider establishing a revolving 
fund to construct these projects and accept developer contributions as they move 
forward in the development process. 

10. 	 Bike-Sharing: A project similar to other public participation projects should be added 
to the CIP to hold developer contributions to the County's future bike-share network, 
as well as fully fund the system. 

11. 	 Bicyele-PedestriaB Priority Area Improvements (MCDOT, P501532)= Funding for 
this project should be reinstated to support our investments in transit and bikesharing, 
as well as pedestrian safety. 

12. 	 Roof Replacement (MCG, P508331): Reconsider the scheduling of the roof 

replacement for the Little Falls Library given that the update ofthe Westbard Sector 

Plan may include a recommendation for a relocation of the library. 


13. 	 White Flint Bikeways: Add funding in FY16 to develop concept plans for a network 
of separated bike lanes and protected intersections in White Flint. 

14. 	 Bridge Design {MCDOT, P509132): Add a reference to the emergency culvert 
replacement at Hillandaie Road near the Bethesda Pool project with a description that 
states that the design will include associated stream channel stabilization measures to 
ensure long-term channel stability and bridge structure integrity. 

15. 	 Little Bennett Regional Park Day Use Area (M-NCPPC, P138703): Maintain the 
current schedule to begin the design of this project in FYI7 rather than delay it to 
FY19 as recommended by the County Executive. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. The staff report to the Planning Board is enclosed .. 
for further background information.· If you have any questions or comments concerning our 
review, please call Larry Cole at 301-495-4528. 

Sincerely, 

Cl:n 
Chair 

Enclosure 



• MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 


MCPB 
Item No. 
Date: 02-12-15 

Review of County Executive's Recommended FY16 Capital Budget and Amendments to the FY15-20 CIP 

Larry Cole, Master Planner, FP&P, larrv.cole@montgomeryplanning.org, 301-495-4528 

Pam Dunn, Acting Chief, FP&P, pamela.dunn@montgomeryplanning.org. 301-650-5649 

Carl Morgan, CIP Manager, Park Development Division, carl.morgan@montgomeryparks. 301-495-2573 

Completed: 02105115 

Deacrlptlon 

The County Executive published his Recommended FY16 Capital Budget and Amendments to the FY1S-20 Capital 

Improvements Program (CIP) on January 15, 2015. We have analyzed the budget and have noted below those 

projects that are new, where there have been significant changes in budget or in schedule, and where there are 

projects of particular interest because of the need for coordination with development or because of parks impacts. 

A summary of these changes is shown as Attachment 1. 


Staff recommendations to the Planning Board on the Recommended FY16 Capital Budget and Amendments to the 

FY1S-20 CIP are included in this memo and the Planning Board is requested to endorse or revise these 

recommendations and send them to the County Council. These recommendations are shown immediately below, 

followed by an update on last year's recommendations, followed by an analysis of the Executive's recommended 

changes to the ClP, as well as any additional necessary information. 


Recommendations 


Staff requests that the following comments be transmitted to the County Council: 


We recognize that the schedules and funding of individual projects in the CIP may have to be adjusted because 

of forecast budget shortfalls, but it appears that the County Executive's Recommended CIP has overly 

adversely affected bicycle and pedestrian projects. This is at odds with the County's focus on improving 

transit, on transit-oriented development, and the advent of Capital Bikeshare in Montgomery County, all of 

which depend on having a good network of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. As a general comment, we believe 

that the bicycle and pedestrian projects that are proposed to be delayed and/or have their funding reduced ­
or at least those in our more densely populated and commercial areas - should be kept on track to the 

greatest extent possible. Our specific recommendations are as follows: 


1. 	 CIP Schedule Changes: Whereas the cost changes for the individual projects in the Executive's 

Recommended CIP are fairly well documented and clearly groups projects that have had schedule 

accelerations or delays, the specific schedule changes should be noted on each PDF in the future. 


2. 	 Street lighting (P50705S): Provide lighting along Jackson Road in FY16 or FY17. 

3. 	 Capital Crescent Trail (PS01316): Accelerate construction of the Capital Crescent Trail between the 

Talbot Avenue Bridge and Apple Avenue if the Purple Line is substantially delayed. 


4. 	 Metropolitan Branch Trail (P501110): The PDF should be revised to include: 
a. Constructing Phase 2 of the trail from east of Georgia Avenue to Montgomery College, including 

the tunnel under Burlington Avenue, by FY18. 

.-l ­
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b.Constructing the trail at a twelve-foot width plus two-foot wide buffers where feasible. 
c. Providing continuous lighting along the Metropolitan Branch Trail between the Silver Spring 

Transit Center and Montgomery College. 

5. 	 Platt Ridge Drive Extended (P501200): Since the start of construction of SHA's Phase 3 improvements at 
Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road has now been delayed until spring 2018, consider delaying this 
project until FY17 to provide budget room for other projects to stay on schedule. 

6. 	 Rapid Transit System (P501318): Revise the PDF to reflect the fact that the study of Randolph Road is 
not being pursued. 

7. 	 Facility Planning Transportation (P509337): 
a.lnclude the Emory Lane Bikeway from Muncaster Mill Road north to Holly Ridge Road as a 

candidate to eliminate a critical gap and provide a continuous hard surface trail from Lake 
Frank north to the ICC and Bowie Mill Local Park in Olney. 

b.lnclude the Frederick Road Bike Path from Stringtown Road north to Snowden Farm Parkway as 
a candidate to provide connectivity between the Clarksburg Town Center and Little Bennett 
Regional Park. The Department of Parks is planning a new, 0.9 mile, 8-ft. wide hard-surface 
trail on the east side of MD Route 355 from Snowden Farm Parkway to the south entry of the 
proposed Day Use Area in Little Bennett Park. The development of the day use area is 
included in the Parks FY15-20 CIP, and this gap in pedestrian connectivity from the Clarksburg 
Town Center needs to be addressed. 

8. 	 Bethesda Bikeway and Pedestrian Facilities (P500119): The funding for this project should be increased 
to include design and construction of the segment along Bethesda Avenue between Woodmont Avenue 
and Wisconsin Avenue, as well as the crossing of Wisconsin Avenue. 

9. 	 Revolving fund for planning developer~built projects: Include a project in the CIP for Facility Planning 
for developer-built projects and consider establishing a revolving fund to construct these projects and 
accept developer contributions as they move forward in the development process. 

10. 	Bike~Sharlng: A project similar to other public participation projects should be added to the CIP to hold 
developer contributions to the County's future bike-share network, as well as fully fund the system. 

11. 	Bicycle~Pedestrian Priority Area Improvements (P501532): Funding for this project should be reinstated 
to support our investments in transit and bikesharing, as well as pedestrian safety. 

12. Roof Replacement: MCG, CIP No. 508331: Reconsider the scheduling of the roof replacement for the 
Little Falls library given that the update of the Westbard Sector Plan may include a recommendation for 
a relocation of the library. 

13. 	White Flint Bikeways: Add funding in FY16 to develop concept plans for a network of separated bike 
lanes and protected intersections in White Flint. 

14. Bridge Design (P509132): Add a reference to the emergency culvert replacement at Hillandale Road 
near the Bethesda Pool project with a description that states that the design will include associated 
stream channel stabilization measures to ensure long-term channel stability and bridge structure 
integrity. 



15. Little Bennett Regional Park Day Use Area (P138703): Limit the schedule delay on this project to one 
year, starting design in FY18, instead of FY19 as proposed by the County Executive. 

Update on Last Year'. Recommendations on the FY15-20 CIP 

On February 6, 2014, the Planning Board made the following recommendations which were 
subsequently transmitted to the Executive and County Council. The disposition of these comments is 
noted in italics following each comment. 

1. 	 CIP Schedule Changes: Whereas the cost changes for the individual projects in the Executive's 
Recommended CIP are fairly well documented, the schedule changes - usually delays in the project's 
completion - are not. In the future, each PDF should clearly state any schedule changes from the 
previously approved CIP, as is done with the State's Consolidated Transportation Program. While this CIP 
Amendment clearly groups projects that have had schedule accelerations or delays, the specific schedule 
change is not noted on the PDF, requiring time-consuming comparisons between the current and earlier 
documents. We recommend that the specific schedule change be noted on each PDF in the future. 

2. 	 Schools: All school clusters not meeting the school adequacy test have projects programmed in the CIP 
at least for facility planning. The County Council is scheduled to hold a public hearing on February, 24, 
2015 to discuss adding school capacity in areas projected to go into moratorium. No further comment 
needed at this time. 

3. 	 Streetlighting (PS070SS): Replace the lighting along Jackson Road from New Hampshire Avenue (MD6S) 
to Willow Wood Drive in FYiS or FY16. 

The pedestrian sidewalks along Jackson Road provide connections from the neighborhood to White Oak 
Middle School, Jackson Road Elementary School, Martin luther King Aquatic Center and Recreational 
Park, and the regional Paint Branch Hiker-Biker Trail. These sidewalks need to be adequately lighted to 
ensure the safety of children and other pedestrians. In 2009, MCDOT requested that the project be 
turned over to them for implementation in their capital program rather than to reimburse the 
Department of Parks to implement the project, which runs mostly through the park, but the lighting has 
not been replaced. The estimated construction cost in 2009 was approximately $500,000. DOT 
anticipates the cost has increased due to inflation and new lighting specifications that include LED 
fixtures. MCDOT has more than 15 projects on their list prior to this, so, as currently prioritized, this is 
several years out. We recommend that the comment be repeated. 

4. 	 Capital Crescent Trail (PS01316): Provide continuous lighting on the Capital Crescent Trail between 
Bethesda and Silver Spring to the Illuminating Engineering Society of North America (lESNA) standard for 
vertical illuminance while ensuring maximum protection for undesirable spillover to adjacent homes. 

If lighting is not included in the initial construction of the trail, the cost of designing and installing 
conduit for a future lighting project should be included in the Purple Line contract. Funding was included 
in last year's PDF. Although it is not specifically called out in this year's PDF, it appears that the funding 
for lighting is intact because the budget for the project has remained unchanged. No additional comment 
is needed at this time on this issue, however a separate discussion on the schedule is included below. 

5. 	 Metropolitan Branch Trail (P501110): Request that the Executive confirm that the budgeted cost 
reflects the current design. 



The project would be delayed by two years, in part because of negotiations over the alignment of the 
segment of the trail on the site of the historic B&O railroad station in Silver Spring and how it would 
affect the planned bridge over Georgia Avenue. Despite the delay and changes in design, no change in 
cost is shown. When this project was first entered into the FYll CIP, the project was scheduled to begin 
construction in FY15 and be completed in FY16. The current schedule has the project beginning 
construction in FY18 and being completed in FY21. While there are problems in coordinating with 
imminent development projects and the longstanding issues with the owner of the historic B&O railroad 
station, we recommend that the project be phased so that we can make some progress toward 
implementation sooner. This project is discussed in more detail below. 

6. 	 Piney Meetinghouse Road Bridge (PS01522): Specify in the PDF that the planned shared use path along 
Piney Meetinghouse Road should be constructed as part of the roadway bridge. 

Failure to construct the path as part of the proposed bridge would mean that the bike path would have 
to be constructed on a separate bridge, increasing the impacts to Watts Branch Stream Valley Park, as 
well as costs. In their CIP discussions, the County Council declined to include the shared use path in the 
PDFfor this project. The project has been redesigned to include the master plan-recommended on-road 
bike accommodation but not the recommended shared use path and has been submittedfor Mandatory 
Referral, now tentatively scheduled for March 12, 2015. 

7. 	 Platt Ridge Drive Extended (PS01200): This project would construct a non-master planned road through 
parkland and is intended to provide access to the Chevy Chase Valley neighborhood should the traffic 
signal installed at Spring Valley Road and Jones Bridge Road fail to operate safely. The project is 
anticipated to be reviewed by the Planning Board prior to the Council's final approval of the CIP. If the 
Board finds that the new road is not needed and denies the project, it should be deleted from the CIP.. 
The Planning Board subsequently approved the project on July 10, 2014 and it has been retained in the 
ClP. This project is intended in large part to avoid adverse traffic impacts associated with SHA's Phase 3 
improvements at Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road as part of the BRAC program, a project whose 
construction has now been delayed until spring 2018. The Platt Ridge Drive Extended project has been 
slightly delayed and construction would now extend into FY17. We believe that the Council should 
consider delaying construction of this project by one year to allow other projects that are proposed to be 
delayed to stay on schedule. 

8. 	 Rapid Transit System (PS01318): Delete the citation of the Randolph Road corridor as a future study 
candidate and replace with New Hampshire Avenue, which is likely to have higher ridership and will 
support the new MetroExtra K9 bus service. The current PDF notes all recommended transit corridors 
and still notes Rondolph Road as one of the three corridors to be pursued. The PDF should be corrected to 
reflect the fact that the study of Randolph Road is not being pursued. SHA is pursuing the planning of the 
US29 and MD355 corridors with funding under this project. 

9. 	 Emory Lane Bikeway: Include in the CIP a project to construct the Emory Lane Bikeway from Muncaster 
Mill Road north to Holly Ridge Road, joining with the Department of Parks' North Branch Trail project to 
provide a continuous hard surface trail from Lake Frank north to the ICC and Bowie Mill Local Park in 
Olney. This has not been done so the comment should be repeated, specifically to include this project as 
a candidate in Facility Planning Transportation (PS09337). 

10. Bethesda Bikeway and Pedestrian Facilities (PS00119): Request that the Executive confirm that the 
budgeted cost reflects the current design of the Capital Crescent Trail on-road alignment, and that its 



construction will be completed prior to the closure of the tunnel under the Apex Building. While we 
have not received a response that the budgeted cost reflects the current design, there appears to be 
insufficient funding to construct the portion of the trail between Woodmont Avenue and Wisconsin 
Avenue. Therefore, we recommend that the funding for this project be increased to include design and 
construction of the segment between Woodmont Avenue and Wisconsin Avenue, as well as the crossing 
of Wisconsin Avenue. 

11. Facility Planning Transportation (P509337): Include the Ufe Sciences Center Loop Trail as a candidate 
project for FY15-16. The current PDF includes the Life ~ciences Center Loop Trail as a candidate project 
for FY15-16. No further comment is needed on this facility planning candidate. 

12. Revolving fund for planning developer-built projects: Include a project in the CIP for Facility Planning 
for developer-built projects and consider establishing a revolving fund to construct these projects and 

accept developer contributions as they move forward in the development process. This has not been 
done so the comment should be reiterated. 

13. Bike-Sharing: A project similar to other public participation projects should be added to the CIP to hold 
developer contributions to the County's future bike-share network, as well as fully fund the system. This 
has not been done sa the comment should be reiterated. 

14. Station Access Program: The Board recommended that an annual Station Access Program be included in 
the CIP. A new Bicyde-Pedestrian Priority Area Improvements PDF (P501532) was included in last year's 
CIP but is proposed to be defunded by the County Executive. We recommend that the funding for this 
project be reinstated to support our investments in transit and bikesharing, as well as pedestrian safety. 

15. Clarksburg Library (P710S00): The library is a priority for the Clarksburg Town Center and funding for its 

planning, design and supervision should be included in the early years of the CIP instead of delaying until 
FY20. This project is in facility planning for fy15-16 and is listed as beginning design in FY20. No further 
comment needed. 

16. Wheaton Library and Community Recreation Center, Project (P361202): The project should include the 
retention and renovation of the existing recreation center on the combined site. The County Council 
decided against retaining the existing recreation center. The Parks Department is continuing discussion 
with the County regarding a land swap or exchange. The Parks' preferred option is to exchange the 
current site for the Silver Spring Library. 

17. Long Branch Town Center Redevelopment (P1S0700): We support this CIP project to assist in the 
redevelopment in Long Branch. No further comment needed. 

18. Wheaton Redevelopment Program (P1S0401): We support this project, which includes the MNCPPC 
headquarters building and would address as several other Sector Plan objectives, such as a centrally 

located public space and increasing the daytime population in the area. No further comment needed. 

19. White Flint Fire Station #23 (P451S02): We support the inclusion of this project in the CIP. This facility is 
important to the provision of public facilities in White Flint and the potential for joint residential 

development. No further comment needed. 

20. Kennedy Shriver Aquatic Center Building Envelope Improvement (P721503): We support this new 

project to upgrade the existing Aquatic Center building. No further comment needed. 



21. Montgomery College, Germantown Student Services Center (P076612): We support increased the 
proposed funding for this project. No further comment needed. 

22. 	MCPS Bus Depot and Maintenance Relocation (P360903): The Executive and Board of Education should 
develop a strategy towards moving the Bus Depot within FY1S-FY20 so that the Shady Grove Station­

Eastside development may proceed. Last year, DGS awarded the Shady Grove Station-Eastside 
development rights to NVR andLCOR. MCPS and DGS are looking at the 22 acre Blair G. 
Ewing Center, aka Mark Twain School on Avery Road as the new site for the bus depot. No 
further comment needed. 

23. Little Bennett Regional Park Day Use Area (P138703): Maintain the original funding and expenditure 
schedule rather than delay this project by two years. Because ofcurrent fiscal limitations related to the 
County's GO Bond related debt the County Executive has proposed delaying this project two years. This 
was a County Executive recommendation last year as well, however, the Council supported the 
Commission's original request to start design in FY17 and construction in FY19. The Commission 
expressed concern with the delay in Little Bennett funding for several reasons. As the largest park in the 
park system, it lacks a formal entry, is in a high demand area, and has long been envisioned as a 
showcase piece for Montgomery County. This vision is well on its way thanks to its award winning 
facility plan that was approved by the Board in 2011. 

Recommendation: limit the schedule delav on this project to one year, starting design in FY18, instead 
of FY19 as proposed by the County Executive. 

24. 	 AddIUo.a' Analysis and Comment on the Executive'. Recommended Amendments to tile FY15-20 CIP 

Because of an anticipated budget shortfall, several projects are proposed to be delayed and/or have 
their funding cut. The following section describes where there have been significant changes in the CIP 
in regard to changes in funding or schedule, the addition of new projects, proximity or impacts to 
parkland. Where specific recommendations are made, they are shown as underlined text. Note that our 
analysis and comments are based on what is shown in the individual PDFs, which may vary from what is 
shown in the summary on Attachment 1. 

Transportation Program 

Metropolitan Branch Trail (PS01110) 

Schedule: There are two remaining sections of the Met Branch Trail to be completed in Montgomery 
County. Phase 1 is the section west of Georgia Avenue to the Silver Spring Transit Center and includes a 
segment behind the future Progress Place (construction is expected to start in 2015) and the proposed 
Ripley II development (construction is expected to start upon completion of Progress Place, at the end of 
2017), as well as a new bridge over Georgia Avenue. Phase 2 is the section east of Georgia Avenue to 
Montgomery College and includes a tunnel under Burlington Avenue. Both sections are about 0.3 miles 
long. The Executive's recommended CIP delays construction of the Met Branch Trail until FY 2021, after 
the scheduled construction of the Progress Place and Ripley /I projects. This three year delay is 
unfortunate since the District of Columbia is scheduled to complete its portion of the trail in FY 2018, 
creating a continuous 6.5 mile trail between Union Station and Montgomery College. Therefore, the 
completion of the Phase 2 should be accelerated to FY 2018, extending the trail further into Downtown 
Silver Spring. Additionally, an interim trail along Phase 1 should be constructed, since there is no 
guarantee that the Ripley II project - a private development - will begin as scheduled. 



Trail width: Research has shown that heavily used trails that are at least 11 feet wide provide a higher 
level of service to pedestrians and bicyclists because they allow two trail users to pass another trail user 
traveling in the opposite direction1

• According to the 2012 AASHTO bike guide (page 5-3): "Wider 
pathways, 11 to 14 ft. ..are recommended in locations that are anticipated to serve a high percentage of 
pedestrians (30 percent or more of the total pathway volume) and high user volumes (more than 300 
total users in the peak hour)." Emerging practice recommends a threshold of 150 trail users per hour. 
Based on the ridership forecasts for the Red Line and Purple line, we anticipate a high level of activity 
along this trail. Therefore, the width of the Met Branch Trail should be expanded to 12 feet with 2-foot­
wide shoulders within a half mile of the Silver Spring Red line and future Purple line stations, the same 
dimensions of the Capital Crescent Trail project. 

Lighting: The trail should have continuous pedestrian-scale lighting to improve personal security and 
physical safety after dark, similar to the section of the Met Branch Trail currently under design in the 
District of Columbia. lighting is especially needed since the trail will be an important connection to the 
Red line and future Purple line stations, both of which operate after midnight. At a minimum, the 
project should include conduit so that lighting can be added in the future with minimal additional cost 
and disruption to the trail. This was the course recommended for the capital Crescent Trail. 

Recommendations: 

• 	 Construct Phase 2 of the Met Branch Trail and an interim trail for Phase 1 by FY 2018. 
• 	 Widen the Met Branch Trail to 12 feet with 2-foot-wide buffers where feasible. 

• 	 Provide continuous lighting along the Metropolitan Branch Trail between the Silver Spring 
Transit Center and Montgomery College. 

1 Patten, R.S., RJ. Schneider, H. Toole, N.M. Rouphail, J.E. Hummer, 1.S. Green, R.G. Hughes. Shared-Use Path 
Level of Service Calculator: A User's Guide, FHWA-HRT-05-138, Federal Highway Administration, McLean, VA, 2005. 



Map of the Metropolitan Branch Trail Phase 1 and Phase 2 

Capital Crescent Trail (P501316): The construction schedule of this project is proposed to be delayed by 
six months to account for delays in the Purple Line construction schedule. While the Capital Crescent 
Trail between downtown Bethesda and the Talbot Avenue Bridge is linked to construction of the Purple 
Line, the segment between the Talbot Avenue Bridge and Apple Avenue can be constructed 
independently and would provide enhanced accessibility to downtown Silver Spring for the Lyttonsville, 
Rosemary Hills, and Woodside neighborhoods, in the event that the Purple Line is substantially delayed. 
According to engineers for the Purple Line project, accelerating construction of this segment of trail 
before construction of the Purple Line begins if feasible, though the design of the trail beneath Spring 
Street would have to be somewhat modified. 

Recommendation: Accelerate construction of the Capital Crescent Trail between the Talbot Avenue 
Bridge and Apple Avenue if the Purple Line is substantially delayed. 

MacArthur Blvd Bikeway Improvements (P500718): The Executive is recommending a delay in the 
planning, design, and land acquisition for the segment between Oberlin Avenue and the DC Line beyond 

FY20. 

Falls Road East Side Hikerl Biker Path (P500905): The Executive is recommending a one year delay in 
this project. 

y 

@ 




Bethesda Metro Station South Entrance (PS00929) and Silver Spring Green Trail (PS0997S): The 
Executive is recommending a six month delay in the project due to changes in the Purple line schedule. 

State Transportation Participation (PS00722): The cost of this project has increased by $1.15 M to 
reflect contributions from the developer of the Tapestry subdivision toward improvements at the 
MD3SS/West Old Baltimore intersection in Clarksburg. 

Bus Stop Improvements (PS076S8): Funding is proposed to be cut by $76Sk and the completion delayed 

to FY18. 

Sidewalk & Curb Replacement (PS08182): Funding is proposed to be cut by $14.3 million. 

Resurfacing: Primary/Arterial (P508S27): Funding is proposed to be cut by $5.34 million. 

Clarksburg Transportation Connections (PS0131S): The cost has increased by $600K to construct a new 
water main as part of this project. 

Montgomery Mall Transit Center (PS00714): $l.3m shifted from fy1S to fy16 

Pennyfield Lock Road Bridge (PS01624): This project was previously in the bridge renovation program 
but a complete replacement is now proposed at a cost of $1.1M. The Mandatory Referral for this project 
was administratively approved on September 8,2014. 

Non-Transportation 

Roof Replacement: MCG, CIP No. 508331: little Falls library is included in this overall program for roof 
replacement. Westbard Sector Plan, which is scheduled to have a staff draft in Summer/Fall 2015, may 
include a recommendation for a relocation of the library. 

Recommendation: The scheduling of the roof replacement on the little Falls library should be 
reconsidered given the possibility of a future library relocation. 

North Potomac Community Rec Center (P720102): $lM in funding is proposed to be shifted from FY 15 
to FY 16. 

Ross Boddy Neighborhood Rec Center (P720919): $3M in funding is proposed to be shifted from FY 15 
to FY 16. 

Rockville Student Services Center (P076604): The cost of this project has increased by $2.34M. 

NEW: Collegewide Physical Education Renovations (P661602): This project would provide $4.2 million 
in funding for the renovation of physical education buildings on all three of Montgomery College's 
campuses. The planning, design and construction would begin and be completed in FY16. 

Clarksburg Fire Station (P450300): This project has been accelerated to begin design in FY 18, with 

construction in FY 19-20. 

Bridge Design (P509132): MCDOT is working on a design for an emergency culvert replacement at 

Hillandale Road near the Bethesda Pool that is not referenced in this PDF. 



Recommendation: Add a reference to this project with a description that states that the design will 
include associated stream channel stabilization measures to ensure long-term channel stability and 
bridge structure integrity. 

Facility Planning Transportation (P509337): The Department of Parks is planning a new, 0.9 mile, 8-ft. 
wide hard-surface trail on the east side of MD Route 355 from Snowden Farm Parkway to the south 
entry of the proposed Day Use Area in Little Bennett Park, the development of which is included in the 
Parks FY15-20 CIP. There would then be a gap between the path in the park and the path to be 
constructed along the west side of MD355 south of Stringtown Road, the Frederick Road Bike Path 
(501118). A connection between the two path segments, including the crossing of MD355, needs to be 
studied. 

Recommendation: Include the Frederick Road Bike Path from Stringtown Road north to Snowden Farm 
Parkway as a candidate to provide connectivity between the Clarksburg Town Center and little Bennett 
Regional Park. 
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Recomm......d Addition to Executive'. Recommended FY11-20 ClP 

White Flint Bikeways: A robust bicycle network in the White Flint Sector Plan is necessary to achieve the 
plan's mode share goals and is a condition for advancing to Phase 2 and 3 of the plan in part. 
Development provides an opportunity to reduce the cost of implementing the bikeway network for the 



County. However, in some cases developers are not being required to implement on-road bicycle 
accommodations because the bikeways have not yet been designed. 

The County Council's T&E Committee recently indicated its preference for separated bike lanes (aka 
cycle tracks) instead of standard bike lanes and Bill 33-13 provides additional space to do so by 
narrowing lanes to 10 or 11 feet wide in Road Code Urban Areas. This change in bicycle accommodation 
is consistent with the Montgomery County Bicycle Planning Guidance (see Attachment 2), which shows 
that separated bike lanes (aka cycle tracks) would create a bikeway network on higher volume roads, 
such as those that are recommended to have standard bike lanes in the White Flint Sector Plan. 

Therefore, a study is needed to develop concept plans for a network of separated bike lanes in White 
Flint. This will likely reduce the cost to the County of constructing the bikeway network by enabling the 
development community to build much of it, including locating sidewalks, stormwater facilities, street 
trees, and in some cases curbs in their ultimate location. The concept plans will provide MCDOT with the 
information needed to make any necessary changes to the three White Flint transportation PDFs 
(501204: White Flint District East: Transportation, 501116: White Flint District West: Transportation, 
501506: White Flint West Workaround) and will cover conceptual design for all remaining on-road bike 
projects that are not yet in the CIP. 

Recommendation: Add funding in FY16 to develop concept plans for a network of separated bike lanes 
and protected intersections in White Flint. 

Example of a Protected Intersection (Source: Nick Falbo) 



OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 
ROCKYlLLE, MARYLAND 20850 

Isiah Leggett 
County Executive 

MEMORANDUM 

January 15,2015 

TO: George Leventhal, President, County Council 

FROM: IsiahLeggett, County Executive ~~ 
SUBJECT: Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital ImPro~e:ents Program and 

Supplemental Appropriation #15-S15-CMCG-9 to the FY15 Capital Budget 
Montgomery County Government 
Department ofTransportation 
White Flint West Workaround (No. 501506), $9,505,000 

I am recommending a supplemental appropriation to the FY15 Capital Budget and 
amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program in the amount of$9,505,000 for White Flint 
West W orkaround (No. 501506). Appropriation for this project will fund construction ofroadway and 
utility improvements for segments ofMain StreetlMarket Street and Executive Boulevard Extended to 

=~_" support the Master Plan roadway vision in the White Flin~·_~t,;;;;;area.:;,;;:,,;;;=~~~~ ===========~ 

This appropriation is needed because the contract for the Conference Center parking 
garage will be executed in FYI5. Segments ofMain StreetlMarket Street and Executive Boulevard 
Extended within the Conference Center property will be constructed bythe Conference Center parking 
garage contractor. A Memorandum ofAgreement (MOA) was signed between the Maryland Stadium 
Authority (MSA) and DOT in the spring 2014. The MOA is for construction ofa portion ofthe White 
Flint West Workaround roadwork to be included in MSA conference center parking garage design build 
procurement 

This arrangement will allow the County to take advantage ofeconomies ofscale and 
reduce potential conflicts. Based on the MSA schedule for the conference center parking garage, 
expendi1:lll:es and ftmding will need to be advanced and the appropriation ofconstruction funding for the 
roadway portion will need to be advanced to FY15. 



George Leventhal, President 
Page 2 
January 15,2015 

The recommended amendment is consistent with the criteria for amending the ClP 
because (1) the project offers the opportunity to achieve significant savings; (2) the project supports 
significant economic development initiatives; and (3) the project offers a significant opportunity that will 
be lost ifnot taken at this time. 

I recommend that the County Council approve this supplemental appropriation and 
amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program in the amount of$9,505,000 and specify the 
source of funds as White Flint - Special Tax District. 

I appreciate your prompt consideration ofthis action. 

IL:nm 

Attachment: Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program and Supplemental 
Appropriation #15-S1S-CMCG-9 

cc: 	 Al Roshdieh, Acting Director, Department of Transportation 
Jennifer A. Hughes, Director, Office of Management and Budget 



Resolution: ------ ­
futrodu~: ____________ 
Aoop~ _______________ 

COUNfYCOUNCIL 
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNfY, MARYLAND 

By: Council President at the Request ofthe County Executive 

SUBJECT: 	 Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program and 

Supplemental Appropriation #15-S15-CMCG-9 to the FY15 Capital Budget 

Montgomery County Government 

Department ofTransportation 

White Flint West Workaround (No. 501506), $9,505,000 


Background 

1. 	 Section 307 ofthe Montgomery County Charter provides that any supplemental appropriation shall 
be recommended by the County Executive who shall specify the source offunds to finance it. The 
Council shall hold a public hearing on each proposed supplemental appropriation after at least one 
week's notice. A supplemental appropriation that would comply with, avail the County of: or put 
into effect a grant or a Fed.era4 State or County law orregulatio~ or one that is approved after 
January 1 of any fiscal year, requires an affirmative vote offive Councilmembers. A supplemental 
appropriation for any other purpose that is approved before January 1 ofany fiscal year requires an 

=~~=affimmtive~vote=ofsireoonci:lmember~€ouncihnay,in-a'1)ingle-actioD;---approve~ore=than:i>ne=·=~= 
supplemental appropriation. The Executive may disapprove or reduce a supplemental appropriatio~ 
and the Council may reapprove the appropriatio~ as ifit were an item in the annual budget. 

2. 	 Section 302 ofthe Montgomery County Charter provides that the Council may amend an approved 
capital improvements program at any time by an affirmative vote ofno fewer than six members ofthe 
Council 

3. 	 The County Executive recommends the following capital project appropriation increases: 

Project Project Cost Source 
Name Number Element Amount ofFunds 
White Flint West 501506 SI&U $5,011,000 White Flint ­
Workaround Construction $4,494,000 Special Tax District 

TOTAL $9,505,000 , 

@ 




Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program and Supplemental Appropriation 
#1S-S1S-CMCG-9 
Page Two 

4. 	 This appropriation is needed because the contract for the Conference Center parking garage will be 
executed in FY15. Segments ofMain StreetlMarlcet Street and Executive 'Boulevard Extended within 
the Conference Center property will be constructed by the Conference Center parking garage 
contractor. A Memorandum ofAgreement (MOA) was signed between the Maryland Stadium 
Authority (MSA) and DOT in the spring 2014. The MOA is for construction ofa portion ofthe 
White Flint West WoIkaround roadwork to be included in MSA conference center parking garage 
design build procurement This arrangement will allow the County to take advantage ofeconomies 
ofscale and reduce potential conflicts. Based on the MSA schedule for the conference center parking 
garage, expenditures and fimding will need to be advanced and the appropriation ofConstruction ' 
funding for the roadway portion will need to be advanced to FYI5. 

5. 	 The County Executive recommends an amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program 
and a supplemental appropriation in the amount of$9,505,000 for White Flint West Workaround 
(No. 501506), and specifies that the source of funds will be White Flint - Special Tax District. 

6. 	 Notice ofpublic hearing was given and a public hearing was held. 

Action 

The County Council for Montgomery County~ Marylan~ approves the following action: 

The FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program ofthe Montgomery County Government is amended 
as reflected on the attached project description form and a supplemental appropriation is approved as 
follows: 

Project Project Cost Source 
Name Number Element Amount ofFunds 
White Flint West 501506 SI&U $5,011,000 White Flint ­
Workaround Construction ~4.494!OOO Special Tax District 

TOTAL $9,505~000 

This is a correct copy ofCouncil action. 

Linda M. Lauer, Clerk ofthe Council 

® 




White Flint West Workaround (P501506) 

:ategoIy TransportaIIon 
;ub categoIy Roads 
.dministerlng AriJenr:::f 
'laming Area 

TnmsportaIian (AAGE30) 
North Befhesd&.GarreI Parle 

Total 

. Tax District . 

Total 

o o 
o o 
o o 
o o 

current ~ FY 15
ILast FY's COSCEstima!8 

o 
o 
o 

No 
None 
Final DesiliFl Stage 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Description 

This project provides for land acquisition, sile improvements and utIlity (SI&U) relocations, construction management and construction for 

one new road. one new bikeway, one relocated road, and an intersection realignment improvement in the Vllhile Flint District area for Stage 

1. Various improvements to the roads will include new traffic lanes, shared-use paths, undergrounding of overhead utIlity fines where 

required, other utility relocations and streetscaping. Preliminary and final engineering were funded through FY14 by Vllhile Flint District 

West Transportation (CIP #501116). 

The proposed projects for construction are: 

1.Main StreetlMarket Street (B-1 0) - Old Georgetown Road (MD187) to Woodglen Drive - new two-Iane 1 ,200-foot roadway. 

2.Main StreetIMarket Street (LB-1) - Old Georgetown Road (MD187) to Woodglen Drive - new 1 ,200-foot bikeway. 
3.Executive Boulevard Extended (B-15) - Marinelli Road to Old Georgetown Road (MD187) - 900 feet of relocated four-lane roadway. 

=-4jRter:seGtigR=Of.Ho~QlJtQI!LG!!R.~ownpoad) (M-4A), OldGeorgetown Road, and Executive Boulevard, including the 
approaches to Old Georgetown Road and the portion of Hoya Street fiOmthe irnersecDon-reailgnmentolHoya·Streel101cf"Geol'getowrr==~~O%== 
RoadlExecutive Boulevard to a point just north of the intersection to provide access to new development 
5. Hoya Street (M-4A) - Montrose Parkway to the intersection of Old. Georgetown Road - 1,100 feet of reconstructed 4-lane roadway. 

Estimated Schedule 15 ,t,. +hrz:>l '" 
1. Main StreetlMarketStreet (B-10) - Design in FY14through FY15, SI&U in FYj.tfthrough FY18, and construction in FY:I?"aRd"~8. 
2. Main StreetIMarket Street (LB-1) - Design in FY14 through FY15, SI&U in FYMrthrough FY18, and construction in FY~~FY18. 
3. Executive Boulevard Extended (B-15) - Design in FY14 through FY15, SI&U aWcl construction in FY16 through FY20. /(; """,sh.. 
4. Intersection of Hoya Street (fonnerty 'Old' Old Georgetown Road) (M-4A). Old Georgetown Road, and Executive Boulevard - Design in 

FY14 through FY15, land acquisition in FY16, SI&U in FY16 through FY18, and construction in FY17 through FY19. 

5. Hoya Street (M-4A) - Design in FY14 through FY15, land acquisition in FY16, SI&U in FY16 through FY18, and construction in FY17 

through FY18. 

The schedule assumes that all land needed for road construction will be dedicated by the major developers in a timely manner. The 

schedule also assumes the construction of conference center replacement parking win take place prior to the start of the roadway 

construction. 


Justification 

The vision for the Vllhile Fnnt District is for a more urban core with a walkable street grid, sidewalks, bikeways, traiis, paths, public use 

space, parks and recreational faciftlies, mixed-use development, and enhanced streetscape to improve the areas for pedestrian circulation 

and transit oriented development around the Metro station. These road improvements, along with other District roads proposed to be 

constructed by developers wiD fulfiD the strategic program plan for a more effective and efficient transportation system. The proposed 

improvements are in conformance with the While FUnt Sector Plan Resolution 16-1300 adopted March 23, 2010. 

Fiscal Note 

Other: 

'T"h.. "''''monpnt<:! nfMa.in StreetlMarket Street and Executive Boulevard Extended that are adJacent to the 




VVhite ~fint West Workaround (p501506) 

The uHimata funding source for these projects will be While Frmt Special Taxing District ~ revenues and related special obflgation bond 
issues. Debt service on the special obligation bond issues wiD be paid solely from VIIhits Flint Special Taxing District revenues. Resolution 
No. 16-1570 stales that "The County's goal is that the White Flint Special Taxing District special1ax rate must not exceed ten perce;rn of the 
toIaI tax rate for the District, except that the rate must be sufficient to pay debt service on any bonds that are aJready outstandlng.- IfWhile 
Flint Special Tax District revenues are not sufficient to fund these projects than the County will utirlZe forward fund1ng, advance funding, and 
management of debt insurance or repayment in a manner to comply with the goal. A public-private partnership wiD be considered to 
expecfrte this project. 
Disclosures 

A pedestrian bnpac:t analysis has been completed for this project. 


Coordination 
Maryland-National Capital Park: and Planning Commission, Washington Area Metropolitan Transit Authority, City of Rockville, State 
H"lghway Administration, Town of Garrett Park, Neighborhood Civic Associations, Developers 



Resolution No.: 16-1570 
~~~----------

Introduced: October 5, 2010 
Adopted: November 30,2010 

COUNTY COUNCIL 

FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 


By: Council President at the Request ofthe County Executive 

SUBJECT: 	 White Flint Sector Plan Implementation Strategy and Infrastructure 
hnprovement List 

Background 

1. 	 . On March 23. 2010, the County Council, sitting as the District Council, adopted the 
White Flint Sector Plan, which approved a long range vision of transforming the 
Sector Plan area into a pedestrian-friendly transit-oriented urban setting. 

2. 	 The White Flint Sector Plan envisions conversion of Rockville Pike (MD Route 355) 
into a walkable boulevard with bus rapid transit along with road networks to the west 
and east of Rockville Pike that will provide effective alternatives to the highly 
congested Rockville Pike and connected blocks for development and connectivity. 

3. 	 The Plan's focus on access to Metro transit and redevelopment of the extensively 
built environment make White Flint a priority smart growth area. 

4. 	 The White Flint Sector Plan Area is expected to be a leading economic engine for the 
County. 

5. 	 To provide greater assurance of achieving this vision, the Plan identified a need for a 
public financing mechanism to fund a portion of the transportation infrastructure. 
This public financing mechanism anticipates assessments against property or other 
means of revenue generation and is intended to replace payments that projects 
redeveloping in the plan area would have to pay under current adequate public 
facilities requirements for local area transportation and policy area mobility reviews 
(LATR and PAMR). 

6. 	 The Council enacted Bill 50-10, creating the White Flint Special Taxing District to 
raise revenues to fund certain transportation improvements. The White Flint Special 
Taxing District will provide greater assurances of reliable and consistent revenue 
generation and materially greater funds for transportation improvements than would 
be anticipated from combined payments under otherwise applicable transportation 
development impositions, including LA'fR, PAMR, and transportation impact taxes. 
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7. 	 The Council pursued certain goals in enacting Bill 50-10, including (a) creating a 
mechanism that will produce a reliable and consistent source of funds to secure debt 
service and pay for specific transportation infrastructure items; (b) imposing a 
manageable and sustainable payment for transportation infrastructure associated with 
new development in the White Flint Sector Plan area without unduly burdening 
property owners; and (c) setting and maintaining a tax rate that will allow 
development and businesses in White Flint to be competitive in attracting businesses 
to the area. 

8. 	 County Code Chapter 68C, enacted in Bill 50-10, establishes the White Flint Special 
Taxing District, authorizes the levy of an ad valorem tax to fund transportation 
infrastructure improvements in the District, and authorizes the issuance of bonds to 
fmance the transportation infrastructure improvements. 

9. 	 Chapter 68C-4 requires a resolution that lists each transportation infrastructure 
improvement that is to be paid for by the District special tax, and the estimated costs 
of each improvement, which must include a contingency amount. 

Action 

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

To comply with the requirements of Chapter 68C and to successfully implement the 
White Flint Sector Plan, the Council takes the following steps and adopts the following 
implementation strategy to maximize acceptable growth in the Plan area and to move 
from Stage 1 to Stages 2 and 3 ofdevelopment envisioned in the Plan. 

The County's goal is that the White Flint Special Taxing District special tax rate 
must not exceed 10% of the total tax rate for the District, except that the rate must be 
sufficient to pay debt service on any bonds that are already outstanding. 

2. 	 If the revenues from the special tax at the level in the preceding paragraph are not 
sufficient· to afford additional infrastructure improvements as are necessary and 
ready for implementation to execute the White Flint Sector Plan, the County 
Executive, before recommending any increase to the tax rate above the level in the 
preceding paragraph, must consider alternative approaches, including the timing and 
scope of each infrastructure item and the structure of the fmancing plan to pay for it, 
and alternative revenue sources. 

3. 	 Without limiting the specificity of the preceding paragraph, before issuing debt 
secured by or intended to be paid by the White Flint Special Taxing District, the 
County Executive must carry out a feasibility or other study to assess whether 
repaying the debt will require a district tax rate that will exceed the 10% policy goal. 
If this analysis concludes that a rate higher than the t0% policy goal would be 
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required, the Council intends that either (a) the debt will not be issued at that time; 
or (b) the County will manage the debt issuance or repayment in a manner that will 
have the White Flint Special Taxing District rate stay within the 10010 policy goal. 

4. 	 For the tax year that began on July 1, 2010, the total base real property tax rate in the 
White Flint Special Taxing District is $1.027 per $100 of assessed value. 

5. 	 For the tax year that begins on July 1, 2011, the rate of the White Flint Special 
Taxing District special tax is estimated to be SO.1 03 per Sl00 of assessed value. The 
Council will set the actual Special Taxing District tax rate when it sets other 
property tax rates in May 2011. 

6. 	 The specific transportation infrastructure improvements that will be fmanced by the 
White Flint Special Taxing District are listed in Exhibit A, along with an estimated 
cost for each improvement, including a contingency amount. The District will 
remain responsible for the actual cost of each designated infrastructure 
improvement, including any future cost increase. 

7. 	 If a gap results between the White Flint Special Taxing District revenue generation 

and the aggregate cost of those transportation projects to be funded by District 

revenues, and to assure adherence to the 10% policy rate goal and the prompt 

building of necessary infrastructure in the Sector Plan area, the Council policy is 

that, to promptly implement the Sector Plan, the Capital Improvements Program for 

this area will include forward funding or advance funds to design and build the 

following: 

(a) that portion of Market Street from Old Georgetown Road to Woodglen 

Road, including a bike lane; 

(b) realignment of Executive Boulevard from Marinelli Road to 'MD Route 

187; 

(c) the redesign of Rockville Pike (these 3 items collectively may be referred 
to as "forward-funded items"); and 

(d) up to S15 million for other items assigned to the District in Plan stages I 
and 2. 

Any forward funding or advance payment must be structured so that it does not 

count under applicable spending affordability guidelines. 

8. 	 As used in the preceding paragraph, forward fund or advance funds means 

(a) For items 7(a), 	(b), and (c), the County would include these items in the 

County Capital Improvements Program and fund them accordingly, and 

the District, subject to applicable provisions of Chapter 68C, would, on a 

dollar for dollar basis, without any interest accruing during the first 10 
years after that Capital Improvements Program is approved, repay the 

County when every District improvement listed in Exhibit A has been 
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funded either directly or through debt secured by the District. However, 
the District may repay the County earlier for any item to the extent that 
revenue generation exceeds the funds' needed to pay for other 
improvements assigned to the District and no stage of development under 
the Sector Plan would be delayed; and 

(b) For 	 item 7(d), the County would coordinate with planned private 
development and include infrastructure items necessary for that 
development to proceed in a timely fashion in the County Capital 
Improvements Program, and the District would reimburse the County for 
all costs incurred in connection with any advance, including interest costs. 

9. 	 The specified items subject to forward or advance funding have estimated costs 
shown in Exhibit A as follows: 
(a) 	 The realignment of Executive Boulevard and Market Street from Old 

Georgetown Road to Woo4glen Road is estimated to cost $24.8 million, not 
including right-of-way which is assmned to be dedicated by affected property 
owners. 

(b) 	 The redesign ofRockville Pike is estimated to cost $7.7 million. 

10. 	 The County Executive will include the projects comprising the forward funding in 
his January 2011 Capital Improvements Program. Amendments, with initial 
expenditures in fiscal years 2015, 2016, and beyond until completed. 

11. 	 Two items have been removed from District funding and must instead be paid for 
by County or other sources of public funds. These items are: 
(a) 	 the second entrance to the White Flint Metro Station, which is estimated to cost 

$35 million; and 

(b) 	 the Nebel Street bike lane, which is estimated to cost $9.2 million. 

12. 	 One item has been modified for District funding: Market Street between MD Route 
355 and Station Street (bridge across White Flint Metro station), at an estimated 
added cost of$5.2 million and a total cost of$7.2 million. 

13. 	 The County Council intends that the annual joint State-County transportation 
priority letter would include a request to the Maryland Department of 

Transportation that the White Flint Sector Plan Area should receive a Transit 

Oriented Development designation, but also note that granting this status to the 

White Flint area does not mean that transportation infrastructure items in that area 

would supersede any other items in the priority letter. 
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14. 	 The Council intends to amend the law authorizing the County transportation impact 

tax: to create a White Flint impact tax: district and to set the tax rate in that district at 

$0. The Executive intends to submit a Bill to the Council to do this. The Council 

also intends that the transportation impact tax: rate for the remaining buildings in 

LCOR Inc. 's North Bethesda Center development be set at $0. This development 

had been approved under the former County Growth Policy's Alternative Review 

Procedure for Metro Station Policy Areas, under which its transportation impact tax 

rate is 75% of the applicable County-wide rate. This action would also be included 

in the transportation impact tax amendments bilL 

15. 	 The Council intends to fund, in the White Flint Special Taxing District Capital 

Improvements Program referred to in paragraph 10, to the extent legally allowable, 

personnel costs and other expenses of the development coordinator for the White 

Flint planning area that the Executive is required to designate under County Code 

§2-25( c). enacted in Council Bill 1-10. State law (including Maryland Code Article 

24, §9-1302(a)(2), incorporating §9-1301(a)(3)(viii), and §9-1303(a)(2) and §9­

1303(e») authorizes funding ofthese costs by the District. 

This is a correct copy ofCouncil action. 

~7J,.~ 
Linda M. Lauer, Clerk of the Council 

ApproVed: 
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EXHIBIT A 

WHITE FLINT SPECIAL TAXING DISTRICT 
DISTRlCT-FUNDED IMPROVEMENTS 

Improvement Description Estimated 
Cost 

Old Georgetown Road (MD 187): Nicholson La.ffilden La. to Executive 
Blvd. 

$17,774,000 

Old Georgetown Road (MD 187): Hoya St. to Rockville Pike (MD 355) 1,789,000 

Hoya Street (formerly Old Old Georgetown Rd.): Executive Blvd. to 
Montrose Pkwy. 

15,344,000 

Rockville Pike (MD 355): Flanders Ave. to Hubbard Drive 66,961,000 

Nicholson Lane: Old Georgetown Rd. (MD 187) to CSX tracks 12,942,000 

Executive Blvd. Ext.: Marinelli Rd. to Old Georgetown Rd (MD 187) 23,500,000 

Main St.lMarket S1.: Old Georgetown Rd. (MD 187) to Executive Blvd. 
Extended (Bikeway) 1,713,000 

Main St.lMarket S1.: Old Georgetown Rd. (MD 187) to Executive Blvd. 
Ext. 4,933,000 

Main St.lMarket St.: Executive Blvd. to Rockville Pike (MD 355) .. 4,661,000 

Market Street from-Maryland Route 355 to Station Street 7,200,000 

Executive Blvd. Ext. (East): Rockville Pike (MD 355) to Nebel S1. Ext. 
(South) 16,700,000 

Nebel St. Ext. (South): Nicholson La. to Executive Blvd. Ext. (East) 8,200,000 

TOTAL 181,717,000 



SCENARIO - Production Schedule Feb. 12. 2015) 	 Main Market Street (1a) - Partial build (Ex. Executive Blvd. to Woodglen Rd) and land acquired via quick take (ALARF) 
__	lWHITE FLINT WEST Workaround 1 Main Market Street (1b) - Partial build - Ex. Executive Blvd to Old Georgetown ~ 1 1 T--~! 

12.12.2015 DMS IOld Georgetown Rd (2) - Reduced Scope on north, south and east legs include 300' of Hoya Street I I I 

_ Executive BlvdJ3a) - Partial build (Executive Blvd to Main/Market St) I I 1 I - ­
-- Executive Blvd lab) - Partial build (Marinelli to Ex. Executive Blvd and Main/Market SI to Old Georgetown Rd) i I 

I ,HoyaStreet- Full build from 300' north of intersection to Montrose Parkwa~ I I ! I 
, ~ I i 

, TOTAL FYi5 IFYi6 FYi7 FY18 FY 19 1 FY20 Beyond 6 ears 
a Main Stl Market St@:1!l) From Ex. Executive Blvd. 121an8 road 1800' PDS $471 $50, $75 $346 ' 

!Main Stl Market St (LB-i} to Woodglen Drive bikeway 800' Land $0 

~+-~ 	 ==================~====t===~~SllU~~~====t=j$~2~21~1t===== $1,000 $1,21c1+-__-+____~__ ~ _~____~ _ $2 790 $2.790 I 
i Other $0 I ill i i 

TOTAL $5472 $50 $1,0751 $4,347 I I I 
I I I ' 

Ib 	 IMain Stl MarketSt IB-10) Old Georgetown 2 lane road .ol0cr- ipDS $300 I $150 $150 
IMain Stl Market SI (LB-1) to Ex. Executive Blvd. ,bikeway 400' ILand $0 I .. 
I I SIU $1,033 I $600 $433 

-- Construction $7851, I $500, $285' 
-- Qthe~ $01 ! I ! i , ! 
~- TOTAL $2,118 $01 $1,2501 1 I 

• 1 

I-~-~ I " 

~ ,of Old lint. of Exec. Blvd, Hoya 141eg5 IPDS $2,864 $1001 $200, $2551 $1,1051 $1,2041 , 
Georgetown and existing and Old Georgetown ~.' ILand $5001 $500: . ~! ~~I : I ~_+_____ 

IExecutive Boulevard 16 lanes i11oo' ~~ $11,7451 I I $l,745~011 $3,7501 ~ i 
1 1 1 Construction $12975 I. I $5,0781 $7,8971 I I 

1 Other $0 I I iii 
_ ~ _~~ !TOTAL $28084 $1001 $7001 $2000 $12,433 $12851 1 1 

I I I 'I • I I 

~Executive Blvd (B-15) 	 Ex. Executive Blvd. to 14 lanes 300' :PDS $450 $50 $1001 $250 $50 i I -~ 
Main/Market Street ~~~ !Land $0 

StU $2800, $1,400, $1,400' , __ 

"-.l. I:Construction $1,704 I --,,$.:Jl,.=.20::.4:..;..__~$5::.:0:.::0+-____t-_-+______t-___ 

....,J_ ! Other $0 i
~ , 	 I TOTAL $4 954 $50 $1,500 $2,8541 

I. 

$550 
J 

~ ~ecutive Blvd (B.15) It.1arinem Rd to Ex. Executive Blvd i41anes 1600' PDS $1336 $5001 $526 $170 $140,+-__ +-___ , r .Ex. Executive Blvd. and I Land $0 
I Main/Market 5t to Old SIU $5,634 $200: $3,300 $2, 134 

L-I- Georgetown Road Construction $7,741' , $4,500 $2,041 $1,200 
Other $0 ; 

-- ~--------t-----------1----+--+T='rOl="T='r.A;-:-L--- $14,711 $0 $0 $700t $8,326 $4 3451 $1,340 1 
I ill 

4 HoyaSt(M-4A) Montrose Parkway to 4 lanes 800' PDS $1,000 $100 $50, $100 $325 $4251 ' 
~ _ ~ 300 feet north of ' i Land $100 $100 ~- ~ , I I 

intersection SIU $3000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,OOO! i 
t----t- Construction $3250! $1,500 1 $1,7501 

Other $0 I II 

~-+--------+----------~---~-~~T~O~~~L~---- ~~O ~OO $100 $1,100 a~H al~1 ~I ~I 

~___ ~~___ YTD Spent '_ 
$32300 I I 

~---~ PDF Beyond Total 
I---t---------------+------------------r--~ TOTAL FYi5 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY 19 FY20 6 years 6 years 

_TOTAL PDF I - TOTAL PDS $6,421 $300 $425 $1 451 $2156 $1 949 $140 $0 $6,421 
TOTAL LAND $600 $0 $600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $600 
TOTAL SIU $26423 $0 $2400 $5556 $11150 $7317 $0 $0 $26423 

_ 	 f---~~ TOTAL CONSTRUCT $29245 $0 $0 $3994 $12078 $11973 $1,200 $0 $29245 
TOTAL OTHER $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

='--~__~ _~. ___~ '-- I TOTAL $62.689 $300 $3.425 $11,001 $25,384 $21.239 $1.340 $0 -.162,689 



WHIT_E FL'-~T EAST PDF . : 4 ----i---i-
rDlstribution of Construction Funding In the Wh~8 Flint ~ast P~F .__ i--t--- ,___!-.__-1-__-+-__---<- ____+__-

OMS !2.12.2015!! I ! I 

IPDF ITotal ~_. IBElyond 

$01 $'4 
I 

i 
j 
I 

I 
I 

I I 
I 

$0C::E 
i 

$670 

$2,320 
$3,210 

$6,200 

4----------+..--------------- ~i ITOTAL - CS4:7@$4,6%1$125F$28f$Q[$O]$1001$500C. $4,0371 $OJ $01 $01 
r--- I ,'4 'iYTDSpent I I I ! 

ITOTAL PDF 1_ TOTAL PDS $1400 
TOTAL LAND $0 

~ 
• ..~. TOTAL SIU $5,860 $1,240 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $340 $900 $0 $0 $4620 

I .-. TOTAL CONSTRUCT $17,447 $9,867 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $500 $9,367 $0 $0 $7,580. 
! TOTAL OTHER $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $01 

t-- TOTAL $29,690 $15,625 $465 $148 $49 $40 $1,286 $.1,9Q.tj l1~197 $0 $0 $13.600 



OFFICE OF TIfE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 
ROCKVJLLE. MARYLAND 20850 

Isiah Leggett 
County Executive 

MEMORANDUM 

January 15, 2015 

TO: 

FROM: 

George Leventhal, President, County c0..Y)~ 

_~Coonty~~----
SUBJECT: Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program and 

Supplemental Appropriation #11-SI5-CMCG-5 to the FY15 Capital Budget 
Montgomery County Government 
Department ofTransportation 
Permanent Patching: ResidentiallRural Roads (No. 501106). $1,000,000 

. I am recommending a supplemental appropriation to the FY13 Capital Budget and an 
amendment to the FYlS-20 Capital Improvements Program in the amount of$1,000,000 for Permanent 
Patching: ResidentiallRural Roads (No. 501106). Appropriation for this project will fund permanent road 
patching improvements to support County roads in the County's residential and rora1 areas. 

This supplemental is needed because offiscal Capacity reasons. The recommended 
~~~==dUJ.lendment i!L<;Q:ru;isje~LwitiL~ for amendingj:hJLGlP ~~1he~iect l!l~urces have been 

shifted between fiscal years to provide fiscal capacity. The supplemental and amendment will also help 
avoid the need to fund significantly more costly road rehabilitation work on 13.7 lane miles ofCounty roads 
by shifting these funds to FY15. 

I recommend that the County Council approve this supplemental appropriation and 
amendment to the FYlS-20 Capital Improvements Program in the amount of$l,OOO,Ooo and specify the 
source offunds as GO Bonds. . 

I appreciate your prompt consideration ofthis action. 

IL:brg 

Attachment Amendment to the FY13-18 Capital Improvements Program and Supplemental 
Appropriation #11-S1S-CMCG-S 

cc: 	 AI R. Roshdieb, Acting Director. Department of Transportation 
Jennifer A. Hughes, Director, Office ofManagement and Budget 



Resolution: -...,.------ ­
futrOO~ ______________ 
Adopted: _________ 

COUNTY COUNCIL 
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

By: Council President at the Request ofthe County Executive 

SUBJECT: 	 Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program and 
Supplemental Appropriation #11-SI5-CMCG-5 to the FY15 Capital Budget 
Montgomery County Government 
Department ofTransportation 
Permanent Patching: ResidentiallRural Roads (No. 5(1106), $1,000,000 

Background 

1. 	 Section 307 ofthe Montgomery County Charter provides that any supplemental appropriation 
shall be recommended by the County Executive who shall specify the source offunds to finance 
it. The Council shall hold a public hearing on each proposed supplemental appropriation after at 
least one week's notice. A supplemental appropriation that would comply with, avail the 
County of, or put into effect a grant or a Federal, State or County law or regulation, or one that is 
approved after January 1 ofany fiscal year, requires an affirmative vote offive Councilmembers. 
A supplemental appropriation for any other purpose that is approved before January 1 ofany 
fiscal year requires an affirmative vote of six Councilmem'bers. The Council may, in a single 
action, approve more than one supplemental appropriation. The Executive may disapprove or 
redUce a supplemental appropriation, and the Council may, reapprove the appropriation, as if it 
were an item in the annual budget 

2. 	 Section 302 ofthe Montgomery County Charter provides that the Council may amend an 
approved capital improvements program at any time by an affirmative vote ofno fewer than six 
members ofthe Council. 

3. 	 The County Executive recommends the following capital project appropriation increases: 

Project Project Cost Source 
Name Number Element Amount ofFunds 
Permanent Patching: 
ResidentiallRuml Roads 501106 PDS $150,000 GO Bonds 

Construction ~850s000 GO Bonds 
TOTAL 	 $1,000,000 

@ 



Amendment to the FYlS-20 Capital Improvements Program and Supplemental Appropriation 

ll-SlS-CMCG-S 

Page Two 


4. 	 This supplemental is needed because offiScal capacity reasons. The recommended amendment 
is consistent with the criteria for amending the CIP because the project resources have been 
shifted between fiscal years to provide fiscal capacity. The supplemental and amendment will 
also help avoid the need to fund significantly more costly road rehabilitation work on 13.7 lane 
miles ofCounty roads by shifting these funds to FYlS. 

S. 	 The County Executive recommends an amendment to the FYlS-20 Capital Improvements 
Program and a supplemental appropriation in the amount of$1,000,000 for Permanent Patching: 

ResidentiallRural Roads (No. SOI106), and specifies that the source offimds will be GO Bonds. 


" 	 " 

6. 	 Notice ofpublic hearing was given and a public hearing was held. 

Action 

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

The FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program ofthe Montgomery County Government is 
amended as reflected on the attached project description form and a supplemental appropriation is 
approved as follows: 

Project Project Cost" Source 
Name" Number Element Amount ofFunds 
Permanent Patching: 

~~~~~ResidentiallR-ural=Roads=~~5(}llQ6=~=~=~=1~DS ~====$l.5.o~oo~%=-~=.~== 

Construction $850,000 GO Bonds 
TOTAL $1,000,000 

This is a correct copy ofCouncil action. 

Linda M. Lauer, Clerk ofthe Council 

@ 




Permanent Patching: ResidentiaVRural Roads (PSO1106) 

category Transportation Oats Last Modified 4121114 
Sub catsgory HIghway Maintenance Required Adequate Public Facility No 
Administering Agency Transportation (MGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Countywide S1atus Ongoing 

Total 
TbnI 
FY13 EstFY14 

Total 
6 Years FYi! FYi6 FYi7 FYi8 FYi9 FY20 

Beyond 6 
YI'S 

Plannina. Desian and Suoervislon ~7~ 
Land 0 

Site 1m and Utirlfies 0 

Construction 
11llte", 

Other 0 

Total lM;8G2 

G,D,Bonds 

Sl:ateAid 

Total 

FY 15 
FY16 

uest 

Unencumbered Balance 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($D0Ds) 

0 2.021 2610 )11 -4e5' 435 435 a'o..e; 435 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

11766 3705 14790I~I"~ 2465 2..465 a,'~~ 2465 

0 0 6 • ...0 0 0 0 0 0 

11766 !i,726 I'~11,··~ 2900 ~900 1.'PiDee ~OO 

[Date Am 'on FY 11 
jAm Cost Estimate 
. Cummt Scope FY 15 
ilast FY's Cost Estimate 26000 

17492 i Partial Closeout Thru o 
11.766 i New Partial Closeout o 
5726 /Total Partial Closeout o 

~/J~ 0 

0 0 

0 0 

'l1lf~ ... 0 

0 0 
1,il'P2.8QtI-­ . 0 

o 
o 
o 

Description 
This project provides for pennanent patching of rural/residential roads in older residential communities. This permanent patching program 
provides for deep patching of rural and residential roads to restore limited structural integrity and prolong pavement performance. This 
program will ensure structural viability of older residential pavements until such time that road rehabilitation occurs. Based on current 
funding trends, many residential roads identified as needing reconstruction may not be addressed for 40 years or longer. The permanent 
patching program is designed to address this problem. Pavement reconstruction involves either total removal and reconstruction of the 
pavement section or extensive deep patching followed by grinding along with a thick structural hot mix asphalt overlay. Permanent patching 
may improve the pavement rating such that total rehabilitation may be considered in lieu of total reconstruction, at significant overall 
savings. 
Cost Change ReA~tA-I ~I\\\ 1Iec-.-H0I'\ r:r h.''h'''1 VI"q.",,+e"lln~ tttw bef.w.~ f'opct] CWl \,Q~ '('ef.V'J. 
1Aeree!e due to addlHOII of III $2.992 FflillieH FYi{ !l:Ipl'len.entall!tfl8 FY19 29 t6 thi! eA§EliRQ level Qf effort RfOiect, 
Justification 

In FY09, the Department of Transportation instiMed a pavement management system. This system provides for systematic physical 

condition surveys. The physical condition surveys note the type, level. and extent of residential pavement deterioration combined with 

average daily traffic and other usage characteristics. This information is used"to calculate specific pavement ratings. types of repair 

strategies needed, and associated repair costs, as well as the overall Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of the entire residential network. The 

system also provides for budget optimization and a systematic approach to maintaining a healthy residential pavement inventory. The 

updated 2013 pavement condition survey indicated that 180 lane miles (4 percent) of residential pavement have fallen into the lowest 

possible category and are in need of structural patching. Typically, pavements rated in this category require between 15-20 percent 

permanent patching per lane mile. Physical condition inspections of residential pavements will occur on a 2-3 year cycle. 

Fiscal Note 

$36 million is the annual cost required to maintain the current Countywide Pavement Condition Index of 68 for residential and rural roads. 

Related CIP projects include Residential and Rural Road Rehabilitation (#500914) and Resurfacing: ResidentialJRural Roads (#500511). 

Disclosures 

, Expenditures wiD continue indefinitely. 
The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, 
Resource Protection and Planning Act. 
Coordination 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission. Washington Gas Ught Company, Department of Permitting Services, PEPCO, Cable TV, 
Verizon. Montgomery County Public Schools, Regional Services Centers, Community Associations, Commission of People with Disabilities 



OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850 

Isiah Leggett 
County Executive 

MEMORANDUM 

January 15, 2015 

TO: 

FROM: 

George Leventhal, President, County C~~ 

IsiahLeggett, County E_ve--p~--
SUBJECT: Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program and 

Supplemental Appropriation #13-S 15-CMCG-7 to the FY15 Capital Budget 
Montgomery County Government 
DeprurunentofT~rtation 
Resurfacing: Primary/Arterial (No. 508527), $3,700,000 

I am recommending a supplemental appropriation to the FY15 Capital Budget and an 
amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program in the amount of $3,700,000 for Resurfacing: 
Primary/Arterial (No. 508527). Appropriation for this project will fund road resurfacing improvements to 
support County roads in residential and rural areas. 

This supplemental is needed because of fiscal capacity reasons. The recommended 
~~~___	amendmenti~isteDLwitlUhe"criteriafot amending tb~~jfX:<tJ::esD..:u:cces.htUre been 

shifted between fiscal years to provide :fiscal capacity. The supplemental and amendment will also help 
avoid the need to fund significantly more costly road rehabilitation work on 252 lane miles ofCounty roads 
by shifting these funds to FY15. 

I recommend that the County Council approve this supplemental appropriation and 
amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program in the amount of$3,700,000 and specify the 
source offunds as GO Bonds. 

I appreciate your prompt consideration ofthis action. 

IL:brg 

Attachment: Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program and Supplemental 
Appropriation #13-S15-CMCG-7 

cc: 	 AI R Roshdieh, Acting Director, Department ofTransportation 
Jennifer A. Hughes, Director, Office ofManagement and Budget 



Resolution: ________ 
fuuod~: ______________ 
Adopted: _________ 

COUNrY COUNCIL 
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

By: Council President at the Request ofthe County Executive 

SUBJECT: 	 Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program and 
Supplemental Appropriation #13-S15-CMCG-7 to the FY15 Capital Budget 
Montgomery County Government 
Department ofTransportation 
Resurfacing: Primary/Arterial (No. 508527), $3,700,000 

Background 

1. 	 Section 307 ofthe Montgomery County Charter provides that any supplemental appropriation 
shall be recommended by the County Executive who shall specify the source offunds to finance 
it The Council shall hold a public hearing on each proposed supplemental appropriation after at 
least one week's notice. A supplemental appropriation that would comply with, avail the 
County of: or put into effect a grant or a Federal, State or County law or regulation, Qr one that is 
approved after January 1 ofany :fiscal year, requires an affinnative vote offive Councilmembers. 
A supplemental appropriation for any other purpose that is approved before January 1 ofany 
fiscal year requires an affinnative vote ofsix Councilmembers. The Council may, in a single 
action, approve more than one supplemental appropriation. The Executive may disapprove or 
reduce a supplemental appropriation,- and the Council may reapprove the appropriation, as ifit 
were an item in the annual budget 

2. 	 Section 302 ofthe Montgomery County Charter provides that the Council may amend an 
approved capital improvements program at any time by an affirmative vote ofno fewer than six 
members of the COlmcil. 

3. 	 The County Executive recommends the following capital project appropriation increases: 

Project Project Cost Source 
Name Number Element Amount ofFunds 
Resurfacing: Primary/Arterial 

508527 PDS $555,000 GO Bonds 
Construction $3,145,000 GO Bonds 

TOTAL $3,700,000 



Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program and Supplemental Appropriation 
#13-S 15-CMCG-7 
Page Two 

4. 	 This supplemental is needed because offiscal capacity reasons. The recommended amendment 
is consistent with the criteria for amending the CIP because the project resources have been 
shifted between fiscal years to provide fiscal capacity. The supplemental and amendment will 
also help avoid the need to fund significantly more costly road rehabilitation work on 25.2 lane 
miles ofCounty roads by shifting these funds to FY15. 

5. 	 The County Executive recommends an amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements 
Program and a supplemental appropriation in the amount of$3,700,000 for Resurfacing: 
Primary/Arterial (No. 508527), and specifies that the source offunds will be GO Bonds. 

6~ 	 Notice ofpublic hearing was given and a public hearing was held 

Action 

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

The FYI5-20 Capital Improvements Program ofthe Montgomery County Government is 
amended as reflected on the attached project description form and a sUpplemental appropriatio:ij is 
approved as follows: 

Project Project Cost Source 

Name Number Element Amount ofFunds 

Resurfacing: Primaty/ Arterial 


--=~==~2+-~==~~~p,J)S~~==~==~SSS,o~---GO,Bonds.....>=_======= 

Construction $3,145,000 GO Bonds 
TOTAL $3,700,000 

This is a correct copy ofCouncil action. 

Linda M. Lauer, Clerk of the Council 



Resurfacing: Primary/Arterial (P508527) 

Cate90lY Transportation Data Last MoIflfied 4121/14 
Sub category HIghway Maintenance RequIred Adequate Public Facility No 
Administering Agency Transportation (AAGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Countywide Status Ongoing 

Thru Total IBeyond & 
Total FY13 EstFY14 6Yaars FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 YI'$ 

EXPENDiTURE SCHEDULE WOOs} 

Plannin!=!. OeslM and SuQl!llVlslon 9793 1 4302 ",t'l~ t 1fJO'IM'S' 915 915 915 915 915 0 

!Land 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 
Site ImDrovementB and utilities 0 0 a ..... "IrlO 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 
Construction 50098 9044 9944 

r~ 1'i'JI~ 5185 5185 5185 5185 5185 0 

Other 26 4 22 o . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total ~ Ih84!t "'I~ &IO.lr"..... 1'1l'~ 11100 6100 6100 6100 6100 0 
11(0 n,f 'I far FUNDING SCHEDULE ($OOOs ... 

G.O. Bonds 34565 9049 14268 ""~~111lere .'fjf'a 1303 1572 1354 500 0 
2O.11<i, 

Recordation Tax Premium 25352 0 D .~ 301~b 4797 4428 4736 5600 0 

Total Ii8;9ff' f:flIW W;ttIS ~i"'l~ 6100 &.100 6100 11.100 6.100 0 

J4l~3 APp~b.n~fl~D~~trruRE DATA (ODDs) 

FY 15 
FY 16 

Unencumbered Balance 

Date First Appropriation FY 65 
First Cost Estimate 

Current SCOll& FY 15 S''t. n.8 ~ 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 51436 
Partial Closeout Thru 87466 
New Partlal Closeout 9,049' 
Total Partial Closeout 96.5151 

Description 

The County maintains approximately 91?6 lane miles of primary ang arterial roadways. This project provides for the systematic milling, 

repair, and bituminous concrete resurfacing of selected primary and arterial roads and revitalization of others. This project Includes the 

Main Street Montgomery Program and provides for a systematic, full-servlce, and coordinated revitalization of the prim~ry and arterial road 

infrastructure to ensure viability of the primary transportation network, and enhance safety and ease of use for all users.. Mileage of 

primary/arterial roads has been adjusted to confonn with the inventory maintained by the State Highway Administration. This inventory is 

updated annually. 


Cost Change ~~e+1 ~q,\\oCc.\lo-'! oF-hf~ MQ..'n~e.",~MJ ~f!".gPrA-l~ ~h~Wli eep.+'l:tM-1,,,, ar-"'tf,,-(f!.ct> 

~R6rel!!ee eh:te te tAe addition of IS $4.969 liliHioil FYlil: sbppiel1i61'1tBI BREI FY19 29 to this f!u'If!)eiRS I.wel at roject. ~n....\~ 


Justification . ,....... , 

Primary and arterial roadways provide transport support for tens of thousands of trips each day. Primary and arterial roads connect diverse 

origins and destinations that include commercial, retail, industrial, residential, places of worship, recreation, and community facilities. The 

repair of the County's primary and arterial roadway infrastructure is critical to mobility throughout the County. In addition, the state of 

disrepair of the primary and arterial roadway system causes travel delays, increased traffic congestion, and compromises the safety and 

ease of travel along all primary and arterial roads which includes pedestrians and bicyclists. WeD maintained road surfaces increase safety 

and assist in the relief of traffic congestion. In FY09, the Deparbnent of Transportation instituted a contemporary pavement management 

system. This system provides for systematic physical condition surveys and subsequent ratings of all primary/arterial pavements as well as 

calculating the rating health of the primary roadway network as a whole. Physical condition inspections of the pavements will occur on a 2-3 

year cycle. The physical condition surveys note the type, level, and extent of primary/arterial pavement deterioration combined with average 

daily traffic and other usage characteristics. This infonnation is used to calculate specific pavement ratings, types of repair strategies 

needed, and associated repair costs, as well as the overall Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of the entire primary/arterial network. The 

system also provides for budget optimization and recommends annual budgets for a systematic approach to maintaining a healthy 

primary/arterial pavement inventory. 


Other 

One aspect of this project will focus on improving pedestrian mobility by creating a safer walking environment, utilizing selected engineering 

technologies, and ensuring Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compftance. Several existing CIP and operating funding sources will be 

focused in support of the Main Street Montgomery campaign. The design and planning stages, as well as final completion of the project will 

comply with the Department of Transportation (DOT). MarYland State Highway Administration (MSHA), Manual on Unifonn Traffic Control 

Devices (MUTCD). American Association of State Highway Officials (AASHTO), and ADA standards. 


Ascal Note . 

$8 million is the annual requirement to maintain Countywide Pavement Condition Index of 71 for Primary/Arterial roads. 


Disclosures. f"\l\a~l\~ ~~ l'-\ Ftrr. ~9tI\ C-6 6ct\4j ~~a~4.tM~ 
A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project J r/J 
Expenditures will continue indefinitely. rl"8lto'\j~..".

@ 

http:ar-"'tf,,-(f!.ct


Resurfacing: Primary/Arterial (P508527) 

Coordination 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, Other Utilities, Departnent of Housing and Community Affairs. Montgomery County Public 
Schools,'Maryland - National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Departnent of Economic Development, Departnent of Permltting 
Services, Regional Services Centers, Community Associations, Montgomery County Pedeslrlan Safety Advisory Committee, Commission 
on People with Disabilities 



OFFICE OF TI:IE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850 

Isiah Leggett 
County Executive 

MEMORANDUM 

January 15, 2015 

TO: George Leventhal, Presickat, County ~~___ 

FROM: Isiah Leggett, County Executive ~-
SUBJECT: Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Im.proveJen~ ~gram and 

Supplemental Appropriation #12-S15-CMCG-6 to the FY15 Capital Budget 
Montgomety County Government 
Department ofTransportation 
Resurfacing: Residentia1/Rura1 Roads (No. 500511), $3,500,000 

I am recommending a supplemental appropriation to the FY15 Capital Budget and an 
amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program in the amount of$3,500,000 for Resurfacing: 
ResidentiallRuraI Roads (No. 500511). Appropriation for this project will fund road resurfacing 
improvements to support County roads in residential and rural areas. 

This supplemental is needed because offiscal capacity reasons. The recommended 
amendment is consistent with the criteria for amending the CIP because the project resources have been 
shifted between :fiscal years to provide :fiscal capacity. The supplemental and amendment will also help 
avoid the need to fimd significantly more costly road rehabilitation work: on 23.8 lane miles ofCounty roads 
by shifting these funds to FY15. 

I recommend that the County Council approve this supplemental appropriation and 
amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program in the amount of$3,500,000 and specify the 
source offunds as GO Bonds. 

I appreciate your prompt consideration ofthis action. 

IL:brg 

Attachment Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program and Supplemental 
Appropriation #12·S15-CMCG-6 

cc: 	 AI R. Roshdieh, Acting Director, Department ofTransportation 
Iennifer A. Hughes, Director, Office ofManagement and Budget 
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Resolution: ------ ­
Introduced: ______-'­

. Adopted: ________ 

. COUNTY COUNClL 
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

By: Council President at the Request ofthe County Executive 

SUBJECT: 	 Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program and 
Supplemental Appropriation #12-S15-CMCG-6 to the FY15 Capital Budget 
Montgomery County Government 
Department ofTransportation 
ResurfaciD.g: Residentia1JRural Roads (No. 500511), $3,500,000 

Background 

1. 	 Section 307 ofthe Montgomery County Charter provides that any supplemental appropriation 
sl¥ill be recommended by the County Executive who shall specify the source offunds to finance 
it The Council shall hold a public hearing on each proposed supplemental appropriation after at 
least one week's notice. A supplemental appropriation that would comply with, avail the 
County ot: or put into effect a grant or a Feclera:4 State or County law or regulation, or one that is 
approved after January 1 ofany fiscal year, requires an affirmative vote offive Councilmembers. 
A supplemental appropriation for any other purpose that is approved before January 1 ofany 
fiscal year requires an affirmative vote ofsix Councilmembers. The Council may, in·a single 
action, approve moretfuili one sttpplementa1 app1'OpI'iatton:'fhe-Executive-maydisapprove--or 
reduce a supplemental appropriation, and the Council may reapprove the appropriation, as ifit 
were an item in the annual budget . 

2. 	 Section 302 ofthe Montgomery County Charter provides that the Council may amend an 
approved capital improvements program at any time by an affirmative vote of no fewer than six 
members of the Council. 

3. 	 The County Executive recommends the following capital project appropriation increases: 

Project Project Cost Source 
Name Number Element Amount ofFunds 
Resurfacing: ResidentiaJi 
Rural Roads 500511 PDS $525,000 GO Bonds 

Construction $2,975,000 GO Bonds 
TOTAL $3,500,000 

® 




Amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program and Supplemental Appropriation 
#12-S15-CMCG-6 
Page Two 

4. 	 This ~lemental is needed because offiscal capacity reasons. The recommended amendment 
is consistent with the criteria for amending the CIP because the project resources have been 
shifted between fiscal years to provide fiscal capacity. The supplemental and amendment will 
also help avoid the need to fund significantly more costly road rehabilitation work on 23.8 lane 
miles ofCounty roads by shifting these funds to FY15. 

5. 	 The County Executive recommends an amendment to the FY15-20 Capital Improvements 
Program and a supplemental appropriation in the amount of$3,500,000 for Resurfacing: 
ResidentiallRural Roads (No. 500511), and specifies that the source offunds will be GO Bonds. 

6. 	 Notice ofpublic hearing was given and a public hearing was held. 

Action 

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

The FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program ofthe Montgomery County Government is 
amended as reflected on the attached project description form and a supplemental appropriation is 
approved as follows: 

Project 
Name 
Resurfacing: Resident
Rural Roads 

Project 
Number 

iall 
500511 

Cost 
Element 

PDS 
Construction 
TOTAL 

Amount 

$525,000 
$2,975,000 
$3,500,000 

Source 
ofFunds 

GO Bonds 
GO Bonds 

This is a correct copy of Council action. 

Linda M. Lauer, Clerk ofthe Council 



Resurfacing: Residential/Rural Roads (P500511) 

Category Transportation Date Last Modified 4121/14 
Sub Catagory Highway Maintenance Requlnad Adequate Public Facility No 
.Admlnisterlng Agenr:y , Tnansportatlon (MGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Countywide status Ongoing 

Total 
Tbru 
FY13 Est FY14 

Total 
6 Yean; FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

Beyond 6 
YI'$ 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($OODs} I'U ""r .,r 

PlannilJll, Deslon and Suoervislon 9956 56 1423 8475 1il1~ ~, ~ j.,.mo ""~ 'I~ 0' 

Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Site Improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 0 ..... 0 .,. L"O .l.... 1J ~.I~rO "'. .:l:UO ..q);l/O 0 

Construction 105663 49574 8064 48025 I"'I'~ .~ .,~ .~ ~ ~ 0 

Other 45 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 'A. 0 0 

Total ~ 49677 9487 ~~~i't'iJ~ I JII"i;eoo . ...,,~ ItI~ q.~r- 0 
U~q(.'t FUNDJNG~~ E (tOOO.) 

Current Revenue: General 309 309 0 0 o! "-"AlP ,. .D .... 0 0 0 0 

G.O, Bonds 113738 47751 9487 56500 ~ttoe6 ~ .~ ~.. 
f':t!OO 

(1;1'.... 
~ '~I~ 0 

PAYGO 1617 1617 0 0 ~. 0 0 .... 0 ... o .... 0 r. 0 0 

Total ~ 49677 9,487 ~O M.49:HO i"li/"~ .I1'~ "'"r~MI' 
' " ieeo -/~ 0 

JId q{H- APPROPRIATION AND ei..~~fu,RE DATA (ODDs) 

IDate First Appropriation FY 05 

IFirst Cost Estimate 

Current SooQ!! FY15 ll~""n.. ~ . 
ILast FY's Cost Estimate 74,866 
[partial Closeout Thru 0 
INew Partial Closeout 0 

IToIa! Partial Closeout 0 

Description 

This project provides for the pelTllanent patching and resurfacing of rural and residential roadways using durable hot mix asphalt to restore 

long-term structural integrity to the aging rural and residential roadway infrastructure. The County maintains a combined total of 4,21 0 lane 

miles of rural and residential roads. Preventative maintenance includes full-depth patching of distressed areas of pavement in combination 

with a new hot mix asphalt wearing surface of 1-inch to 2-inches depending on the levels of observed distress. A portion of this work will be 

performed by the county in-house paving crew. 


Cost Change R.c.f\~~\f (Qq.\\oeq.\.,iI", of ~t\'la.l/\tt"'QI'1~~~ ~~~):a~ q,na ~ "(ec.UJ. 

$1 • . dded to the a roved funding in FY15-17 to maintain core transpo ! 'to fund 


==signifieantly 11101 e eestlyT . ' d.-I$¥t9oa~gGif-I§=Ie¥eLef~_-----= 
effort project. The additional vent the need for more costly roa ich is about five times more expensive 
and will addre . lcant deterioration in the condition of many residential or rural roads. Increase cos . ional 
$ I JOn In FY14 supplementals. 
Justification 

In FY09, the Department of Transportation instituted a contemporary pavement management system. This system provides for systematic 

physical condition surveys. The surveys note the type, level, and extent of residential pavement deterioration combined with average daily 


, traffic and other usage characteristics. This information is used to calculate specific pavement ratings, types of repair strategies needed, 

and associated repair cost, as well as the overall Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of the entire residential network. The system also 

provides for budget optimization and a systematic approach to maintaining a healthy residential pavement inventory. The latest 2013 survey 

indicated that the current cost of the countywide backlog on road repairs is $211.1 million. This represents 58 percent of total residential 

infrastructure pavement repair needs. Physical condition inspections of residential pavements will occur on a 2·3 year cycle. 


Other 

The design and planning stages, as well a,s project construction, will comply with the Department of Transportation (DOT), Maryland State 

Highway Administration (MSHA), Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), American Association of State Highway and 

Transportation Officials (AASHTO), and American with Disabilities Act (ADA). RuraVresidentlal road mileage has been adjusted to conform 

with the State inventory of road mileage maintained by the State Highway Administration (SHA). This inventory is updated annually, 


Fiscal Note 

$36 million is the annual cost required to maintain the current Countywide Pavement Condition Index of 68 on residential and rural roads. 

Related CIP projects include Permanent Patching: Residential/Rural Roads (#501106) and Residential and Rural Road Rehabilitation 

(#500914). 

Disclosures 

Expenditures will continue indefinitely. 


Coordination 

Washington Suburban Sanitary CommiSSion, Washington Gas Light Company, PEPCO, Cable TV, Verizon , United States Post Office 


, .....\ 

i 



Residential and Rural Road Rehabilitation (PS00914) 

category Transportation Date Last Modified 11117/14 
Sub Category Highway Maintenance RequinKI Adequate PubflC Facility No 
Administering Agency Transporlalion (AAGEJO) ReIocaIionimpact None 
Planning Area Countywide Sta1lJs Ongoing 

Total 
Thru 
FY14 

Rem 
FY14 

Total 
6 Years FY15 FYi6 FYi7 FY18 FY19 FY20 

Beyond 6 
Yrs 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($Ooos) 

Planning, Desion and Suoervision 8898 9 3174 5715 990 840 990 765 990 1140 0 

Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Site Improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Construction 57890 25091 414 32385 5610 4760 5610 4335 5610 6460 0 

IOther 9 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 66797 25109 3588 38100 6600 5600 6600 5100 6.600 7600 0 

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($OOOs) 

G.O.Bonds 53165 17803 3363 31999 6600 5600 4763 2.202 6600 6.234 0 

Recordation Tax Premium 13632 7306 225 6101 0 0 1837 2.898 0 1366 0 
Total 66797 25,109 3.588 38100 6600 5,600 6600 5.100 6,600 7600 0 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA (00Ds) 

IAPproPriation Reauest FY16 5600 
Su •APpropriation Reauest 0 
Transfer 0 

CUmulative 
.. on 35.297 

Expencfrture I Encumbrances 26067 
Unencumbered Balance ~.230 

i Date First FY 09 
i First Cost Estimate 
I CUrrent Scope FY 15 
:last FY's Cost Estimate 

[New Partial Closeout 
. Partial Closeout Thru 

LTotal Partial Closeout 

65797 
65.297 

o 
o 
o 

Description 

This project provides for the major rehabilitation of rural and residential roadways in older communities to include extensive pavement 

rehabilitation and reconstruction including the associated rehabilitation of ancillary elements such as under drains. sub-grade drains, and 

installation and replacement of curbs and gutters. This project will not make major changes to the location or size of existing drainage 

structures, if any. Pavement rehabilitation includes the replacement of existing failed pavement sedions by the placement of an equivalent 

or increased pavement section. The rehabilitation usually requires the total removal and replacement of failed pavement exhibiting 

widespread areas of fatigue related distress. base fallures and sub-grade failures. 

Cost Change 

Reflects reallocation of highway maintenance funds between projects and between years. 


Justification 

In FY09. the Department of Transportation instituted acontemporary pavement management system. This system provides for systematic 

physical condition surveys. The physical condition surveys note the type, level, and extent of residential pavement deterioration combined 

with average daily traffic and other usage characteristics. This information is used to calculate specific pavement ratings, types of repair 

strategies needed, and associated repair costs, as well as the overall Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of the entire residential network. The 

system also provides for budget optimization for a systematic approach to maintaining a healthy residential pavement inventory. The 

updated 2013 pavement condition survey indicated that 180 lane miles (4 percent) of residential pavement have fallen into the lowest 

possible category and are in need of structural reconstruction. Typically. pavements rated in this category require between 15-20 percent 

pennanent patching per lane mile. Physical condition inspections of residential pavements will occur on a 2-3 year cycle. 

other 
Hot mix asphalt pavements have a finite life of approximately 20 years based upon a number of factors including but not limited to: Original 

construction materials. means and methods, underlying soil conditions, drainage. daily traffic volume. other loading such as construdion 

traffic and heavy truck traffic. age, and maintenance history. A well maintained residential road carrying low to moderate traffic levels is 

likely to provide a service life of 20 years or more. Conversely. lack of programmed maintenance will shorten the service life of residential 

roads considerably, in many cases to'less than 15 years before rehabilitation is needed. 


Rscal Note 

$36 million is the annual cost required to maintain the current Countywide Pavement Condition Index of 68 on residentiaVrural roads. 

Related CIP projects include Permanent/Patching: ResidentiallRural Roads (#501106) and Resurfacing: ResidentiallRurai Roads 

(#500511). . 


Disclosures 

A pedesbian impact analysis has been completed for this project. 

Expenditures wiD continue indefinitely. 


Coordination 

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, Washington Gas Light Company. Department of Pennitting Services, PEPCO. Cable lV. 

Verizon, Montgomery County Public Schools. Regional Services Centers, Community Associations, Commission on People with Disabilities 




Sidewalk & Curb Replacement (P508182) 

Category TranspoJ1a1ion Date Last Modified 11/17/14 
Sub Category Highway Maintenance Required Adequate Public Facility No 
Administering Agency Transportafion (MGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Countywide Status Ongoing 

Thru Rem Total iBeyond 6 
Total FYi4 FY14 6 Years FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 Yrs 

EXPENOfTURE SCHEDULE ($OOOs) 

IPlanning, Desion and Suoervision 67fi1 2 725 6030 1005 1005 1,005 1005 1005 1005 0 

Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SI!e Improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Construction 34924 6454 0 28470 5695 4295 3295 4795 5695 4695 0, 

Other 35 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 41716 6456 760 34500 6700 5300 4300 5,800 6.700 5700 01 
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($OOOs\ 

Contributions 4259 499 760 3000 500 500 500 500 500 500 0 

G.O.Bonds 314fi1 5,9fi/ 0 31,500 6200 4800 3800 5300 6,200 5200 0 

Total 41716 6,456 760 34500 6.700 5,300 4300 5800 6700 5700 0 

APPROPRlAllON AND EXPENDfTURE DATA (0005) 

IApprol!riation Request FY16 5300 
Supplemental 'on Request 0 
Transfer 0 

Cumum~Appro~tion 13,916 
Expenditure I Encumbrances 6477 
Unencumbered Balance 7439 

IOate First 'on FY81 
FII'St Cost Estimate 

Current Scope FY16 41716 
!Last FY's Cost Estimate 56,059 
Partial Closeout Thru 108966 
New Partial Closeout 6456 
Total Partial Closeout 115422 

Description 
This project provides for the removal and replacement of damaged or deteriorated sidewalks, curbs, and gutters in business districts and 
residential communities. The County currently maintains about 1,034 miles of sidewalks and about 2,098 miles of curbs and gutters. Many 
years of paving ovet1ays have left some curb faces of two inches or less. Paving is milled, and new construction provides for a standard 
six-inch curb face. The project indudes: overlay of existing sidewalks with asphalt; base failure repair and new construction of curbs; and 
new sidewalks with handicapped ramps to fill in missing sections. Some funds from this project support the Renew Montgomery and Main 
Street Montgomery programs. A significant aspect of this project has been and will be to provide safe pedestrian access and to ensure 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance. Mileage of sidewalks and curb/gutters has been updated to reflect the annual 
acceptance of new infrastructure to the County's inventory. 
Cost Change 
[1ecrease"dl:fe'tlTfiscat-eap~pitallmtiGIFQ~l'ior=yea~ellaihlreli==~ .====-================= 
Justification 

Curbs, gutters, and sidewalks have a service life of 30 years. Freeze/thaw cydes, de-icing materials, tree roots, and vehicle loads 

accelerate concrete failure. The County should replace 70 miles of curbs and gutters and 35 miles of sidewalks annually to provide for a 30 

year cycle.. Deteriorated curbs, gutters, and sidewalkS are safety hazards to pedestrians and motorists, increase liability risks, and allow 

water to infiltrate into the sub-base causing damage to roadway pavements. Settled or heaved concrete can trap water and provide 

breeding places for mosquitoes. A Countywide inventory of deteriorated concrete was performed in the late 1960's. Portions of the 

Countywide survey are updated during the winter season. The March 2014 Report of the Infrastructure Maintenance Task Force identified 

an annual replacement program level of effort based on a 3Q..year life for curbs and gutters. 

Other 

The Department of Transportation (DOn maintains a list of candidate projects requiring construction of curbs and gutters based on need 

and available funding. The design and planning stages, as well as final completion of the project will comply with the DOT, Maryland State 

Highway Administration (MSHA), Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), American Association of State Highway and 

Transportation Officials (AASHTO), and ADA standards. 


Fiscal Note 

Since FY87, the County has offered to replace deteriorated driveway aprons at the property owners' expense up to a total of $500,000 

annually. Payments for this work are displayed as Contributions in the funding schedule. 


Disclosures 

Expel)ditures will continue indefinitely. 


Coordination 

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, Other Utilities, Montgomery County Public Schools, Homeowners, Montgomery County 

Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee, Commission on People with Disabilities 




Capital Crescent Trail (PS01316) 

CategOly T ransporlalion Date last Modified 11/17/14 
Sub CategOly Pedestrian FacilitieslBikeways Required Adequate PubDc Facility No 
Administering Agency Transporlalion (MGE30) Relocaflon Impact None 
Planning Area Befhesda-Chevy Chase Status Preliminary Design Stage 

Thru Rem Total Beyond6j
Total FY14 FY14 6 Years FY15 FY16 FY1T FYi8 FY11 FY20 Yrs 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($00Ds1 

Plannina. Desion and SUpervision 4834 0 0 4834 917 917 0 1500 1500 0 0 

Land 1400 0 0 1400 0 0 0 0 700 700 0 

0Site ImDrovements and Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Construction 89622 0 0 56369 1417 4303 8m 11453 11 SOB 19305 33.253 

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 95,856 0 0 62603 2334 ..~ as.m 1t953 13808 20005 33,253 

G.O. Bonds 

Total 

APPROPRIAnON AND EXPENDITURE DATA (00Ds) 

IAPPropriation Request FY16 2 ass 
SUDoiemental • Request 0 
Transfer 0 

ICUmulative • . tion 4.668 
IExoenditure I Encumbrances 0 
IUnencumbered Balance 4668 

1Date FITSt Appropriation FY 15 
i FIrst Cost Estimate 
I Current Scope. FY 15 95,85S 
llast FY's Cost Estimate 95856 

Description 

This project provides for the funding of the capital Crescent trail, including the main trail from Elm Street Parkin Bethesda to Silver Spring 

as a largely 12-foot-wide hard-suriace hiker-biker path, connector paths at several locations, a new bridge over Connecticut Avenue, a new 

underpass beneath Jones Mill Road, supplemental landscaping and amenities, and lighting at trail junctions, underpasses, and other critical 

locations. 

Estimated Schedule 

The schedule assumes a 6-month delay as a result of likely state delays in the Purple Une project. 


Justification 

This trail will be part of a larger system to enable non-motorized traffic in the Washington, DC region. This trail will connect to the existing 

Capital Crescent Trail from Bethesda to Georgetown, the Metropolitan Branch Trail from Silver Spring to Union Station, and the Rock Creek 

Bike Trail from northern Montgomery County to Georgetown. The trail will serve pedestrians, bicyclists, joggers. and skaters, and will be 


==ccornWlaotwithJb~.Americaos.with..Dlsabilities.Acl:Jlti9~(AOA),Jbe~~sda~ SectorPlanJlnq the Pumle Line Functioo~s~_~.~
Plan. .----- ­

Other 

The County will continue to coordinate with the Maryland Transit Adrtlinistration (MTA) to identify options to build a sidewalk or path 

alongside the Purple Line beneath Wisconsin Avenue and the Air Rights and Apex buildings In Bethesda. If the County and the MTA 

Identify feasible options, the County will consider adding them to the scope of this project in the future. 

Fiscal Note 
The project schedule and cost estimates have changed as a result of the MTA's proposed public-private partnership for the Purple Line. 

Coordination 

Maryland Transit Administration, Maryland Department of Transportation. State Highway Administration, Maryland-National Capital Park 

and Planning CommiSSion, Bethesda Bikeway and Pedestrian Facilities, Coaiition for the Capital Crescent Trail, CSX Transportation, 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. Special Capital Projects Legislation [Bill No. 32-14] was adopted by Council by June 17, 

2014. 




Bethesda Metro Station South Entrance (P500929) 

Category Transportation Date Last Mod"lIied 11/17/14 
Sub Category Mass Transit Required Adequate Public Facility No 
Admini~ring Agency Transportation (MGE30) Ralocation Impact None 
Planning Area Bethesda-Chevy Chase Status Preliminary Oasign Stage 

Total 
Thru 
FY14 

Rem 
FY14 

Total 
6 Years FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

Beyond 6 
Yrs 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($OOOS) 

Planning Dasign and Suplm'ision ~96 1565 6731 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sila improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 o . 0 0 0 0 

Construction 48 910 0 0 45692 680 3713 9344 12443 11212 8300 3218 

Other 404 0 404 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

3218Total 5:1610 1565 7135 45692 680 3713 9344 12443 11.212 8300 

FUNDING SCHEOUlE.l$OOOs 

3713 12,443' 11,21251815 301 2604 45692 680 9344G.O. Bonds 8300 3218 

0795 795 0 0 0PAYGO 0 0 0 0 0 

5,000Ravanua Bonds: Uauor Fund 489 4531 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 
3713Total 5:1610 1565 1135 45692 680 9,344 12443 11212 8300 3218 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA (OOOs) 

IAoorooriation Raauast FY16 0 
Suoplemental Appropriation RaQuast 0 

Transfer 0 

Cumulative APorooriation 16100 
iExpElndlturs I Encumbrances 1565 

Unencumbered Balance 14535 

Date First .t.PPJol::l.riation FY 09 
First Cost Estimate 

Current Scope FY15 57610 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 57610 

Description 
This project provides access from Elm Street west of Wisconsin Avenue to the southem end of the Bethesda Matrorail Station. The 
Metrorail Red Line runs below Wisconsin Avenue through Bethesda more than 120 feet below the surface, considerably deeper than the 
Purple Une right-of·way. The Bethesda Metrorail station has one entrance, near East West Highway. The Metrorail station was built with 
accommodations for a future southem entrance. The Bethesda light rail transit (LRT) station would have platforms located just west of 
Wisconsin Avenue on the Georgetown Branch right-of-way. This platform allows a direct connection between LRT and Metrorail. making 
transfers as convenient as possible. Six station elevators would be located in the Elm Street right.of-way, which would require narrowing 
the street and extending the sidewalk. The station would include a new south entrance to the Metrorail station, including a new mezzanine 
above the Metrorail platform, similar to the eXisting mezzanine at the present station's north end. The mezzanine would use the existing 

- -knoc1{;l'oUf'\1anet'lrr-1h~f1he=statieAoafld4heopassageway~l'Iat=was=partially~xGaYated.wheDJhe.dSJatLQlbwas builtj!k?!1lli!mfl.tiQ..Qof t=h~=== 
future construction of a south entrance, 

estimated Schedule 

Design: Fall FY10 through FY15. Construction: To take 30 months but must be coordinated and implemented as part of the State Purple 

Line project that is dependent upon State and Federal funding. The schedule assumes a f3..month delay as a result of likely state delays. 

Other 

Part of Elm Street west of Wisconsin Avenue will be closed for a period during construction. 


Fiscal Note 
The funds for this project were initially programmed in the State Transportation Participation project. Appropriation of $5 million for design 
was transferred from the State Transportation Participation project in FY09. The construction date for the project remains uncertain and is 
directly linked to the Purple Une construction at the Bethesda Station. Project schedule and cost may change as a result of MTA pursuit of 
public private partnership for the Purple Line. 
Coordination 
Maryland Transit Administration, WMATA, ~NCPPC, Bethesda Lot 31 Parking Garage project, Department of Transportation, Department 
of General Services, Special Capital Projects Legislation [Bill No. 31-14] was adopted by Council June 17,2014. 



Silver Spring Green Trail (P509975) 

Catsgol}' Transportation Date Last Modified 11117/14 
SubCategol}' Pedestrian Faclli!iesIBikeways Required Adequate PubflC Facility No 
Administering Agency Transportation (MGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Silver Spring Status PrBrllllinary Design Stage 

Rem TotalThru Beyond 61 
FYiBBVaars FY15 FYi7 FYi8 FYi9FYi4 FYi4 FY20 VI'STotal 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE t$OOOst 
1177 0 0 0 0 0 0 01177 0 0Plannina. Oesi13n and Supervision 

174 167 0 0 00 0 0 0 07land 

0 07 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0Site Improvements and Utirrties 

47 220 783 12402920 0 0 2920 630 0 0Construction 

0 0 0 01 1 0 0 0 0 0other 

167 2,920 47 220
1 

Total 1192 783 1240 630 0 04.2791 

. FUNDING SCHEDULE ($00051 

0 0 0 0265 0 0 0Current Revenue: General 265 0 01 

0 10 0 0 484 0 0484 0 484 0Enhancement 

167 2436 47 220 2992682 79 1.240 630G.O.Bonds 0 01 
1

848 848 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0PAYGO 0 

47167 2.920 220 783 1240Total 1192 630 0 014Z79 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDrnlRE DATA (0005) 

APpropriation Reouest FY16 172 
Supplemental A, 'on Request 0 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative APDIOpriation 1.454 
Expenditure I Encumbrances 1192 
Unencumbered Balance 262 

Date First APpropriation FY 99 
First Cost Estimate 

Current Scope FY15 4279 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 4279 

Description 
This project provides for an urban trail along the selected Purple Une alignment along Wayne Avenue in Silver Spring. A Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) will be established between the County and the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) to incorporate the design and 
construction of the trail as a part of the design and construction of the Purple Une. The pedestrian and bicycle use along this trail 
supplements the County transportation program. The funding provided for the trail includes the design, property acquisition, and 
construction of the trail through the Silver Spring Central Business District (CBD). along the northem side of Wayne Avenue from Fenton 
Street to the Sligo Creek Hiker-Biker Trail. This trail is part of a transportation corridor and is not a recreation area of State or local 
significance. The trail Will include an 8 to 10 foot wide bituminous shared use path, lighting, and landscaping. The trail will provide access 
to the Silver Spring Transit Station via the Metropolitan Branch and the future Capital Crescent Trail. 

. Estimated Schedule 
The schedule assumes a 6-month delay as a result of likely state delays in the Purple Une project. 

Justification 

This project will create an Important link through Silver Spring to the Silver Spring Transit Center and will provide connectivity to other trails 

and mitigate congestion on area roads. 

Fiscal Note 

Project implementation is contingent upon receipt of Transportation Enhancement Funds from the Maryland State Highway Administration 

(SHA). The application was submitted to SHA in FY04 for $2.627 million and funding was not approved. In FYOS, the application for 

Enhancement Funds was for $484,133. The Enhancement funds are on hold until the impacts of the Purple Line alignment on the trail are 

determined. An appncation is expected to be submitted in FY15 or FY16. 

Disclosures 

A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project. 

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

Resource Protection and Planning Act. 

Coordination 

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Maryland State H'tghway Administration, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 

Authority, Utility Companies, Sifver Spring Chamber of Commerce, Silver Spring Transportation Management District, Maryland Transit 

Administration 




Pennyfield Lock Road Bridge (P501624) 

Category Transportation Dale Last Modified 11/17/14 
Sub Category Bridges Required Adequate Public FaciDty No 
Administering Agency Transportation (AAGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Potomac-Travllah status Final Design Stage 

Thru Rem Total Beyond 6 
Total .FY14 FY14 6 Yea ... FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 YI'S 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE t$OOOs, 

Planninll, Desillo and Supervision 149 0 0 149 0 74 15 0 0 0 0 

Land 34 0 0 34 0 34 0 0 0 0 01 

Site Improvements and Utilities 50 0 0 50 0 25 25 0 0 0 0 

Construction 817 0 0 817 0 302 515 0 0 0 0 

other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 1110 0 0 1110 0 435 675 0 0 0 0 

G,O.Bonds 435 

Total 435 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA (ODDs) 

iAporooriation Request FY16 1,110 
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative Aporopriation 0 
IExpenditure I Encumbrances 0 
Unencumbered Balance 0 

Date Firs! Appropriation FY 16 
First Cost Estimate 

Current Sco~ FY 16 1 110 
Last FY's Cos! Estimate 0 

Description 
This project provides for the replacement ofthe existing Pennyfleld Lock Road Bridge over a tributary to Muddy Branch. The existing bridge, 
built in 1930, is a single concrete slab structure. The existing clear roadway width is 14'-3" with one lane on the bridge carrying two-way 
traffic. The proposed replacement bridge includes a Single span prestressed concrete beam structure carrying a 12'-0' traffic lane and two 
2'-6" shoulders for a total width of 17'-0". This width will allow for the implementation of safe on road bicycling, in accordance with the 
Master Plan. The replacement bridge will be on a new alignment to the west of the structure. Park access is maintained while the existing 
bridge remains open during construction of the proposed bridge. Accelerated bridge construction techniques will be utilized to minimize the 
distruption to the travelling public and local community. 
Location 
Southem end of Pennyfield Lock Road near the entrance to the National Park Service's C&O Canal Park 

Estimated Schedule 
==The=desigl't'Of-the-pr~~peGtet'H&flmsA=if:!=tR&Wimer-=G~~skuGtio~edJJ!ed to st;Jr:Un 51 Immec 2016 aQ!1,be 

completed in fall of 2016. 
Justification 
The proposed replacement work is necessary to provide a safe roadway condition for the travelling public. The 2011 bridge inspection 
revealed that there were several large spalls with exposed reinforcing on the underside of the slab. The height of the W-beam bridge railing 
does not meet the current standards. Efflorescence is present at the interface between the slab and the abutment at the northeast comer. 
The west end of the south abutment footing is partially exposed. The bridge is currently limited to a 12,000 Ib single:.unit truck and a 24,000 
Ib combination-unit truck. The bridge is considered functionally obsolete. Implementation of this project would allow the bridges to be 
reStored to full capacity. 
Other 
The Potomac Subregion Master Plan designates Pennyfleld Lock Road as Rustic (R-33) with a minimum right-of-way of 70 ft and two travel 
lanes. The Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan calls for shared roadway (PB-18). 
Fiscal Note 

The design costs for this project are covered in Bridge Renovation (#509753) 


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

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

Resource Protection and Planning Act. 

Coordination 
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United States Department of the Interior 

NATIONAL PARK. SERVICE 
C&.() Canal National Hisloricall>:.t.rlt 

11150 Dual Highway. Suite 100 
H~lOWlI, Maryi:wd 21710 

IN 1tF.I'I.'f R£l'Iill m 
4.B.2 (Preservation) 

February 1, 2012 

Mr. Barry Fuss 

Montgomery County Department ofTransportation 

Division ofTransportation Engineering 

100 Edison Park Dr, 4th Floor 

Gaithersburg. Maryland 20878 


Reference: 	 Renovation of Pennyfield Lock Road Bridge 

Montgomery County, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Fuss: 

On behalfof staff of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal National Historical Parle (the Park), thank you for 
the opportUnity fo meet with you on December 8. 2011 to discuss the referenced project. As discussed 
during the meeting with Park staff. we have taken note ofyour concerns with potential improvements 
[0 the PennyfleJd Lock Road Bridge. We offer the following for your consideration. 

RevieyrorData 

In September 20 JI, Park staff obtained a copy of the August 2011 Preliminary Type. Size, & location 
(Pre-TS&L) Report for the renovation of the Pennyfield Lock Road Bridge. The. Pre-TS&L Report 
was prepared by Greenhome & O'Mara, Inc. (0&0) under contract to Montgomery County. As 
mentioned above, Park staff aJso prepared for and attended a site visit with G&O and Montgomery 
County Department of Transportation (MCDOn staff on· December 8, 2011. Finally, Park staff 
received and reviewed a copy of the current Rustic Roads Functional Master Plan. 

It is our understanding from the Pre-TS&L Report that the existing Pennytield Lock Road Bridge 
(MCoo'r Bridge No. M-O 1988) was cOllSll'!lCted in 1930 and consists of a single-span bridge 15 feet 
long and 15.75 feet wide. spanning over Muddy Branch. The clear roadway width across the bridge is 
14.25 feet with one lane. on the bridge carrying two-way traffic. There is a posted load rating at the 
bridge restricting loading to 12.000 pounds singJe unit vehicle and 24,000 pounds combination unit 
vehicle. Additionally, we understand that the most recent bridge inspection report identified 
deficiencies to the bridge, including sevcrallargc spalls with exposed, corroded reinforcing steel in the 
soffit of the concrete slab. The location and. condition of these deficiencies were confinned by Park 
engineering staff during the December 8, 2011 site visit. 

As noted above, Park staff also have reviewed Chapter 5 of the Rustic Roads Functional Master Plan. 
It is our understanding that Pennyfield Lock Road is recommended as it Rustic Road for meeting the . 
following criteria which is also shown on Table 2 Ilfthe Master Plan: 

• 	 The road is narrow and is intended for predominantly local use; 

• 	 The road has traffic yolumes which do not significantly detract from the rustic character of 

the road; 



. 	. 


• 	 The road provides access to historic resources, follows historic alignments.. or highlights 
historic landscapeS; and, 

• 	 The history of vehicle and/or pedestrian accidents on the road in its current configuration 
does not suggest unsafe conditions. 

Additional crite.riawerc provided in the Master Plan for roads to be considered as "exceptional rustic", 
but Pennyfield Lock Road did not meet any of these criteria.. Finally, we also understand and concur 
that historie resources may ~ found at either end of Pemtyfleld Lock Road. incloding tlte Tobytown 
Cemetery (listed in me Master Plan as a "potential" historic resource), and the historic Pennytield 
Lock House and Lock adjacent to the towpath of the CiO CanaJ. 

Review of Alternates 

The Pre~TS&L report identified the follOWing alternatives for renovation of the Pennyfield Lock. Road 
Bridge. They are: 

• 	 Alternate I - replacement of the existing bridge superstructure and rehabilitation of the 
existing bridge substructure. Traffic along the road would be maintamed with a temporary 
bridge and roadway; 

• 	 Alternate 2 - replacement of the entire existing bridge with a new structure at the existing 
bridge location. Similar to Alternate I, traf!ic: along the road would be maintained with a 
temporary bridge and roadway; 

• 	 Alternate 3 - replacement of the entire existing bridge with a new structure along a new 
alignment immediately to the west of the existing alignment Two options for the 
superstrucml'e wen:: also presented as part or this alternate. Tra:ffie would be maintained along 
the existing bridge, which would not be removed until the new bridge is in place. 

• 	 AdditiOnally, the report also considered installation of a pre-cas.t Conspan Bridge system 

immediately west of the existing alignment. Traffic would be maintained along the existing 
bridge, which would not be removed until the new bridge system is in place. 

The report recommended Alternate 3, Option B as the preferred construction alternate. The proposed 
bridge would be a prestressed concreto slab superstructl1r'C with a pile bent substructure. Reasons for 
selection ofthis alternate over the others include: 

• 	 The alternate maintains aceess to the Park without requiring a temporary road and bridge since 
the existing bridge will remain open during construcdon~ 

• 	 This alternate includes a completely new structure in lieu of rehabilitation of an existing 
bridge structure which has been in place for over 80 years. Costs associated with maintenance 

oft~ exist~g abutments would be eliminated; 

• 	 The posted speed limit along Pennyfield Lock Road is 2S miles per hour from its intersection 
with River Road down a steep, hilly. winding alignment to its terminus adjacent to the Park. 

Although the history of accidents along the roadway does not suggest unsafe conditions. 

vehicles are believed to exceed the posted speed limit on a continuing basis. The eXisting 
bridge itself crosses Muddy Branch between two (2) sharp curves in the roadway alignment. 

'fl1is alternate reduces the curvature of the bridge approaches which would improve vehicular 

safety at the one-lane crossing. 

We recognize that Pennytkld Lock Road is a designated Rustic Road for meeting criteria previously 
noted herein. However, we should also note that the change in alignment of the roadway to 
accommodate the new bodge is limited to approximately 250 feet" or approximately seven (7) percent 



of the total 3,700-root roadway length. Furthermore, the portion of the roadway proposed for 
realignment would not impact any known areas Qf historic archaeological resources, nor would it be in 
the viewscape of visitors to either the T obytown Cemetery or the Pennyficld Lock and Lock House. 
Finally. the existing bridge itself was constructed in 1930, six years after operations ceased along the 
C&O Canal and appears to have been altered since its construction. We believe that the existing bridge 
itself has little ifany historic value. 

In conclusion, the aforementioned M~ Plan recognizes that some changes to rustic roads, including 
Pennyfield Lock Road, will be nceded throughout the years of Use. The Park's position is that 
Alternate 3, Option a as presented in the Pre-TS&L Report provides the best alternate both to 
renovate the existing bridge and improve the alignment of the roadway, thereby improving access for 
park. visitors. without substantially impacting its character and designation as a rustic road. Thank you 
for the opportunity to comment on this important project. Should you have any questions or need any 
additional infonnation. please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

/~n~
Superintendent 



From: Reid, Stephen [rnailto:Stephen.Reid@montgomeryparks.org] 

Sent: Monday, June 11, 2Q12 11:03 AM 

To: Fuss, Barry 

Cc: Frank, Andrew 

Subject: Comments on Pennyfleld Lock Road Bridge Report 


Barry, 

Montgomery County Department of Parks has reviewed the three options presented in the Preliminary Type, Size & 
location Report for Pennyfield lock Road Bridge No. M-01988 report. Parks supports Alternate No.3: structure 
replecatement along a new alignment. This alternate is the preferred alternate for the following reason: 

• 	 Improved road alignment and visibiOty leading to the bridge, providing better and safer access for park patrons. 
• 	 Improved stream functioning and stability. There is also less risk of debris jams and road flooding. 
• 	 Reduced construction time and environmental impacts compared to constructing a temporary bridge while 

restoring or rebuilding the bridge in the existing location. 
• 	 Reduced long-term maintenance. 

Parks has the following comments related to the proposed bridge that can be discussed during detail design: 
• 	 Since this alignment goes onto parkland, Parks must review and approve proposed designs and issue a Park 

Permit prior to construction. 
• 	 Consideration should be given to having a marked shoulder for pedestrians/bikers. 
• 	 The entire structure for the old bridge, including abutments and asphalt leading to the bridge, must be removed 

and the stream and banks must be restored and stable. 

Please Jet me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Thank you. 

Stephen Reid 
Project Manager 
M-NCPPC Park Development Division 
9500 Brunett Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20901 

mailto:rnailto:Stephen.Reid@montgomeryparks.org


~IONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
THE ~1:\R\,L.\:"iD'NAn()"':\L (;.\I!IT.\L PARK ,\Nt) I'LA:-'::-':Il'oh; t:nM~IISSI(\:-; 

September 8,2014 

Mr. Arthur Holmes, Director 

Department of Transportation 

Montgomery County 

101 Monroe Street, Tenth Floor 

Rockville, MD 20850 


RE: 	 Pennyfield lock Road Bridge No. M-0198B 

Mandatory Referral No. MR2014025 

Ad~~~strative Approval 


DearM~s: 
I note that the Rustic Road Advisory Committee, the United States Department of 
the Interior National Park Service, and the Montgomery Parks Department have 
all recommended the selected alternative 3 (structure replacement on a new 
alignment). This project is approved by the Planning Department with the 
following comments: 

• The Department of Parks must issue a Park Permit prior to construction. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have any questions about our 
review, please call Callum Murray at 301-495-4733. 

Sincerely, 

/lrfll ' --,'. 	 f ,.,' I .....,.A. 	 Gwen Wright 
Director 

cc: 	 Larry Cole 

Attachments: Approvals from RRAC, NPS, and Parks 

® 




RUSTIC ROADS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

April 20, 2012 

Barry Fuss, P .E., Bridge Program Manager 
Montgomery County Department ofTransportation 
Division ofTransportation Engineering, Design Section 
100 Edison Park Dr., 4th Floor 
Chrithersburg.~.20878 

FROM: Rustic Roads Advisory Committee 

RE: Renovation of Pennyfield Lock Road Bridge # M-O198b Potomac MD. 

Dear Mr. Fuss: 

The RRAC has reviewed the 3 (three) alternative proposed realignments for bridge M-0198b on Pennyfield 
Lock Road. The RRAC recommends Altemative 3, structure replacement on a new alignment. The RRAC 
recommends the least amount ofdisruption ofthis rustic area as well as the restoration of the natural 
vegetation. 

Sincerely 

~~ 

Greg Deaver 
Chairman 

Committee Robert Goldberg 
Marc Miller 
Fred Lechlider 
Eric Spates 
RobinZiek 
Greg Glen 

255 Rockville Pike, 200 Floor. Rockville, Maryland 20850-4166 • 240n77-6300. 240n77-6256 rrY 
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Testimony Submitted by Caroline Taylor on behalf of 

Montgomery Countryside Alliance (MCA) and 


West Montgomery County Citizens' Association (WMCCA) 

Bridge Replacement - Pennyfield Lock Road P501624 


I am testifying this evening regarding the proposed bridge replacement of 
designated rustic Pennyfield Lock Road on behalf of MCA and WMCCA. 
Pennyfield Lock Road, located off River Road in the Potomac sub-region, is 
prized for its historic value leading to the C & 0 CanaL Our concerns center on 
the lack of community input, the design preceding any public involvement, the 
widening and relocation ofthe bridge, and whether the proposed bridge design is 
sensitive to the historic C&O Canal context. The Rustic Roads Functional Master 
Plan protects the alignment of the road, and the 2004 National Park Service (NPS) 
Cultural Landscape Inventory for Pennyfield Lock notes that llDufiefs road" is in 
its historic location and has high integrity--the curves on either end of the bridge 
are specifically identified in the NPS report. Unless there have been more than 
eight accidents at this location in the last five years (the safety requirement for 
rustic roads), we think the bridge should be retained as a narrow, one-lane bridge 
in its historic location. This would protect the significant feature of the road, and 
the high integrity of it, as identified by the NPS. 

In reviewing the CIP item, we have several questions: 

Has this project been presented to the community? Our groups, and other 
stakeholder groups, would like to be involved in projects in significant 
locations such as this. 
It appears that the bridge replacement is a significantly larger bridge on a 
new alignment. Why the new width and alignment? The CIP item reads: 
"The width will allow for implementation of safe on road bicycling." We 
know ofno accident history that would support this rationale. We have 
spoken to members ofthe County's cycle groups and they did not know of 
any safety issues. 

Post Office Box 2-1- Poo}es\'iHe, 1'.1 aryland ::!083 '7 - 301 A61 ,983 I 
www.mocoaUianc.e.mg 

http:www.mocoaUianc.e.mg
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In 2012, we noted a CIP item (509753) for superstructure replacement due 
to some bridge damage. Why did the project morph from superstructure 
replacement to full bridge replacement? 

The replacement of this bridge, if truly necessary, is an opportunity to improve 
the entry to Pennyfield Lock, so the final design of the bridge matters. We are 
alarmed by the lack ofpublic process and the description bicking clear 
justification ofthe project in the CIP. We would like an opportunity to work with 
MCDOT staff on this project, and we would support a team approach, involving . 
community groups and the agencies together. 

Respectfully submitted, 

"- .­

Caroline Taylor 
Executive Director 

@ 




RUSTIC ROADS FUNOIONAI.. MASrnt PLAN 

Pennyfleld Lock Road 
A Rustic Road 

Penuyfield Lock Road has historic value leading to the C&O CanaL 

Recommended. as a rustic road. 

Significant Features: 

• Hilly, winding alignment 

History: 

Access road to canal probably established cl830,33. Named for George P. Pennyfield who maintained 
the canal lock here. 

Driving Experience: 

This narrow lock road winds its way; very steeply in places, to the C&O Canal from River Road. Leaving 
River Road on the right side is the potential historic resource, Tobytown Cemetery. This cemetery 
includes graves of furmer slaves who established the small kinship community known as Tobytown in 
the post~Civil War era. The present Tobytown townhouses, built in 1972, replaced the original one~ to 
three~room dwellings. With historic features at either end of the road, the section between offers an 
enclosed. view of rolling farm fields on the west side and a high embankment on the east side. At the 
end of the road are the Pennvfield Lock House, Lock, and Store. The lock and the stone lockhotise were 
built c1880. The frame store building, in poo~ condition, is estimated to date from cl850 to 1880. The 
store supplied food and goods for canal workers and members of the Tobytown community. Other local. 
stories indicate it may have been used as a boardinghouse and private residence. 

132 
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Bridge Design (P509132) 

Category Transportation Date Last Modified 11/17/14 
Sub Category Bridges Required Adequate PubUc Facility No 
Administering Agency Transportation (AAGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Countywide Status Ongoing 

Total 
Tbru 
FY14 

Rem 
FY14 

Total 
6Years 

I 
I FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

Beyond 6 
Yrs 

EXPENDITURESCHEDULEnOOOsI 

Plannina. Desian and Supervision 15336 11415 318 3603 928 803 566 522 462 322 01 

Land 420 420 0 0 0 0 0 01 0 0 0 

Site Improvements and Utilities 78 78 0 0 0 0 0 o! 0 0 0 

Construction 92 92 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

O1her 18 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 15944 12.023 318 3603 928 803 566 522 462 322 0 

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($0005\ 

Federal Aid 956 956 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

13.0. Bond. 13202 10260 0 2942 267 803 566 522 462 322 0 

Land Sale 15 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

PAYGO 340 340' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

State Aid 1431 452 318 661 661 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 15944 12023 318 3603 928 803 566 522 462 322 0 

Appropriation Request FY16 599 
Supplemental Appropriation ReQuest 0 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative Appropriation 13.779 
IExpenditure I Encumbrances 12414 
Unencumbered Balance 1.365 

APPROPRIAnON AND EXPENDITURE DATA (OOOs) 

" 

Date FirSt Appropriation FY 91 

First Cost Estimate 
Current Scope FY 16 15,944 

Last FY's Cost Estimate 15.204 
Partial Closeout Thru 0 
New Partial Closeout 0 
Total Partial Closeout 0 

Description 

This ongoing project provides studies for bridge projects under consideration for inclusion in the CIP. Bridge Design serves as a transition 

stage for a project between identification of need and its inclusion as a stand-alone construction project in the CIP. Prior to the 

establishment of a stand-alone project, the Department of Transportation will complete a design which outlines the general and specific 

features required on the project. Selected projects range in type, but typically consist of upgrading deficient bridges so that they can safely 

carry all legal loads which must be accommodated while providing a minimum of two travel lanes. Candidate projects currently included 

are listed below (Other). 

Cost Change 

Increase due to the addition of Glen Road Bridge #148. 

Justification " 

There is continuing need for the development of accurate cost estimates and an exploration of alternatives for proposed projects. Bridge 

design costs for all projects which ultimately become stand-alone PDFs are included here. These costs win not be reflected in the resulting 

individual project. Future individual CIP projects which result from bridge design will each benefit from reduced planning and deSign costs. 

Biennial inspections performed since 1987 have conSistently shown that the bridges currently included in the project for design studies are 

in need of major rehabilitation or replacament. Future individual CIP projects which result from bridge deSign will each benefit from reduced 

planning and design costs. . 

Other 

Candidates for this program are identified through the County Biennial Bridge Inspection Program as being deficient, load restricted, or 

geometrically substandard. The Planning, Design, and Supervision costs for all bridge deSigns include all costs up to contract preparation. 

At that pOint, future costs and Federal aid will be included in stand-alone PDFs 

Candidate Projects: Elmhirst Parkway Bridge #MPK-13; Park Valley Road Bridge #MPK-D3; Piney Meetinghouse Road Bridge #MoO021; 

Whites Ferry Road Bridge #Mo0187; Whites Ferry Road Bridge #M-0189; Valley Road Bridge #Mo0111; Gold Mine Road Bridge #MOO096; 

Brink Road Bridge #MoO064; Garrett Park Road Bridge #M-0352; Beach Drive Bridge #MPK-24. Glen Road Bridge #M-014B. 


Fiscal Note 

A funding switch in FY16-20 moves $127,000 in GO Bonds from the Bridge Renovation Project (#509753). State Aid replaced by GO 

Bonds were shifted to the Bridge Renovation project to facilitate state reimbursement. 


Disclosures ' 

A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project. 

"Expenditures will continue indefinitely. 

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

Resource Protection and Planning Act. 




Bridge Design (P509132) 

Coordination 
Maryland-Department of the Environment. Maryland-Department of Natural Resources" Maryiand-National Capital Park and Plannning 
Commission, Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Maryland State Highway 
Administration, Federal Highway Administration, Utility Companies, Maryland Historic Trust, CSX Transportation, Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority. RuraVRustic Roads Legislation 



Category 
Sub Category 
Administering Agency 
Planning Area 

Transportation 
Bridges 
Transportation (AAGE30) 
Countywide 

Bridge Renovation (P509753) 

Date Last Modified 
Required Adequate Pub6c Facility 
Relocation Impact 
Status 

11/17/14 
No 
None 
Ongoing 

Thru Rem Total 
FY18 I Beyond 61 

Total FY14 FY14 6Years FY15 FY16 FY17 FY19 FY20 Yrs 
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($OOOs) 

lPlanning, Desl!!n and Sup~lsion 1799 .473 786 540 90 90 90 90 90 90 0 

ILand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

!Site Improvements and UtilHles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

!Construc6on 5160 171 1329 3660 610 610 610 610: 610 610 0 

: Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

/ Total 6959 644 2,115 4200 700 700 700 700 700 700 01 

FUNDING SCHEDULE {$OOOs\ 

473 473 4732965 600 4731 473 0G.O. Bonds 1 4942 4711 1506 

227 227State AId ! 2017 1731 609 100 2271235 227J 227 0 

4,200 700 700 700 700/ 700 700Total I 6959 6441 2115 0 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA (ODDs) 

Appropriation ReQuest FY16 0 
Supplemental Appropriation ReqUest 0 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative Appro~riation 4,159 
Expenditure I Encumbrances 1041 
Unencumbered Balance 3116 

Date First Appropriation FY97 
First Cost Estimate 

Current Scope FY15 8,211 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 8211 
Partial Closeout Thru 9470 
New Parnal Closeout 640 
Total Parnal Closeout 10,110 

Description 
This prOject provides for the renovation of County roadway and pedestrian bridges that have been identified as needing repair work beyond 
routine maintenance levels to assure continued safe functioning. Renovation work involves planning, preliminary engineering, project 
management, inspection, and construction. Construction is performed on various components of the bridge structures. Superstructure 
repair or replacement items include decking, support beams, bearing assemblies, and expansion joints. Substructure repair or replacement 
items Include concrete abutments, backwalis, and wingwalls. Culvert repairs include concrete headwalls, structural steel plate pipe arch 
replacements, installation of concrete inverts, and placement of stream scour protection. Other renovation work includes paving of bridge 
deck surfaces, bolted connection replacements, stone slope protection, reconstruction of approach roadways, concrete crack injection, deck 
JOint material replacement, scour protection, and installation of traffic safety barriers. The Community Outreach Program informs the public 
when road closures or major lane shifts are necessary. Projects are reviewed and scheduled to requce as many community impacts as 
possible, especially to school bus routes. 
Cost Change 
Decrease due to capitalization of prior year costs 

Justification 

The Biennial Bridge Inspection Program, a Federally mandated program, provides specific Information to identify defiCient bridge elements. 

The bridge renovation program also provides the ability for quick response and resolution to citizen public concerns for highway and 

pedestrian bridges throughout the County. 

Fiscal Note 

A funding switch in FY16-20 moves $127,000 in State Aid from the Bridge Design project (#509132) to facilitate state reimbursement GO 

Bonds replaces by State Aid were shifted back to the Bridge Design project. 

Disclosures 

Expenditures will continue indefinitely. 

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

Resource Protection and Planning Act. 

Coordination 

Department of Transportation, Maryland State Highway Administration, Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Maryland Historic 

Trust, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 




Metropolitan Branch Trail (P50111 O) 

category Transportation Date Last Modified 11/17/14 
Sub category Pedestrian FacIlIIesIBikeways Required Adequate pubnc Faclfrty No 
Administering Agency Transpol1a1ion (MGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Silver Spring Status FInal Design Stage 

11vu Rem Total Beyond 6 
Total FY14 FY14 6 Years FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 YI'S 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE flOOD..,. 

PtanninQ. Desion and Supervision 2,481 1,201 619 561 0 100 100 100 100 161 100 

Land 1770 8 22 1740 1740 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Site Impl'Dv~..ments and Utilities 431 0 0 431 0 0 100 331 0 0 0 

ConslllJcIiort 7465 0 0 5165 ·0 0 0 789 1630 2748 2300 

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a a 
Total 12,147 1209 641 7897 1740 100 200 1220 1730 2.907 2.400 

G.O. Bonds 

APPROPRlA1l0N AND EXPENDITURE DATA (~OGs) 

FY1B o 
uest o 

o 
4366 
1745 

Unencumbered Balance 2,621 

Date First Appropriation FY 11 
FIl'St Cost Estimate 

Current Scope FY13 12.147 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 12147 

Description 
This project provides for completing preliminary engineering and final engineering necessary to obtain CSX and WMA T A approvals for the 
0.62 mile segment of this trail In Montgomery County between the end of the existing trail in Takoma Park and the Silver Spring Transit 
Center. The trail will be designed to be 8 feet to 10 feet in width. This project also includes the land acquisition, site improvements, utility 
relocations, and construction of the project from the Silver Spring Transit Center to the east side of Georgia Avenue, including a new or 
expanded bridge over Georgia Avenue, as well as the segment along Fenton Street, from King Street to the north end of the existing trail. 
The construction will be performed in two phases; the second phase will construct the trail across the historic rail station property and will 
include the crossing over Georgia Avenue. The design will also include a grade-separated crossing of Burlington Avenue, the narrowing of 
Selim Road, the trail segment on King Street, and the construction of new retaining walls and reconstruction of existing retaining walls. 
Estimated Schedule 

Land acquisition will be completed in FY15. Final design will be completed in FY16. Utility relocations will be completed in FY18. 

Construction will begin in FY18 and will be completed in FY21. 

Justification 

The Metropolitan Branch Trail is to be part of a larger system of trails to enable non-motorized travel around the Washington region. The 

ov~rall goal for these trails is to create a bicycle beltway that links Union Station and the Mall in Washington, D.C. to Takoma Park, Silver 

Spring, and Bethesda in Maryland. The trail will serve pedestrians, bicyclists, joggers. and skaters, and will be Americans with Disabilities 

Act of 1990 (ADA) accessible. Plans & Studies: Silver Spring Central Business Distrid Sector Plan. 

Other 

The County is currently negotiating with the Maryland Historical Trust and Maryland Preservation Inc. regarding right-of-way impacts and 

the final alignment of a pedestrian bridge crossing over Georgia Avenue. The initial design for this project was funded through Facility 

Planning: Transportallon (CIP #509337). The expenditures reflects the previously approved FY13-18 alignment over Georgia Avenue, 

which provides a crossing that is safe, cost-effective, and has a more limited visual impact than other proposed altematives. This project will 

be coordinated with the redevelopment of progress Place and other construction activity in the Ripley district of Silver Spring 10 minimize 

impacts to surrounding property owners. 

Fiscal Note 

Project is deferred in order to coordinate with the redevelopment of Progress Place and Ripley Street Federal Transportation Enhancement 

Funds will be pursued after property acquiSition is complete. 

Disclosures 

A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project. 


Coordination 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, CSX-Transportation, Maryland State Highway Administration, Montgomery College, 
Maryland Historical Trust, Purple Une Project, Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Montgomery County Department 
of Health and Human Services 



Whitman, Requardt & Associates, LLP, 

Engineers' Architects' Environmental Planners Est. 1915 


MEMORANDUM 


Date: February 12, 2015 

To: Ken Kendall, Montgomery County DOT Work Order Number: 31681-010 

From: Jim GuintherNalerie Kowalski - WRA Contract Number: 501110 

Subject: 8&0 Station Alternatives Comparison Project: Metropolitan Branch Trail- Phase 1 

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide an order of magnitude cost difference and scope difference for the 
work required on the B&O Station property and the proposed pedestrian bridge over Georgia Avenue. The two 
alternatives being compared are the Master Plan Alignment and a Perimeter Alignment. 

Master Plan Alignment 
• 	 Trail alignment runs parallel to WMATAlCSX tracks, crossing B&O Stations back platform. Length of trail 

across property (Property Line to bridge abutment) is approximately 140ft. 
• 	 Requires existing tunnel behind B&O Station beneath WMATAlCSX tracks to be closed for ADA access 

around proposed ramps to existing bridge and for safety reasons. 
• 	 Approach ramps to proposed pedestrian bridge are 3.4ft tall at 13.41 % grade 
• 	 Detour ramp required from existing platform to Station's parking lot 
• 	 Replacement of fence between CSXT tracks and trail (removing existing fence and 'replacing with decorative 

fencing) 
• 	 Landscape improvements around existing platform, proposed bridge approach ramp, and route to existing 

railroad bridge 
• 	 Resurfacing and restriping parking in existing B&O Station Parking lot 
• 	 Drainage improvements along existing platform, WMATAlCSXT tracks, and adjustments to existing 


structures on the B&O Station property. 

• 	 Bridge construction is a two span through girder bridge that spans the eXisting stairwell from the B&O station 

property to Georgia Avenue. 

Perimeter Alignment 
• 	 Trail alignment runs around the outer perimeter of the B&O Station property, avoiding the station's back 

platform. Length of trail from point it turns onto property (turning easUo Property Line) is approximately133­
ft. Length of trail across propertY (Property Line to bridge abutment) = 135-ft. Trail length is extended by 
approximately 128-ft. 

• 	 Does not require existing tunnel behind B&O Station beneath WMAT AlCSXT tracks to be closed 
• 	 Approach ramps to proposed pedestrian bridge are less than 1-!t talr at a 3.93% grade 
• 	 Does not require a detour ramp required from existing platform to Station's parking lot 
• 	 Does not require replacement of fence between CSXT tracks and trail 
• 	 Landscape improvements around top of pro'posed stairs, and open area around bridge approach. 
• 	 Requires resurfacing existing B&O Station Parking lot 
• 	 Drainage adjustments required to existing structures on B&O property and improvements along existing 

platform and WMATAlCSX tracks and within B&O Station parking lot and between MBT-P1 and new 
staircase 

801 South Caroline Street 	 Baltimore, Maryland 21231 

www.wraIJp.com Phone: 410.235.3450 Fax: 410.243.5716 
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• 	 Requires the relocation of staircases on both sides of Georgia Avenue in order to realgn bridge closer to the 
CSXTNlJMATA railroad bridge and to lower the approach grades. 

Below is a summary chart. 

Summary Comparison ofAlignment Options 
Perimeter Alignment 
Trail to turn east and follow the existing 
property line between the Silver Spring Fire 
Station and the B&O Station. The trail will turn 

Master Plan AlignmentOptions 

Proposed Tr;aiJ Trail to run parallel to WMATAlCSX tracks, south along the existing retaining walls and
Alignment follow the perimeter of the B&O Station 

leading to the approach ramp to the proposed 
crossing the B&O Station's back platform 

property to the approach ramp to the proposed 
pedestrian bridge over Georgia Avenue. p_edestrian bridge over Georgia Avenue. 
Angled away from existing structure. West 

Proposed Bridge . side of proposed structure closest to existing Parallel to existing structure. 1 0.2ft minimum
Alignment horizontal clearance between proposedstructure with 21ft minimum horizontal offset 
(compared to existing structure and existing structure. Minimumbetween structures. Minimum offset between
WMATAlCSX the proposed structure and centerline of offset between the proposed structure and
structure) Centerline of tracks is 35.3ft. 

Minimum Profile 

Clearcimce 

(Bottom of structure to 

Georgia Avenue) 

tracks is 36.5ft. 

16ft- 9in 

Bridge Length 


17ft - 6in 
235ft210ft 

• 3.93% approach grade 

Bridge Approach on 
 • 	 13.41% Ramp Grade • 0.95ft height difference between bridge 
B&O Station side of • 	 3.4ft height difference between bridge and existing platform elevation (grade 

proposed bridge 
 and existing platform (retaining ·walls to existing ground, no retaining walls 

required) required) 
• 	 1.93% approach grade

Bridge Approach on I• 	 No retaining walls requiredSelim Road side of • 	 5.61 % Ramp Grade • 	 Smoother Selim Road realignment,proposed bridge 
• 	 Retaining walls required fewer p~rking impacts 

• 	 All parking spaces will be removed 
from the B&O Station property. 
Replacement parking spaces will be 

Parking Impacts designated in the existing parking lot at• 	 B&O Station Parking Lot: 6 Spaces 
removed the corner of Philadelphia Avenue at 

Philadelphia Ave/Selim Rd: 6 on street spaces Selim Road. 

provided, 3 spaces removed from parking lot 


Detour Route around 
 The detour route requires a proposed ramp to 

B&O Station.(Traii 
 be constructed from the existing platform to 

users cur through the 
 the parking lot This ramp connects all trail 

parking lot to avoid 
 users, coming from the existing and the 

events held at the 
 proposed bridges, to the detour through the No detour route is necessary since alignment 

station during off peak 
 parking ·Iot. The length of the ramp from the ! does not cross the B&O Station's back !2iatform I 
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Summary Comparison ofAlignment Options 

Options Master Plan Alignment Perimeter Alignment 
hours) platform into the parking lot will restrict 

parking maneuverability in at least one " 

park.ing space. I 

Access point must be relocated to opposite Access point can remain, mountable curb from 
CSXT Track Access side of B&O Station, coordinated with B&O Station parking lot and fence adjustments 

proposed Progress Place to avoid gate obstructin~ trail 
Both sets of stairs accessing Georgia Avenue 

Existing Stairs relocated/realigned to meet stair clearance 
i No impacts to existing stairs requirements. 

Existing Tunnel 
Requires tunnel to be closed for ADA access 
around proposed ramps to existing bridge 

. 
. Proposes tunnel to remain open 



Metropolitan Branch Trail (P50t110) 

Oatel/OiY ~ DiIIlJ LastModl1lQd 11117/14· 
SU\'I~ Pec;l8III1/tan r.cQiliB$lBlkitwayS ~~~Ad~Public Facility No 
AIlroInl~ng Agerll~Y T~(MGE3t) . Fleiocalion ii'npaQ .None 
Planning Area Siw.rSprIng ~1us FInIiil~Qn~ge 

1.745 
2.621 

Description 
Thl",.projettPrOv~ f9t completingprelnniliaryenglneedng and final englnli$riJ'jg n9CE!$$8ry to obtain C$Xand WMI\TAapprovals forUIs 
0.62 mile segmentOf' thfs.trai.lih MontgomeryCouot)'between the.6ndOfthe existing trail in fakOn'!a Park and the SllverSptiAg Ttanslt 
Ceniet. The trail will be designed:tO be 8 feet·to 1()featiri widtfi. This projeQtalso incillde$ theland aCquiSition, 'Site IM{)rOvemer\tS, utility 
relocation&, and epn:muctiOn oHbe prOjfJCt from tl)e$ilver Spring Trail$lt Cent«'lf to the $ist aide()fGeor9~.AvenU&k lrn::lllding anew or . 
~pa"ded brfdgeover Georgia AVerlllei as well Bsthe segmenta\ong Fenton Street, from KIng Street to thenorthOOd of the exislingtralt 
The c:onstndion will be perfOnn$d in two phas6ir, the second phallQ will construct 1M ~II aml$S the historic~jI station PrQperiy$nd wiD 
intlude the croS$ing QWf Georgia Avenue. The ~Ign wlllalsolr:l(:tudeagMfJe-$~rated Cltl$Sing of Purlington .Avenu~. tfJe narrawjngof 
Salim Road. the trail S9ijmerit on King Street, andthe constn.tctioo ofnew I'9taining ~Isand reconslrUclion ofexlStlngretalnlng,watts, . 
Esttroated Schedula 

land ~iJltill'tionWiO be oompieled in FY1S.Ftnai design willbecomplete!1 in FY18. Utility reJqcatiOns Wi1l be oompletedlo FY1&. 

COnstruction will begin In FY18 and Will be eQmpleted iii FY~ . . . 

J"stiffcttion . . . ' ~9 
The MetropolltsnBrant::h trail is to he part r$ alar:ger$ystemoftrailstoenablenon~motorl:mdtravel around the Washfnt;Jton mgfon. The 
O'letall.aoal for Ih~t(QiI$ls toCi'eate /lI. b1C)1C1ebeltwliythat links unioft StaHan.am~ tM Mall I" WSshingtoi)•.0.C.1o Takoma ~I<,$ilver 
Spri!'l9j .nd SethesdB in I'YJliI.ryland. The Ji'cEtUwillsente pllldestrians; bft::ycli$ts, jOggets,and skat!MS, ~i'Id will be Americana wlthDlssbiJi(les 
Act of 1990 (ADA) accessible, Plans & studies: ~iIv'erSpring Central BusinesaOistrict SeQlQr' Plan. 
Other 
The County i$ oUrren-'y negQtiatll1$ with th& M~rytand HIstorical Trust and Maryland 'Preservation Inc. regan:llng right..m~way impacts and 
the flnafaJignment of.a pedestrianbtidge crossing over Georgia Avenoo. The Initial design for this p~.w.Q funded through Facility 
Planning: Transportation (CIP~337).The expendiwre$ reflects the previoUsly approveclFY13~18 alignment over Georgia Avenue, 
whrch provides • crosSing thatisssfe. cost-effective. and has amore UmltM visual jmpact Utan other proposed alternatives. This projactwill 
becooJ'dinated witf:!Jfte redewlopmttnt of Pingress Place and ~rconstl\lctionf.lcUvityirt the RipI~di$tlictQ{ SilVEJt Spring to mlni~ 
Im~ tosurJ'(')Undiria property owners. . 
Fiscal Note 
Projsotlsdeferred jngrd~rtp ~i.ndtewilli ~ redevelopJtlent of Progress Pllilcs and ~ipley $1reet federal TrarlSpOrtatfonEnhancement 
Funds will be pursued after pr(Jp$rtyacqvisitfoniscom~. 
Distlosu... 
A pedestlianlmplo\Ct an~!YSls has _11 oomPletedJor this project. 
CootdJnation 
WashiAgtonMGtropolltan Area Tranlllit AufhQrIty. OSX-Transpol'fetion, MaJYIand State Highway Administration. Montgomery CoUege, . 
Maryland H~ Tlt!st, Purple Line Project, Maty!ar1~NatlooaJ CliIPHaI Pari( al'l!:lPlannltl9 ComlTJisston.Montgomery County Department 
of Health,andHuman ServiceS 

http:StaHan.am


Bicycle-Pedestrian Priority Area Improvements (P501532) 

Category Transportation Date Last Mocfdied 11/17114 
Sub Category Pedestrian Facilities/Bikeways Required Adequale Public: Facility No 
Administering AQency Transportation (MGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Coun4'Wlde Status TBA 

Total 
Thru 
FY14 

Rem 
FY14 

Total 
6YealS FY1S FY16 FY17 FY1B FY19 FY20 

Beyond 6 
YI1I 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$DOOs) 

Planning, Design and Supervision 375 0 0 375 375 0 0 0 0 o! 0 

Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Site lmorovements and UtlTIties 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Conslrudion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OIher 0 0 a a 0 0 0 a a 0 0 

Total 375 0 0 375 37S 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Current Revenue: General 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA (000s) 

IAppropriation Request FY16 0 
SupDlementai ~r!:l.l~riation Request a 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative on 375 
IExpenditure f Encumbrances 0 
Unencumbered Balance 375 

Dale First Appropriation FY 16 
First Cost Estimate 

CurrentScooe FY15 375 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 5375 

Description 

The project provides for the design of bicycle and pedestrian .capital improvements in the 28 Bicycle--Pedesbian Priority Areas (BPPAs) 

identified in County master plans. Examples of such improvements include, but are not limited to: sidewalk, curb, and curb ramp 

reconstruction to meet ADA best practices. bulb-ou1s. cycle tracks, streetlighting, and relocation of utility poles. 

Estimated Schedule 
A study in FY15 will identify sub-projects in the following BPPAs: Glenmont, Grosvenor, Silver Spring Central Business District. Veirs 
MilVRandolph Road, and Wheaton Central Business District. 

Cost Change 

The funding schedule reflects a reduction of $5.0 million In GO bonds from this project due to fiscal constraints. 


Justification 

This project will enhance the efforts In other projects to improve pedestrian and bicycle mobility in those areas where walking and biking are 

most prevalent These efforts will also help meet master plan non-auto-driver mode share (NADMS) goals. 

Disclosures 

A pedestrian impact analysis will be performed during design or is in progress. 


Coordination 
Urban Districts 
Chambers of Commerce 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
PEPCO 
Verizon 
Department of Permitting Services 
Department of Environmental Protection 
Washington Gas and Light . 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission 
Facility Planning: Transportation 



Coalition for Smarter Growth 

DC. MD. VA 

February 24,2015 

Montgomery County Council 
100 Maryland Ave 

Rockville, MD 

Re: Restore capital fnnding to the Bicycle Pedestrian Priority Areas 

Dear County Councilmembers, 

Please accept these comments on behalf of the Coalition for Smarter Growth. The Coalition for Smarter Growth is 
the leading organization in the Washington, D.C. region dedicated to advocating for walkable, inclusive, and 
transit-oriented communities, and the land use and transportation policies and investments needed to support those 
communities. My name is Kelly Blynn and I lead our work in Montgomery County where we count over 4,000 
supporters. Tonight I'm here to encourage you to restore the capital funding to a very important program, the 
Bicycle Pedestrian Priority Area program. 

While Bicycle Pedestrian Priority Areas were first created 20 years ago by state legislation, the program has been 
slow to start. Now, as driving has begun to decline in the county over the last decade and rates of walking, cycling, 
and transit use in the county have been on the rise, it's more important than ever to ensure it is safe and 
comfortable to walk, cycle, and take transit. Last year, people driving struck 483 people who were walking in the 
county 60 more people than in 2013. We have much more work to do. 

Last year, the County Council took a very important step to fund the planning and construction of improvements to 
five designated Bicycle Pedestrian Priority Areas to improve safety and encourage higher rates of walking, cycling, 
and taking transit. Over the past year, MCDOT has begun planning studies in five places: the Silver Spring Central 
Business District, Glenmont, Grosvenor, Veirs MilllRandolph Road, and the Wheaton Central Business District. 
All of these areas are major transit hubs and generators of pedestrian and bicycle traffic, and several have been 
designated "high incidence areas," or places where bicycle and pedestrian crashes have been more prevalent. In 
other words, these are critical places to improve safety for vulnerable road users. Improvements are likely to 
include inexpensive, but critical infrastructure for people walking and bicycling such as wider sidewalks, bulb­
outs, improved lighting, cycle tracks, and ramp reconstruction to meet ADA b~st practices. 

Let's not defund this program now when crashes are on the rise. Please restore the $5 million needed so the county 
can make the improvements in the first five areas, and evaluate the performance of the program. With over $1 
billion budgeted in capital expenses for transportation over the next six years, the county can afford the $5 million 
needed to keep people walking and bicycling safe. Please restore this funding. 

Thank you for this opportunity. 

KellyBlynn 
Coalition for Smarter Growth 

316 FSTREET HE I SUITE 200 I WASHINGTON. D.C. 120002 
SMARTERGROWTH.HET I (202) 675-0016 MAIN I (202) 675-6992 FAX 



Falls Road East Side Hiker! Biker Path (P500905) 

Category T IliII'lsportalion Dale Last Modified 11n7/14 
Sub Category Pedastrian FacllltlesIBikeways Required Adsquate Pubfic facility No 
Administering Agency TlliII'lsporlation (MGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Potomac-Travilah Status PrelimInary Design Stage 

IThruIRem Total Beyond & 
Total I FYi4 ! FYi4 6 Years FY15 FY16 FY17 FY1B FY1t FY20 YI'S 

EXPENDmJRE SCHEDULE 1SDOOs) 

Plannlna. Desian and Supervision 1786 0 0 608 0 0 0 0 119 489 1178 

Land 2.700 0 0 1622 0 0 0 0 0 1622 107Sj 

Site ImPl'tMlments and UtJ1it1es 3000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30001 

Construc!ion 17344 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17344 

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 24,830 0 0 2.230 0 0 0 0 119 2.111 22600 

FUNDING SCHEDULE tSOOOsl 

G.O.Bonds 18.536 0 0 2.230 0 0 0 01 119 2111 16306 

Im~Tax 6244 0 0 0 a 0 0 01 0 0 6244 

IlliergqveJTImentaI 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 0 0 50 

Total 24,830 0 0 2.230 0 0 0 01 119 2,111 22.600 

APPROPRlA1l0N AND EXPENDmJRE DATA (0005) 

IAppropriation Reguest FY16 0 
Supplemental Awroprialion ReQUest 0 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative . lion 0 
IExmlnditure I Encumbrances 0 
Unencumbered Balance 0 

Date First Appropriati_on 
Firs! Cost Estimate 

Current Scope FY15 24830 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 24830 

Description 

This project provides funds to develop final design plans, acquire right-of~way, and construct approximately 4 miles of an 8-foot bituminous 

hikerlbiker path along the east side of Falls Road from River Road to Dunster Road. Falls Road is classified as a major highway and has a 

number of side street connections along the project corridor. The path will provide pedestrians and cyclists safe access to communities 

along this project conidor, and will provide a connection to existing pedestrian facilities to the north (Rockville) and to the south (Potomac). 

Estimated Schedule 

Final design to start in Fall 2019. Property acquisition will start in FY20 and tak~ approximately 18 months to complete. Utility relocations 

and construction will start and be completed after FY20. 


Justification 

This path provides vital access to public transportation along Falls Road. The path will provide pedestrian access to the follOWing 

destinations: bus stops along Falls Road, Bullis School, Ritchie Park Elementary School, Potomac Community Center, Potomac Ubrary. 

Potomac Village Shopping Center, Potomac Promenade Shopping Center, Heritage Fann Park., Falls Road Golf Club. Falls Road Park, and 

a number of religious facilities along Falls Road. The 2002 Potomac Subregion Master Plan calls for a Class I (off-mad) bike path along 

Falls Road from the Rockville City limit to MacArthur Boulevard. The path is a missing link between existing bicycle facilities within the City 

of Rockville and existing path along Falls Road south of River Road~ 


Fiscal Note 

Project deferred due to fiscal capacity. Intergovemmental revenue represents the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission's (WSSC) 

portion of the water and sewer relocation costs. Federal Transportation Enhancement Funds will be pursued after property acquisition has 

been completed. 

Disclosures 

A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project. 


Coordination 

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, State Highway Administration, Utility Companies, Department of Envimnmental 

Protection, Department of Permitting Services, Washington Gas, Pepco. Verizon, Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Bikeway 

Program - Minor Projects 




MacArthur Blvd Bikeway Improvements (P500718) 

category Transportation Date Last Modified 11/17/14 
Sub category Pedestrian FaciIltIeslBikeways Required Adequala PubrlC Facility No 
Administering Agency 
Planning Mas 

Transportation (AAGE30) 
Potomac-Travilah 

Relocation Impact 
Status 

Nona 

Under Construction 

Total 
Thru 
FY14 

Rem 
FY14 

Total 
6Yeana FY15 FY1! FY17 FY18 ! FY19 FY20 

Beyond! 
Yrs 

EXPENOnuRE SCHEDULE ~Osl 

Plannina. Desion and SUpervision 5185 2.550 98 197 197 0 0 0 0 0 

Land 416 180 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Site Improvemen1s and UtIlities 260 0 

1!~1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Construction 10196 3602 666 666 0 0 0 0 a 
Other 1773 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 17.830 6..335 2.042 863 863 0 0 0 0 0 

2.340 

200 

0 

4280, 

17701 
8590 

G.O. Bonds 

Total 

863 

863 

OPERAnNGBUDGETIMPACTi~O~l 

Enerav 70 0 14 14 14 14 14 

Maintenance 70 0 14 14 14 14 14 

NetlmDaCt 140 0 28 28 28 28 28 

APPROPRIAnoN AND EXPENOnuRE DATA (0005) 

iAool'ODrialion Reauest FY16 a 
Supplemantal APpropriation Request 0 
Transfer 0 

CumwafureAP~priation 9240 
IExoencliture I Encumbrances 7,517 

Unencumbered Balance 1663 

Date Arst ~ro~atlon FY 07 
FITS!: Cost Estimate 

Current Sc::ope FY 15 17300 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 17830 

Description 
This project provides for bikeway improvements along 4.7 miles of MacArthur Boulevard, from 1495 to the District of Columbia. To 
encourage alternate modes of travel and enhance pedestrian safety, the pavement will be widened to provide 2-3 foot shoulders to 
accommodate the needs of on-road commuter and experienced bicyclists. The existing shared-use path will be upgraded to current 
standards to promote usage and enhance safety for all users. This project will also provide for spot improvements to MacArthur Boulevard 
to enhance safety for pedestrians. cyclists and motorists. 

=-Estimated~hedul9= - - . . . _ 
From 1495 to Obenin Avenue: Construction started in FY12 and will be completed in FY15. From OoornnAvenue to lffifDiStiiCI CifYllii<ln""e:r==== 
Design and construction will start after FY20. 
Justification 
This project improves safety and accessibility for pedestrians and bicyclists of all experience levels and enhances connectivity with other 
bikeways in the viCinity. In addition, spot improvements will improve deficiencies and immediate safety on MacArthur Boulevard. The 
Department of Transportation (DOn prepared a Transportation Facility Planning Study document entitled MacArthur Boulevard Bike 
PathlLane Improvements-Project Prospectus in February 2004, which is consistent with the October 2004 Potomac Subregion Master Plan 
and the 1978 Master Plan Bikeways. 
Other 

Preliminary design costs were funded through Facility Planning: Transportation (CIP #509337). 


Fiscal Note 
In FY14, $530,000 in GO Bonds was transferred from Century Boulevard (P501115). Project is deferred due to fiscal constraints. 


Disclosures 

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


Coordination 

United States Army Corps of Engineers. Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning CommiSSion, National Park Service, Department of 

Permitting Services, Utility Companies, Town of Glen Echo, Facility Planning: Transportation (CIP #509337). WSSC 




Seven Locks Bikeway & Safety Improvements (P501303) 

Category TransportatiOil Date Last Modified 11/17114 
Sub category Pedestrian FacllitieslBikeways Required Adequate Public Faa1ily No 
AdminislBring Agency Transportalioll (AAGE30) Relocation Impact NOlle . 
Planning Area PoIDmac-Travilah Status F'reIlminary Design Stage 

Thru Rem Total Beyondsl
Total FY14 FY14 6 Yean; FY15 FY16 FY17 FYi8 FY19 FY20 YI'S 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE (SOOOs\ 

iPlanning, Design and SU~lVision 3897 0 0 1723 0 0 0 0 0 1 T23 2.174 

land 6882 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6882 

Site Improvements and Utirlties 1178 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 1178 

Construction 15987 a 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 15987 

other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 27944 0 0 1723 0 0 0 0 0 1723 26,221 

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($0005 

G.O.Bonds 27929 0 0 1723 0 0 0 0 0 1723 26206 

IntergQvemmenia! 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 

Total 27,944 0 0 1,723 0 0 0 0 0 1,723 26,221 

APPROPRlAnON AND EXPENDmJRE DATA (OOOs) 

IAppropriation Request FY16 0 
Sup!ltemenfal Aoorooriation ReQuest 0 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative Approp!iation 0 
IExpenditure I Encumbrances 0 
Unencumbered Balance 0 

Date FlIB! AppropriatiOll 
First Cost Estimate 

Currant Scope FY13 27000 
last FY's Cost Estimate 27944 

Description 
This project provides for pedestrian and bicycle improvements for dual bicycle facilities (on-road and off-road), and enhanced, continuous 
pedestrian facilities along Seven Locks Road from Montrose Road to Bradley Boulevard (3.3 miles) plus a bike path on Montrose Road 
between Seven Locks Road and the 1-270 ramp, plus northbound and eastbound auxiliary through lanes with on-road bike lanes at the 
intersection of Seven Locks Road and Tuckerman Lane. The project is broken down into three phases: Phase I provides dual bikeway and 
pedestrian facilities for the segment of Seven Locks Road from Montrose Road to Tuckerman Lane including the bike path on Montrose and 
the improvements to the Tuckerman Lane intersection. Phase (I provides a dual bikeway and pedestrian facilities for the segment of Seven 
Locks Road from Tuckerman Lane to Democracy Boulevard. Phase III provides a dual bikeway and pedestrian facilities for the segment of 
Seven Locks Road from Democracy Boulevard to Bradley Boulevard. 
Location 

~t'owrna~rravdan==~==================== 

Estimated Schedule 

Design is scheduled to start in FY20. 


Justification 
This project is needed to address bicycle facility disconnects along Seven Locks Road. The roadway lacks adequate north-south. on­
roadloff-road bicycle facilities necessary to provide continuity and connection between existing and future bike facilities. Continuous bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities are needed to anow safe access to residential, retail and commercial destinations, as well as existing religious and 
educational and facilities. Plans and studies include: 2002 Potomac Sub-Region Master Plan 2005 Countywide Bikeways Master Plan 
MCDOT Facility Planning Phase I& II 
other 

Costs are based on preliminary design. This project currently provides funding for Phase I improvements only. 


Fiscal Note 
Project deferred due to fiscal capacity. The total estimated cost of the project for all three phases is in the $50 to $60 million range, including 
design, land acquisition, site improvements, utility relocation, and construction. The project can be built in phases to better absorb cost and 
financial constraints. 
Coordination 

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Department of Permitting Services, Pepco, Verizon, Washington Gas, 

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission 




Bethesda Bikeway and Pedestrian Facilities (P500119) 

CategoIY. Transportation Date Last Modified 11/17/14 
Sub Category Pedestrian FaciJltieslBikeways Required Adequate Public Facility Yes 
Administering Agency Transportation (AAGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Belhesda-Chevy Chase S!atus Ongoing 

TIvu Rem Total Beyond 6 
Total FY14 fY14 6 Years fY15 fY16 fY17 fY18 FY19 fY20 YI'S 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($001 $) 

Plannina , Desion and Suoervlsion 1334 1326 0 8 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 

land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Site ImDrovements and UbTJtieI; 140 SO 0 60 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Consll"ucllon 2045 1256 0 789 789 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 3520 2663 0 857 857 0 0 0 0 0 0 

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($OOOsl 

IG,O,BOnds I o 8571 857 01 01 01 01 01 01 
01 01 ol 01 01 01Total1 o 8571 857 

OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT §!OO$l 

Energy 3 0 0 0 1 1 1 

Maintenance 3 0 0 0 1 1 1 

Net Iml'llCl: 
. 

6 0 0 0 2 2 2 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA (000$) 

FY16 o 
o 
o 

3520 
2959 

Unencumbered Balance 561 

DateFII'St ' , 

First Cost Estimate 
FY04 

Current Scooe FY13 3520 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 3.520 

Description 
This project provides bikeway network improvements and pedesbian intersection improvements as specified in the Bethesda Central 
Business Oisbict (CBO) Sector Plan to complete the requirements of Stage I development 
Estimated Schedule 
The development of the Bethesda Lot 31 Parking Garage (CIP #500932) is expected to be complete in FY15. The design and construction 
forthe remaining projects (Bethesda Avenue, 47th Street, and Willow Lane bike facilities) is expected to be complete in FY15. 
Justification 
The Bethesda CBO has little net remaining capacity for employment under the current Stage I development restrictions. It is desirable to 
get the Bethesda CBO into Stage II development to increase employment capacity. The Bethesda CBO Sector Plan of 1994 recommends 
that certain bikeway and pedestrian improvements be implemented (see Table 5.2 of the Sector Plan) to allow the area to go to Stage (I 
development. Bethesda Central Business District Sector Plan, July 1994. 
other 
The scope of work was planned and coordinated with local communities, property owners, and the Bethesda Urban Partnership before cost 

estimates for final design and construction were developed. Costs could be further refined and amended once feasibility is determined 

during the design process. 

Fiscal Note 

The funding schedule reflects an acceleration of $79,000 from FY15 into FY14. 


Disclosures 

A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project. 


Coordination 

Bethesda Chevy Chase Regional Services Center, Bethesda Urban Partnership, Montgomery Bicycle Action Group, Maryland-National 

Capital Park and Planning Commission, Maryland State Highway Administration, Bethesda CBO Streetscape (CIP #501102), Trails: Hard 

Sufiace Design and Construction (eiP #768673), Resurfacing Park Roads - Bridges, Maryland Transit Administration, Washington 

Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 




Snouffer School Road North (Webb Tract) (P501119) 

~ory Tral"ISj:')OI1a Date Last Mod"Ified 11/17/14 
I Category Roads Required Adequate Public: Facility No 
runistering Agency . Tral"ISj:')OI1a (MGE30) ReIoc:aIIon Impad None 
VlingArea Gailhersburg Vicinity Status final Design Stage 

Total 
lbru 
FY14 

Rem 
FY14 

Total 
6 Years FY15 FY16 FY17 FY1! FY19 FY20 

Beyond 6 
YI'S 

IMina. Design and Supervision 

nd 
elm and UtilitIes 

lIlStnJdion 

her 

Total 

.0. Bonds 

lpactTax 

terlm Finance 

Total 

ner;w 

laintenance 

3118 

416 

7ZT 
9,221 

0 

13.482 

2.621 

10861 

0 

13482 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE 1500 Is) 

1.219 0 1,899 608 400 

0 0 416 0 416 

0 0 7Zl 7Zl 0 

19 0 9.202 0 1337 

0 0 0 0 0 

1.238 0 12.244 1.335 2.153 

FUNDING SCHEDULE {$OOOs 

1.238 0 1.383 0 0 

0 0 10861 1335 2.153 

0 0 0 0 0 

1,238 0 12..244 1,335 2,153 

OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT 1$0005) 

4 0 0 

4 0 0 

91 

0 

0 

1559 

0 

1650 

0 

1550 

0 

1,650 

1 

1 

2SO 

0 

0 

1J15O 

0 

2.200 

1.383 

811 

0 

2,200 

1 

1 

2SO 

b 

0 

1950 

0 

2.200 

0 

2.2DO 

0 

2.200 

1 

1 

300 

0 

0 

2.406 

0 

2,706 

0 

2..106 

0 

2.706 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

Net Im.Jlll.ct 8 0 0 2 2 2 2 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA (000s) 

IAppropriation Request FY16 0 
Su 

.. 
ReQuest 0 

Transfer 0 

Cumulative Appropriation 13482 
ExDernfItunlI Encumbrances 1.529 
IUnencumbered Balance 11.953 

Date First Appropriation FY 11 

First Cost Estimate 
CummtScope FY15 13.482 

last FY's Cost Estimate 13482 

Description 

This project provides for the design, land acquisition, and construction of 1,300 linear feet of roadway widening and resurfacing along 

Snouffer Sdlool Road between Centerway Road and Turkey Thicket Drive and a new traffic signal at Amston Hollow Way and Turkey 

Thicket Drive, providin~tum lanes at both signals as well as providing for grading for two northem lanes and resurfacing two southem 

lanes from TurkeYThiCket Dnve to PJIiStOn HollOw Way. If\lf'dosetFSeCliOiTToatJwa11YP1ca1=section"COJlSis~gfrlaneso===== 

southbound and one through lane northbound separated by a raised median, an eight-foot shared use path on the northem side, and a five-

foot sidewalk on the southem side within a 1 DO-foot right-of-way. The sidewalk and shared use path will extend for a distance of 2,500 

linear feet from Centerway Road to Alliston Hollow Way. The project will include a bridge for the northbound traffic lanes and replacement 

of the existing bridge for the southbound traffic lane over Cabin Brandl, street lights, storm drainage, stormwater management, 

landscaping, and utiUty relocations. 

Capacity 

Average Daily Traffic is projected to be 15,000 vehicles per day by 2015. 


Estimated Schedule 

Final design to be completed in Fall 2016. UtirrtY relocations are.. anticipated to be completed in Spring 2016 and construction WIll begin in 

Summer 2018. The sdledule is adjusted to match the development of the Multi-Agency Service Park (MASP). 

Justification 

This project is part of the County's Smart Growth Initiative for the relocation of the PubDc Safety Training Academy and the Montgomery 

County Public Sdlool (MCPS) Food Services Facirrty to the Webb Tract and wi" provide improved access to the new facilities. This project 

is also needed to meet the existing and future traffic and pedestrian demands in the area. The Airpark Project Area of the Gaithersburg 

Vicinity Planning Area is experiencing growth with plans for commercial and residential development This project meets the 

recommendations of the area Master Plan and enhances regional connectivity. HwiD improve traffic flow by providing additional traffic lanes 

and encourage alternative means of mobifity through proposed bicycle and pedestrian facirrties. 

Fiscal Note 

Interim financing will be used in the short term, with permanent funding sources to include G.O. Bonds. For FY15-20, impact taxes will be 

used in lieu of interim financing. 

Disclosures 

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


Coordination 



Snouffer School Road North (Webb Tract) (P501119) 

Snouffer SchOOl Road (CIP #501109), Public Services Training Academy Relocation, Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Deparbnent of Permitting Services, Deparbnent ofGeneral Services, Maryland 
Deparbnent of the Environment . . 



Snouffer School Road North (Webb Tract) (P501119) 

tegory Transportation Date Last Modified 11/17/14 
b category Roads Required Adequate PubHc Facility No 
ministering Agency 
mningArea 

Transportation (MGE30) 
Gaithersburg VICinity 

Relocation Impact 
Status 

None 
Final Design Stage 

Total 
Thru 
FYi4 

Rem 
FYi4 

Total 
6 Years FYi5 FYi6 FYi7 FYi8 FY19 FY20 

Beyond 6 
Yrs 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($DO $) 

anning, Design and Superyision ~lf.&.+t8 1219 o /Ifft:f399 608 '1'11 -400 i$rJ -9't 250 Q -aiO () -390 

md 416 0 0 416 0 416 0 0 0 0 

te Imcrovements and Utilities 727 0 0 727 fJ .1Z/ ;2.1 ..g "/(10 -6 0 0 0 

cnstruction ~)'5~1 19 y­o . O;;;;) ~7 ]<jf04,ii9I.fft~,9iQ I) ~ ,~ ~ 

ther 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Totaf 13482! 1238 0 12.244 I;b1 was ~'i~2.-'t5S m"'40:6i8 i$'162:!H' tJ.2.aee O~ 
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($OOOs 

,.0. Bonds 2.621 1238 0 1383 0 0 0 1383 0 0 

npac:tTax 10861 0 0 10861 bol{,'f..a83 /Ze;"~:lA5a "!1~ Yln~ o ...2:!!'JO ()~ 

(tarim Finance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Totaf 13,482 1238 0 12,244 bog 4,la& m~2.46S 'l.{J>7 f.:6Se S7/(.2;2ltO Q!!;!88 o~ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ~Ost 
:nerqy 4 0 0 1 1 1 1 

~aintenance 4 0 0 1 1 1 1 
. 

Net Impact 8 0 0 2 2 2 2 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDfTURE DATA (OOGs) 

FY16 o 
uest o 

o 
13482 

1,529 
11,953 

Date First Appropriation FY 11 

First Cost Estimate 
Current Scope FY15 13,482 

Last FYs Cost Estimate 13,482 

Description 

This project provides for the design, land acquisition, and construction of 1,300 linear feet of roadway widening and resurfacing along 

Snouffer School Road between Centerway Road and Turkey Thicket Drive and a new traffic signal at Alliston Hollow Way and Turkey 

Thicket Drive tum lanes at both Signals as well as providing for grading for two northem lanes and resurfacing two southem 

lanes from Turke nvEfioAIlTStOn ollOWWay:--=nfe"'CIosed-seCliOfffOl:l11waytyptc:aI"Sectiom.:onsists=cttwoihrooghianes= === 

southbound and one through lane northbound separated by a raised median, an eight-foot shared use path on the northem side, and a five-

foot sidewalk on the southem side within a 100-foot right-of-way. The sidewalk and shared use path will extend for a distance of 2,500 

linear feet from Centerway Road to Alliston Hollow Way. The project will include a bridge for the northbound traffic lanes and replacement 

of the existing bridge for the southbound traffic lane over Cabin Branch, street lights, storm drainage, stormwater management, 

landscaping. and util.ity relocations. 

Capacity 

Average Daily Traffic is projected to be 15,000 vehides per day by 2015. 


Estimated Schedule S,...;~ 5..........", 

Final design to be completed in.J~all 2016. Utility relocations are. anticipated to be completed in Sf*ifI9 2016 and construction will begin in 

~1Ul'Fle~~. lbascbidl de is aejl:lsteEi te fflateh the ee'lele~9At sf ltIe Mtdti Agency Service Perk fft~2C. ""l'..fJic,.. 1"$' a".{,...,.,*,J 

Justification' I~ ~ 0(7. 


This project is part of the County's Smart Growth Initiative for the relocation of the Public Safety Training Academy and the Montgomery 

County Public School (MCPS) Food Services Facility to the Webb Tract and will provide improved access to the new facilities. This project 

is also needed to meet the existing and future traffic and pedestrian demands in the area. The Airpark Project Area of the Gaithersburg 

Vicinity Planning Area is experiencing growth with plans for commercial and residential development. This project meets the 

recommendations of the area Master Plan and enhances regional connectivity. It wiil improve traffic flow by providing additional traffic lanes 

and encourage alternative means of mobility through proposed bicycle and pedestrian facirrties. 


Fiscal Note 

Interim financing will be used in the short term. with permanent funding sources to include G.O. Bonds. For FY15-20, impact taxes will be 

used in lieu of interim financing. 

Disclosures 

A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project 


Coordination 




Snouffer School Road North (Webb Tract) (P501119) 

Snouffer School Road (CIP #501109), Public SelVices Training Academy Relocation, Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, 
Maryland-National Capital Park: and Planning Commission. Department of Permitting Services, Deparbnent of General Services, Maryland 
Department of the Environment . 



Goshen Road South (P5011 07) 

Category Transportation Date Last Modified 11/11/14 
SubCategory Roads Required Adequate Pubfic Facility No 
Adminlslaring Agency Transportation (MGE30) Relocation Impact Nona 
Planning Area Gaithersburg VICinity SIatus Prefunlnlll)' Design Stage 

Total 
Thru 
FY14 

Rem 
FY14 

Total 
8 Years FY15 FY16 FY11 FYiB FYi9 FY20 

IBeyond 6 
Yrs 

IPlanninll. Desi!ln and Supervision 12454 

EXPENDITURESCHEDULE(~OOst 

3599 813 5582 382 78 121 126 2,m 2290 2460 

iLand 11010 14 0 16996 0 0 5121 4846 6429 0 0 
'Site Improvaments and Utifities 16556 0 0 12556 0 0 0 0 8520 4036 4000 
!Construction 

101her 
I Total ~ 

0 

28 

3.641 

0 

0 

813 

28158 

0 

63,292 

0 

0 

382 

0 

0 

78 

0 

0 

5848 

0 

0 

4,912 

0 

0 

11,528 

28158 

0 

34.484 

54424 

01 

60884 

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($OOOs 

G.O. Bonds 111911 2,631 164 54.226 382 0 3111 4311 15252 30504 60884 

Impact Tax 5186 1004 649 3533 0 18 2.011 661 216 441 0 

Intel'Qovemmenial 3533 0 0 3533 0 0 0 0 0 3533 0 

Recordation Tax Premium 2.000 0 0 2,000 0 0 0 0 2.000 0 0 
Total 128630 3641 813 63,292 382 18 5848 4912 11,528 34,484 60,884 

APPROPRlAnON AND EXPENDITURE DATA (DOGs) 
.. Request FY16 0 

Supplemental Appropri,ltlon Reguest 0 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative Aoorooriation 15155 
IExpenditure I Encumbrances 4.439 
Unancumbered Balance 11.316 

Data FIfSt n 
FJrst Cost Estimate 

FY 11 

Current Scope FY13 128630 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 128.630 

Description 
This project provides for the design of roadway improvements along Goshen Road from south of Girard Street to 1,000 feet North of 
Warfield Road, a distance of approximately 3.5 miles. The improvements will widen Goshen Road from the existing two-lane open section 
to a four-lane divided, closed section roadway using 12-foot inside lanes, 11-foot outside lanes, 18-foot median, and five-foot on-road bike 
lanes. A five-foot concrete sidewalk and an eight-foot bituminous hikerlbiker path along the east and west side of the road, respectively, are 
also proposed along with storm drain improvements, street lighting and landscaping. The project also entails construction of approximately 
6,000 linear feet of retaining wall. 

-'Capaclty 
The Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on Goshen Road for the year 2025 is forecasted to be about 26,000. 
Estimated Schedule 
Final design is underway and willi conclude in Fall 2015. Property acquisition will start in Summer 2016 and take approximately three years 
to complete. Utility relocations will start In ~pring 2019 and construction will begin in Summer 2020; both activities will be completed in 
Spring 2022. 
Justification .. 
This project is needed to reduce existing and future congestion and improve pedes1rian and vehicular safety. Based on projected traffic 
volumes (year 2025), all intersections along Goshen Road will operate at an unacceptable level-of-service if the road remains in its current 
condition. The proposed project will provide congestion relief and create improved roadway network efficiency, provide for altemate modes 
of transportation, and will Significantly improve pedes1rian safety by constructing a sidewalk and a hikerlbiker path. The Gaithersburg 
Vicinity Master Plan (January 1985; Amended May 1988; Amended July 1990) identifies Goshen Road as a major highway slated for 
improvement to 4-6 lanes. 
Other . 
A more accurate cost estimate will be prepared upon the completion of final design. Expenditures beyond FY20 are as follows: FY21: 
$30,884,000 for construction and site improvements; FY22: $30,000,000 for construction and site improvements. 

Fiscal Note 

The funding schedule reflects the addition of $8.184 million in GO bonds and an offsetting decrease in impact taxes in the FY15-20 period. 

Intergovernmental revenue is from the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC) for its agreed share ofwater and sewer 

relocation costs. 

Disclosures 

A pedes1rian impact analysis has been completed for this project. 


Coordination 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning CommiSSion, Maryland State Highway Administration, Utility Companies, Department of 
Permitting Services, City of Gaithersburg, Facility Planning: Transportation (CIP #509337) 

~ 



Traffic Signals (P507154) 

Category Transportation Date Last Modified 11/17/14 
Sub Category Traffic Improvements RElqulred Adequate Pubfic Facility No 
Administering Agency Transportation (AAGEJO) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area COuntywide Status Ongoing 

Total 
Thru 
FY14 

Rem 
FY14 

Total 
6Yeal'$ FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

Beyond ~ 
YI'$ 

EXPENDITURESCHEDULEI$OOOsI 

Planning, Design and Suoervislon 6654 2,245 0 4409 184 725 725 725 725 725 0 

Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~o 0 

Site Imorovemenls and Utilities 26541 1931 1626 22984 4441 4000 2,257 4986 3 650 0 

COnstruction 61 61 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other B3 84 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 33345 4307 1645 27393 5225 4725 2982 5711 4,375 4375 0: 

G.O. Bonds 

Recordation Tax Premium 

Enerov 

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000s1 

22144 19366 1494 3601 1806 5591 3451 34231733 1645 0 

10601 1202514 0 8021 3131 1124 1176 924 952 0 

4725 2982 5711 437533345 4307 1645 27393 5225 4375 0 

OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000s) 

504 48 12 96 12024 144 

252 12 24 4836 60 72 

450 50 100 100 100 

~ 244 2801206 316 

1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 

I 

Total 

Maintenance 

Program-Slaff 

Full TIme Equivalent (FTEI 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA (ODDs) 

IAppropriation Request FY 16 4.725 
Supplemental Appropriation Request a 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative Appropriation 11.245 

Expenditure 1Encumbrancas 5.047 

Unencumbered Balance 6.198 

rD-a-te-Fl-mst---App-rro-oM--!~-O-n-FY--7-1------------~1 

FIrst COst Estimate 

Last FY's Cost Estimate 
33.3451 
40.8891 

Partial Closeout Thru 89.7611 
New Partial Closeout 4.3071 
Total Partial Closeout 94.0881 

Description 
This project provides for the design, construction, and maintenance of vehicular and pedestrian traffic signals and signal systems including: 
new and existing signals; reconstruction/replacement of aged and obsolete signals and components; auxiliary signs; Accessible Pedestrian 
Signals (APS); upgrades of the County's centrally-controlled computerized traffic signal system; communications and interconnect into the 
signal system. $150,000 is included each fiscal year for the installation of accessible pedestrian Signals at 5 intersections to improve 
pedestrian safety for persons with disabilities. This will provide more easily accessible, raised buttons to press when crossing the road. 
Also, this effort provides audio cues to indicate when it is safe to cross. 
Cost Change 
Decrease due to fiscal capacity and capitalization of prior year expenditures 

Justification 
The growth in County population and vehicular registrations continues to produce increasing traffic volumes. As a result, congestion levels 
and the number of accidents increase. This requires a continued investment in the traffic signal system to: increase intersection safety; 
accommodate changes in.traffic pattems and roadway geometry; reduce intersection delays, energy consumption, and air pollution; and 
provide coordinated movement on arterial routes through effective traffic management and control. utilizing modem traffic signal 
technologies. Studies Include: The I)ecember 2007 Pedestrian Safety Initiative and the March 2010 Report of the Infrastructure 
Maintenance Task Force which identified traffic signals in need of lifecycle replacement. 
Other 
Approximately 40 projects are completed annually by a combination of contractual and County work crews. One aspect of this project 
focuses on improving pedestrian walkability by creating a safe walking environment, utilizing selected engineering technologies, and 
ensuring Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance. All new and reconstructed traffic signals are designed and constructed to 
include appropriate pedestrian featUres - crosswalks, curb ramps, countdown pedestrian signals. APS, and applicable signing. A significant 
portion of the traffic signal work will continue to be in the central business districts and other commercial areas, where costs are higher due 
to more underground utilities and congested work areas. Likewise, new signals in outlying, developing areas are more expensive due to 
longer runs of communication cable. The fiber optic interconnection of traffic signals is done through the Fibemet project. 
Fiscal Note 
As of FY97, $700,000 per year is redirected to the Fibemet project and is to continue through the implementation of Fibernet; Includes 
funding switches in FY15-FY20 between GO Bonds and Recordation Tax Premium 
Disclosures 



Traffic Signals (P507154) 

A pedestrian impact analysis will be perfonned during design or is in progress. 

Expenditures will continue indefinitely. 

The Executive asserts that this project confonns to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth. 

Rasour'ca Protection and Planning Ad.. 

Coordination 

Advanced Transportation Management System, Verizon, Fibemet CIP (No. 509651). Maryland State Highway Administration. Potomac 

Electric Power Company, Washington Gas and Ught, Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety 

Advisory Committee, Citizens Advisory Boards, Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 




Clarksburg Transportation Connections (P501315) 

category Transportation Date Last Modified 11/17114 
Sub Category Roads RequiTed Adequate Public Facility No 
Administering Agency Transportation (MGE30) RaIoc:ationlmpac:t None 
Planning Area Clarksburg Status Ongoing 

Total 
Thru 
FY14 

Rem 
FY14 

"Total 
6 Years FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

IBeyond 6 
Yrs 

EXPENDrruRE SCHEDULE mtOOsl 
IPlanning, Design and Su~rvlsion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

lSite Im.J!..rovemenls and Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

" Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

"Other 10600 0 0 10600 0 2,600 2000 2000 2.000 2.000 0 

1 Total 10600 0 0 10600 0 2.600 2.000 2.000 2.000 2,000 0 

1 

FUNDING SCHEDULE t$OOOs 

IG.o. Bonds 7753 0 0 7753 0 20 1733 2000 2000 2000 01 

ilmoac:tTax 2247 0 0 2247 0 1980 267 0 0 0 01 

~~mmantal 600 0 0 600 0 600 0 0 0 0 0 

1 Total 10600 0 0 10600 0 2600 2.000 2.000 2000 2000 01 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDfJURE DATA (OOOS) 

.. n Reauest 

Suoolemantal ADDrooriation Reauest 
Transfer 

FY16 2600 
0 
0 

Cumulative ADDroDriation 

I:xpenditure I Encumbrances 
Unencumberad Balance 

0 
0 
0 

Date Arst ApproDriatlon FY 16 

FIrst Cost Estimate 
CUrrent ScoPe FY15 10600 

Last FY's Cost Estimate 10,000 

Description 
This project provides for the County contribution to the design, partial land acquisition, and construction of the 2,400-foot long section of 
Snowden Fann Parkway from 300 feet north of Moming Star Drive to Ridge Road (MD 27); the 3,400-foot section of Little Seneca Parkway 
from Snowden Farm Parkway to Frederick Road (MD 355); and the intersection of Brink Road at MD 355. Both ParKways will inctude: four­
lane divided roadways, an eight-foot bikeway along the north/west sides, and a five-foot sidewalk along the south/east sides within 120 foot 
right-of-ways. The Brink Road intersection will include improvements to the Intersection as required by the Montgomery County Planning 
Board's opinion in the approval of the Clarksburg Village and Greenway Village Subdivisions. The project will also include street lighting, 
stormwater management, landscaping and reforestation. Appropriate auxiliary lanes and traffic signals will also be provided. 

Location 

Cost Change 

Cost ii-Icrease of $600,000 due to the addition of a water main at the intersection of MD355 and Brink Road. 


Justiflcation 

These roads will provide congestion relief to the Clarksburg area by providing direct tie-ins to MD 355 and MD 27 and improved access to ,­
270. The water main will provide benefits to the development of the Clarksburg area west of '-270. 
Other 
This project will be constructed by the developers. The County's contribution will allow these roadways to be built along with the other 
portions of the roadways to provide completed connections to State roadways. 
Fiscal Note 
A Memorandum of Agreement will be created among the County and Developer{s) outlining the shared fiscal responsibility for the deSign, 
right-of-way acquisition, construction and maintenance of this project. The County will assume ownership and maintenance of the 
roadways. The adjacent developers will dedicate their properties to the County for the roadways and other private properties will be 
acquired through the County's land acquisition process. The addition of the water main will be 100% funded by WSSC Intergovemmental 
contributions under a separate Memorandum of Understanding. 
Disclosures 

A pedestrian impact a"nalysis will be performed during design or is in progress. 


Coordination 
Department of Transportation, Department of Finance, Upcounty Regional Services Center, Offices of the County Executive, Developers, 
Clarksburg Historic District, Department of Permitting Services, Maryland State Highway Administration, WSSC. 



Intersection and Spot Improvements (P507017) 

Category Transportation Date Last Modified 11/17/14 
Sub Category Traffic Improvements Required Adequate Public Facility No 
Administering Agency Transportation (AAGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Countywide Status Ongoing 

Thru Rem Total 
FY17 I Beyond 61 

Total FY14 'FY14 6 Years FY15 FY16 FY18 FY19 FY20 Yrs 
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {SOOOsl 

i Planninc. Desion and Suoervision 2255 439 0 1816 250 250 322 322 336 336 0 

Land 409 0 349 60 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 

Site Imorovements and U!iI!!ies 1460 260 0 1200 200 200 200 200 200 . 2001 
0 

Conslruction 5499 11 858 4630 540 1022 700 772 798 798 0 

Other 19 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0: 

Total 9642 729 1~07 7706 1000 1482 1232 1304 1~ 1344 0 
FUNDING SCHEDULE {SOOOs 

Contributions 482 1 0 0 482 0 482 0 0 0 0 0 

Current Revenue: General 3633 79 554 3000 500 500 500 500 500 500 0 

G.O. Bonds 5504 650 630 4224 500 500 732 804 844 844 0 

Interoovemmental 23 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 9642 729 1207 7706 1000 1482 1232 1304 1344 1344 0 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDIllJRE DATA (ODDs) 

IAooropriation Reauest FY16 1482 
Supplemental Appropriation Reauest 0 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative Appropriation 2.939 
Exoenditure I Encumbrances 1.627 
Unencumbered Balance 1.312 

~iD-a-te~FI~lra-t~Apo-lro-Jm~rl-atio~n~FY~7~0------------' 

:Fli'S! Cost estimate 

1 Current Scope FY 16 9.642 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 10087 
Partial Closeout Thru 4092~ 
New Partial Closaout 729 
Total Partial Closeout 41.655 

Description 

This project provides for planning and reconstructing various existing intersections in Montgomery County and for an annual congestion 

study to identify locations where there is a need for congestion mitigation. The project also includes the identification and implementation of 

corridor modifications and traffic calming- treatments to enhance pedestrian safety. At these identified locations either construction begins 

immediately or detailed design plans are prepared and developed into Mure projects. The projects listed below reflect their current status. 

Cost Change 

Increase due to developer contribution, providing funds for expanded scope of Seven Locks & Tuckerman intersection spot improvement. 

Justification 

ongo'trtlfSttrete'sl::ontfUctea by the I rallie ellgineering alld OPt:iIl::f!iUrn.'"OlvISiOff'ii'iOi'Cat~ tl'fat lI!i!ii)l WflidtllS a1 itl1nte'lmrotllJ1 lS'I l&ed 

modifications implemented to calm traffic while improving capacity and/or vehicular and pedestrian safety. 

Other 

Examples of recently completed projects: Randolph Road at New Hampshire Avenue, Dale Drive between US 29 and Wayne Avenue, Glen 

Mill Road at Boswell Lane, Wightman Road at Montgomery Village, Emory Lane at Norbeck Road, Spartan Road from MD 97 to 

Appomattox Road, Homecrest Drive from Bel Pre Road to Longmead Crossing, Cedar/Summit between Saul and Knowles Avenue and 

Brunett Avenue from Forest Glen Road to Sligo Creek Parkway. Projects scheduled for completion in FY14 and beyond are: Sam Eig 

Highway from Great Seneca Highway to Diamondback Road, Midcounty Highway at Shady Grove Road, Seven Locks Road at Tuckerman 

Lane, Plyers Mill Road from MD 97 Kensington Town Limit, Lockwood Drive from MD 650 to US 29, Wickham Road from Blue Bell Lane to 

Olney Mill Road, Longdraft Road between Great Seneca Highway and Clopper Road, Plyers Mill Road at Metropolitan Avenue, Montrose 

Parkway at East Jefferson Road, Democracy Blvd at Seven Locks Road, MacArthur Blvd at Sangamore, and several small undesignated 

projects. 

Fiscal Note 

Expenditures include $500,000 per year for corridor and intersection modifications in support of Strategy No.4 of the County Executive's 

Pedestrian Safety Initiative. 

Disclosures 

A pedestrian impact analysis will be performed during design or is in progress. 

Expenditures will continue indefinitely. 


Coordination 

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Maryland State Highway Administration, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, Developers, Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee, Citizen's 

Advisory Boards 


.@ 




Chapman Avenue Extended (P500719) 

category Transportation Date Last Modlfied 11/17/14 
Sub Q;rtegory Roads Required Adequale Public Facility No 
Administering Agency Transportation (MGE30) RelocatIon Impact None 
Planning Area NorIh Belhesda-Garralt Park Status Final Design Stage 

Thru Rem Total 
Total FY14 FY14 6 Years FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {~OOsl 

IPlannlm,. Deslon and Supervision 1532 721 0 811 268 543 0 0 0 

~ments and Utlfrties 

14164 11814 1105 1245 1000 245 0 0 0 

2005 19 1132 854 754 100 0 0 0 

Construction 3662 279 0 3383 1160 2.223 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 21~ 12833 2.237 6293 3182 3,111 0 0 0 

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000s 

G.O.Bonds 15501 8926 1470 5105 2.061 3044 0 0 0 

Impact Tax 5.818 3907 767 1144 1077 67 0 0 0 

Interoovemmenlal 44 . 0 0 44 44 0 0 0 0 

Total 21,363 12833 2,237 6,293 3,182 3,111 0 0 0 

OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($ODDs) 

!~~ 12 0 0 3 3 3 

:Maintenance 12 0 0 3 3 3 

I Net Impact 24 0 0 6 6 6 

Beyond 6 
Yrs 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 01 
0 01 

0 01 
0 01 

3 

3 

6 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA (OOOs) 

IAppropriation Reauest FY16 0 
SupQlemental APPropriation Reauest 0 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative . lion 21.363 
IExpenditure 1Encumbrances 1~54 

Unencumbered Balance 8109 

Dale FII'St Appropriation FY 07 
Flrst Cost Estimate 

CurrentScopa FY13 21.363 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 21.363 

Description 
This project provides for the extension of Chapman Avenue from Randolph Road to Old Georgetown Road. Within the proposed 7()"foot 
closed section right-of-way will be: five-foot sidewalks on both sides, landscaping panels of varying widths up to eight feet on each side of 
the road, streetlights, storm drainage, and stormwater management Existing utilities will be moved underground. 
Location 
North Bethesda-Garrett Park 

Estimated Schedule 

Final design completed in Spring 2010 and right-of-way acquisition completed in Winter 2013. Utility relocations to be completed by Spring 

2015 and construction will be completed by Spring 2016. 

Justification 

This project is needed to meet traffic and safety demands of existing and future land uses in the White Flint area. Extensive office, retail, 

and residential development are planned for this area. This project supports the Master Plan, which recommends new local roadway links 

to relieve congestion on Rockville Pike. Traffic congestion is expected to increase with newly proposed development This segment of 

roadway will provide for continuity, connectivity. and access for pedestrians and vehicles by linking retail centers with employment and 

residential development in the vicinity. This project will complete the last link in the Chapman Avenue/Citadel Avenue roadway corridor. 

The Department of Transportation {DOT} completed Facility Planning Phase I in FY05 and Facility Planning Phase II in FY07. The Project 

is consistent with the approved 1992 North Bethesda-Garrett Park Master Plan. 

Fiscal Note 

The funding schedule reflects the addition of $67,000 in impact taxes and an offsetting decrease in GO bonds in FY16. Intergovernmental 

funding included a WSSC contribution based on the Memorandum of Understanding between DOT and WSSC dated November 30, 1984. 

Disclosures 

A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project. 


Coordination 

Maryland State Highway Administration, Marylanci-Natlonal Capital Park and Planning Commission, Department of Permitting Services, 

PEPCO, Verizon, Washington Gas, Washington Suburban Sanitary CommiSSion, Special Capital Projects Legislation [Bill No. 14-11] 

adopted by Council June 14, 2011. . 




Montrose Parkway East (P500717) 

Category Transportation Date Last Modified 11/17/14 
Sub CategOl)' Roads Requbad Adequate pubnc Fac:ility No 
Admlnistering Agency 
Planning Area 

Transporlafion (MGE3O) 
North Bethesda-Garrett Park 

Relocation Impact 
Status 

None 
Filla! Design Stag& 

Total 

Plannino. Desion and Supervision 16.290 

Land 18139 

~!'llDrovements and Utilities 8.370 

Construction 77091 

Other 0 

Total 119890 

Thru 
FY14 

3102 

2779 

0 

0 

0 

5881 

Rem Total 
FY14 6 Years FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($ODDs) 

23 6595 95 63 0 0 

6581 8799 6154 1631 880 134 

0 7440 400 0 0 866 

10 27951 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

6594 50785 6,650 1694 880 1000 

FUNDING SCHEDU ..E ($OOOs) 

FY19 FY20 
Beyond 61 

Yra 

2.435 4000 65701 

0 0 01 
6174 0 9301 

15695 12.256 49130, 

0 0 01 
24.305 16256 5& 6301 

IEDAET 504 504 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.IG.o. Bonds 94198 4163 4945 40538 2548 1694 81 1000 21321 13894 44.552 

ilmoactTax 18541 751 1198 10,247 4102 0 799 0 2.984 2362 6345 
! 

.Interaovemmentai 63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 83 

IRecordation Tax Premium 6564 463 451 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5650 

1 Total 119,890 5,881 6594 50785 6,650 1694 880 1000 24305 16.256 5&630 

APPROPRlAllON AND EXPENDRURE DATA (000s) 
~--~~~----------~FY~1~6------~1~894~ 

o 
o 

19.176 
6,103 

13,073 

Date FIISI: n 
First Cost Estimate 

FY07 

CummtScope FY13 119890 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 119890 

Description 
This project provides for a new four-lane divided parkway as recommended in the North Bethesda/Garrett Palt and Aspen Hill Master 
Plans. The roadway will have a curb and gutter section with 11-foot wide lanes, a ten-foot wide bikepath on the north side, and a five-foot 
wide sidewalk on the south side. The limits of the 1.6 mile project are between the recently constructed MD 355lMontrose interchange on 
the west and the existing Yeirs Mill Road/Parkland Drive/Gaynor Road intersection on the east. The Maryland State Highway Administration 
(SHA) is preparing the construction plans for the westem portion of the project, which meets the County-prepared plans at a point 800 feet 
east of Parldawn Drive. The project includes a 230-foot bridge spanning both the CSX rail tracks and Nebel Street, a single-point urban 
Intei'Cf1lmglt{S?tJIjWitff'a=t'9~dge~aIt1awn"i3~f)7~-l'9destriaRi>ridge4Cl=sarry~~reekPf1'ail=oveMhe=f2ar:kwaY1.a=~=== 

350-foot roadway bridge over Rock Creek, and an at-grade tie-in to Yeirs Mill Road. Appropriate stormwater management facilities and 
landscaping will be included. 
Capacity 
Average daily traffic is projected to be 42,000 vehicles per day by 2020. 


Estimated Schedule 

The design and land acquisition phase is expected to be complete in mid-FY16. Construction is expected to start in FY19 and will be 

completed in approximately 3.5 years. 

Justification 
This project will relieve traffic congestion on roadways In the area through increased netwolt capacity. The project also provides improved 
safety for motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists, as well as providing a greenway. The North Bethesda/Garrett Park Master Plan classifies 
this roadway as Arterial A-270. The Phase I Facility Planning process was completed in June 2004 with a final project prospectus 
recommending Implementation. 
Other 
Design of this project will take into consideration the master-planned Yeirs Mill Road Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service. Consistent with the 
County's master plan, trucks with more than four wheels are prohibited from Montrose Parkway East between Paltlawn Drive and Yeirs Mill 
Road, except for trucks allowed for the Parkway's maintenance and in emergency situations. Expenditures beyond FY20 are as follows: 
FY21: $36,630,000 for construction; FY22: $20,000,000 for construction and site improvements. 

Fiscal Note 
The funding schedule reflects the addition of $2,146 million in impact taxes and an offsetting decrease in GO bonds in the FY15-20 period. 
$9 million for the design of the SHA segment between the MD 3551M0ntrose Parkway Interchange and Paltlawn Drive is funded through 
State Trarlsportation Participation (CIP #500722). The County will coordinate with the State for reimbursement of construction expenditures 
for the SHA portion of the road between the MD 3551M0ntrose Paltway interchange and Parklawn Drive. Intergovernmental revenue 
represents the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission's (WSSC) share of water and sewer relocation costs. 

~.... 

@ 




Montrose Parkway East (P500717) 

Disclosures 

A pedestrian Impact analysis has been completed forthis.projec:t. 

Coordination 

Department of Fire and Rescue Services, Department of Transportation, Department of Permitting Services, Maryland·Nationai Capital Pane 

and Planning Commission, Maryland State Highway Administration, Maryland Department of Environment, Washington Suburban Sanitary 

Commission, Washington Gas, Pepco, Verizon, State Transportation Participation, Special Capital Projects Legislation [Bill No. 16-081 was 

adopted by Council June 10. 2008. 




Bus Stop Improvements (P507658) 

category Transportation Date Last Modified 11/17114 
Sub category Mass Transit Required Adequate PubUc Facility No 
Administering Agency Transportation (AAGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Countywide Status Ongoing 

Tbru Rem Total Beyond 6 
1Total FY14 FY14 6 Years FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 Yrs 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDUL.E ($OOOs} 

Planninq, Desion and Supervision 1698 586 0 1112 655 151 

~ 
155 0 0 0 

Land 2849 292 0 2557 1510 345 357 0 0 0 

Site Imorovements and Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Construction 1075 1 0 1074 603 155 155 161 0 0 0 

Olher 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 5622 879 0 4743 I 2768 651 651 673 0 0 0 

1 

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($0005 

G.O. Bonds 3625 0 0 3625 2699 305 305 316 0 01 01 

Mass Transit Fund 1997 879 0 1 1'18 69 345 .346 357 0 0
1 ~ 

Total 5622 879 0 4743 2,768 651 651 673 0 01 0 

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENOlTUflE DATA (OOOs) 

IAPpropriation Request FY16 651 
Suoolemental Appropriation Request 0 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative Aoorooriatlon 2,020 
Exoenditure I Encumbrances 1408 
Unencumbered Balance 612 

Date First Appropriation FY 76 
First Cost Estimate 

currant Scope FY15 5,622 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 6,387 

Description 

This project provides for the installation and improvement of capital amenities at bus stops in Montgomery County to make them safer, more 

accessible and attractive to users, and to improve pedestrian safety for County transit passengers. These enhancements can include items 

such as sidewalk connections, improved pedestrian access, pedestrian refuge islands and other crossing safety measures, area lighting, 

paved passenger standing areas, and other safety upgrades. In prior years, this project included funding for the installation and 

replacement of bus shelters and benches along Ride On and County Metrobus routes; benches and shelters are now handled under the 

operating budget. Full-scale construction began in October 2006. In the first year of the project, 729 bus stops were reviewed and 

modified, with significant construction occurring at 219 of these locations. As of FY13, approximately 2,634 stops have been modified. 

Estimated Schedule 

Compietlon of project delayed to FY1B due to complex nature of bus stops requiring right-of-way to be acquired. 


Justification 

Many of the County's bus stops 'have safety, security, or right-of-way deficiencies since they are located on roads which were not originally 

built to accommodate pedestrians. Problems include: lack of drainage around the site, sidewalk connections, passenger standing areas or 

pads, lighting or pedestrian access, and unsafe street crossings to get to the bus stop. This project addresses significant bus stop safety 

issues to ease access to transit service. Correction of these deficiencies will result in fewer pedestrian accidents related to bus riders, 

improved accessibility of the system, increased attractiveness of transit as a means of transportation, and greater ridership. Making transit 

a more viable option than the automobile requires enhanced facilities as well as increased frequency and level of service. Getting riders to 

the bus and providing an adequate and safe facility to wait for the bus wHI help to ac:hieve the goal. The County has approximately 5,400 

bus stops. The completed Inventory and assessment of each bus stop has determined what is needed at each location to render the stop 

safe and accessible to all transit passengers. In FY05, a contractor developed a GIS-referenced bus stop inventory and condition 

assessment for all bus stops in the County, criteria to determine which bus stops need improvements, and a prioritized listing of bus stop 

relocations, improvements, and passenger amenities. The survey and review of bus stop data have been completed and work is on-going. 

Fiscal Note 

Funding for this project includes general obligation bonds with debt service financed from the Mass Transit Facilities Fund. Reflects 

acceleration in FY14. 

Disclosures 

A pedestrian impact analysis will be performed during design or is in progress. 

The executive asserts that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, 

Resource Protection and Planning Act. . 


Coordination 

Civic Associations, Municipalities, Maryland State Highway Administration, Maryland Transit Administration, Washington Metropolitan Area 

Transit Authority, Commission on Aging, Commission on People with Disabilities, Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety Advisory 

Committee, Citizen Advisory Boards. 
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The PIao A'-I is aprojcd _ 

Ietta" pubIisbed by MCDOT 

The Montgomery County Department of (Montgomery Bicycle AdVOcalal), WASA 
Transportation (MeDOT) is ftnalizing the Phase II (Washington Area Bicycle Association) and 
Fac:lity Plemlng Study for the Bradley Boulevard individual bicyde commuters 10 include the 
1m_to Project (Wilson L_ to Glenbrook master planned bicyCle facilities. The 1990 
Road) located in Bethesda, Maryland. Therefore, Approved and Adopled BethescJa-CheVy Chase 
MCDOT is inviting you to attend a Public Maste' Plan and the 2005 Coun~ SI"""'ys 
WOIIcahop to update you on the slalus of the Funcl10nal Me.., Plan recommend peclesbian 
project and receive your feedback. connections and a dual bikeway (shared use path 

and on-road bike lanea/blkeable shoulders) on 
BRADLEY BOULEVARD Bradley Boulevard from Persimmon Tree Road to 
IMPROVEMENTS STUDY PHASE H WIsconsin Avenue of which this project area ia. 

portion of this lenglll.PUBUC WORKSHOP SCHEDULE: 

MondIy; Man:h 2. %011 • 7pm to tpm "!:t: -~.~r(,,.·,,.·. . 
~ .',1-·t~t,~ ~. ~'_~.. ' ~ 

_
TIIomas W. ~ MIcIcIIe Sc'-l ~r\.I • . . .. " I' ~ •J .. • 

~... I' r. . 
UU WII&on ...... IIedIeu.. MD ".-" :L ; 

• 

-!.r::Ji ,"""".f 

NEWSLETTER PURPOSE 

The purpose of llis nowsletter II to summarize - ,' \ " 


_-.. t:t­the project's background, presont the study 
team's cumont activities, """""y the noxtsteps of ,
the ewIuation proce.. and continue to soi cit ./" 

your cornmenta on the Bradley Boulevard 

Improvementa Projoct. 


PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The EIradIoy Boulewrd Improvements Sludy was MCDOT completed • Phase I Facirtly PlIMing 

initl.ted in Man:h 2009 aa a re8UH of • request in Study thet l"""tIed the development of six 

2003 from tho South Bradley Hill CIvic altamatlla based on the Master Plans, the 

Association to instal a Sidewalk along the north project's purpoee and need, 1110 traIIic 8lUdy, 

(e.at) aide of B.-y Boulevard _ Barrett 
 safety, and the environmental asse..ment A 
Lane and WIlson Lone for greater connectMty In public meeting was held on October 27, 2009. 
the sidewalk .-1< in the area. Subsequently, Forty(401 citizens attended and one hundred and 
MCCOT rec:ei1l8d requests from Moab 
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' 'rtie"'Neommended aJtemalllIII: · ,.... ..,. ... ~;.~~-::;..tiJA..,.w 
au..d lonc'IOIII __ Ch~"'" , I 'Mil 
currenUyagapln the _ lkconnectlllltyne\'MlllL ' 4,' ..·TCr . 

• 	 Imp"""", pedestrian and cyclist ac:cau lira ...deIIIInIIIIIiiI...°Iliit ....... lie
.~-. 
• 	 ~Iety lor aI ...... al the fnIInacIana oflllWllay EIouIevanIa Wllon 

"-- IIAIIIIar IIaI-.nt ... GoIIIIiIGft> ~. and Bradley Bou....rd a 
GIII1IncIk~ 
__.......... CIIinciiIona along both IideI of Bradley ~rd will 
~ Irtendly ladl'oti.. _ wII meet CUI11Inl lIomtW111er management 
requ;nsments. Drainage ...... widIIa wli be minimized \0 reduce 1...,- 10 _ 
and elCIllting IancltCape while IItiI being pennilteble. 

PHASE II CURRENT ACTM11ES 
Phaa II Fac:illy Plamlng began in January 2012 and Ia oomrnonly nsIIIrrad to as 
plllliminary enatr-ring (35% daalgn). whelll impedl ana 1dentItIed, and a coal 

D..J...,._boyplcollyIS·_ ........ 

__ for......,.,.., PEfCO ........... __ 


........ co mInimize Impeca while meednz die

noc..-y,"-_. 

_ _ tIlroughout ... oanIdor _.,.......1ncIidIhg 

.......nl ....__ In onIer \0 minImIZII_lrr4*II . 


• 	 In -.IInIIIM willi 8HA .. proJect .... IndudII twa adcIIIonaI unBignallzed 
=--Ikl __ BllIcIey BouIewRI \0 addllllSthe oommunily'a _me a to 
... _ pedallrtan rnobIUy, 

FoIoM1g lie NIle WOIbhop on M ...." -ISh 2. 291' from 7pm \0 &pm, Phaa 
II FacIIIy Planning will cantin..a wli be oompIeIed lIltS .....mer. 

NEXT STEPS 
No lie c:oncMion of Phaa II. lie jUJIIe. MCDOT Clnac:tor. and oIedec1 oIIIcIaI. win 
__ lie be..... of lie BnId.., BoWoward ImpllMlmenlB f'roIec:lll K Is determined 
that lie project hal m"'~ • will be IUbmlntd by MCDOT as pari of the C8pIIIII 
Improwm_ ProgrIIm (ClP) to con..- tor lIIndlng for 1l1li design and oonllnK:tion. 
FInal dee9la conIINdIon me, taU up \0 tIl_ yMI'I. 

FACILITY NNING·PHASE II 

Develop 35% design plans. cost estimate and project 
schedule. 

Submit to County Executive and County Council for 
final decision and construction funding in Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP). 
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