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PURPOSE OF PUBLIC MEETING

• Introduce project team

• Provide project overview

• Explain project schedule

• Share the background data

• Listen to community’s concerns and 
gather feedback
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Project Boundary

FROM WILSON LANE (MD 188)
TO GOLDSBORO ROAD (MD 614)
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Master Plan Recommendations

• DB-4: Dual Bikeway along 
Bradley Boulevard from 
Persimmon Tree Road to 
Wisconsin Avenue (MD 
355)

• BL-1: Bike Lanes along 
Goldsboro Road (MD 614) 
from MacArthur Boulevard 
to Bradley Boulevard

• BL-3: Bike Lanes along 
Wilson Lane (MD 188) 
from Aberdeen Road to 
Old Georgetown Road (MD 
187)

• SR-10: Signed shared 
roadway along Glenbrook 
Road from the Capital 
Crescent Trail to the NIH 
Campus

S
R

-10
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Bradley Boulevard Study - Purpose

• Comply with the 1990 Approved and Adopted Bethesda-
Chevy Chase Master Plan and the 2005 Countywide Bikeways 
Functional Master Plan

• Promote and enhance two-way bicycling and continuous 
pedestrian facilities

• Encourage multi-modal transportation usage to work centers, 
places of worship, parks, trails, schools, shopping areas, 
transit stops, and homes

• Improve access to transit stops and the Medical Center, 
Bethesda, and Friendship Heights Metrorail stations

• Promote a safe environment for pedestrians and bicyclists

• Improve observed existing traffic patterns and operations
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Bradley Boulevard Study - Need

• Improve access to major destinations along and 
beyond the study area as recommended in the local 
area master plans

• Address existing sidewalk and bicycle facility 
disconnects

• Provide safe facilities to address pedestrian and 
bicycle demand

• Improve existing traffic patterns and operations for 
vehicular safety
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7For Approval to Include in Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP)

SUBMIT TO COUNTY COUNCIL

• Develop 35% Design Plans
• Detail Project Schedule
• Detail Project Cost
• Preliminary Plan

FACILITY PLANNING – PHASE II

Project Schedule

• Collect data, obtain public input, 
develop concept plans

• Evaluate Improvement Impacts

• Select Recommended Alternate

• Obtain Director’s Approval

• Project Prospectus

FACILITY PLANNING – PHASE I

C
om

pl
et

e
Su

m
m

er
 2

01
0

Design 
progresses from 
35% to 100%.

Improvements are 
constructed.

FUNDED

NOT FUNDED

C
om

pl
et

e
W

in
te

r 2
01

2
2 Years 1 1/2 Years

WE ARE HERE

FINAL DESIGN CONSTRUCTION
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Completed to Date

• Environmental
Assessment

• Purpose and
Need

• Traffic Study

• Draft Concepts
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Next Steps for Facility Planning
Phase I Study

• Obtain community input

• Refine concepts per public input

• Select Recommended Alternative

• Brief Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission (MNCPPC)

• Obtain approval from Montgomery County 
Council’s Transportation, Infrastructure, 
Energy and Environment Committee 
(T&E) and DOT Director.
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Existing Conditions
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Proposed Alternates

• Alternate 1 – No-Build
• Alternate 2 – Master Plan

► Maintain 12’ vehicular lanes
► Propose 4’ bike lanes
► Propose 10’ shared-use path along the north side 

of the roadway

• Alternate 3 – Enhanced Master Plan
► Maintain 12’ vehicular lanes
► Propose 6’ bike lanes
► Propose 12’ shared-use path along the north side 

of the roadway
► Propose 5’ or 7’ sidewalk along the south side of 

the roadway
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Alternate 1 – No Build
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Alternate 2 – Master Plan
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Alternate 3 – Enhanced Master Plan



BRADLEY BOULEVARD (MD 191) IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT
FROM WILSON LANE TO GOLDSBORO ROAD

October 27, 2009

15

Traffic Analysis

• Crash Data
► 62 crashes in the study area between 

2003 and 2007
• Bicycle Traffic

► High Volumes Observed including over 70 during the 
peak hour on a Saturday

► 3 of the 62 crashes involved a bicyclist

• Vehicular Traffic Level of Service (LOS)

INTERSECTION AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane D E

Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road B B
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Intersection Improvements

• Bradley Boulevard @ Wilson Lane
► Add left turn lanes along Bradley Boulevard eastbound and 

westbound
► Consideration for including No Turn on Red Signs along 

Bradley Boulevard

• Bradley Boulevard @ Goldsboro Road
► Lengthen the westbound merge area past the intersection
► Add crosswalks to the east and south legs of the 

intersection
► Consideration for converting the westbound left turn signal 

to an arrow only
► Goldsboro right turn phasing

• All improvements included with the alternates except 
for Alternate 1 – No-Build



BRADLEY BOULEVARD (MD 191) IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT
FROM WILSON LANE TO GOLDSBORO ROAD

October 27, 2009

17

Contact the Project Manager

Project Manager: Patricia Shepherd

Mailing Address: Division of Transportation Engineering
100 Edison Park Drive, 4th Floor
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20878

Phone: 240-777-7231
FAX: 240-777-7277
e-mail: Patricia.Shepherd@montgomerycountymd.gov

Home Page:
http://www2.montgomerycountymd.gov/DOT-DTE/Common/home.aspx
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TREE IMPACTS ARE BASED ON THIS PRELIMINARY CONCEPT.  
ADDITIONAL MEASURES WILL BE EVALUATED TO PRESERVE 
ADDITIONAL TREES DURING FINAL DESIGN.

THIS PROJECT WILL INCLUDE RESURFACING 
OF BRADLEY BOULEVARD WITHIN THE 
PROJECT LIMITS.
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P u b l i c  P a r t i c i p a t o n  M a t e r i a l s

H A N D O U T S
FAQs

Bioswales



 

Question 1: Does the project add additional pavement and additional lanes to Bradley Boulevard? 
Response 1:  The existing pavement width currently varies from 30’ to 40’. This project is not proposing to add lanes but is proposing 
to make this section of Bradley Boulevard a constant roadway section with fixed width bikeable shoulders. The number and width of 
travel lanes will be two (2) 11’ lanes. The typical section being proposed by the study team is 31’ and all alternatives are removing 
some pavement as part of the construction. The intent and goals of the alternatives are to standardize the shoulder width to make it 
safer for all users and include pedestrian/cyclist improvements.  

 

Question 2: Does the addition of a shared use path make it difficult for homeowners to cross while entering and 
exiting the roadway?  
Response 2: Whether the alternatives include a shared use path or a sidewalk, pedestrian and vehicular interaction will occur with any 
pedestrian improvements throughout the corridor. This interaction is no different from any other driveway or roadway entrance that 
crosses a sidewalk to enter the flow of traffic. Throughout the design of the project, the study team will be evaluating sight distances 
and vehicular/pedestrian movements from side streets and residences to ensure safety for all users. 

 

Question 3: How did the County get to these large alternative typical sections when all that the original 
neighborhood petition asked for was a sidewalk along Bradley Boulevard? 
Response 3: Local area master plans are used as the basis for beginning all transportation planning projects. The 1990 Approved and 
Adopted Bethesda Chevy Chase Master Plan and the 2005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan recommend pedestrian 
connections and a dual bikeway with both an Off Road Shared Use Path and On Road  Signed Shared Roadway along Bradley 
Boulevard. The study team uses these Master Plan documents as the guiding principle to develop the preliminary alternatives. These 
documents were developed through many working groups and public meetings as visions and guidelines for how various areas should 
proceed with future planning to meet the community’s needs.  

 

Question 4:  Where is the demand for this project as there are very few bicyclists and pedestrians who use this corridor? 

Response 4: The Technical Study Team has witnessed many bicyclists using this corridor during various site visits. The Study Team 
has received many concerns from pedestrians and cyclists who use the corridor today and see a need for increased safety 
improvements. The intent and goals of the alternatives are to standardize the shoulder width to make it safer for all users and include 
pedestrian/cyclist improvements. A study of the pedestrian network in this area indicates significant gaps in the sidewalk/bikeway 
connections in this section of Bradley Boulevard, especially the missing link between the sidewalk along Wilson Lane and the 
sidewalks along Bradley Boulevard that end near Goldsboro Road. 

 Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) About The Bradley Boulevard Improvements Project 



 Question 5: Why must a shared use path be installed? There are existing sidewalks and paths in the area that are 
sufficient for pedestrians and recreational cyclists. The proposed shared use path will attract commuter cyclists 
making it unsafe for less experienced recreational cyclists, joggers and pedestrians. 
Response 5: The local area master plans call for a dual bikeway along Bradley Boulevard. A Dual Bikeway features both an Off-Road 
Shared Use Path and an On-Road Shared Signed Roadway. Experienced bicyclists will follow the on-road bike lanes and will stay off 
the off-ro  ad shared use path to avoid conflicts, meandering routes, and other constraints that will impede their commute. The shared 
use path will attract recreational bicyclists and pedestrians. Sidewalks must be a minimum of 5’ wide to comply with ADA requirements. 
Guidelines recommend shared use paths be a minimum of 8’ wide to allow safe passage of two bicycle riders past one another. 
Maryland State Law prohibits the use of bicycles on sidewalks except where allowed by local ordinance (Maryland Code, Title 21, 
Section 21-1103). The local ordinance, in this case, allows bicycling on sidewalks. In accordance with the Master Plans, the study team 
recommends a shared use path, however alternatives have been developed to evaluate the addition of a sidewalk in lieu of a shared 
use path at this time. 

 

Question 6: Why are no storm drain inlets with curb and gutter proposed along most of the section of Bradley under review? 

Response 6:  The Technical Study Team considers the ditch and bioswale drainage system planned for the north side of the road to 
be the most effective system for controlling runoff from Bradley Boulevard and the residential lots to the north while meeting the 
project’s regulatory stormwater management requirements. Current stormwater regulation requires the use of Environmental Site 
Design (ESD) techniques that treat stormwater runoff with vegetative practices that improve water quality and reduce the 
overall volume of stormwater being conveyed to storm drain systems.  By conveying stormwater through bioswales, water 
velocity is slowed by the vegetation and amended soils underlying the bioswale which allows more water to infiltrate and 
recharge groundwater. Other best practices may be introduced during the detailed design phase.  

  

Question 7: If a proposed shared use path or sidewalk is built, who will be required to maintain and remove snow 
from these facilities? 
Response 7: MCDOT will perform all required maintenance of the sidewalk or shared use path except for snow removal. Abutting 
property owners are required by law to clear snow for a minimum 4’ width clearance within 24 hours of the end of a snowfall event.  

 

Question 8: It does not appear that the project addresses the difficulty for pedestrians to cross Bradley Boulevard between 
the signalized intersections? 

Response 8: The study team has examined improving pedestrian crossings of Bradley Boulevard. Based on public feedback potential 
crossing locations with pedestrian refuge islands have been evaluated at Brite Drive, Devon Road, and Durbin Road.  These potential 
crossing locations will have to be reviewed and approved by SHA and Montgomery County’s Division of Traffic Engineering and 
Operations. The Technical Study Team will continue to evaluate these safety concerns throughout the design process and will continue 
to coordinate with appropriate State and County agencies. 

 

Question 9: What is going to be done to minimize impacts to a large number of existing mature trees and 
landscaping/property along Bradley Boulevard? 

Response 9: MCDOT strives to meet the many challenges of balancing the planning and design of a safe and efficient transportation 
system for all users while considering the specific needs of the local residents as well as of the community at large.  We understand 
that some of the residents have direct frontage along Bradley Boulevard. and may have one viewpoint different from those of others 
who live further away. Efforts will be made in the planning and engineering phases to further minimize impacts within the Bradley 
Boulevard right of way while addressing the challenge of retrofitting improvements in an established and mature setting.  
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Accident Type Bradley Boulevard Rate Statewide Average Rate Comments

Fatal 0 1.4

Injury 118.4 78.5 Significantly higher than the statewide average

Property Damage 131.6 110.7

Total 250 190.7 Significantly higher than the statewide average

Opposite Direction 13.2 11.8

Rear End 74.6 59.5

Sideswipe 0 10.3

Left Turn 61.4 14.7 Significantly higher than the statewide average

Angle 30.7 35.4

Pedestrian and Bicycle 17.5 4.9 Significantly higher than the statewide average

Parked Vehicle 0 6.4

Fixed Object 35.1 28.5

Other 17.5 11.1

The following accident rates are per 100 million vehicle miles of travel (acc/100mvm) and compare this section of Bradley Boulevard with weighted 
statewide average accident rates for all similarly designed highways under state maintenance.

The current ADT (Average Daily Traffic) of this section of Bradley Boulevard is 15,462 vehicles.

Bradley Boulevard Traffic and Crash Data

MCDOT Wants Your Feedback

The MCDOT encourages you to  prov ide your  concerns on the postage-paid Publ ic  
Comments Form inc luded wi th  th is  newslet ter .   I f  you have access to  the in ternet ,  
you may e-mai l  your  comments d i rect ly  to  the pro ject  manager  at :   
patr icia.shepherd@montgomerycountymd.gov
Your input  is  impor tant ,  i t  a l lows Montgomery County Depar tment  of  Transpor tat ion 
(MCDOT),  dec is ion makers and e lected of f ic ia ls  to  understand the concerns of  the 
communi ty .  Your  comments become a par t  o f  publ ic  records and may be inc luded 

and/or  summar ized in  the Bradley Boulevard Improvements Pro ject  Prospectus.   Due to the h igh vo lume of  comments 
we receive,  we regret  that  we may be unable to  respond to each inqui ry .  MCDOT assures you that  a l l  comments wi l l  
be read and evaluated.

BRADLEY BOULEVARD IMPROVEMENTS 
PUBLIC MEETING

Thomas W. Pyle Middle School
6311 Wi lson Lane     Bethesda ,  MD 20817 

Tuesday:   March 2,  2010
7:00 – 9:00 PM
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Bradley Boulevard (MD 191) Improvements Project

Public Comments

October 27, 2009 Public Meeting 

Received By Topic Comment/Question

Verbal
Traffic - General 
Design

A heavy westbound u-turn at Goldsboro Road could introduce a conflict with the potential right turn overlap phase (RTOP) for Goldsboro Road. Also a concern was 
discussed that with a RTOP at Goldsboro, gaps in traffic would be prevented that currently allow some people to exit their driveways or from Kennedy Drive. Finally, 
several bicyclists expressed concern about a lack of gaps in vehicular traffic flow on eastbound Bradley Boulevard for bicyclists crossing Bradley Boulevard between 
Kennedy Drive and Glenbrook Road with a RTOP.

Verbal Highway - Design Question about curbing only on North side.  Why is it limited to one side?

Verbal
Traffic - General 
Design The team should evaluate and consider adding more crosswalks.

Verbal
Traffic - General 
Design Cornish Road currently is used by residents to get to the central business district. The team should consider a crosswalk at this location.

Verbal
Engineering - 
Alternatives How can residents recommend alternate 1? The team indicated community comments will influence technical design team final report.

Verbal
Engineering - 
Alternatives Residents shouldn't dismiss the need for a path. There is demand for connectivity. You can't judge the demand based on today's usage.

Verbal Maintenance
Who is responsible for maintaining the shared-use path? How are snow-removal and structural problem (e.g. pavement cracking) responsibilities delegated? Aruna Miller 
will investigate snow removal responsibility.

Verbal
Engineering - 
Alternatives

The team should consider a hybrid alternate combining elements of Alternates 1 and 2. Keep the sidewalk on the south side (from Alternate 3), along with a 10'-wide 
shared-use path and 4'-wide bike lanes (from Alternate 2).

Verbal
Traffic - General 
Design

The major pedestrian crossing points are at Brite Drive and Durbin Road. Many of the domestic workers who serve the community travel to/from the study area by bus and 
utilize the stop at Durbin Road. The team should consider safer crosswalks. The team asked the residents to send in recommendations and suggestions for crosswalks.

Verbal
Traffic - General 
Design The team should consider a roundabout at the Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road intersection.

Verbal
Traffic - General 
Design

The team should consider different methods of forcing northbound right-turning motorists from Goldsboro Road to come to a complete stop before completing their turn, 
such as a physically-defined tighter turning radius or re-aligning Goldsboro Road so that it intersects Bradley Boulevard at a more perpendicular angle.

Verbal
Engineering - 
Alternatives

Question if county master plan is consistent with State's intent for road?  Will widening of road happen and be dictated by state. Question of why is county improving a 
state road. The team indicated that reason for project is cyclist compatibility and state does not generally address such issues unless a larger widening/improvement 
project is proposed.  No widening is proposed. Concern expressed that enhanced plan sets the stage for a widening project by the state.  County master plan states that 
Bradley is to remain two lanes in project area.

Verbal
Engineering - 
Alternatives

Request to extend cyclist improvements to that recommended in master plan up to Persimmon Tree Road. Attendees encourage to write to Director of DOT to suggest 
adding extended cyclist improvements to Persimmon Tree Road and Glenbrook to facility planning program.

Verbal Highway - Design
The team indicated that minimum width of a sidewalk is 5' and when next to a curb 7'.  Minimum width of a shared use path is 8' to accommodate pedestrians and other 
recreational users.

Verbal
Engineering - 
Alternatives

Inquiry of why project is only ½ miles long and relatively insignificant in providing connectivity for cyclists. The team indicated that this is the first phase of a dual bikeway 
project from Persimmon Tree Road to Wisconsin Avenue.

Verbal
Engineering - 
Alternatives Request for planning department to meet with various community groups. The team indicated that it is possible and to make the request through the department.

Verbal
Engineering - 
Alternatives Example of 8' wide path installed at NIH was initially opposed because of no need perceived.  Later installed and is now very popular.

Verbal
Traffic - General 
Design Suggestion to read Tom Freidman Hot, Flat, and Crowded" for suggestions about connectivity and need for access in safe manners.

Verbal
Traffic - General 
Design

Adding left turn lanes at Wilson Lane would help traffic but would prevent gaps in traffic that some residents currently use to exit their driveways. The team should 
consider left turn signals at this intersection.

Verbal
Engineering - 
Alternatives The team should keep in mind other means of transportation along the corridor such as baby strollers.

Verbal Project - General A water main project will occur along Bradley Boulevard.

Verbal
Engineering - 
Alternatives

The team should consider a sidewalk for the north side of the road rather than a shared use path. The original neighborhood petition was for pedestrian improvements. 
Alternates 2 and 3 are not what the public intended when saying that they wanted pedestrian improvements. These alternates have too much hardscape and the shared-
use path is too wide. Concern over extensive nature of increased paving as part of alternates and adverse impact on character of street.

Verbal Highway - Design The team is encouraged to lengthen the project to Glenbrook.

Verbal
Engineering - 
Alternatives

It seems counter-intuitive to provide a 12'-wide shared-use path in Alternate 3, which includes a sidewalk on the south side of Bradley Boulevard. It seems that the shared-
use path could be the same width or narrower than the 10' width in Alternate 2.

1



Bradley Boulevard (MD 191) Improvements Project

Public Comments

October 27, 2009 Public Meeting 

Received By Topic Comment/Question

Verbal
Traffic - General 
Design

There was concern about needing crosswalks at bus stops. Inquiry on whether pedestrian patterns were studies.  Study may not reflect desired movement, since many 
may be afraid to walk in area.

Verbal Drainage - Design There are serious flooding concerns at property #5315 during a storm event.

Verbal
Traffic - General 
Design The team should consider pedestrian refuge islands wherever possible.

Verbal
Traffic - General 
Design

Concern over motorist getting in and out of driveways having to cross a bike lane and shared use path.  Are stop signs possible? The team indicated that stop signs at 
cross streets may be possible, but not at each driveway. The team indicated that path alignment and width is to be designed to make users aware of crossing points and 
slow them down.

Verbal Project - General Request that improvements be coordinated with various agencies- State, utilities, etc.
Verbal Project - General Request to review sidewalk on Glenbrook for precedent for pathway.
Verbal Landscape Concern over disturbances to front yards.
Verbal Highway - Design Request to continue sidewalk from Goldsboro instead of starting a shared use path.

Verbal
Traffic - General 
Design Concern over excessive speeds on Bradley was expressed.

Verbal Highway - Design Concern expressed that proposed cross sections will promote increased not decrease speeds and decrease aesthetic quality of trip.

Verbal Highway - Design Inquiry of material of path. It is likely to be asphalt which is a standard path material.  The county has path maintenance responsibility other than snow removal.
E-mail Opposed - Safety 

and Drainage
Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard is concerned about the high speeds of traffic along the roadway and would prefer steps be taken to try to reduce speeds. 
He is also concerned with the water that ponds on the roadway and shoulders during rain events and would like the project to make this situation better not worse. He 
would also like the project to discourage parking along the road and loitering.

E-mail Opposed - Impacts Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard is concerned about the impacts due to the shared use path. She would prefer an alternate with just a sidewalk and not a 
path.

E-mail Opposed - Safety 
and Drainage

Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard feels that there very little demand for bicyclists and pedestrians on this road. He sees very few pedestrians and cyclists 
today and feels this project is too expensive to be justified. He is also concerned with the water that ponds on the roadway and flows south from the roadway on to 
properties during rain events. He also is concerned about the impacts due to the shared use path and feels money could be better spent elsewhere.

E-mail Opposed - Impacts Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard is concerned about the impacts due to the shared use path. She would prefer an alternate with just a sidewalk and not a 
path.

E-mail Opposed - Impacts 
and Expense

Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard is concerned about the impacts due to the shared use path and the expense in building it. She feels that money could be 
better spent elsewhere. She also believes the team has not done enough to inform the community about the project.

E-mail Opposed - Strongly 
against due to 
Impacts

Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard feels that there is very little demand for bicyclists and pedestrians on this road.  He feels that there are sufficient options 
today for pedestrians to get to downtown Bethesda. He is also concerned with the water that ponds on the roadway today and does not believe the drainage swale will 
solve the problem. He also is concerned about the impacts due to the shared use path and feels money could be better spent elsewhere. He also believes this project is 
the first step toward building a four lane highway.He is concerned about the increased bicycle traffic making it more difficult to enter and exit the roadway, and the 
requirement that owners will be required to shovel the shared use path. He would prefer an alternative with a sidewalk only plus an underground drainage system.

E-mail Support and 
Pedestrian Safety

Local resident who supports the project in order to make the road safer for bicyling and pedestrian. He would prefer the crosswalk across Bradley at Goldsboro be located 
on the west side of the intersection for safety and because on the east side it would severly impact his property. He would also like the bike lanes to extend to Glenbrook, 
but to maintain parking also in this block.

E-mail Opposed - Impacts Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard feels that there very little demand for bicyclists and pedestrians on this road. He sees very few pedestrians and cyclists 
today. He also is concerned about the impacts due to the shared use path. He is concerned about the increased bicycle traffic making it more difficult to enter and exit the 
roadway. He also feels as though adding a path would require a zoning change to commercial. He is concerned that is difficult to cross Bradley Boulevard as a pedestrian 
today and this project would make that worse.

E-mail Supports both option 
2 and 3

Resident along this section of Bradley Blvd who is in support of the project but has some concerns regarding option 3: -proposed sidewalk cuts into his property line -has 
safety concerns about the proposed crosswalk on Bradley and Goldsboro.  Suggest extending bike lane beyond Goldsboro to connect to Capital Crescent Trail and 
adding pedestrian activated light between Wilson and Goldsboro so everyone, (especially children going to school), can have safe access to cross Bradley Blvd.

E-mail Opposed - 
Aesthetics, Loss of 
mature trees, 
livability

A local resident who'd rather have a modest sidewalk that stays outside of residential plantings and fences. Concerned that high speed bikes careening through people's 
yards would be detrimental to the livability and pose threats to kids and pets. Also concerned about the requirement that owners will be required to maintain the shared 
use path. Further, the resident expressed that all supporters of the bike  paths have no interest in maintaining the livability of the neighborhood.

E-mail Opposed Resident along this section of Bradley Blvd deems project absurd and believes it could be more of a danger to runners since it will mislead them to think that it's a 
restricted access path.  Wants the funding to be used for other improvements that will benefit the residents more.
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E-mail Opposed - Safety, 
simplicity & 
aesthetics

Local residents who request that the project be limited to the extension of the existing sidewalk and two four-foot bicycle lanes on either side of the roadway. They further 
believe that pedestrians and recreational bicycle riders can easily share a 5-foot-wide sidewalk with green space on either side.

E-mail Opposed Against Alt 
2 and Atl 3

Resident along this section of Bradley Blvd (since mid 1980's) was pleased to hear about the project but is concerned about safety at intersection of Brite Drive and 
Bradley Blvd.  Feels that wider lanes for bike and ped will increase danger.  Wider roads means people will lead drivers to speed.  With the addition of bike lanes, drivers 
will likely use the bike lane for passing traffic.  Also was felt that property value will decrease and insurance premium will increase if the project was implemented.

E-mail Opposed - 
Inconvenience to 
cars turning onto 
Bradley Blv., 
expense

Local resident concerned about added obstacle to entering the boulevard by car from streets like Cornish Road, between cars speeding in opposite directions and very 
occasional pedestrians and cyclists.  Adding two lanes for people and objects  moving at three different speeds might require traffic lights at each cross street.  Are there 
no other alternatives to accommodate pedestrians and bicycle riders without  major inconvenience to drivers and excessive expense for the County?

E-mail Opposed to the 
proposed sidewalk

Resident along this section of Bradley Blvd feels that the proposed sidewalks are too wide.  She wants a five/six foot sidewalk/path now that could later be expanded to 
include a bike path.

E-mail Opposed strongly to 
the project

Resident along this section of Bradley Blvd deems project absurd and believes it could be more of a danger to runners since it will mislead them to think that it's a 
restricted access path.  Wants the funding to be used for other improvements that will benefit the residents more.

E-mail Opposed strongly Avid cyclists with deep concerns for tree impacts, traffic closer to property, recent bus stop project would be for nothing, project too short for a significant path. Feels 
money would be better spent improving existing infrastructure or issues outside of transportation

E-mail Opposed very 
strongly

45 year + resident who finds pedestrian traffic does not warrant project and that project length is too small for a worthwhile bike trail, says only several activists petitioned 
for the project, property owners' landscaping and environmental featuers would be ruined, dangerous traffic will encroach closer to residences, feels that this is a start of 
urban creep into the residential community, project not in accord with latest master plan, too expensive for a strained budget, residents have a rightful claim to property.  
Also took issue with lack of due notice for commenting.

E-mail Opposed Bike path would make pulling out of driveway, dangerous for children, and loss of 6 large trees increasing noise pollution
E-mail Opposed strongly Project would destroy sources of greenery, add a wide band of asphalt to neighborhood, bikers would still be next to heavy, high speed traffic, danger created when cars 

using driveways would need to cross path, very little pedestrian use currently, the bike groups promoting plan don't live in area, property values would diminish, notable 
journalist with many media connections that will be used to fight this

E-mail Support - Comment 
update from 
previous

Takes issue with sidewalk on southwest Bradley. Only supports alterative 2 master plan and alternative 2 section A-A, section B-B

E-mail Opposed - 
opposition reiterated

Proposals are out of balance, would be okay with meandering 5' maximum width sidewalk, feels proposal is waste of tax money and destruction of beautiful landscaping. 
Would like to be informed of future meetings

E-mail Opposed Lives on Bradley Blvd. Finds driveway difficult to use already without cyclists, feels that it is unsafe for cyclists to be along Bradley, recently built bus stop waiting areas 
rarely used and feels this project would be similar, would rather tax money be spent on road improvements

E-mail Supports mixture of 
alternatives 2 and 3

Strong support with many recommendations. Would like 6' sidewalk towards the south, 5' bike lanes on both sides, a 10' shared path on the north side, extending project 
to Glenbrook Road, eliminating merge on WB Bradley at Goldboro, changing county policy on snow removal, crosswalk improvements, ample space between path and 
road edge, left turn lanes at Wilson, different travel lane widths on Bradley. Recommends bioswale explanations to affected homes, no parking signs for bike lanes, 
flexible plyons to warn vehicles at pavement edge, converting excess shoulder width to grass, and speed cameras on Bradley

E-mail
Opposed

Feels plan is unnecessary and too costly, prefers No Build. If money was available it would be better spent on more important projects that would benefit more people.  
Feels trail is inadequate anyway and stops well short of Crescent.

E-mail Opposed - 
Appointment Would like to set up an appointment to review and obtain Bradley Hills project files

E-mail
Opposed

Plan is too elaborate, expensive, and destroys mature trees and character of neighborhood. Thinks engineering company pushed elaborate alternative because of vested 
interest

E-mail Support - Bicycle 
Safety

He is an avid cyclist who supports the project. He feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists currently. He also makes several other suggestions for 
improvements in the area for bicycle safety.

E-mail Support - Bicycle 
Safety

He is a cyclist who supports the project. He feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists currently.

E-mail Support - Bicycle 
Safety

He is a cyclist who supports the project. He feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists currently.

E-mail Support - Bicycle 
Safety

He is a cyclist who feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists currently, especially as it is being milled and resurfaced currently. He would also like the bike lanes 
to extend to Glenbrook.
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E-mail Support - Bicycle 
Safety

He is an avid cyclist who supports the project. He feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists currently. He also makes several other suggestions for 
improvements in the area for bicycle safety.

E-mail Support - Bicycle 
Safety

He is a cyclist who supports the project. He feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists currently.

E-mail Support - Bicycle 
Safety

He is a cyclist who supports the project.

E-mail Support - Bicycle 
Safety

He is a cyclist who supports the project. He feels that the existing shoulders are not consistent enough for cyclists currently. He would also like to ensure safe bicycle 
conditions during construction.

E-mail Support He is a local resident and cyclist who supports the project.
E-mail Support Appreciates the public meeting and newsletter.
E-mail Support - Bicycle 

Safety
She is a commuting cyclist who supports the project. She feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists currently, especially drivers who encroach or park on the 
shoulder. She would like some type of seperator between roadway and path such as a curb or reflective posts.

E-mail Support - Pedestrian 
Safety

Nearby resident who jogs and bicycles in the area including along Bradley Boulevard. He was hit by a car when jogging along the study section of Bradley Boulevard, not 
injured. He is in favor of the project.

E-mail Opposed - Impacts Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard is concerned about the impacts due to the shared use path. He states that the original community petition called for a 
sidewalk. He is concerned about the increased bicycle traffic making it more difficult to enter and exit the roadway, he is concerned about property values, and the 
requirement that owners will be required to shovel the shared use path.

E-mail Support - Bicycle 
and Pedestrian 
Safety

Local residents who supports the project. They feel that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists and pedestrians currently. They have a particular concern with low 
lighting of the roadway.

E-mail Support - Bicycle 
Safety

They are avid cyclists who support the project.

E-mail Other - Bike Racks The MCDOT Transit Services has 24 bike racks in stock.
E-mail Support - Pedestrian 

Safety
The Sacks neighborhood association prefers bike lanes with a sidewalk and no path.

E-mail Support The Bradley Hill Civic Association would prefer alternate 2. They would prefer to include a sidewalk instead of a path or if a path than only 8'. They would also like the 
team to consider crosswalks, including one at Durbin Road. They would also like the bike lanes to extend to Glenbrook.

E-mail Opposed - Expense Non-area resident who believes the project is a poor use of taxpayer money.

E-mail Opposed - Safety 
and Maintenance

Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard is concerned about the loss of the woods in the SHA right-of-way. She is also concerned with increased bicycle traffic on 
the path being dangerous for pedestrians. She would prefer an alternate with just a sidewalk and not a path.

E-mail Support - Strong 
Support, bicycle and 
pedestrian safety

Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard who supports the project in order to encourage bicyling and pedestrian usage of the road. He feels that the roadway isn't 
safe enough for cyclists currently. He points out that the Capital Crescent Trail started out short in length and was popular then. It has become more popular as it has 
grown. He especially supports alternate 3 with a sidewalk also on the south side. He would also like the bike lanes to extend to Glenbrook. He also makes several other 
suggestions for minor improvements in the area to improve pedestrian and bicycle access to downtown Bethesda.

E-mail Opposed - Impacts Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard is concerned about the impacts due to the shared use path and the expense in building it. She feels that money could be 
better spent elsewhere, including maintaining the existing roadway better. She is concerned about the increased bicycle traffic making it more difficult to enter and exit the 
roadway, she is conerned about the safety of users especially childeren on the shared use path, and the requirement that owners will be required to shovel the shared use 
path.

E-mail Support Local resident who supports the project in order to encourage bicyling and pedestrian usage of the road.
E-mail Opposed - Project 

Expense and 
Usefulness

Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard is concerned about the expense and long-term maintenance of a bike path. She cites the MacArthur Boulevard bike path 
as an example of one that bikers ignore while using the roadway instead. She is concerned about the long time that would be required to complete the master plan for this 
path and would prefer the money be spend to improve existing bicycle routes and paths.

E-mail Support, bicycle and 
pedestrian safety

Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard who supports the project in order to encourage bicyling and pedestrian usage of the road and to reduce vehicle trips. He 
feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists currently. He also believes property values will benefit from the project.

E-mail Support - Strong 
Support, bicycle and 
pedestrian safety

Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard who supports the project in order to encourage bicyling and pedestrian usage of the road. He feels that the roadway isn't 
safe enough for cyclists currently. He points out that the Capital Crescent Trail started out short in length and was popular then. It has become more popular as it has 
grown. He especially supports alternate 3 with a sidewalk also on the south side. He would also like the bike lanes to extend to Glenbrook. He also makes several other 
suggestions for minor improvements in the area to improve pedestrian and bicycle access to downtown Bethesda.

E-mail Support and Bicycle 
Safety

He is an avid cyclist who supports the project. He feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists currently and that people choose not to ride who would if the road 
were safer.
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E-mail Support He is a cyclist who supports the project. He is in seventh grade at Pyle Middle School and bikes to school each day. He also agrees with others suggestions for minor 
improvements in the area to improve pedestrian and bicycle access to downtown Bethesda.

E-mail Support and Bicycle 
Safety

Local resident who supports the project. She feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists and pedestrians currently, especially children. She also supports the 
traffic improvements at Wilson and Goldsboro intersections. She also feels that the path along Wilson is too narrow for biking and should be expanded. This shows how a 
wider path is necessary if it is to support bicycling.

E-mail Support and Bicycle 
Safety

Local resident who supports the project in order to encourage bicyling and pedestrian usage of the road. She feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists and 
pedestrians currently, especially children.

E-mail Support Local resident who supports the project. 
E-mail Support - Bicycle 

Safety
He is a cyclist who supports the project. He feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists currently. He would also like the bike lanes to extend to Glenbrook to the 
east and Avenel to the west.

E-mail Support - Strong 
Support, bicycle and 
pedestrian safety

Resident along this section of Bradley Boulevard who supports the project in order to encourage bicyling and pedestrian usage of the road. He feels that the roadway isn't 
safe enough for cyclists currently. He points out that the Capital Crescent Trail started out short in length and was popular then. It has become more popular as it has 
grown. He especially supports alternate 3 with a sidewalk also on the south side. He would also like the bike lanes to extend to Glenbrook. He also makes several other 
suggestions for minor improvements in the area to improve pedestrian and bicycle access to downtown Bethesda.

E-mail Support - Bicycle 
Safety

He is a cyclist who supports the project. He feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists currently.

E-mail Support - Bicycle 
Safety

Local residents who support the project. They feel that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists and pedestrians currently. They have a particular concern with low 
lighting of the roadway. They would also like the bike lanes to extend to Glenbrook.

E-mail Support She is a local resident who supports the project.
E-mail Opposed - Voted for 

Alt 1No build
E-mail Supports the project Local resident bikes and runs along the path.  Also uses the route to commute to work, bikes/runs when weather permits.  Has safety issues and concerns for the current 

condition.
E-mail Support Just became aware of the project and is agreeable.
E-mail Support strongly Cycling commuter in strong support, would like to see project extended from Wilson to Huntington and beyond Goldsboro until Arlington Blvd
E-mail Supports strongly 

the project and 
believe Option 3 is 
the best solution

Local residents favors the project because of the long term benefits and the minimum impact on existing mature trees.  She wants the project to be extended to 
Huntington Parkway to connect to Capital Crescent Trail. Offers following suggestion to encourgae usage: improve crosswalk at Brite Drive, improvements on Cornish 
Road, pave Elm/Exfair, convert Elm Street between Arlington & Woodmont and Bethesda Avenue between Woodmont & Arlington to one way with dedicated bike lanes.

E-mail Supports strongly 
the project and 
believe Option 3 is 
the best solution

Local residents favors the project because of the long term benefits and the minimum impact on existing mature trees.  He wants the project to be extended beyond 
Bradley/Goldsboro so the proposed path could be connected to the existing Capital Crescent Trail. Offers following suggestion to encourgae usage: improve crosswalk at 
Brite Drive, improvements on Cornish Road, pave Elm/Exfair, convert Elm Street between Arlington & Woodmont and Bethesda Avenue between Woodmont & Arlington 
to one way with dedicated bike lanes.

E-mail supports 
enthusiastically, 
need to provide a 
complete, seamless 
system

Avid bikers who enjoy biking down through Bannockburn to the Glen Echo post office, thence along the MacArthur Road bike path to Sangamore and then up the Capital 
Crescent Trail to Kenwood, but there is unfortunately no safe onward leg home whatever, along either River Road or Bradley Boulevard. Also suggests that it (bike paths) 
be extended all the way to Little Falls Parkway to complete the final connection for the pleasant neighborhood circuit.

E-mail Supports strongly 
the project and 
believe Option 3 is 
the best solution

Local residents favors the project because of the long term benefits, solution to the flooding issues and the minimum impact on existing mature trees.  She wants the 
project to be extended beyond Bradley/Goldsboro. Offers following suggestion to encourgae usage: improve crosswalk at Brite Drive, improvements on Cornish Road, 
pave Elm/Exfair, convert Elm Street between Arlington & Woodmont and Bethesda Avenue between Woodmont & Arlington to one way with dedicated bike lanes.

E-mail Supports strongly 
the project and 
believe Option 3 is 
the best solution

Local residents favors the project because of the long term benefits, solution to the flooding issues and the minimum impact on existing mature trees.  He wants the 
project to be extended beyond Bradley/Goldsboro. Offers following suggestion to encourgae usage: improve crosswalk at Brite Drive, improvements on Cornish Road, 
pave Elm/Exfair, convert Elm Street between Arlington & Woodmont and Bethesda Avenue between Woodmont & Arlington to one way with dedicated bike lanes.

E-mail Opposed strongly - 
Expense

Strong opposition. No specific reason provided.

E-mail Support Local resident in support of the project.  Currently she bikes from home often but says that she will more likely bike than drive if the paths were improved allowing for safer 
and easier use.

E-mail Support and Bicycle 
Safety

He is a cyclist who supports the project which he feels is a major safety improvement and likely to encourage more bicycle travel, thereby reducing dependence on fossil 
fules and carbon emissions. He further supports extending the bike lanes beyond Goldsboro Rd. to Glenbrook Rd, which is a major access point for the Crescent trail.

5



Bradley Boulevard (MD 191) Improvements Project

Public Comments

October 27, 2009 Public Meeting 

Received By Topic Comment/Question

E-mail Opposed to the 
project

Local resident feels that the project will not help with the current traffic congestions and safety issues and make the situation worst.  Concerned about the maintenance 
and liability if this project was implemented.

E-mail Supports strongly for 
current plan and 
studies

Local resident bikes 3-5 times per week to Washington DC.

E-mail Supports strongly, 
bicycle and 
pedestrian safety

Resident supports the project in order to encourage bicyling and pedestrian usage of the road. Feels that the roadway isn't safe enough for cyclists currently. Points out 
that the Capital Crescent Trail started out short in length and was popular then. It has become more popular as it has grown. Especially supports alternate 3 with a 
sidewalk also on the south side. Would also like the bike lanes to extend to Glenbrook. Also makes several other suggestions for minor improvements in the area to 
improve pedestrian and bicycle access to downtown Bethesda.

E-mail Opposed to the 
project

Concerned that the widening of the roadway features would make it even more difficult to get to Bradley Blvd from the side streets.  In favor of adding a sidewalk but has 
safety issues with adding a shared path that will include bikers.

E-mail Supports Option 3 Local resident (didn't attend the Public Meeting) bikes to work in downtown Washington and uses Bradley Blvd.  Feels that the proposed bioswales is the only viable 
option to reduce flooding.  Would like the scope of project to extend beyond Bradley/Goldsboro to connect to the other system.

E-mail Supports 
enthusiastically

Local residents enthusiastic about the proposed project.  They have safety concerns and welcomes any imrpovements to the area.

E-mail Opposed - Expense, 
Neighborhood 
character, Aethetics

Local resident who is concerned that the multiple routes along this stretch of road will exacerbate the congested traffic conditions that exist, and make pulling out onto 
Bradley Boulevard from one of the side streets even more difficult by impairing visibility. Further, the resident is concerned about the loss of mature trees.

E-mail Opposed
E-mail Recommends that the section of roadway between Glenbrook Rd and Goldsboro Rd be modified without including in the Bikeway Project.  She proposed roadway 

markings and signage so there'd be no heavey construction to resolve the issue of turning traffic and thru traffic.  She wants crosswalk at the intersection of Bradley Blvd 
and Cornish so people can get better access to the existing pedestrian path on Elm St.  In favor of a 10' width Shared Use Path, addition of sidewalk on the South side of 
Bradley Blvd and left turn lanes from Bradley onto Wilson.

E-mail Support Local resident heard about improvements at his son's soccer game and is in favor of the project. Regular cyclist.
E-mail Support Family supports plan so bike safety and usage are increased. Supports neighbor, Mike Katz's ideas to improve path at end of Cornish, and gravel path at Elm/Exfair along 

with making Bethesda and Elm one-way streets
E-mail Supports strongly Prefers Option 3, approves of bioswales to prevent flooding and would appreciate minimization of mature tree impacts
E-mail Support Supports bikeway and off-road path. Would like project extended beyond Boldsboro with additional crosswalks on Bradley, a pedestrian light on Brite Road, a straight path 

between Cornish and Glenbrook, and paved gravel path between Glenbrook and Elm
E-mail Supports strongly Would like family to have better walking and biking access to Bethesda.  Feels alternatve 2 is best with minimal disruptions to mature trees and homeowners. Would like 

ped crossing at Brite or Durbin, non-automotive traffic to use Cornish to access Edgemoor, improved cut-through path at Cornish, paved path at Elm/Exfair, extend project 
to Glenbrook

E-mail Supports strongly Would like path to extend to Capital Crescent Trail
E-mail Support of KPCA 

board
KPCA represents 640 homes and the Board supports the project. Requests that plans minimize cutting any mature trees, a pedestrian crosswalk near Cornish Road or 
near bus stops crosswalk lights

E-mail Support Would like to see this type of project throughout the entire community because it is currently very dangerous to walk around neighborhood
E-mail Support 15 year resident, occasional commuting cyclist. Currently avoids Bradley due to safety issues. Would like another light between Wilson and Goldsboro. Supports option 2

E-mail Supports strongly 
Alternative 2

Would strongly support extension to Fernwood. Finds current congestion irritating and likes the idea of Wilson Lane intersection improvements. Suggests to use porous 
concrete for trail, do not encroach further to west due to house and tree proximities, show comprehensive tree plan (finds flaws with 24" and larger system), and budget for 
more tree plantings

E-mail Opposed to 
proposed scope of 
work

A resident for 38 years who appreciates the sentiment behind the project, but finds it too far reaching, expensive, and detrimental to the aesthetics

E-mail Opposed - Traffic 
safety

Opposed to project unless county can ensure and enforce safe driving. Have seen bikers hit, neighbor killed, and many accidents therefore emphasize safety

E-mail Supports strongly, 
resurfacing issues

Daily cycling commuter to DC in strong support. Recent resurfacing and striping was done quite sloppily and shrunk previously existing bike lanes.  Would like them 
returned to old positions

E-mail Supports strongly Occasional cyclist who would like to see trail to improve safety and access to Crescent trail
E-mail Supports 

enthusiastically
Lives near intersection of Wilson and Bradley. Frustrated that Bradley currently does not accommodate pedestrian trips to downtown Bethesda. Would like sidewalks on 
both sides of street
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E-mail Supports 
enthusiastically

Likes both option 2 and 3 as long as mature tree impact is minimized. Member of IBM's Smarter Planet campaign who believes proposed project relates to this campaign

E-mail Opposed Widening the road would decrease livablitily and be dangerous, doesn't like encroaching commercial sprawl, feels existing bike lanes in area are suitable
E-mail Support Believes Option 3 is best and would like to see project extended to Glenbrook Road and include a crosswalk at Brite Drive with a pedestrian activated light, encourage 

non-automotive traffic to use Cornish/Burling to access Edgemoor, a straighter path at end of Cornish, paving of the gravel path at Elm/Exfair, conversion of Elm between 
Arlington and Woodmont into a one-way street with a bike lane, conversion of Bethesda Ave. into one-way with bike lane

E-mail Support Avid cyclist who believes project would improve quality of life and safety.  Would like to see project extended and replicated throughout area
E-mail Support Cyclist who believes such a project is long overdue along all of Bradley
E-mail Supports strongly Lives near Bradley and Huntington Pkway and would like the bike path to extend to them
E-mail Support Commutes on bike to DC and welcomes efforts to improve cyclist/pedestrian traffic along Bradley Blvd.
E-mail Supports strongly Supports either Master or Enhanced Master Plan option. Considers such a project long overdue because current situation is highly dangerous for their children and the 

community
E-mail Support Believes Option 3 is best and would like to see project extended to Glenbrook Road and include a crosswalk at Brite Drive with a pedestrian activated light
E-mail Support Believes it is a great idea and would use bike path for commute. Likes the idea of less traffic, safer cycling, and less car generated air pollution
E-mail Support - Bicycle 

safety
Supports bike path along Bradley because current conditions are unsafe

E-mail Supports strongly The county should consider expanding proposed bike lanes to Glenbrook Road to reach Capitol Crescent Trail
E-mail Supports a sidwalk 

plan
Supports an appropriate sidwalk plan and thinks resident opinions should take precedence over bike groups

E-mail Supports strongly, 
favors option 3

Cyclist with vigorous support for bike lanes.  Wishes to expand scope beyond Goldsboro, encourage non-automotive to use Cornish/Burling to acess Edgemoor 
neighborhood, improve path at end of Cornish, and pave gravel path at Elm/Exfair intersection to Glenbrook

E-mail Supports strongly - 
Bicycle Safety

Occasional cyclist who hesitates to ride due to observed safety problems

E-mail Supports strongly Huge bike lane supporters willing to help make project happen.  Believes project would alleviate traffic congestion abd be good for the environment, physical fitness, and 
community building

E-mail Supports strongly Strong support with recommendations to extend scope to Glenbrook Road, add pedestrian light at Brite Drive, encourage non-automotive traffic to use Cornish/Burling 
Roads, improve path at end of Cornish, pave gravel path from Elm/Exfair intersection, convert Bethesda Avenue heading west to one-way street with bike lane

E-mail Supports Supports bikeways to help congestion, public health, and environment
E-mail

Opposed
Response to previous emails. Upset that public was not sufficiently alerted and plays too small a role in planning. Feels project is being pushed through by special interest 
groups

E-mail Supports bike path Citizen in South Bradley Hills neighborhood in support of bike path for safety reasons
E-mail Opposed Feels residents weren't included in decision making process and has additional questions
E-mail Supports Says that current no-build diagrams exclude peds in drawing.  Highlights current safety deficiencies
E-mail Support Thinks sidewalk is overdue. Would like an improved Bradley Blvd and would use it regularly
E-mail Support Supports project and would like to see maximum non-vehicular usage
E-mail Supports Frequent Bradley Blvd. user in support of maximum changes to improve safety and bike access
E-mail Supports Supports a minimum of one sidewalk and one bike path along Bradley, on both sides if feasible
E-mail

Support
Avid cyclist who rides to Capital Crescent Trail via Bradley and would like safety improvements.  Would like bike lane at least to Glenbrook to the east and Avenel to the 
west. Feels bike path would take more single passenger vehicles off road

E-mail Supports Would like safer bicycling and repaving
E-mail Supports Would like bike/walking paths on Bradley
E-mail Support Supports bike and foot paths to maximize non-vehicular usage
E-mail Supports Very much in favor of bike lane along Bradley
E-mail Support In favor of bike/foot paths to see maximum non-vehicular usage
E-mail Support Would like sidwalks constructed as soon as possible. Feels that sidewalks are urgent need to promote safety and commuter walking/biking
E-mail Supports Lives off of Bradley Blvd. and feels that bike lane and sidewalk are an essential service desperately needed
E-mail Supports bike path Bike path would be beneficial to family and community
E-mail Support Supports bike and foot paths to maximize non-vehicular usage and cut down on teen drivers
E-mail Support Supports the project and would prefer it to extend north to Huntington Parkway

Blog Comment Support bike path
Response to previous blog.  Does not support the requirement of residents shoveling the entire shared path.  However believes the MacArthur Blvd path gets plenty of 
use, and feels that a path on Bradley would attract bikers off shoulders / travel lanes.
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Blog Comment Opposed 1/3 Response to previous blog, agrees with all opposing reasons.

Blog Comment
Supports bike lane 
for safety 2/3 Response to previous blog.  Believes that current situation is dangerous for pedestrians and bikers, and that the road should be widened with marked bike lanes.  

Blog Comment
Support path for 
safety

3/3 Response to previous blog.  Believes the addition of the path will provide safety for children waiting for the bustop, so they do not have to wait so close to traffic.  
Supports the addition of sidewalk and path because the current inadequecies on Bradley make it difficult and unsafe to walk or bike on.

Blog Comment Support 1/3 Response to previous blog.   Supports the addition of a path rather than an addition travel lane.

Blog Comment Opposed 2/3 Response to previous blog.  Opposes the fact that the path is only 1/2 miles long and spills out onto Goldboro and leaves cyclist and walkers no where else to go.

Blog Comment Supports path 
3/3 Response to previous blog.  Supports the path, but suggests that rather than stopping the path at Goldsboro, it should extended one more block to Glenbrook so that 
the path's users can connect to the Capital Crescent Trail.

Blog Comment
Opposed - Cost and 
impacts

1/4 Response to previous blog.  Opposes construction due to cost, the impact on trees, and placement of the path close to homes.  Believes the path will depreciate home 
value.

Blog Comment
Supports master 
plan 2/4 Response to previous blog.  Supports the communties Master Plan.

Blog Comment
Supports the path 
for safety

3/4 Response to previous blog.  Supports the path to provide the residential community a place to safetly walk along the major street, and the fact that it will be on County 
land as opposed to private property.  Notes that many communities in Bethesda and Potomac have these type of paths, and it does not depreciate home value.

Blog Comment
Supports the path 
for safety 4/4 Response to previous blog.  Believes everyone should be able to safety cross the street and that it is necessary for safety improvements to be made.

Blog Comment Opposed
1/3 Response to previous blog.  Lives on Bradley Blvd.  Believes the path does not need to be built and that his family is safety able to walk to downtown Bethesda 
without a path.

Blog Comment

Opposed to addition 
of impervious 
pavement

2/3 Response to previous blog.  Believes increasing imperviousness on Bradley Blvd will exacerbate the poor drainage that currently exists.  Notes lack of curb and gutter 
and swales in the open sections.  Rather than building a path or additional bike lanes, suggests restriping the existing shoulder to accommodate bikers.  Sees the project 
as incrementalism, which will eventually lead to additional travel lanes and traffic.

Blog Comment
Supports to safety 
improvements

3/3 Response to previous blog.  Clarifies that the bike lanes are not additions to existing shoulders but modifications of existing shoulders.  And that the net increase in 
pavement will be the sidewalk on the side and the shared path in the north, which they feel are needed because Bradley is too busy to cross at random places.

Blog Comment Support
1/6 Response to previous blog.  Biker that has fallen down on Bradley because of the poor conditions.  Feels walkers have it worse, and the project would positively 
impact more than just residents.

Blog Comment Opposed
2/6 Response to previous blog.  Does not support placing more impervious asphalt without any drainage improvements, and belives that the bioswales will not be sufficent 
to keep from lawns from flooding.  Skeptical of the County's ability to maintain the improvements.

Blog Comment Supports for safety

3/6 Response to previous blog.   Supports improvements for safe travel for pedestrians without making a dangerous crossing of Bradley or Goldsboro, but believes the 
scale, scope, and drainage needs to be considered more carefully.  Is not opposed to cutting down trees close to the road, due to the issues they have caused over the 
past few seasons.

Blog Comment Supports the path 4/6 Response to previous blog.  Lives on Bradley Blvd, and supports the path and bioswales because it is public right of way and not her property. 

Blog Comment Supports bike lanes 5/6 Response to previous blog.  Regular biker that goes around Bradley due to the damaged shoulders, poor lane layout at Goldsboro, and the speeding traffic.

Blog Comment Supports bike path 6/6 Response to previous blog.  Would rather have the pike path than two more lanes of traffic.

Blog Comment
Supports all 
improvements Response to previous blog.  Supports any enchancements to increase safe alternatives to auto traffic.

Blog Comment
Supports bike lanes 
and path. 1/6 Response to previous blog.  Believes that the bike lanes and a path will make Bradley much safer, and make the area much more appealing.  

Blog Comment Supports bike path

2/6 Response to previous blog.  Supports bike path along Bradley as long as there are storm water improvements, because residents lawns are constantly flooded.  Does 
not believe the bio-swale will be able to stop the flooding in cases of large rainfall.  Suggests restriping the shoulder to include bike lanes.  Wants the trees on Bradley to 
be preserved as much as possible, beceause many are old and specimen status.

Blog Comment Supports bike path

3/6 Response to previous blog.  Feels the bike path will have a positive impact on the community, rather than ruin its character.  Suggests coming up with better drainage 
improvements, as bio swales wont be able to help with the flooding of residents yards, and seperating the road from the shared use path as much as possible with grass 
and trees.
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Blog Comment
Supports 
improvements

4/6 Response to previous blog.  Believes the road is too dangerous as it stands, mainly because traffic often travels far above the posted speed limit.  Feels a sidewalk 
will enhance property value and the sense of community.

Blog Comment Supports for safety 5/6 Response to previous blog.  Believes that navigating down Bradley is dangerous and supports the paths, so they don’t have to cut through neighborhoods.

Blog Comment Supports sidewalk
6/6 Response to previous blog.  Notes that there were similar oppositions for the sidewalk on Glenbrook Road in 1997, and none of the negative impacts, such as killing 
trees, flooding, and destroying rural character of the neighborhood, occurred.

Blog Comment Support
Response to previous blog.  Notes sustainable economic development is to provide sustainable transportation alternatives, and good bicycle facilties are a key part of 
sustainable transportation.

Blog Comment
Support if drainage 
improvements

Suggests that drainage improvements be included within this project.  Tells homeowners along Bradley to demand provisions for drainage improvements due to their 
flooding issues.

Blog Comment Opposed design

A license landscape architect and land planner, notes that there is only a very small porition where the distance of the bike path from the edge of pavement on the site 
plan meets the typical section.  Notes improper placement of bio swales / microbiofilters, which suggests that water flows uphill and pushes bikeway further towards the lot 
side.

Blog Comment Support Supports the path and clarifies the bioswale placement will allow it to handle runoff from the road and path, which the previous poster did not believe would happen.  

Blog
Opposed - Constr & 
Maint Cost / Use

Strongly opposes the project.  Does not believe that the construction and maintenance costs and future commitments are worth, what he believes will be, a sparingly 
utilizied bike path which leads no where.  Notes that the MacArthur bike path construction resulted in limited use, rather the bikers continued to use the travel lanes.  
Questions County's maintenance plan and a justification of expenses. 

Blog

Opposed - 
Expenses, Maint, 
Safety

Strongly opposes the project due to cost, maintenance, and safety issues:  Does not want to take on the responsibility of shoveling a 1/2 mile path;  believes the path will 
be a safety issue for bikers as residents attempt to get onto Bradley, as well as create confusion for bikers as the trail ends;  concered that the bike path will cut through 
school bus stops and be a safety issue for the childern;  has not seen the signed petition by residents and the South Bradley Hills Neighborhood Association;  believes the 
increased traffic for mean accidents and injuries.  

Blog
Supports path or 
sidewalk Supports the addition of a path or sidewalk to make a safer route for pedestrians passing through Bradley Blvd.

Blog

Supports a 
combination of alt 2 
and 3 with 
modifcations

Supports a mixture of alternatives 2 and 3.  Suggests a 6 foot sidewalk on the south side, 5' rather than a 4' bike lanes on both sides, a 10' shared path on the north or 8' 
with grass adjacent to path, extending phase of planning and construction to Glenbrook Road for access to Capital Crescent Trail, changing the traffic parttern on the 
westbound Bradley at Goldbor to eliminate the merge, changing county policy on snow removal, cross walk improvements at Brite Drive and Durbin Road, keeping the 
shared path further from the road, left turn lanes at Wilson, and changing lane width to 11' on Bradley.

Blog
Supports path or 
sidewalk Suggests creating a 4th option that cleans up the shoulders for commuter bikes and adds sidwalks on Bradley for pedestrian connections.

Blog Opposed Opposes building the path in front of their home, as well as cutting down trees.

Blog Supports bike path
Supports the construction of the bike path to help increase bicycle traffic, encourage more riders, and reduce motor vehicle traffic.  Believes the current condition 
discourages cyclists and notes that cars often have to slow down and cross the center line to avoid them.

Blog
Supports path and 
bike lane

Supports the construction of a 8-10' path rather than 12'.  Feels a 11' lane is more suitable lane width to save room and reduce traffic speeds, and a 4' bike lane would be 
too narrow.  Belives the improvements would allow for a safer link/access for many cyclists to the Capital Crescent Trail.

Blog
Opposed - 
Preservation Opposed to construction and supports no build alternative for preservation of the area.  Feels the construction will ruin Bradley's character.

Blog
Support if drainage 
improvements Supports the construction of a bike path, but feels there needs to be more drainage improvements than only a bioswale, in the area, as their yards are constantly flooding.  

Blog

Opposed - 
incrementalism and 
drainage issues

Believes there is ample room on the shoulder on Bradley Boulevard to have a striped bike lane.  Feels that the path and shoulder improvements are only setting up future 
additions of a 12' travel lane.  Feels adding a path and bioswale will not solve the drainage issues and flooding of their lawn.
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Verbal Highway - Design Widen driveway entrances to allow for residence maneuverability.
Verbal Highway - Design Turn needs to be tight at Wilson and Bradley intersection. Carl will explore reducing storage length.
Verbal Traffic - General 

Design Traffic calming measures that would allow drivers and residents to interact.
Verbal Geotech The property at 5640 Bradley Blvd indicated that sinkholes and erosion have been noted.  They do not appear to be within the right-of-way, but a brief investigation of site 

geology may be warranted to ensure Karst topology is not present.
Verbal Engineering - 

Estimate and Scope
Someone asked for cost estimates or range of magnitude so concepts can be evaluated.(David Hillsenrath)

Verbal Drainage - Graphics 
Issue

Some property owners were confused by the depiction of the swales on the typical sections.  The confusion seemed to stem from the fact that the existing ground with 
grass cover was shown over top of the v-ditch section.  Recommend revision of that graphic.

Verbal Traffic - Data Review Traffic Data (Projections for future?). Will improvements create more traffic along Bradley?
Verbal Drainage - 

Improvements
Regardless of the proposed roadway improvements, does Bradley Blvd need drainage improvements?  Several property owners expressed concerns over flooding 
and erosion along the corridor that were unrelated to the proposed sidewalk and roadway improvements.

Verbal Highway - Design Provide refuge between path and roadway for cars.
Verbal Highway - Design Prefer taking away the parking lane Glenbrook to Goldsboro.
Verbal Traffic - Striping Perhaps we can separate shoulders from travel lanes with flex posts.
Verbal Traffic - Signals Ped Activated Signals
Verbal Highway - Plan More paving? Elaborate Plans?  Where is there an example in place that has bike lanes and shared use path?
Verbal Drainage - Bioswale Issues with bioswale if permeable pavement is used.

Verbal Traffic - Signals Is signal at Bradley and Wilson state of the art?
Verbal Landscape In buffer zones adjacent to the sidewalk (south side) can trees be added to define the roadway edge.
Verbal Traffic - Data How often does turn lanes back up past bypass lanes?
Verbal Engineering - 

Schedule and MOT
How long will it take to build? How will traffic be affected? Maintenance of Traffic will be important. 1-1.5 to construction.

Verbal Traffic - General 
Design How do we expect operations to function?

Verbal Engineering - Design Context sensitive design

Verbal Highway - Design Consider left lane past Glenbrook should turn onto Goldsboro; similar to eastbound Bradley at MD 355.
Verbal Drainage - Bioswale Concerns with bioswales and its impact on the longevity of landscaping.

Verbal Traffic - General 
Design Concerns for additional commuter traffic with left turn lane at Wilson

Verbal Drainage - Bioswale Concern was raised over the maintenance frequency of the ditches and bioswales. Afraid they will be a magnet for debris and a dumping ground. Check with DEP on how 
often bioswales maintained.

Verbal Highway - Safety Concern that the shared use path and driveways will add more pedestrian and cyclist traffic and conflicts. Concern regarding bikes and vehicles mixing.
Verbal Drainage - Bioswale Concern that if bioswale does not drain fast enough it can be a breeding ground for mosquitos.

Verbal Highway - Design 
Issues

Concern about turning out of cross streets onto Bradley.

Verbal Highway - Design 
Issues

Concern about the loss of shoulder in locations where used as a safety valve.

Verbal Engineering - Risk 
and Safety

Concern about people pulling in and out of traffic, especially at night (sight/awareness).  Resident along Bradley believes it will create a more dangerous environment 
because there are more moving parts. Raises risk factor considerably.

Verbal Highway - Design Concern about adding a left turn at Wilson. It will draw more traffic, less gaps.
Verbal Engineering - 

Alternatives
Can we still have the no build option?
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Verbal Traffic - Data Are accidents on Wilson coming from Wilson or Bradley?
Verbal Highway - Design Additional crosswalks
Verbal Highway - Safety Adding more bikers to Bradley is a danger. Leave bikers within vehicular lanes.
Verbal Landscape A concern was raised about preserving the overall aesthetic presentation of the corridor. Specifically, the concern seemed to be to ensure that that proposed landscape 

design did not create a boulevard feel out of character with the current landscape.
E-mail Would like more information pertaining to the project sent to her.
E-mail Would like more information pertaining to the plan and the proximity of the project to his property.
E-mail Supports trail for  

connection to CCT
Supports trail, but would like to see it extended to Glenbrook, so people can gain access to the Capital Crescent Trail.

E-mail Supports alt 4a Supports the master plan.  Supports a 4' bike lane on the shoulder for experienced bikers, and a separate path for pedestrians and recreational bikers.
E-mail Supports 

improvements
Supports the improvements on Bradley Blvd to increase safety for pedestrians, especially those who use the Ride On and children who walk to and from their homes to 
get to their bus stop on Bradley Blvd.

E-mail Supports alt 4a Supports the construction of a shared use path to allow for bikers of all ages and experiences be able to safety travel along Bradley, as well as providing a route for those 
in surrounding neighborhoods to walk, rather than currently being contained in their neighborhood due to the safety issues on Bradley.

E-mail Supports 
improvements

Supports the construction of a bike path, because currently drivers use the shoulder as a lane during rush hour and the shoulder is damaged and full of debris; a sidewalk 
on the south side for pedestrian access; and a curb on the southside to help accommodate drainage, due to the current runoff which floods many lawns.  Is not concerned 
about the loss of trees, because many are old and drop limbs onto the street.

E-mail Supports alt 4b Supports the addition of sidewalks on both side of Bradley Blvd, with one being wide enough to support bikers.
E-mail Supports alt 4b Supports the addition of sidewalks along Bradley Blvd due the current safety risks to bikers and walkers along this street.  
E-mail Supports alt 4a Supports shared use asphalt path for joggers and bikers to safely get to the crescent trail.
E-mail Opposed - monetary Supports no build due to the cost and impacts of the project.  Would not be opposed to only a sidewalk, like the Wilson Lane sidewalk.

E-mail Supports alt 4a Supports bike path along Bradley Blvd, to improve safety and encourage more to bike; would like to see it extended to at least Huntington.
E-mail Supports alt 4c Supports alternatives 4b and c, but prefers 4c to tremendously enhance safety and improve non-automotive transportation options into and around Bethesda.  Also 

supports the bioswales as being the only viable option for reducing flooding during heavy storms, and the minimal impacts on mature trees.  Suggests extending the 
project beyond Goldsboro to Glenbrook to feed into the Capital Crescent Trail;  add pedestrian activated light at Brite Drive, encourage traffic through signage heading 
into downtown Bethesda to use Cornish Road;  improve path at the end of Cornish road for safer bicycle access to Glenbrook Road;  paved gravel path that extends from 
Elm/Exfair intersection to Glenbrook Road;  Convert Elm St between Arlington & Woodmount to a one-way street heading east with a dedicated bike lane;  Convert 
Bethesda Avenue between Arlington & Woodmount to a one-way street heading west with a dedicated bike lane.

E-mail Supports alt 4a, b, or 
c

Supports alternatives 4a, b, or c, so that children can safely cross the street from their bus stops to the homes, and to allow people to safely walk to a bus stop, metro, or 
downtown Bethesda.

E-mail Supports alt 4c Supports alternative 4c without a sidewalk on the south side of Bradley Blvd.  Would like to see more detailed planning on drainage; will it be adequate?  Who will 
maintain it?  How often will it be maintained?  Who should they contact if storm drains have issues?  Is maintenance feasible with the county budget?  Also concerned 
about impacts to their driveway and plants, and who they should contact to assure their plants aren't damaged.  Suggest a pedestrian island at Bradley and Beam Court.  

E-mail Supports alt 4c Supports alternative 4c - sidewalk on north side of Bradley Blvd with consistent bikeable shoulder on both sides.  Also supports option 3 and 4, but opposed option 1.

E-mail Supports alt 4c Supports alternative 4c - sidewalk north side only and bikeable shoulders.  Would like to see several striped crossing zones on Bradley at major intersections for 
pedestrian crossing.  Believes alternatives 2 and 3 include too much hardscape, intrudes too much on the residents, and fundamentally changes the character of the road 
and community.

E-mail Supports alt 4a and 
4c

Supports alternative 4a, as it supports cyclists of all kinds as well as pedestrians on both side of the street.  Due to financial constraints, finds alternative 4c to be more 
feasible while providing sufficient safety improvements.  Would like to see a wider path of 8-10 feet for alternative 1, and wider bike lanes (minimum of 5.5' for closed 
sections, 5' wide on open sections, and 14' width for bike lane + parking area) for alternative 3 to comply with county road codes.

E-mail Supports bike lane 
and sidewalk

Supports adding a sidewalk and bike lane, to provide safe access for bikers and walkers to Bethesda, in particularly the high school students from Whitman High School.

E-mail Supports alt 4b Supports a wide shoulder for experienced biker, at least a path on one side of the road, and a sidewalk on the other to accommodate children and less experience cyclists 
as well as pedestrians.  Suggests extending the project to connect to the Capital Crescent Trail.

E-mail Supports 
improvements

Supports a modified version of alt 4a with an 8 foot Shared Use Path on the North side only and no sidewalk on the South Side of Bradley Boulevard while providing 
consistent bikeable shoulders.
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E-mail Opposed - 
preservation and 
safety concerns

Strongly opposes any construction on Bradley Blvd.  Believes that Bradley Blvd natural beauty should be preserved, that the addition of a bike path, sidewalk, and swale 
would cause more confusion for those exiting or entering their driveway and cause more safety issues than their currently are, that there is already sufficient connection to 
downtown Bethesda through Wilson Lane and Cornish Road, and that maintenance will be an issue.  Would like to see the no build option be posted on the website and 
that it should be mentioned more in literature and at meetings.

E-mail Supports safety 
improvements

Son had a car accident on Bradley at Wilson due to damaged roadway and driveway entrance.  Would like to see this area fixed as soon as possible.

E-mail Supports 
improvements

SHA Supports any and all improvements for alternative modes of transportation for all users.

E-mail Supports safety 
improvements

Regular biker, supports improvements to enhance safety and promote a greener lifestyle.

E-mail Opposed Ranked preferences: no build, alternative 4c, alternative 4b, and lastly alternative 4a.
E-mail Opposed - 

preservation
Opposes cutting down trees and spending money on these changes to Bradley.  Believes that it will lower property values and harm the environment.  Wants to see the 
no build option on the website.

E-mail Opposed - monetary Opposes construction on Bradley Blvd, believes it will make traveling worse and waste tax payer's money.

E-mail Opposed - traffic 
issues

Opposes all construction on Bradley Blvd.  Believes that there is too much traffic on Bradley, and even with bike lanes, it will still be unsafe for bikers, and that the county 
should not be spending money on this project now.

E-mail Opposed - monetary Opposed to the project for monetary reasons.

E-mail Opposed - 
preservation and 
monetary

Opposed to Montgomery County spending tax payer dollars on investigating and building on Bradley, during budget cuts.  Wants to preserve Bradley Blvd and its current 
mature landscaping and greenspaces.  Would however support painting a bike lane on the current shoulder for bikers.

E-mail Opposed - 
preservation of trees

Opposed to construction on Bradley Blvd due to the impact to the trees in the area.  Feels the current natural tree canopy cover created by the trees on Bradley Blvd 
provides a nice shaded street, calms traffic, and is a natural sound and pollution buffer.

E-mail Opposed - 
preservation

Opposed to building a bike trail.  Believes that constructing the trail will harm the area aesthetically, interfere with traffic, and cause a safety hazard.

E-mail Opposed - paths 
and sidewalks will 
create more issues.

Opposed to any sidewalk or designated bikeway along Bradley Blvd.  Believes that adding these paths will cause right of way issues on the adjacent side streets for those 
using the path and cars queued at the intersection waiting to turn;  either the cars will block the paths or cars will have to stop far from the intersection and have more 
obstacles to cross or avoid when making their turns.  Believes the shared use path will create conflicts with the Ride-On bus loading and unloading location and whether 
or not it will pull into the path or remain on the street, and that many drivers will drive into the drainage ditches.  Also is opposed to county spending on all aspects of this 
project, and feels the master plan has nothing to do with this proposed project.

E-mail Opposed - monetary 
and unnecessary

Opposed to any construction on Bradley Blvd.  Believes that traffic studies and development plans overlooked that there is already access to the Crescent Trail and 
Bethesda CBD using side streets and paths already in place, that there is no information proving that safety and property values will be increased, and that the county 
should not be spending money on the construction and maintenance of this project.

E-mail Opposed - monetary 
and lack of 
improvements

Opposed to any construction on Bradley Blvd.  Believes that each of the proposed alternatives will be worse than the current situation and that adding sidewalks and 
drainage ditches, and the associated landscape and traffic impacts will not be improvements.  Feels the project will only have some recreational benefit and that the costs 
will not be justified. 

E-mail Supports safety 
improvements

Kenwood Park Citizens Association which represents 640 homes in the area near the bikeway strongly supports the modification of Bradley Blvd for greater bicycle and 
predestriation friendliness and safety between Goldsboro and Wilson along with direct connection to the Capital Crescent Trail.  Would like the mature tree cover to be 
largely kept intact, and possible stoplight controlled pedestrian crosswalk somewhere near Cornish Road or near one of the bus stops.

E-mail Opposed - monetary Is not opposed to minor improvements including keeping bikers on the road with shared roadway signs and a pedestrian pathway close to the road, as long as existing 
green space and trees are preserved.  Would prefer curb and gutter as an alternative to swales.  However, is opposed to the project due to the lack of demand to warrant 
the path, all the costs associated with its construction, the removal of the trees, and reduction of green space.

E-mail Opposed In response to Patricia Shephard's email on November 29, 2010 regarding the Bradley Boulevard Improvements Project.  Believes the county has to do more on 
spreading information on No Build Option, beyond just having a pdf online.  
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E-mail Opposed Believes the project will be destructive to Bradley Blvd due to the following reasons:  adding a left turn onto Wilson will not prevent people to pass on the right and will put 
bikers and pedestrians in jeopardy; adding bike paths will increase traffic congestion;  a path from River Road to Little Falls towards Bethesda and the Crescent Trail can 
work as an alternative which would not impact many trees;  adding a bike lane will make it even more difficult for those living on Bradley to exit their driveways, and create 
a hazard for both drivers and bikers;  improvements to sidewalks on side streets would benefit the community more than adding one on Bradley, as they are currently 
used to access downtown Bethesda and the Crescent Trail; current roadway can be slightly improved and the overgrown grass can be trimmed to accommodate bikers 
and walkers; adding bioswales will add to the existing mosquito problem; there are not enough bikers or walkers to jusitfy modifying Bradley when main roads like River 
Road could accommodate them; cutting down the trees would destroy the natural environment of the neighborhood, which many residents have invested their own 
personal money to maintain;  adding a path to the Bradley Community which will be used mainly to accommodate those outside the community, is unfair to those living on 
Bradley;  the petition for minor improvements to the current sidewalks was taken out of context to justify a project with a far greater scope than initially desired; costs will E-mail Supports alt 4a As a resident on Bradley Blvd for over 20 years, strongly supports improvements to the area, especially those from alternative 4a - bikeable shoulders and sidewalks on 
both sides of Bradley Blvd.  Suggests adding more crosswalks.

E-mail Supports alt 4a A cyclist, which supports alt 4a - shared-use path on Bradley Blvd.  Believes the county needs to fully accommodate cyclists which do not like to ride along side traffic.

E-mail Supports alt 4a A cyclist, that bikes on Bradley Blvd everyday.  Would support alternative 4a.
E-mail Supports alt 4a A cyclist, that bikes on Bradley Blvd during the week because traffic congestion keeps speeds low, but on weekends vehicles greatly exceed the speed limit making it 

dangerous for bikers.  Would like a shoulder for experienced cyclists and a separate path for inexperienced cyclists.
Comment Card Supports alt 4a Supports making Bradley Blvd walkable as well as having adequate room for bikers.  Would like sidewalks on both sides.  Strongly prefers alt 4a, but is not opposed to 

4b, or 4c as long as bioswales can be maintained by a contractor.
Comment Card Supports 

improvements
Supports improvements which seperates pedestrians from vehicles and increase safety for bikers and pedestrians.

Comment Card Supports alt 4c Supports alternative 4c, the addition of a sidewalk on the north side, due to the current lack of safe pedestrian access on Bradley Blvd.

Comment Card Supports alt 4c Supports alternative 4c, the addition of a sidewalk on the north side, due to the current lack of safe pedestrian access on Bradley Blvd and to create a more vibrant 
community.  Pedestrians should not be walking on the narrow shoulders, due to fast moving cars, which frequently drive on the shoulder.

Comment Card Supports alt 4c Supports alternative 4c, sidewalk on north side only for monetary reasons, to maintain pedestrians safety focus: providing a safe route for walking separated from 
automobiles, and snow removal for a sidewalks close to the road would cause problems when snow plows pile snow on the sidewalks.  Would prefer a sidewalk to the 
south side, which is more separated from the roadway.

Comment Card Supports alt 4c Supports alternative 4c with a sidewalk only.  Believes bikers travel too fast to make a shared use path safe or pleasant for pedestrians.  Urges putting the project on hold 
for financial reasons.

Comment Card Supports alt 4b Supports alternative 4b, sidewalks on both sides of Bradley Blvd, drainage improvements, and a left turn lane on Bradley at Wilson Lane.

Comment Card Supports alt 4b Supports alternative 4b, sidewalk on both sides of Bradley Blvd, however if that is not feasible, then would like to see at least a sidewalk built on the north side.

Comment Card Supports alt 4a Supports alternative 4a, sidewalk and bike path along Bradley Blvd between Huntington Parkway and Goldsboro Road.

Comment Card Supports alt 4a Supports alternative 4a, a bike and walkable path on both sides of Bradley Blvd.

Comment Card Supports alt 4a Supports alternative 4a, a bike and walkable path on both sides of Bradley Blvd.

Comment Card Supports alt 4c Supports alt 4c.

Comment Card Supports alt 4c Supports all alternatives which have at least the addition of a sidewalk, preferring alternative 4c.

Comment Card Supports sidewalk Gathered signatures in 2003 for a sidewalk, and found overwhelming neighbor support for safety improvements.  Supports only the addition of a 5' sidewalk for safety 
improvements.

Comment Card Supports alt 4b Finds widened bikeable shoulders adequate,  however would also support a 8' wide path for inexperienced bikers, and the addition of at least one sidewalk.  Does not 
believe the left turn lane onto Wilson is necessary.

Blog Comment
Opposed - 
Unnecessary Costs Response to previous blog.  Opposed to the construction of the trail for monetary reasons.
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Blog Comment
Supports alt 4a Response to previous blog.  Believes that the path would provide better connections if continued to Glenbrook, rather than stop at Goldsboro.

Blog Comment
Supports alt 4a Response to previous blog.  Believes that the bike path should be constructed, and if it is not constructed, the county will eventually add lanes of traffic instead.

Blog Comment Supports alt 4a Response to previous blog.  Believes that pedestrians should not be introduced to the roadway, and that the existing conditions force pedestrians to walk along the 
shoulder.  Supports the construction of a sidewalk and separate bike path for safety.

Blog Opposed - safety 
concerns

Would prefer reducing speed limits and increasing traffic safety rather than introducing pedestrians to an unsafe road.

Blog Supports for safety 
improvements

Supports the proposal for both safety and quality of life.

Blog Supports master 
plan

Supports the master plan and feels adding better bike and walking access to Bradley will improve safety and allow for more people to choose walking/biking than driving 
in the area.  Notes that a 4' bike lane is sufficient and that like on MacArthur Blvd, more experienced bikers will likely choose the bike lane for their travels, leaving the 
path for walkers and recreational bikers.

Blog Supports alt 4b Supports the addition of sidewalks to allow for safe travel for residents walking and biking along the busy roadway.  Notes that this is one of the few areas left in the area 
without safe accommodations for cyclists and pedestrians.

Blog Supports 
improvements

Supports the addition of facilities for cyclists and pedestrians to safety and comfortably travel Bradley Blvd.  Would like to see more traffic calming measures, greenery 
close to the roadway, and a tight turn on Wilson Lane.

Blog Supports alt 4b Supports the addition of a sidewalk to the north and south, separated several feet from the road, to allow for pedestrian access.  Believes bikers should continue to use 
the  shoulder on Bradley Blvd, and with minor widening in areas where the shoulder width becomes too small is sufficient.  Feels that restriping to smaller lane widths is 
unnecessary and would not improve safety for bikers.

Blog Supports alt 4a Supports path for walking and biking, however wants updates on the plan.
Blog Supports alt 4a Supports path for biking, and believes it will create a safe pedestrian connection from neighborhoods to a vital center of Bethesda.  At least thinks there should be a 

sidewalk installed on one side of Bradley.
Blog Supports alt 4a or 4b Supports alternatives 4a and 4b to add a sidewalk or path along the south side of Bradley Blvd to at least the intersection of Arlington.  Is in favor of safety and water 

drainage improvements;  finds Bradley Blvd too dangerous to walk along, especially in the south where the shoulder is narrow.
Blog Supports alt 4b Supports alternative 4b for public safety reasons.  Finds the current situation unsafe for all users.
Blog Supports alt 4a Supports alternative 4a's wider path, bioswale, and traffic calming measures.
Blog Support alt 4a Strongly supports addition of sidewalks and a bike path, and believes it will substantially improve the quality of life of people in the area, as they are currently walking on 

or along side a dangerous road to access downtown Bethesda.
Blog Supports alt 4a Strong supports the addition of the path to improve safety for children, walkers, and bikers that already travel along Bradley Blvd.
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Bradley Boulevard (MD 191) Improvements Project

Public Comments

Recommended Alternate

Received By Topic Comment/Question

E-mail
Opposed - traffic 
issues

Opposes shared use path construction on Bradley Blvd. Believes that there is too much traffic on Bradley and that a shared use path will be unsafe for bikers. Believes 
the path doesn't connect to anything useful, that the county should not be spending money on this project now, and that the path won't be maintained properly.

E-mail
Opposed - monetary 
and unnecessary

Opposed to any construction on Bradley Blvd.  Believes that there is already access to the Crescent Trail and Bethesda CBD using side streets and paths already in 
place. Believes that the county should not be spending money on the construction and maintenance of this project. Believes there should be no new construction since 
existing infrastructure is not being maintined properly.

E-mail Opposed - impacts Opposed and believes the construction should only occur on the north side of the roadway due to the ample right-of-way.
Comment Card

Supports alt 4a Supports the project. Is concerned with drainage along properties on the south side and sight distance for entering and exiting driveways.
Comment Card

Supports alt 4a Supports the project and believes the project team has done good work.
Comment Card Opposed - traffic 

issues
Opposes shared use path construction on Bradley Blvd. Believes that there is too much traffic on Bradley and that a shared use path will be unsafe for bikers and 
pedestrians. Would support a sidewalk only option.

Comment Card
Opposed - monetary 
and traffic issues Opposed to the project for monetary reasons. Opposes shared use path construction on Bradley Blvd. Believes that a shared use path will be unsafe for pedestrians.

Comment Card Opposed - 
maintenance and 
cost Opposed to the project for monetary reasons. Also believes that the sidewalk on the south side should have a buffer or else snow removal will be very difficult.

Comment Card
Opposed - monetary Opposed to the project for monetary reasons. Also believes that the project is not necessary.

Comment Card
Opposed - monetary

Opposed to the project for monetary reasons. Also believes that the project is not critical . Would prefer that existing infrastructure is properly maintained. Would prefer an 
option that builds a sidewalk on the south side.

Comment Card
Opposed - impacts Opposed due to the impacts the project will cause on their property. Also is concerned with moving traffic closer to home.
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  Date:  May 19, 2009 

 
  Date of 
 Meeting: April 1, 2009 
  
 Time:  10:30 a.m. 
 
 Location: EOB 
   101 Monroe Street, 9

th
 Floor Conference Room 

 
 Project: Bradley Boulevard (MD 191) Bikeway Project 
  From Goldsboro Road to Wilson Lane 
 
 
  Attendees: 
 

  Aruna Miller  MCDOT-DTE    

Pat Shepherd  MCDOT-DTE     

  Jeff Dunckel  MCDOT-Pedestrian Safety    

  Deanna Archey  MCDOT-Transit Services   

  Lee Winestone  MCDOT-Transit Services   

  Robert Elder  MCDOT-Sidewalk Program   

  Dennis Robinson  MCDOT-Property Acquisition  

  David Kuykendall MCDPS-Water Resources   

  Carl Starkey  MCDOT-Traffic    

  Gail Tait-Nouri  MCDOT-DTE     

Michael Mitchell  MCDOT-DTE     

  Chuck Kines  MNCPPC-Transportation   

  Jim Guinther  WR&A       

Tom Hannan  WR&A     

Bryan Townsend  WR&A      

  

 

The kick-off meeting for the subject project was held on April 1, 2009. The following is a 

summary of the items discussed: 

 

 

I. Introductions 

Project team members introduced themselves. 

 

II. Project Overview 

Patricia Shepherd gave a brief introduction of the project. 

a. Bradley Blvd. is a two-lane, arterial road with significant vehicular and bicycle 

traffic, on a 100’ right-of-way, where the roadway is located in the western 

portion of the right-of way. Bradley Boulevard is a SHA roadway (MD 191.) 

The project limits are Wilson Lane (MD 188) to the north and Goldsboro Road 

(MD 614) to the south. 

b. The facility will be a dual bikeway, per the County Functional Bikeways Master 

Plan. The dual bikeway consists of on-road bike shoulders and an off-road 

shared use path. 

 

101 Monroe Street, 

9th Fl 

Rockville, MD 20850 

Phone: 240-777-7223 

Fax: 240-777-7277 

 

Bruce Johnston, P.E. 

Division Chief 

 

Holger Serrano, P.E. 

Deputy  

 

Sogand Seirafi, P.E. 

Planning & Design 

Chief  

 

Tom M. Reise  

Property Acquisition 

Chief   

 

Tim Cupples 

Construction Chief   

Team Meeting:  #1  

Date: April 1, 2009 

Time:10:30 am–12:00 

pm 

Location:  

EOB, 9th  Fl. 

Conference Room,  

101 Monroe Street 

Rockville, MD  20850 

 

Purpose: Introduce 

Technical Study 

Team Members, 

provide project 

overview and 

schedule. 

Project: 

Bradley Boulevard 

Bikeway from Wilson 

Lane to Goldsboro 

Road, Facility 

Planning, Phase I 

 

Project Overview: 

This project provides 

for Facility Planning of 

the Master Planned 

DUAL bikeway along 

Bradley Boulevard 

(between Wilson Lane 

and Goldsboro Road) 

which is on-road bike 

lanes as well as an 

off-road shared use 

path.  The project will 

also provide a 

connection between 

the existing sidewalk 

on Bradley Boulevard 

east of Goldsboro and 

an existing sidewalk 

on Wilson Lane and 
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c. The shared use path will impact frontage of existing homes, including private 

improvements on public land. Other issues include avoidance of utilities and 

drainage improvements. 

d. Bradley Boulevard’s bus stops were upgraded with shelters in Summer 2008, 

concrete pads, etc., in the spring.  The bus stop project went very well, working 

in partnership with SHA. Stephanie Yanovitz was the SHA contact, but she no 

longer works for SHA. During the project, the crosswalk at Brite Drive was 

relocated due to a resident’s concern that it terminated in his driveway. Mr. 

Weinstein and Ms. Archey were involved with this project. 

e. During the project, significant bike traffic was observed in the corridor. An 

upgrade of the shoulder was considered as a component of the bus stop project, 

but SHA’s funding contribution ($250,000) for shoulder improvements was not 

made available at that time. 

f. Ms. Miller noted that the County will need to investigate the feasibility of 

retaining the funding commitment through the entire length of the study and 

design process. 

g. Ms. Shepherd noted that the County should remain aware of opportunities to 

break out an advance project if needed to use the SHA committed funding. 

h. The planning of the facility should not be driven by the available funding. 

i. The County is trying to identify a team member from SHA for the project. There 

has been some contact with Kate Mazzara. 

III. Master Plan relationship 

 Mr. Guinther explained the Master Plan in relationship to the project.  

a. The preferred width of bike shoulders will be 6’; minimum is 4’. A shared use path is 

also identified. 

b. The March 2005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan proposes a dual bikeway 

along Bradley Boulevard: a shared use path and signed shared roadway which will run 

from Persimmon Tree Road to Wisconsin Avenue, connecting users to the Capital 

Crescent Trail and (indirectly) to the Bethesda Central Business District. 

c. There is an existing path on Wilson Lane. Both Wilson Lane and Goldsboro Road are 

ultimately designated for on-road bike lanes in the Functional Bikeways Master Plan. 

d. The Bethesda Chevy Chase Master Plan identifies Bradley Blvd as remaining a 2-lane 

arterial on 100’ right-of-way. 

IV. Key issues 

Mr. Guinther led a discussion of key issues: 

a. The 100’ Right-of-Way is to remain – the project is not to acquire right-of-way. 

Most right-of-way is on the east side of the existing roadway. 

b. Factors affecting design will include the shared use path, required bike 

shoulders, drainage, and existing private use of right-of-way. The existing 

roadway has shoulders varying in width from 0’ to 12’. 

c. Drainage is primarily an east-to-west movement; there are significant existing 

drainage issues from Durbin Road to Wilson Lane, but there are also some 

existing drainage issues from Burling Road to Durbin Road. Existing ditches are 

shallow, there are inadequate culvert crossings of roads and driveways, and 

there are clogged pipes. 

d. Most above-ground utility poles are on the east side of Bradley. The County will 

NOT have prior rights in regards to pole relocation. This fact will inform the 

typical section and path alignment.  There is plenty of setback from the poles to 

the right-of-way line, but there are private improvements in the right-of-way as 

well. 

e. Private improvements include gates, lights, fencing, and landscaping. 

f. The site constraints suggest a curvilinear path (not a typical offset from the 

roadway) is the possible appropriate solution to avoid impacts to obstructions 

within the right-of-way. It was suggested that the Director will need to confirm 

what the typical section and design standards (MDSHA vs. Montgomery 

County) might look like and adhere to, respectively. 
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g. Although a closed section project was originally anticipated, it appears that an 

open section draining to a planted, 4:1 side slope dry swale would provide an 

opportunity for stormwater quality management while effectively using the 

existing available right-of-way. It would also allow the project to be constructed 

without compounding a pre-existing drainage problem in the front yards of the 

residences along the east side of Bradley Boulevard. The road and path would 

both drain to the dry swale. Otherwise, it may be difficult to manage stormwater 

in the existing right-of-way. Mr. Guinther asked Mr. Kuykendall if the project 

would qualify for redevelopment, thus eliminating quantity requirements; Mr. 

Kuykendall indicated that the County would be receptive to investigating this 

approach once data is available. Mr. Starkey noted that the County no longer 

allows pervious pavement due to maintenance issues. Mr. Kuykendall noted that 

CPV treatment will still be required – the project may only get a recharge 

waiver. There may be some resistance on swales. Preliminary volume control 

will be with facility sizing, next most favorable would be sand filters, and the 

least desirable would be hydrodynamic devices. Mr. Guinther noted that SHA 

may resist underground facilities. Mr. Mitchell noted that the Falls Road project 

requirements were for a 1 year storm discharge of less that 2 CFS, and that the 

project was exempt from quality treatment. It was noted that the County’s recent 

requirements for Vegetated Integrated Management Practices to treat 25% WQv 

within the ROW will be required on this project. 

h. The roadway shoulders will be rebuilt where required, but otherwise the 

roadway will be milled and overlaid. Shoulders may need to be rebuilt where the 

roadway shifts to provide adequate shoulders and space for any required 

facilities on the west side of the road. 6’ and 4’ shoulders will be studied. A 10’ 

and 12’ shared use path will be studied. 

i. Mr. Guinther noted that WR&A will investigate if bus stop shelters and short 

sections of sidewalk will be required on the west side, as this may inform the 

required alignment modifications. WR&A will also investigate the adequacy of 

existing crosswalks and their locations. Mr. Weinstein noted that bus stops and 

crosswalk locations were relocated as a part of the recent bus stop upgrade 

project. “Mid block” stops on the west side of the road were generally located 

across from other roads; some stops were consolidated. Ideally, bus stops should 

be 500’ apart. This project should avoid encouraging pedestrians to walk along 

the roadway. Mr. Weinstein noted that Brite Dr. has the only crosswalk in the 

project limits. Mr. Dunckel noted that the shared use path will change the 

primary concern from pedestrians walking along the road, to pedestrians 

crossing the road to get to the path. Mr. Starkey noted that the County does not 

prefer “random” crosswalks at unsignalized intersections. The State may have 

more latitude. Pedestrian connectivity is an issue to be examined as part of this 

planning process. 

j. Ms. Miller noted that the state will maintain the “curb-to-curb” portion of the 

roadway, and that the County will maintain beyond the pavement edge. 

k.  Mr. Mitchell noted that the Falls Road shared use path is using pervious 

pavement (it is grandfathered in to approval), with underdrains; there will be no 

shoulder improvements on the Falls Road project. 

l. The Wilson Lane and Goldsboro Road intersections will be investigated as a 

part of the Bradley Blvd project. Currently at Wilson Lane, vehicles are using 

the shoulder to bypass vehicles stopped at the light, to turn from NB Bradley to 

EB Wilson or to bypass vehicles turning from NB Bradley to WB Wilson. This 

creates a concern with vehicular conflict with bicycles and pedestrians in this 

location. Justification for a right turn lane or other solutions will be investigated. 

Mr. Starkey noted that WR&A should start with traffic counts, but the project 

should definitely look at improvements. 

m. Mr. Kines noted that the cycling public is in support of the project, and that the 

South Bradley Hills Neighborhood Association collected 100 signatures in 
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support of the project in December 2003. Mr. Starkey noted that their attendance 

at meetings may be helpful. 

V. Initial Analysis/ Data Collection 

a. Ms. Miller asked WR&A to develop a map showing the project location, 

bikeway linkages (existing and proposed), and pedestrian connections. 

b. Ms. Miller asked for an investigation of traffic and drainage requests/complaints 

on this section of Bradley Boulevard, to make sure the project is aware of all 

issues. Contact Kyle Liang, SHA Area Engineer.  

c. Mr. Dunckel noted that the Goldsboro Road intersection was recently improved 

to remove the free-flow movement from EB Goldsboro to EB Bradley; it is not 

functioning as intended, as vehicles do not stop before making the turn. WR&A 

is to investigate solutions for this problem. 

d. Ms. Shepherd has requested existing bicycle and pedestrian counts. Mr. Starkey 

noted that typically, the state only has counts at signalized intersections on file. 

e. WR&A will be conducting 13-hour counts of vehicles, pedestrians, and 

bicycles. Mr. Starkey asked that WR&A collect data at prominent minor road 

intersections, as well. Ms. Tait-Nouri asked that weekend bicycle counts also be 

conducted. 

f. Mr. Guinther requested Ride-On data for embarkments / disembarkments in the 

corridor from Mr. Weinstein and Ms. Archey. 

g. Mr. Guinther requested the 2008 County bike map layers and current aerials 

(electronic version). 

h. Goldsboro/Bradley intersection plans should be obtained. Ms. Tait-Nouri noted 

that a culvert north of Wilson was recently replaced; Mr. Guinther noted that the 

owner on the SE corner of the intersection has stated drainage issues. 

i. WR&A to develop Purpose and Need statement and send two weeks before the 

next meeting (currently anticipated to be in June 2009). 

j. Ms. Shepherd will determine if a closed section option should be developed 

(even though it appears to be infeasible in the context of the scope of this 

project). 

k. Mr. Guinther stated that the options will likely include a basic option, a high-

level option, and a mid-range option. 

VI. Project Schedule 

a. Next meeting in mid-to-late June 

b. Public outreach in the fall – meetings and a newsletter. 
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  Date:  August 10, 2009 

 
  Date of 
 Meeting: August 5, 2009 
  
 Time:  10:00 a.m. 
 
 Location: SE Conference Room 
   100 Edison Park Dr, 4th Floor 
   Gaithersburg, MD 20878 
 
 Project: Bradley Boulevard (MD 191) Bikeway Project 
  From Goldsboro Road to Wilson Lane 
 
 

Attendees: Organization 
 
Aruna Miller (AM) MCDOT-DTE 

Pat Shepherd (PS) MCDOT-DTE 

Carl Starkey (CS) MCDOT-Traffic 

Gail Tait-Nouri (GTN) MCDOT-DTE 

Jim Guinther (JG) WR&A 

Robert Klasen (RK) WR&A 

Walt Miller (WM) WR&A 

Mark Roberts (MR) WR&A 

JoAnn Trach Tongson (JTT) Mahan Rykiel Associates 

  

 

The second meeting for the subject project was held on August 5, 2009. The following is a 

summary of the items discussed: 

 

I. Introductions 

a. Project team members introduced themselves. 

b. PS indicated that input from team members not in attendance will be sought and 

provided to design team 

c. AM commented on quality of graphics are noted. 

 

II. Purpose of Meeting 

a. JG provided an overview of the project and described the purpose of the meeting 

was to gain feedback on the typical sections and project documents based upon 

the goals and needs of the project.   

b. JG reviewed the kick-off meeting minutes, including discussions on the 

implementation of bus stops and pads and the need for a dual bikeway along 

Bradley Boulevard. 

III. Project Status Update 

a. MR began with a review of the environmental assessment report that 

supplemented the information provided by SHA’s environmental assessment form 

covering the project.  There are no wetlands within project limits.  There are no 

Montgomery County historic districts or sites within the project area, while there 

is a listed historic district in the northern area of the project limits.  MHT letter 

response is pending on the historic property 

b. WRA prepared a tree assessment of trees within the R.O.W. and have noted 

specimen trees (greater than 30” caliper) and significant trees (greater than 24” 

caliper.), including the condition of each tree. The shared use path alignment 
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Bradley Boulevard (MD 191) Bikeway Project 

Meeting #2 Minutes  August 5, 2009 

would be designed to meander, to preserve as many of the specimen and 

significant trees as possible. 

c. CS inquired whether it would be possible to save the trees based upon the 

alternate#3 typical section. 

d. JG responded that it would be difficult to do achieve with alternate #3. 

e. CS inquired if there was a typical section that best reflected the master plan and it 

would be beneficial to reference that scheme to the master plan. 

f. JG indicated that Alternate #3 was most closely aligned with the master plan. 

g. AM requested that the typical sections be reordered so that Alternate #3 becomes 

Alternate #1 to reflect an order of most impact to least impact and most closely 

following the master plan to least. 

h. PS requested noting impacts and requirements for plantings as part of typical 

sections. 

i. GTN inquired whether swale shape illustrated in sections is representative of what 

would be installed and whether it is likely that the proposed SWM will fit in the 

right-of-way. 

j. JG indicated that specific design requirements would be developed with the 

bikeway alignments and alternates.  The type of BMP for stormwater management 

would dictate design with bio-swales and sand filters being most likely. Impacts to 

the south side of road would be minimized as R.O.W. is very limited.  Impacts 

would be concentrated on north side of the road where there is more R.O.W.  

Underground SWM facilities may be necessary with an MOU for maintenance, if 

swales are not feasible. 

k. GTN asked if the amount of treatment had been studied. 

l. JG replied that SWM requirements will be developed with the concept alignments. 

m. GTN advised that information/illustrations for the public can not be misleading or 

misrepresenting of what would be installed.  Additional images to represent 

installed projects to more accurately represent the appearance of drainage swales.   

n. PS asked how much time is needed to know what will be required for project. 

o. JG responded that current SWM regulations prefer linear SWM facilities and this 

design would compliment this project well.  Alternates #! And #2 would be most 

feasible to achieve with #3 being the most difficult and determined through 

concept development 

p. AM questioned the need to represent an option ( Alt #1) that does not reflect the 

objectives of the master plan 

q. JG replied that Alt #1 responded to the executive concern about the county 

making improvements to a state road.  Alt #1 does not alter existing road while 

providing a shared use path and minimizing impacts to front yards. 

r. AM expressed the concern over impacts to front yards and difference in cyclist 

interests and resident interests.  AM preferred eliminating Alt#1 and reordering 

Alt #3 to Alt #1. 

s. JG inquired whether another alternate should be created between the current Alt 

#2 and #3 by eliminating the sidewalk on the south side of the road. It was 

decided that the current Alt #2 and #3 are sufficient as the two options.  

t. JG provided an overview of state standards for shoulder widths and asked if 11’ 

lanes would be acceptable. 

u. AM requested that the master plan standards be met. 

v. CS preferred using 12’ lanes. 

w. MR affirmed that the minimum shoulder width would be 4’ and a maximum of 6’. 

x. JG expressed that wider shoulders may allow motorists to use the shoulders as a 

lane for bypassing left-turning vehicles, and pose a hazard to transit users and 

cyclists. 

y. JG indicated that the dual use path would be 10’ or 12’ depending on the option, 

and narrowed to 8’ at pinch points. 

z. WM requested that the group review with upper management the elimination of 

Alt #1, as other options require modifications to a state road.  Implementing 

option #2 and #3 requires a cooperative effort between the state and county and 

potentially establishes a precedent for the county to improve state roads.   

aa. AM confirmed that they would review and get feedback on this issue. 

 100 Edison Park Drive 
4th Floor 

Gaithersburg, MD 20878 
Phone: 240-777-7223 

Fax: 240-777-7277 
 

Bruce Johnston, P.E. 
Division Chief 

 
Holger Serrano, P.E. 

Deputy  
 

Sogand Seirafi, P.E. 
Planning & Design Chief  

 
Tom M. Reise  

Property Acquisition Chief   
 

Tim Cupples 
Construction Chief   

 
Team Meeting:  #2  
Date: August 5, 2009 
Time:10:00 am–12:00 pm 
 
Location:  
SE Conference Room 

100 Edison Park Dr, 4th Fl 

Gaithersburg, MD 20878 

 

Purpose: Discuss Draft 

Purpose and Need, Draft 

Supplement to the EAF, 

and Draft Traffic Report.   

Present proposed 

concepts and typical 

sections. 
 
Project: 
Bradley Boulevard 
Bikeway from Wilson Lane 
to Goldsboro Road, 
Facility Planning, Phase I 
 
Project Overview: 
This project provides for 
Facility Planning of the 
Master Planned DUAL 
bikeway along Bradley 
Boulevard (between 
Wilson Lane and 
Goldsboro Road) which is 
on-road bike lanes as 
well as an off-road 
shared use path.  The 
project will also provide a 
connection between the 
existing sidewalk on 
Bradley Boulevard east of 
Goldsboro and an 
existing sidewalk on 
Wilson Lane and provide 
safe pedestrian access to 
several transit stops and 
Bethesda’s CBD. 
 

Project Manager 
Patricia D. Shepherd 
Phone: 240-777-7231 

 



Bradley Boulevard (MD 191) Bikeway Project 

Meeting #2 Minutes  August 5, 2009 

bb. WM advised that political and funding reasons may warrant retention of Alt #1. 

cc. PS inquired about an interim condition whereby the county builds the shared use 

path, and the state later widens the roadway. 

dd. WM suggested that if Alt#1 is selected, then the project be developed as interim 

(Alt#1) and ultimate (Alt#2 or #3). SWM facilities would be built to meet the 

ultimate. 

ee. JG added that to achieve the master plan objectives, a considerable amount of 

work must be done to the road to meet standards. 

ff. WM cautioned on showing what will not be built. 

gg. AM asked if any state projects for Bradley Blvd are in the works. 

hh. JG responded that it is unlikely unless it were to be widened to four lanes.  Since 

there are no plans for road widening, the road may expect a mill and overlay at 

most.  Widening the road for the project would likely necessitate addressing utility 

and drainage issues. 

ii. WM reinforced that road work will impact utilities. 

jj. AM affirmed that management will be consulted regarding providing 

improvements on a state road. 

kk. MR added that Alt #2 will be relatively easy to implement. 

ll. JG confirmed that there is adequate ROW, while Wilson Lane has a 2’ shoulder 

and adding a turn lane is recommended there. 

mm. AM queried what precedence there is for improvements by the county of state 

roads. 

nn. CS replied that this has been done.  He added that Council in the past did not want 

to do such improvements, but there has been a change in thinking. 

oo. GTN advised that enhancement funding for bicycle improvements may be sought 

for this project. 

pp. PS inquired if the funding source should be studied. 

qq. CS responded that the funding sources will be done in the next phase of work. 

rr. JG reiterated that it would be developed in next phase and would help with 

intersection improvements. 

ss. PS inquired if funding source is limited to spot improvements. 

tt. GTN replied that is was for entirety of projects. 

uu. PS requested that the typical sections highlight the differences between the 

alternatives by adding additional dimensions for improvements and continuous 

lengths of elements.  She added that “varies” may need to be added on certain 

dimensions. 

vv. GTN inquired if the sidewalk requires a closed section 

ww. JG affirmed that is the case for the south side of the road due to limited ROW.  He 

further added that Wilson Lane will be the most difficult area to include all 

recommendations. 

xx. AM inquired whether lighting on utility poles existed within project limits and 

whether to add if it did not currently include. 

yy. MR indicated that there is limited roadway lighting currently. 

zz. CS added that it is policy to add lighting to shared use projects. 

aaa. GTN requested adding pedestrian and road lighting to typical sections.  In 

reviewing an image on the typical sections board, she inquired if gravel is 

standardly used in bioswales. 

bbb. JG responded that it is, while different color gravel is possible. 

ccc. MR provided an example at River Rd in Montgomery County. 

ddd. PS requested adding other examples of bioswales and locations. 

eee. GTN indicated that the Capital Crescent Trail is 10’ wide with 2’ gravel 

shoulders. 

fff. WM suggested Montrose Parkway as another example of a 10’ wide dual use 

path. 

ggg. JG added that plantings will be illustrative of typical plantings for the state and 

county. 

hhh. CS requested that plantings be represented from county/state approved lists. 

iii. JG added that community meeting graphics will expand to a board with sections 

and a board with representative images. 
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jjj. GTN suggested eliminating graphic scale if not drawn to scale. 

kkk. WM indicated that community meeting graphics will show a typical plan for 

typical section alternates. 

lll. MR continued with report review and added that concept will be developed to 

preserve significant and champion trees.  Environmental, historic and wildlife 

response letters are pending. 

mmm. BK provided an overview of the Traffic Report.  During the process of 

information gathering, crash data was shared.  No crashes involving pedestrians 

have been reported during the five year review period, while 3 bicycle related 

accidents were noted. 

nnn. BK indicated that traffic analysis for Wilson Lane noted left turns as problematic 

and recommended separate left turn lanes along both approaches of Bradley 

Boulevard be implemented. 

ooo. CS inquired whether this recommendation warrants extending project limits 

through the intersection of Wilson and Bradley to other side. 

ppp. AM agreed that extension is warranted. 

qqq. BR reviewed recommendations for crosswalks. It is recommended to maintain 

two crosswalks at Wilson Lane, one at Brite Drive, and to add two crosswalks at 

Goldsboro Road. 

rrr. CS requested a collision diagram at Wilson Lane intersection be included in the 

report. 

sss. BR continued by discussing crash data for right on red at Wilson for five year 

period may warrant eliminating right on red. 

ttt. CS indicated that concurrence from the state would be required and requested 

forwarding study onto the state. 

uuu. GTN shared that visibility of pedestrians on shoulders was limited within heavy 

foliage areas. 

vvv. AM added that the public felt unsafe using shoulders for pedestrian access. 

www. PS reviewed public comments received for shared use path and indicated that 

bus stops have added a new dimension to discussion. 

xxx. BK continued with recommendations for Goldsboro Road. Currently two lanes 

merge into one lane through the intersection.  Lane markings are not consistent 

with state standards.  Improved signs, expanding two lanes through intersection 

are recommended. 

yyy. CS commented that this area is the only along the study limits with sidewalk 

existing. 

zzz. GTN inquired as to the shoulder width of WB Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro 

Road. 

aaaa. JG responded that 9’ was the shoulder width 

bbbb. CS shared that expanding the merging lanes through the intersection is an 

approved project. 

cccc. GTN stated that the law requires bikes to use the travel lanes where no shoulder 

exist, such as Bradley Boulevard east of Goldsboro Road. 

dddd. CS reviewed difficulty with modifying turn lanes along Bradley EB to improve 

cyclist safety for turns and through travel. 

eeee. GTN inquired if width of the road posed a problem for implementing the 

approved alternative in this area. 

ffff. CS added that some re-striping has already occurred at intersection. 

gggg. GTN requested that the area be investigated for bicycle safety. 

hhhh. BK continued with recommendations of exclusive left turn signal light phasing 

for WB left turning traffic to improve safety. It was noted that this change will 

increase delays and queues, and that existing queues sometimes back up through 

the Glenbrook Road intersection. 

iiii. GTN inquired if additional sidewalk was considered. 

jjjj. CS indicated that utilities pose a problem in the area. 

kkkk. MR indicated that sidewalk addition feasibility will be reviewed. 

llll. GTN requested that bike lanes be reviewed against future vehicle traffic 

improvements. 
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mmmm. MR provided an overview of Purpose and Need report and reviewed 

contributing elements of synagogue, schools, Ride-On Bus Route 36 with nine 

stops in study area, proximity to Bethesda CBD and medical center.  He reviewed 

adjacent sidewalk system around study area. 

nnnn. AM requested graphic improvements to Connectivity Map to increase visibility 

of illustrated elements. AM requested that the Bethesda Trolley Trail be labeled. 

AM requested that the “paper” right-of-way path on the south side of Bradley 

Boulevard across from Devon Road be labeled. 

oooo. GTN inquired about walk limits (walking shed) for nearby schools. 

pppp. AM provided that the walk limits are a 2 mile radius for high schools, 1.5 mile 

radius for middle schools and a 1 mile radius for elementary schools before buses 

will be provided. 

qqqq. JG added that safe walking provisions are also a requirement. 

rrrr. GTN requested that this information be researched and added to report. 

ssss. AM asked PS to inquire with school contact Mary Pat Wilson as to policy. 

tttt. AM inquired whether illustrating pedestrian facilities promoted or did not promote 

projects merit. 

uuuu. JG added that disconnect of current conditions supports project merit in 

connecting to pedestrian systems to north and south. 

vvvv. MR shared that the master plan recommends improved safety of users and 

improved access to adjacent areas.   

wwww. AM commented that the Purpose and Need document was done well 

and appreciated inclusion of recommendations in document to support merits of 

project. 

xxxx. GTN requested labeling Suburban Hospital on plans. 

yyyy. AM affirmed inclusion of existing sidewalk inventory as part of connectivity 

document. AM requested the sidewalks should be shown as continuous lines, 

rather than with breaks for driveways. 

zzzz. GTN requested adding state route number to documents and labeling trails on 

plan. 

aaaaa. PS shared that the county has received correspondence and requests to expand 

the project limits to include the whole master plan area from Persimmon Tree 

Road to Wisconsin Avenue.  She requested that the graphics illustrate the future 

limits of improvements to Bradley Boulevard under the master plan.   

IV. Proposed Concepts – Discussed during the Project Status Update. 

V. Next Steps 

a. JG indicated for the upcoming public meeting, illustrative concept plans will be 

provided.  WRA will also provide the newsletter to introduce the project and 

advertise the public meeting.   

b. JG suggested that the meeting provide work stations focused on up to three main 

areas.  The concept maps would be supported with the typical sections at focus 

areas.   

c. JG recommended providing public with post it notes to write down their 

comments.  WRA would consolidate comments for subsequent meeting notes. 

d. JG inquired as to location for meeting as presentation possibilities are impacted by 

facility. 

e. AM indicated that potential locations are Carderock or Bethesda Community 

Schools.  AM requested that PS inquire with community leaders for a suggested 

location. 

f. AM requested that documents be made available prior to and following meeting 

for public review and comment via county website. 

g. JG inquired if improvements for the Seven Locks Road Project were consistent 

throughout or did they vary. 

h. AM recalled that the road had a consistent section throughout. 

i. CS shared that in this project area residents do not recognize the ROW/property 

limits. 

j. AM counseled that sections remain fairly generic. 

k. JG indicated that plan graphics will focus on project area and sections will be 

provided at key areas. 
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l. GTN shared that their will be more interest in the Wilson Lane intersection area. 

m. PS suggested that the two intersections be illustrated on different plans at separate 

stations at the meeting. 

n. AM asked if traffic signal synchronization will be shown at the public meeting. 

o. PS indicated that synchronization is not needed to be shown for a bicycle facility 

project. 

p. AM indicated that newsletter provide background of project and include a 

comment response card. 

q. CS commented that examples can be provided. 

r. AM advised that meeting intent is not for voting, but for conveying information to 

the public.  The Department reserves ultimate decision of project and takes into 

consideration public comments. 

VI. Project Schedule 

a. JG indicated that a late September/early October meeting be scheduled. 

b. PM stated that the reports will be finalized by September 1. 

c. AM indicated location and date of meeting is required in newsletter.  She 

anticipated that concepts will be provided in early September for review and a 

public meeting in mid October to early November. 

d. AM reiterated that a response to inclusion of Alt #1 and information of school 

walk sheds will be provided to WRA. 

e. JG requested study review comments by all team members be provided to WRA 

by August 24. 

f. JG noted that the finalized report will be provided by September 1 with a sample 

of newsletter. 

g. JG suggested potential community dates of Oct 20, 21, 27, 28, Nov 3,4. 

h. AM indicated that study team will need to meet to review community meeting 

materials. 

i. JG suggested meeting dates of Sept 29, 30 or Oct 6,7 

j. PS noted that crosswalk locations need to be reviewed prior to public meeting. 

k. CS indicated that standards are to be met and reviewed with group at next 

meeting. 

l. JG concluded meeting that inclusion of bus stop supports project merits for ADA 

considerations and inquired if not including a sidewalk on the south side of road 

would be acceptable for ADA compliance. 

m. GTN shared that pedestrians commonly use road for access on residential streets.  

GTN requested labeling ROW on plans. 
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The third meeting for the subject project was held on October 13, 2009. The following is a 

summary of the items discussed: 

 

I. Introductions 

a. Project team members introduced themselves. 

b. PS displayed the project newsletter that has been developed and mailed out to the 

residents. PS also invited the team members to the upcoming public meeting on 

October 27, 2009 from 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM at the Bethesda-Chevy Chase 

Regional Services Center, Conference Room A. 

II. Purpose of Meeting 

a. JG described that the purpose of the meeting was to discuss the proposed 

alternates including stormwater management and to discuss the requirements for 

the upcoming public meeting. 

III. Proposed Concepts 

a. AM requested the alternates be renamed and reordered. A discussion took place 

on this subject also later in the meeting. The following alternate titles were 

chosen: 

 Alternate 1 - No-Build [currently labeled Existing] 

 Alternate 2 - Master Plan [currently labeled Alternate 2 with no 

sidewalk on the south side] 

 Alternate 3 - Enhanced Master Plan [currently labeled Alternate 1 

with a sidewalk on the south side] 
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b. LC inquired as to how the widths of the various elements of the typical sections 

were chosen. JG stated that the typical section element widths were decided by the 

study team in previous meetings and in accordance with SHA, Montgomery 

County, and anticipated level of service requirements. 

c. LC questioned why the sidewalk is shown as 5’ wide with no buffer. LC requested 

that a buffer be included or the sidewalk be shown 7’ wide where no buffer is 

possible. Need to follow SHA guidelines. JG stated that WR&A would include 

buffers or a 7’ wide sidewalk on the south side wherever possible.  

d. PS requested that an additional symbol be used on the plans to show significant 

trees that the team believes will be impacted by construction. All agreed the 

symbol should be a different color, not red, and no cross-outs of trees. WR&A 

agreed to add this symbol to the plans. The team believes greater transparency is 

needed for this project. The plans should include a disclaimer that the actual tree 

impacts will be determined in final design. 

e. MR discussed the alternate plans including changes to the roadway alignment to 

accommodate bike lanes, the sidewalk on the south side of road, and the shared-

use path on the north side. Some utility poles are impacted with these alternates. 

The shared-use path generally is located about 12’ from the roadway to allow 

about 6’ of clear space from the road to the pole and 3’ from the pole to the path. 

LC requested that dimensions to the utility pole be added to the typical sections. 

f. JC discussed stormwater management for the alternates. The stormwater 

management concept consists of bioswales. This project will be subject to the new 

MDE regulations under the 2007 SWM Act. JC stated that pervious pavement 

should be strongly considered for the shared-use path in order to meet the new 

regulations. This is especially true of the enhanced alternate and may actually be 

required for approval.  DK stated that quality requirements must be met under the 

new regulations, while quantity requirements can possibly be relaxed. 

g. LC requested that the right-of-way lines be checked since some of them appear to 

be shifted off-center of the side roads. Also it was decided that the right-of-way 

lines should be more visible. 

h. JG suggested that one bus stop on the south side should be investigated since it is 

difficult to access today. The bus stops symbols on the drawings should be 

checked as some of them appear to be out of place. The team agreed that with 

better access provided by this project, some bus stops could potentially be 

eliminated. Ride on will investigate this possibility. 

i. GTN requested that the path and sidewalk at the west end of the project be 

terminated at Wilson Lane. 

j. A discussion occurred regarding the terminus of the shared-use path at the east 

end of the project. PS suggested that the path should extend to Goldsboro Road. 

JG mentioned that this would require more right-of-way. A suggestion was made 

to narrow the westbound lanes in this area to avoid any right-of-way takes. CS 

stated that the lanes should not be narrowed and that SHA is currently improving 

the lanes at this intersection. The team decided that for the Master Plan alternate, 

the path should end at Barrett Lane, with a sidewalk continuing on to Goldsboro. 

For the Enhanced Master Plan alternate, the path will extend to Goldsboro and 

require some right-of-way purchase. 

k. LC suggested that the project should extend to Little Falls Parkway to provide 

better connectivity. Since the project limits have been established for this study 

and since the character of the roadway changes significantly at Goldsoboro Road,  

the team agreed to keep the project limits as currently delineated. 

l. AM expressed the concern that residents on the south side of the road would 

strongly prefer the alternate with no sidewalk. She also is concerned that this 

alternate does not go far enough. JG stated that this alternate does comply with the 

master plan. The team decided to reorder and rename the alternates to emphasize 

that this option is the master plan alternate. CE suggested that the option with a 

sidewalk then becomes the enhance master plan alternate. BS questioned whether 

there was a shared use path elsewhere along Bradley Boulevard. The team noted 

that there is shared-use path along the north side of Bradley Boulevard in a section 
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to the west of this project, which provides precedent for having the shared-use 

path on the north side at this project. This will be noted at the public meeting. 

m. The team made more suggestions for the alternate plans: 

 Make the utility poles easier to see 

 Make the BMPs easier to see 

 Show the existing sidewalk at the east end of the project with a 

different symbol than the proposed 

 Add a note stating that resurfacing of Bradley Boulevard is included 

within the limits of the project. 

n. The precedent images display should include better images of BMPs including the 

one at MD 190 in Potomac. Also the spelling of Potomac should be corrected.  

IV. Public Meeting 

a. PS stated that the public meeting would begin with a PowerPoint presentation. PS 

or AM will present. The PowerPoint should include a slide that demonstrates the 

amount of automobile and bicycle traffic on Bradley Boulevard. All of the study 

team members are invited. At a minimum PS, GTN, AM, CS, MR, JG, RK (Bob 

Klasen – WR&A Traffic), and JTT (JoAnn Trach Tongson from MRA) will 

attend the public meeting. County and state delegates will be invited to the public 

meeting. 

b. WR&A will provide name tags for all attendees including all study team 

members. WR&A will provide 90 copies of 11”x17” typical sections as handouts. 

The PowerPoint presentation and the newsletter will also be handouts available at 

the meeting.  

c. The public meeting displays should be posted on the project website the morning 

of the public meeting. WR&A and MRA should provide two full size copies of 

each display. One of each will be board mounted for display on easels. These will 

return to MCDOT. Another copy should be provided but not mounted. These will 

remain at the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Regional Services Center for public use. 

V. Next Steps 

a. The next steps for the project are to prepare for and conduct the public meeting. 

All comments from the meeting will be gathered and considered for the evolving 

concepts. 

VI. Project Schedule 

a. The public meeting will occur on October 27, 2009 from 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM at 

the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Regional Services Center, Conference Room A. 

b. The next study team meeting will occur on December 8, 2009 at 10:00 AM. 
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The fourth meeting for the subject project was held on December 9, 2009. The following is a 

summary of the items discussed: 

 

I. Introductions 

a. Project team members introduced themselves. 

II. Purpose of Meeting 

a. JG and PS described that the purpose of the meeting was to discuss the public 

comments that have been received and to discuss what proposed alternatives 

should be developed for the next team and public meetings. 

III. Review Public Comments 

a. PS and MR summarized the public comments. The team has received about 140 

public comments so far including many that sent a copy to the County Executive. 

About two-thirds of the comments are in favor of the project. About one-third of 

the comments are opposed to the project or would prefer the construction of just a 

sidewalk. Most of those who are opposed live directly along Bradley Boulevard. 

PS has been responding to many of the comments. 

IV. Proposed Concepts 

a. A discussion took place regarding the proposed alternatives that should be 

developed for the next team and public meeting.  

b. The team inquired about the status of the SHA resurfacing project and the SHA 

restriping project at Goldsboro Road. The resurfacing project is underway. In 

October the roadway was milled. In November the travel portion of the roadway 

was resurfaced. The shoulders have not yet been resurfaced. CM will inquire 

about the status of completing this project. The restriping at the Goldsboro Road 

Intersection occurred with the resurfacing project. CM will also investigate the 
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timing of the resurfacing project versus water and gas utility projects that are 

ongoing in the area. 

c. DR inquired whether the homeowners along Bradley Boulevard obtained permits 

to construct fences, entranceways, and landscaping on SHA right-of-way or if 

these are just encroachments in the right-of-way. CM will investigate, however 

records of permits only extend back a certain amount of time. This information 

will help MCDOT have a better negotiating point with the homeowners. 

d. AM discussed the direction that has been received from upper management. They 

would like the team to look at alternatives with sidewalk only on the north side for 

open and closed sections. The team should also look at placing the bioswale 

behind the sidewalk or shared use path. JG explained that a closed section would 

increase the construction cost since the bioswales may no longer be an acceptable 

solution for stormwater management. The bioswales between the path and 

roadway also allow space for the utility poles. The team decided to not study a 

closed section but WR&A will develop an order of magnitude cost estimate and a 

write up of the implications of choosing a closed section for this project as well as 

placing bioswales behind the sidewalk. 

e. The team decided that the width of the shared use path on any alternative should 

be 8’. A discussion took place on the proper width for a sidewalk. Based on the 

classification of the roadway, the road code states that a sidewalk should be 5’. 

The team also feels that a 3’ buffer should be used on the south side in 

conjunction with the 5’ sidewalk to provide room for mailboxes and signs and to 

allow for a better pedestrian experience. Where a 3’ buffer can’t be provided, a 7’ 

sidewalk should be used. The team also agreed that all on road bike lanes should 

be 4’ for open section and 5’ for closed section for all alternatives with on road 

bike lanes. 

f. PS, AM, and BS discussed the various proposed alternatives. Upper Management 

would like an alternative that includes only a sidewalk on the north side with no 

on road improvements to show the adjacent property owners exactly what they are 

requesting. The team agreed this should be one of the alternatives and to label it 

4B. The team debated the merits of including a similar alternative with a sidewalk 

on the north side and on road bike lanes. AM was not in favor with the concern 

that this alternatives could easily become the chosen alternative. The team stressed 

that this could happen but that this alternative would most likely not be favored by 

the team. In the end it was decided to include this alternative and label it 4A. 

Alternative 2 will include an 8’ shared use path on the north side and on road bike 

lanes. Alternative 3 will include an 8’ shared use path on the north side, on road 

bike lanes, and a 5’ sidewalk with a 3’ buffer on the south side. The alternative 4B 

should locate the sidewalk out far enough such that the on road bike lanes could 

be included at a later time without having to relocate the sidewalk. If in the future 

a shared use path were added, the original sidewalk could be removed; it doesn’t 

need to be salvaged. 

g. The team agreed that all sidewalks should follow SHA’s ADA guidelines and that 

all shared use paths should follow AASHTO shared use path criteria. 

h. A question was raised as to whether SHA has any long range plans to widen 

Bradley Boulevard to four lanes. CM and others thought this is unlikely. The team 

also feels the public should be aware that building a shared use path along Bradley 

Boulevard will make it more difficult and unlikely for SHA to widen the road 

later. After the meeting MR confirmed that widening of MD 191 is not on the 

Highway Needs Inventory for SHA. 

i. JG inquired whether the team thought the project should be extended to the east 

from Goldsboro Road to Glenbrook Road. Due to the numerous requests from the 

public, all agreed this extension should be included. MR asked whether to 

consider eliminating a parking lane along Bradley Boulevard from Glenbrook to 

Goldsboro to have space for a shared use path. DR pointed out from experience 

driving this corridor that parking in this area is infrequent. It was also pointed out 

that all of the homes in this block have driveways and off street parking. The team 

agreed this option could be investigated. 
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V. Next Steps 

a. WR&A will prepare the additional alternatives and prepare presentation material 

for the next team and public meeting. The next public meeting will be a workshop 

format with no formal presentation. 

VI. Project Schedule 

a. The next study team meeting will occur in late January or early February. PS will 

gather feedback on availability and send out an invitation. 

b. The next public meeting will occur in late February or early March about four 

weeks after the team meeting. 
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The fifth meeting for the subject project was held on February 17, 2010. The following is a 

summary of the items discussed: 

 

I. Introductions 

a. Project team members introduced themselves. 

II. Purpose of Meeting 

a. PS described that the purpose of the meeting was to discuss the proposed 

alternatives to prepare for the upcoming public meeting. She also summarized the 

study progress to date. KH then described the key preferences and objections that 

the surrounding communities have for the study. The South Bradley Civic 

Association is in favor of bicycle facilities and some sort of a pedestrian 

connection. Some would prefer a sidewalk and some would prefer a shared-use 

path. Those who live directly on Bradley Boulevard fear this project would be the 

first part toward an eventual four lane highway while others are concerned with 

tree impacts and drainage improvements. They also don’t like being responsible 

for snow removal and they point out that the original petition was for a sidewalk 

only. The Kenwood Park Civic Association is in favor of the project. 

III. Proposed Concepts 

a. A discussion took place regarding the proposed alternatives that have been 

developed for the next public meeting/workshop. 

b. A discussion took place regarding alternates 4A and 4B. Some in the team are 

concerned that Alternate 4B does not meet the needs of the project and should be 

dropped. SHA has not placed the permanent pavement markings from the recent 

resurfacing project but will do so within a month. SHA is willing to restripe this 

section of Bradley Boulevard as 12’ or 11’ lanes. The team generally favored 11’ 

lanes.  
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c. A discussion took place as to whether the existing road could remain untouched. 

JG cited the fact that portions of the existing roadway should be removed to have 

the project be more favorable to MDE and to avoid additional impacts due to 

shifting the north side sidewalk or bike path farther out. Also the team generally 

agreed that any sidewalk or roadway improvements would also require drainage 

improvements. Depending on the alternate and the use of pervious pavement, the 

drainage improvements may be limited to a ditch or may require a ditch with 

bioswales. 

d. PS discussed the community’s preference for an interim solution which could 

include additional or improved pedestrian crossings. MR displayed the three 

locations studied for potential pedestrian refuge islands. These are at Brite, Devon, 

and Durbin. Any of these could be implemented on their own. Brite and Durbin 

could be implemented together. The team would prefer to drop Devon as a 

potential location. 

e. GTN revealed that any project that includes on street bike lanes would also 

include no parking signs. KH pointed out that while parking is infrequent, 

residents do use the existing shoulder for parking during parties and other large 

gatherings. The team all agreed removing parking from the roadway would not be 

favorable with the community. GTN stated that instead of bike lanes, the roadway 

could be considered to have bikeable shoulders. This would allow parking to 

remain. 

Side Note: Following the meeting it was noted that the Master Plan 

recommends shared roadways as opposed to dedicated bike lanes. 

Therefore parking would not be removed/prohibited on the shoulder. 

f. A debate then ensued whether to include Alternates 4A and 4B or to just have one 

Alternate 4. The team decided that any alternate 4 should not impact the road 

except for some pavement removal. 

Side Note: Following the meeting PS discussed Alternates 4A and 4B with 

Aruna and upper management. Upper management had WR&A investigate 

an alternate whereby a sidewalk is included on the south side of the 

roadway without impacting the roadway. WR&A prepared a memo 

describing the impacts of this alternate, as well as presenting an alternate 

where a south side sidewalk is placed along but not over the existing right-

of-way on the south side. 

IV. Next Steps 

a. JG discussed the format of the upcoming public meeting/workshop. The public 

meeting will be a workshop format. The team preferred having two sets of the roll 

plans available to help disperse any crowds from forming in one location. KH 

stated that we need to have clear direction on how we are going to layout the 

meeting and provide flow. PS stated that she will visit the school to get a sense of 

how the cafeteria is laid out. JG/MR will use this information to provide direction 

via email for review and comment. 

b. PS will discuss the alternates with Aruna and upper management. Based on these 

discussions, WR&A will revise the typical sections for the newsletter. The 

newsletter must be printed and distributed shortly for the upcoming public 

meeting. 

c. The Team needs to make it clear to the public that this project is within the public 

right-of-way and not impacting private property 

d. BS also stated that the concern with impacting the character of the corridor is 

going to happen with any option other than No Build. 

e. JG handed out a document outlining the 10 Questions about the Bradley 

Boulevard Project. The team was requested to review the questions and responses 

and provide feedback by March 1
st
. This will be an insert that is included with the 

public meeting handout. 

V. Project Schedule 

a. The next public meeting/workshop will be on March 10, 2010 at Thomas Pyle 

Middle School. 
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The sixth meeting for the subject project was held on October 20, 2010. The following is a 

summary of the items discussed: 

 

I. Introductions 

a. Project team members introduced themselves. 

II. Purpose of Meeting 

a. PS described that the purpose of the meeting was to discuss the proposed 

alternatives, to discuss the project newsletter, and to prepare for the upcoming 

public meeting. She also summarized the study progress since the last public 

meeting.  

III. Proposed Concepts 

a. It was pointed out that alternates 2 and 3 from the last public meeting are still on 

the table and should be presented at the public meeting. However the new 

alternates 4A, 4B, and 4C were developed to scale down some of the cross section 

elements. The sections and impacts for alternates 2 and 3 will be presented at the 

public meeting. 

IV. Public Workshop 

a. A discussion took place regarding whether the newsletter should contain typical 

sections or just text. Some preferred that sections be added to prepare people for 

the public meeting while others were concerned that showing sections would get 

people against the project even before the meeting. After the meeting the 

newsletter was sent out with typical sections. 

b. A discussion took place regarding the importance of drainage on the project. All 

agreed that any trail project should improve drainage. It was also discussed that 
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the swale option is preferred as it improves drainage while satisfying the latest 

SWM regulations. 

c. A discussion took place regarding the format of the public meeting. It was decided 

that primarily the meeting should be in the workshop format with displays for the 

plans, sections, renderings, and other miscellaneous displays. At the beginning of 

the meeting, Pat or Aruna will give a brief presentation with no slide show. Topics 

of this presentation will include a history of the study, the importance of drainage 

on the project, and the latest alternates. 

V. Next Steps 

a. The team is invited to assist at the public workshop.  

b. WR&A will work with Pat to develop Newsletter information and FAQ’s for 

public use and posting on the project website.. 

VI. Project Schedule 

a. The public meeting/workshop will be held from 7:00-9:00 on November 10, 2010 

at Thomas Pyle Middle School. 
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The seventh meeting for the subject project was held on February 2, 2011. The following is a 

summary of the items discussed: 

 

I. Introductions 

a. Project team members introduced themselves. 

II. Purpose of Meeting 

a. PS described that the purpose of the meeting was to discuss citizen comments, to 

determine the recommended alternative, and to decide on the next steps. 

III. Review Public Comments 

a. A total of 84 comments have been received from the public since the meeting on 

Nov. 10, 2010. These comments came in by comment card, letter, e-mail, and 

from the blog. The supportive comments outweigh the opposition comments 3 to 

1. This is an increase from the 2009 public meeting after which the comments 

were 2 to 1 in favor. The team discussed the common opposition points and 

appropriate responses. Many of those opposed say that the project will destroy too 

many trees and change the character of the neighborhood. MCDOT will strive to 

impact as few trees as possible during final design by using various tree save 

measures. Another point of opposition is that the bioswales and ditches will 

degrade the neighborhood aesthetics. During final design efforts will be made to 

minimize the size of the bioswales based on the necessary SWM. Also low level 

landscaping will be included as long as the project remains permittable and 

affordable. The team agreed that drainage improvements are necessary with any 

project. Another point of opposition is that the project is too expensive. The 

response is that the project is not funded for construction at this time and project 

costs will be determined in the next phase of facility planning. Another point of 

opposition is that the sidewalk and/or shared use path will create an unsafe 
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condition due to the conflicts with driveways. The response is that most urban 

areas have sidewalks across driveways so this would not be an unusual situation. 

b. It was pointed out that the local civic associations and bicycle groups are all in 

favor of a project. Most didn’t specify a preference except for Bradley Hills Civic 

Association which would prefer alternative 4C. 

c. All agreed that having at least sidewalks on both sides of the road is important to 

the project to provide connectivity to all residents. Also it was agreed that building 

only on one side in conjunction with extra crossings of Bradley Boulevard isn’t 

feasible. Reasons include the difficulty in having extra crosswalks approved 

through SHA, the additional impacts these crossings would create, and the lack of 

sight distance at many of the potential crossings. 

d. A discussion took place regarding whether the project should be split up with 

construction of the north side first followed by the south side. After discussion, it 

was eventually decided that it would be most beneficial to construct the project at 

one time. 

e. The group discussed their individual preferences. The group’s consensus is to 

support Alternative 4A since it adheres to the master plan and it can always be 

reduced to Alternative 4B or even 4C at a later time for many potential reasons. 

Choosing this alternative will allow all of the project elements to be further 

investigate/designed and estimated which could assist in determining the final 

scope of the project. 

IV. Next Steps 

a. The team discussed the Bradley Boulevard and Wilson Road intersection. It was 

decided that the project should include the left turn improvements as shown 

previously in order to provide a safer situation for traffic and bicyclists. It was 

agreed that simply stopping bypassing vehicles is not an option since this would 

create unacceptable delay at this intersection. CS revealed an error in the traffic 

report regarding required turn bay lengths. WR&A will correct this error. 

b. WR&A will develop order of magnitude cost estimates for the build alternatives. 

V. Project Schedule 

a. WR&A will complete the section of the prospectus that covers the recommended 

alternative by the end of February. This information will be included in the last 

newsletter to the public which will be sent out in early March. 

b. WR&A will complete the first draft of the prospectus by the end of March and 

will send individual sections earlier as they are completed. 

c. The team will then review, provide comments, and WR&A will complete the 

prospectus by the end of April. 
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SPECIMEN TREE AND SIGNIFICANT TREE LIST 

Label 
DBH 
(inches) Common Name Scientific Name Condition 

T-1 27.3 Norway maple Acer platanoides Good/fair 

T-2 36.3 Tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera Fair (crown dieback) 

T-3 40.0 Tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera Good 

T-4 30.0 Tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera Good 

T-5 31.3 Tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera Fair 

T-6 29.8 Tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera Fair 

T-7 28.2 Tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera Fair 

T-8 26.0 Tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera Poor (edge of asphalt) 

T-9 35.0 Silver maple Acer saccharinum Fair 

T-10 26.0 American elm Ulmus americana Fair 

T-11 40.4 Tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera Fair (included bark, double) 

T-12 25.2 Tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera Good 

T-13 27.0 Tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera Fair (leaning) 

T-14 47.4 Silver maple Acer saccharinum Poor (hollow trunk) 

T-15 48.5 American elm Ulmus americana Fair 

T-16 41.3 Silver maple Acer saccharinum Very poor (hazard tree) 

T-17 36.3 Mockernut hickory Carya tomentosa Good 

T-18 28.0 Mockernut hickory Carya tomentosa Good 

T-19 40.0 Southern red oak Quercus falcata Fair (heavily pruned) 

T-20 26.0 Mockernut hickory Carya tomentosa Good 

T-21 30.0 Pin oak Quercus palustris Poor (topped) 

T-22 32.0 Silver maple Acer saccharinum Fair/poor (crown) 

T-23 32.5 American sycamore Platanus occidentalis Good 

T-24 40.3 Red maple Acer rubrum Fair 

T-25 35.0 Chinese chestnut Castanea mollissima Fair 

T-26 40.0 Northern red oak Quercus rubra Fair/poor (trunk) 

T-27 27.0 Northern white cedar/Arborvitae Thuja occidentalis Fair (dead branches) 

T-28 25.0 Northern white cedar/Arborvitae Thuja occidentalis Fair (vines strangling) 

T-29 29.9 American beech Fagus grandifolia Fair/poor (topped) 

T-30 34.2 Southern red oak Quercus falcata Good 

T-31 36.3 Silver maple Acer saccharinum Good 

T-32 29.2 Silver maple Acer saccharinum Fair 

T-33 26.0 Norway maple Acer platanoides Fair/poor (hollow) 

T-34 26.3 White pine Pinus strobus Fair (heavily pruned) 

T-35 24.0 Black walnut Juglans nigra Good 

T-36 38.0 Black walnut Juglans nigra Good/fair 

T-37 29.5 Pin oak Quercus palustris Fair 

T-38 41.8 Northern red oak Quercus rubra Good 

T-39 27.4 Northern red oak Quercus rubra Good/fair 

T-40 32.4 Northern red oak Quercus rubra Fair (leaning) 

T-41 40.2 Northern red oak Quercus rubra Good/fair 

T-42 42.0 White oak Quercus alba Good 

T-43 24.0 White oak Quercus alba Good 

T-44 30.0 Tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera Good 

T-45 30.0 Tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera Good 



Label 
DBH 
(inches) Common Name Scientific Name Condition 

T-46 28.9 Pin oak Quercus palustris Fair 

T-47 28.2 White pine Pinus strobus Good/fair 

T-48 24.9 Red maple Acer rubrum Fair 

T-49 34.4 Red maple Acer rubrum Fair/poor (topped, double) 

T-50 24.0 Red maple Acer rubrum Poor (double, dead trunk) 

T-51 26.1 Silver maple Acer saccharinum Fair (topped) 

T-52 26.0 Tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera Fair (poison ivy strangling) 

T-53 30.8 Silver maple Acer saccharinum Fair 

T-54 30.4 Virginia pine Pinus virginiana Fair 
 



























Wilson LnB
ra

d
le

y
 B

lv
d

G
le

n
b
ro

o
k
 R

d

F
a

ir
fa

x
 R

d

Goldsboro Rd

Moorland Ln

Hampden Ln

R
a
d
n
o
r R

d

O
ld

c
h
e
s
te

r R
d

H
o
n
e
y
w

e
ll L

n

Elm St

Cornish Rd

Chamberlin
 Ave K

e
n
n
e

d
y D

r

Durbin Rd

Edgemoor Ln

Brite
 D

r

Ta
ng

le
w

oo
d 

D
r

Devon Rd

Lenox Rd

B
a

rre
tt L

n

Audubon Rd

E
x
fa

ir
 R

d

McLean Dr

M
ar

bu
ry

 R
d

Maiden Ln

A
b
e
rd

e
e
n
 R

d

Burlin
g Rd

C
u

s
te

r 
R

d

Midhill S
t

G
ra

n
b

y
 S

t

S
tr

a
tf

o
rd

 R
d

M
a

ri
o

n
 L

n

Pembroke Rd

Wessling Ln

E
lm

w
o
o

d
 R

d

Manning Dr

D
urbin Ter

P
la

in
v
ie

w
 R

d

W
in

s
lo

w
 S

t

B
ro

o
ksid

e
 D

r

Midwood Rd

Vern
on P

l

Burlin
g C

t

M
a

p
le

 R
id

g
e

 R
d

P
em

br
o
ke

 T
er

English Ct

P
em

berton S
t

Beam
 C

t

Radnor C
t

Overhill Rd

G
oldsboro C

t

O
ld

 C
h

e
s
te

r 
C

t

Durbin Rd

R
a
d
n
o
r R

d

2UB

1C

1C

2
U

C

2U
C

1
6
D

6A

316600

316600

316800

316800

317000

317000

317200

317200

317400

317400

317600

317600

4
3

1
6

0
0

0

4
3

1
6

0
0

0

4
3

1
6

2
0

0

4
3

1
6

2
0

0

4
3

1
6

4
0

0

4
3

1
6

4
0

0

4
3

1
6

6
0

0

4
3

1
6

6
0

0

4
3

1
6

8
0

0

4
3

1
6

8
0

0

4
3

1
7

0
0

0

4
3

1
7

0
0

0

4
3

1
7

2
0

0

4
3

1
7

2
0

0

4
3

1
7

4
0

0

4
3

1
7

4
0

0

4
3

1
7

6
0

0

4
3

1
7

6
0

0

0 600 1,200 1,800300
Feet

0 100 200 30050
Meters

38° 59' 21''

7
7

° 
6

' 1
3

''

38° 58' 24''

7
7

° 
6

' 1
2

''

38° 58' 23''

38° 59' 20''
7

7
° 

7
' 6

''
7

7
° 

7
' 7

''

Map Scale: 1:8,360 if printed on A size (8.5" x 11") sheet.

Soil Map—Montgomery County, Maryland
(Bradley Blvd. Soils)

Natural ResourcesNatural ResourcesNatural ResourcesNatural Resources
Conservation ServiceConservation ServiceConservation ServiceConservation Service

Web Soil Survey 2.2
National Cooperative Soil Survey

5/15/2009
Page 1 of 3



 !"#$%&%'(  !"#)'*+, !-)+'

!./0#12#)34/./54#6!+)7

 !"#$%&$'()"!"*)$+ ,'-

819:5

.%/0$1#2$3(/)*

8;/<90:#"1934#*/04=./5

40%5%6)

4%!!%5$7/)

80#9$.2%)

80%*":$;"2!"**/%(

<!#="0$7/)

<!#="009$.2%)

>#(:&/00

>#=#$?0%5

1#!*@$%!$*5#A2

1/("$%!$B6#!!9

1/*C"00#("%6*$D#)"!

7"!"((/#0$D#)"!

E%CF$,6)C!%2

.#0/("$.2%)

.#(:9$.2%)

."="!"09$G!%:":$.2%)

./(F@%0"

.0/:"$%!$.0/2

.%:/C$.2%)

.2%/0$ !"#

.)%(9$.2%)

H"!9$.)%(9$.2%)

D")$.2%)

,)@"!

8;/<90:#$93/#*/04=./5

<6009

.@%!)$.)""2$.0%2"

,)@"!

"1:949<0:#*/04=./5

8/)/"*

>04/.#*/04=./5

,C"#(*

.)!"#A*$#(:$8#(#0*

-.035;1.404913

E#/0*

'()"!*)#)"$I/J@5#9*

3.$E%6)"*

1#K%!$E%#:*

>%C#0$E%#:*

1#2$.C#0"L$MLNOPQR$/&$2!/()":$%($ $*/S"$+NTUV$W$MMV-$*@"")T

X@"$*%/0$*6!="9*$)@#)$C%A2!/*"$9%6!$ ,'$5"!"$A#22":$#)$MLMUONYRT

70"#*"$!"09$%($)@"$Z#!$*C#0"$%($"#C@$A#2$*@"")$&%!$#CC6!#)"$A#2

A"#*6!"A"()*T

.%6!C"$%&$1#2L$ $[#)6!#0$E"*%6!C"*$8%(*"!=#)/%($."!=/C"

D"Z$.%/0$.6!="9$3E>L$ $@))2L\\5"Z*%/0*6!="9T(!C*T6*:#TJ%=

8%%!:/(#)"$.9*)"AL$ $3X1$]%("$MN[$[ ;NP

X@/*$2!%:6C)$/*$J"("!#)":$&!%A$)@"$3.; ^[E8.$C"!)/&/":$:#)#$#*$%&

)@"$="!*/%($:#)"+*-$0/*)":$Z"0%5T

.%/0$.6!="9$ !"#L$ $1%()J%A"!9$8%6()9O$1#!90#(:

.6!="9$ !"#$;#)#L$ $H"!*/%($_O$?"Z$`O$`RR_

;#)"+*-$#"!/#0$/A#J"*$5"!"$2@%)%J!#2@":L$ $Q\`M\`RRU

X@"$%!)@%2@%)%$%!$%)@"!$Z#*"$A#2$%($5@/C@$)@"$*%/0$0/("*$5"!"

C%A2/0":$#(:$:/J/)/S":$2!%Z#Z09$:/&&"!*$&!%A$)@"$Z#CFJ!%6(:

/A#J"!9$:/*20#9":$%($)@"*"$A#2*T$ *$#$!"*60)O$*%A"$A/(%!$*@/&)/(J

%&$A#2$6(/)$Z%6(:#!/"*$A#9$Z"$"=/:"()T

.%/0$1#2a1%()J%A"!9$8%6()9O$1#!90#(:

+4!#:0"9$40=:T$.%/0*-

'04=.0:#,/51=.</5

?135/.@04913#8/.@9</

D"Z$.%/0$.6!="9$`T`

[#)/%(#0$8%%2"!#)/="$.%/0$.6!="9

U\MU\`RRb

7#J"$`$%&$P



 0;#A394#$/B/3C

 134B1D/.E#?1=34EF# 0.E:03C#6 (GHI7

 0;#A394#8EDJ1:  0;#A394#'0D/ !<./5#93#!+) "/.</34#12#!+)

M8 <#/0#$*/0)$0%#AO$N$)%$MU$2"!C"()$*0%2"* MMTb M`TPc

`34 <0"("0J^3!Z#($0#(:$C%A20"dO$R$)%$N$2"!C"()

*0%2"*

NMTP NYTPc

`38 <0"("0J^3!Z#($0#(:$C%A20"dO$N$)%$MU

2"!C"()$*0%2"*

`TY `TYc

Q 4#/0"$*/0)$0%#AO$R$)%$P$2"!C"()$*0%2"* RTM RTMc

MQ; 4!/(F0%5^40%CF)%5($C@#(("!9$*/0)$0%#A*O$MU

)%$`U$2"!C"()$*0%2"*

RTN RTNc

-140:5#21.#!./0#12#)34/./54 KLMH IGGMGN

.%/0$1#2a1%()J%A"!9$8%6()9O$1#!90#(: 4!#:0"9$40=:T$.%/0*

'04=.0:#,/51=.</5

?135/.@04913#8/.@9</

D"Z$.%/0$.6!="9$`T`

[#)/%(#0$8%%2"!#)/="$.%/0$.6!="9

U\MU\`RRb

7#J"$P$%&$P



 
FEDERAL DATABASES SEARCHED BY EDR 

DATABASE DESCRIPTION 
SEARCH 

DISTANCE 

NPL 

National Priorities List (Superfund).  Hazardous waste sites targeted for possible 

long-term remedial action under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS). 

1 mile 

Proposed NPL Proposed National Priority List Sites. 1mile 

Delisted NPL 

National Priority List Deletions.  The National Oil and Hazardous Substances 

Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) establish the criteria that EPA uses to delete 

sites from the NPL. 

1mile 

NPL LIENS Federal Superfund Liens. Project Site 

CERCLIS 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information 

System (CERCLIS).  Sites that are proposed for or on the NPL, or in the screening or 

assessment phase for possible inclusion on the NPL. 

0.5 mile 

CERC-NFRAP 

Archived CERCLIS sites with a status of No Further Remedial Action Planned 

(NFRAP), denoting sites where, following an initial investigation, either no 

contamination was found, contamination was removed quickly without need for 

the site to be placed on the NPL, or the contamination was not serious enough to 

require Federal Superfund action or NPL consideration.  The NFRAP status does 

not necessarily indicate that no environmental concerns are present. 

0.5 mile 

LIENS 2 
CERCLA Lien information.  A Federal CERCLA (“Superfund”) lien can exist by 

operation of law at any site or property at which EPA has spent Superfund monies. 
Project Site 

CORRACTS 
Hazardous waste handlers with Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 

corrective action activity. 
1mile 

RCRA-TSDF 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS), Treatment, 

Storage, and Disposal (TSD) facilities.  Hazardous waste handlers. 
0.5 mile 

RCRA-LQG 

RCRIS sites that are large-quantity generators (LQG) of hazardous waste.  LQGs 

generate over 1,000 kg of hazardous waste, or over 1 kg of acutely hazardous 

waste per month. 

0.25 mile 

RCRA-SQG 
RCRIS sites that are small-quantity generators (SQG) of hazardous waste.  SQGs 

generate between 100 kg and 1,000 kg of hazardous waste per month. 
0.25 mile 

RCRA-CESQG 

RCRA-Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators.  CESQGs generate less 

than 100 kg of hazardous waste, or less than 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste per 

month. 

0.25 mile 

RCRA-NonGen 
RCRA-Non Generators.  Non-Generators do not presently generate hazardous 

waste. 
0.25 mile 

ERNS 
Emergency Response Notification System.  Releases of oil and hazardous 

substances. 
Project Site 

HMIRS 

Hazardous Materials Information System Database.  A list of release incident 

information reported to the Department of Transportation by carriers of hazardous 

materials. 

Project Site 

US ENG 

CONTROLS 

Engineering Controls Sites List.  A list of sites with engineering controls in place 

including various forms of caps, building foundations, liners, and treatment 

methods. 

0.5 mile 

US INST 

CONTROL 

Sites with Institutional Controls.  A listing of sites with institutional controls in place, 

including administrative measures, such as groundwater use restrictions, 

construction restrictions, property use restrictions, and post remediation care 

requirements. 

0.5 mile 

DOD 

Department of Defense Sites.  Data set of federally owned or administered lands 

having area equal to or greater than 640 acres of the US, Puerto Rico, and the US 

Virgin Islands. 

1mile 

FUDS 
Formerly used Defense properties where USACE will take necessary cleanup 

actions. 
1mile 

US 

BROWNFIELDS 
A listing of Brownfield sites. 0.5 mile 

CONSENT 
Superfund (CERCLA) Consent Decrees.  Major legal settlements that establish 

responsibility and standard for cleanup at NPL (Superfund) sites. 
1mile 

ROD 

Records of Decision.  ROD documents mandate a permanent cleanup at an NPL 

(Superfund) site containing technical and health information to aid in the 

cleanup. 

1mile 

UMTRA 
Uranium Mill Tailings Sites.  (Mined by private companies for federal government 

use in national defense programs.) 
0.5 mile 



 

FEDERAL DATABASES SEARCHED BY EDR 

DATABASE DESCRIPTION 
SEARCH 

DISTANCE 

DEBRIS REGION 

9 

Torres Martinez Reservation Illegal Dump Site Locations.  A listing of illegal dump 

sites located on the Torres Martinez Indian Reservation located in eastern 

Riverside and northern Imperial County, California. 

0.5 mile 

ODI 
Open Dump Inventory:  Disposal facility that does not comply with one or more of 

CFR Part 257 or Part 258 Subtitle D Criteria. 
0.5 mile 

TRIS 
Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System.  TRIS identifies facilities, which release 

toxic chemicals into the air, water, and land in reportable quantities. 
Project Site 

TSCA 

Toxic Substance Control Act.  An inventory, which includes locations and 

chemical production of more than 700 processors and manufacturers of 

chemicals. 

Project Site 

FTTS 

National Compliance Database tracking administrative cases and pesticide 

enforcement actions and compliance activities related to FIFRA, TSCA, and 

EPCRA. 

Project Site 

HIST FTTS 

FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System Administrative Case Listing.  Information was 

obtained from the National Compliance Database.  May include data not in 

newer FTTS database. 

Project Site 

SSTS 
Section 7 Tracking Systems of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 

Act. 
Project Site 

ICIS 

Integrated Compliance Information System supports information needs of the 

national enforcement and compliance program as well as the unique needs of 

the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. 

Project Site 

US CDL 
Clandestine Drug Labs Database.  Locations listed by the U.S. Department of 

Justice. 
Project Site 

LUCIS 

Land Use Control Information System.  Contains records of land use control 

information pertaining to the former Navy Base Realignment and Closure 

properties.   

0.5 mile 

RADINFO 
Radiation Information Database.  EPA regulated facilities for radiation and 

radioactivity. 
Project Site 

DOT OPS 
Incident and Accident Data from the Department of Transportation, Office of 

Pipeline Safety Incident and Accident data. 
Project Site 

PADS 
PCB Activity Database System.  The PADS database stores information about 

facilities that handle polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). 
Project Site 

MLTS 
Material License Tracking System.  MLTS contains information on sites licensed by 

the NRC to handle radioactive materials. 
Project Site 

MINES 
Mines Master Index File containing all mine identification numbers issued for mines 

active or opened since 1971. 
0.25 mile 

FINDS 
Facility Index System.  An inventory of all facilities that are regulated or tracked by 

EPA. 
Project Site 

RAATS 

RCRA Administrative Tracking System.  RAATS contains records based on 

enforcement actions issued under RCRA pertaining to major violations and 

includes administrative and civil actions brought by the EPA  LOCAL (VIRGINIA) 

Project Site 

SCRD 

DRYCLEANERS 
State Coalition for Remediation of Drycleaners listing 0.5 mile 

 
TRIBAL DATABASES SEARCHED BY EDR 

DATABASE DESCRIPTION DATABASE 

INDIAN RESERV 
Indian administered lands of the US having area equal to or greater than 640 

acres. 
1mile 

INDIAN LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land. 0.5 mile 

INDIAN UST Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land. 0.25 mile 

INDIAN VCP Voluntary Cleanup Priority Listing 0.5 mile 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 EDR PROPRIETARY RECORDS  

DATABASE DESCRIPTION DATABASE 

Manufactured Gas 

Plants 

Database including records of coal gas plants used in the US from the 1800’s 

to 1950’s. 
1mile 

EDR Historical Auto 

Stations 
Database from business directories of potential gas stations/service stations. 0.25 mile 

EDR Historical 

Cleaners 
Database from business directories of potential dry cleaning establishments. 0.25 mile 

 
LOCAL (MARYLAND) DATABASES SEARCHED BY EDR 

DATABASE DESCRIPTION 
SEARCH 

DISTANCE 

SHWS Notice of Potential Hazardous Waste Sites 1mile 

State Landfills Permitted Solid Waste Disposal Facilities 0.5 mile 

SWRCY Recycling Directory 0.5 mile 

OCPCASES Oil Control Program Cases 0.5 mile 

HIST LUST Recovery Sites 0.5 mile 

UST Registered Underground Storage Tank List 0.25 mile 

Historical UST Historical UST Registered Database 0.25 mile 

AST Permitted Aboveground Storage Tanks 0.25 mile 

INST CONTROL Voluntary Cleanup Program Applicants/Participants 0.5 mile 

VCP Voluntary Cleanup Program Applicants/Participants 0.5 mile 

DRYCLEANERS Registered Drycleaning Facilities 0.25 mile 

BROWNFIELDS Eligible Brownfields Properties 0.5 mile 

AIRS Permit and Facility Information Listing Project Site 

LEAD Lead Inspection Database Project Site 

NPDES Wastewater Permit Listing Project Site 

 
 

EDR IDENTIFIED REGULATORY SITES WITHIN PROJECT CORRIDOR 

LOCATION DATABASE INFORMATION MDE FILE INFORMATION 

DISTANCE/DIRECTION 

FROM PROJECT SITE 

Edward Mehlman 

5625 Bradley Blvd. 

Bethesda, MD 20817 

RCRA-SQG 

Waste Name: Silver 

Violation Status: No 

violations found 

 

FINDS 

 

♦ NA Project Site 

5504 Bradley Blvd. 

Bethesda, MD 20817 

MD LEAD 

Inspection Date: 10/2/1997 

Pass/Fail: P 

 

♦ NA Project Site 

5408 Bradley Blvd. 

Bethesda, MD 20814 

MD LEAD 

Inspection Date: 10/29/2005 

Pass/Fail: P 

 

Inspection Date: 3/14/2007 

Pass/Fail: P 

 

Inspection Date: 3/17/2008 

Pass/Fail: P 

 

♦ NA Project Site 

Pepco Spill 

5401 Bradley Blvd. 

Bethesda, MD 20814 

OCPCASES 

OCP Case  #: 02-1434MO1 

Facility Status: Closed 

Date Open: 5/10/2002 

Date Closed: 6/12/2002 

Release: Yes 

Cleanup: Yes 

♦ Per MDE, files destroyed Project Site 



 

EDR IDENTIFIED REGULATORY SITES WITHIN PROJECT CORRIDOR 

LOCATION DATABASE INFORMATION MDE FILE INFORMATION 

DISTANCE/DIRECTION 

FROM PROJECT SITE 

Facility Code: Dumping 

 

Petro Oil Spill 

5305 Bradley Blvd. 

Bethesda, MD 20814 

OCPCASES 

OCP Case  #: 99-2994MO1 

Facility Status: Cancelled 

Date Open: 6/11/1999 

Date Closed: 6/11/1999 

Release: Yes 

Cleanup: Not Reported 

Facility Code: NC 

 

♦ Per MDE, files destroyed Project Site 

Pepco Spill 

5303 Bradley Blvd. 

Bethesda, MD 20814 

OCPCASES 

OCP Case  #: 99-2992MO1 

Facility Status: Closed 

Date Open: 6/11/1999 

Date Closed: 7/20/1999 

Release: Yes 

Cleanup: Yes 

Facility Code: Surface Spill 

from UST-Residential Heating 

oil 

 

ERNS 

 

♦ Overfill of #2 heating oil at 

the outlet/vent pipe 

♦ Oil sorbent placed on 

spilled material 

♦ MDE visited site on 6/11/99 

and found minimal 

contamination at site 

♦ Case closed on 7/20/99 

Project Site 

5500 Burling Court 

Bethesda, MD 20817 

MD LEAD 

Inspection Date: 7/18/2008 

Pass/Fail: P 

 

♦ NA + 50 feet west 

5702 Maiden Lane 

Bethesda, MD 20817 

MD LEAD 

Inspection Date: 9/29/2005 

Pass/Fail: P 

 

♦ NA + 100 feet west 

5507 Burling Court 

Bethesda, MD 20817 

MD LEAD 

Inspection Date: 1/10/2008 

Pass/Fail: P 

 

Inspection Date: 10/27/2000 

Pass/Fail: P 

 

♦ NA + 200 feet west 
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I. Introduction 
The Montgomery County Department of Transportation (MCDOT) initiated a Phase I 
Facility Planning Study to evaluate the need for sidewalks, master planned bicycle facilities 
and traffic safety improvements along Bradley Boulevard (MD 191) between Wilson Lane 
(MD 188) and Goldsboro Road (MD 614). 

This study included a review of the 1990 Approved and Adopted Bethesda-Chevy Chase 
Master Plan and the 2005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan. The study 
recommended providing a pedestrian connection between the existing sidewalk on Bradley 
Boulevard east of Goldsboro Road and existing sidewalk on Wilson Lane. 

The study area is located in a single-family residential community in Bethesda, Maryland, 
see the site map on Figure 1. The east end of the study area was extended from Goldsboro 
Road to Glenbrook Road after the first public meeting and newsletter. There were many 
public comments that Glenbrook Road is the more logical project terminus due to its 
connection to the Capital Crescent Trail. 

II. Existing Conditions 
1. Existing Pedestrian Facilities: Signal, Crosswalk, and Sidewalk Locations 

Note: Throughout the study corridor, Bradley Boulevard is classified as an east-west 
roadway, and is labeled as such in this report, although it is aligned in the north-south 
direction in the vicinity of the Wilson Lane intersection. 

Two intersections in the study area are signal-controlled and were analyzed as part of 
the Study: Bradley Boulevard (MD 191) at Wilson Lane (MD 188) and Bradley 
Boulevard (MD 191) at Goldsboro Road (MD 614). Bradley Boulevard (MD 191) at 
Glenbrook Road is also signalized but was not analyzed and no changes were considered 
at this location as part of the Study. The Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane intersection 
has marked crosswalks on two of the four approaches, one crossing the NB Wilson Lane 
approach, and one crossing the WB Bradley Boulevard approach. Within the study area 
is the Bradley Boulevard at Brite Drive intersection, which is stop-controlled along the 
Brite Drive approach. This intersection has a marked crosswalk on one of its three 
approaches, crossing the EB Bradley Boulevard approach. The Bradley Boulevard at 
Goldsboro Road intersection has a marked crosswalk on the west leg of the intersection. 
A summary of existing pedestrian facilities is shown in Table 1 

TABLE 1 - Summary of Existing Pedestrian Facilities 

Intersection/Roadway 
Existing 

Traffic Signal 
Control 

Existing 
Marked 

Crosswalk 

Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane   

Bradley Boulevard between Wilson Lane and Brite Drive   

Bradley Boulevard at Brite Drive   

Bradley Boulevard between Brite Drive and Goldsboro Road   

Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road   
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There are intermittent sidewalk facilities throughout the study area as follows: 

• Along both sides of Bradley Boulevard from Glenbrook Road to Goldsboro Road – 
consisting of a five foot sidewalk with no grass buffer. 

• Along the north side of Bradley Boulevard from Goldsboro Road to Barrett Lane – 
consisting of five to six foot wide sidewalks with a grass buffer of varying width. 

• Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane – short segments of six to seven foot wide 
sidewalks on the northwest and southwest corners of the intersection. 

• Bradley Boulevard at Durbin Road – short segment adjacent to EB Bradley Boulevard 
on the northwest corner of the intersection. 

2. Existing Bikeways: Shared Use Paths, Shared Roadways and On-Road Bikeable 
Shoulders 

Bradley Boulevard currently does not have dedicated bicycle lanes. Bradley Boulevard 
intersects the Capital Crescent Trail and is in close proximity to the North Bethesda 
Trail (also known as the Bethesda Trolley Trail) near the study area. There are also on-
road bike lanes on Fairfax Road and Little Falls Parkway just east of the study area. 

According to the Montgomery County’s Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan, 
dual bikeways (shared use path and on-road bikeable shoulders) are proposed on Bradley 
Boulevard from Persimmon Tree Road in the west to Wisconsin Avenue in the east, 
which includes the study area. 

3. Geometric Configuration and Traffic Control 

The existing travel lanes on Bradley Boulevard vary from 11’ to 13’, and average 11.5’. 
The existing shoulders on Bradley Boulevard vary from 2’ to 12’, and average 4’.  

There are two signalized intersections within the study area on Bradley Boulevard that 
were analyzed. Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane is controlled by a two-phase traffic 
signal. At this intersection, Bradley Boulevard is a two-lane roadway. The WB lane is 13’ 
wide east of Wilson Lane and 11.5’ wide west of Wilson Lane.  The EB lane is 11’ wide 
west of Wilson Lane and 12’ wide east of Wilson Lane. The posted speed limit on 
Bradley Boulevard is 30 mph. The nearest adjacent signalized intersections are located 
approximately 400 feet to the east of Goldsboro Road at Glenbrook Road, and 
approximately 0.5 miles to the west of Wilson Lane at Huntington Parkway. Adjacent 
land uses are primarily residential homes. 

Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road is controlled by a three-phase traffic signal, 
including exclusive/permissive left-turn phasing on the WB Bradley Boulevard approach. 
East of the intersection, Bradley Boulevard is a divided roadway with two 10’ wide WB 
thru lanes, a separate 15’ wide left-turn bay and three 11’ wide EB lanes. Just west of 
the intersection, Bradley Boulevard has three 11’ wide EB lanes, and one WB lane that is 
18’ wide, but narrows down to 12.5’approximately 330’ west of the intersection.  

At its intersection with Bradley Boulevard, Wilson Lane is a two-lane roadway. The NB 
lane is 11’ wide south of the intersection and 13’ wide north of the intersection. The SB 
lane is 11.5’ wide north of the intersection and 11’ wide south of the intersection. The 
posted speed limit on Wilson Lane is 30 mph. The nearest signalized intersections on 
Wilson Lane are located approximately 0.75 miles to the south at Whittier Boulevard 
and approximately 0.9 miles to the north at Old Georgetown Road (MD 187). Adjacent 
land uses are primarily residential homes. 
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At its intersection with Bradley Boulevard, Goldsboro Road is a two-lane roadway. The 
NB approach includes a separate left-turn lane and right-turn lane, both of which are 
11’ wide. The SB lane along this approach is 22’ wide, which immediately narrows 
down to approximately 12’. There is no separate SB approach. The posted speed limit 
on Goldsboro Road is 30 mph. The nearest signalized intersection on Goldsboro Road is 
located approximately 0.9 miles to the south at River Road (MD 190). Adjacent land 
uses are primarily residential homes. 

 

4. Travel Speeds 

Vehicle travel speeds were measured along Bradley Boulevard between 10:45 AM and 
1:00 PM on Thursday, April 23, 2009. Travel speeds were recorded at Wilson Lane, 
Brite Drive, and Goldsboro Road. Marked crosswalks across Bradley Boulevard are 
currently located at the Wilson Lane, Brite Drive, and Goldsboro Road intersections. 
Radar speed distributions are enclosed in Appendix A, and results are summarized in 
Table 2. 

As indicated, Bradley Boulevard motorists are driving 4 to 9 mph above the posted 30-
mph speed limit under free-flow conditions. During this period, vehicle speeds ranged 
from 24 to 53 mph. 

TABLE 2 - Travel Speed Data Summary 

Criteria 
at Wilson Lane at Brite Drive at Goldsboro Road 

WB EB WB EB WB EB 

Posted Speed 
Limit 30 mph 30 mph 30 mph 30 mph 30 mph 30 mph 

85th Percentile 
Speed 

36 mph 37 mph 37 mph 38 mph 39 mph 34 mph 

% Exceeding 
Speed Limit 

74% 78% 80% 84% 79% 58% 

Mean Speed 32.9 mph 33.3 mph 33.8 mph 34.7 mph 34.5 mph 31.0 mph 

High/Low 
Speed 

43/27 
mph 

40/26 
mph 

52/27 
mph 

49/26 
mph 

53/27 
mph 

39/24 
mph 
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5. Peak Hour Delays/Queues 

During the majority of the day, motorists in queues were observed clearing the 
intersections during most cycles. Queuing analyses are included in Appendix B, and 
results are summarized in Table 3.  

At the Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane intersection, the EB (AM) and WB (PM) 
queues on Bradley Boulevard were typically too long to be measured. During the AM 
peak period, EB left-turn queues of 4 or more vehicles in length would slow/completely 
block through traffic, not allowing through motorists to clear the intersection. During 
the PM peak period, slow-moving WB traffic west of Wilson Lane queued to, and 
periodically through the intersection, prohibiting WB traffic from clearing the 
intersection.  

At the Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road intersection, the longest turn queues form 
in the WB left-turn lane during the PM peak hour. All of these lefts which are in queue 
at the beginning of the green interval clear during the exclusive left-turn arrow phase.  

 

TABLE 3 - Peak Hour Queuing Summary along Bradley Boulevard 

Peak Hour Intersection Approach – 
Movement 

Longest 
Queue1 

Average 
Queue1 

Vehicles Not 
Cleared2 

7:45-8:45 AM 

EB (All Vehicles) at Wilson Lane 20 20 * 

WB Lefts at Goldsboro Road 15 6.3 0 (1) 

EB Thrus at Goldsboro Road 10 6.2 0 (0) 

5:30-6:30 PM 

WB (All Vehicles) at Wilson Lane 20 20 * 

WB Lefts at Goldsboro Road 18 8.8 0 (0) 

EB Thrus at Goldsboro Road 8 4.4 0 (0) 

1 Per cycle 
2 Total vehicles during peak hour (vehicles in parentheses represent # vehicles clearing during 
yellow & all-red intervals) 

* Vehicles not cleared cannot be determined because the excessive queue lengths are too long to 
be determined  

6. Sight Distances 

Stopping sight distances were measured at both signalized intersections as well as 
the marked crosswalk location at Brite Drive. Table 4 provides a summary of 
stopping sight distance criteria and available sight distances on the intersection 
approaches. Because the radar speed study shows 85th percentile speeds of 34 to 
39 mph throughout the study area, a design speed of 40 mph was used for all 
approaches. As indicated, all available sight distances exceed criteria.  

 

 



 
 

 Page 6 
 

                                                                        TRAFFIC STUDY          MAY 2011 

TABLE 4 - Stopping Sight Distances 

Location Approach Criteria Available Sight 
Distance Criteria Met 

Wilson Lane 
WB 305’ 535’ Yes 

EB 305’ 850’ Yes 

Brite Drive 
WB 305’ 710’ Yes 

EB 305’ 725’ Yes 

Goldsboro Road 
WB 305’ 440’* Yes 

EB 305’ 560’ Yes 

* Sight distance extends past next intersection (Glenbrook Drive), which is 440’ from Goldsboro 
Road 

7. Traffic Volumes 

A 13-hour turning movement count was conducted at the intersection of Bradley 
Boulevard at Goldsboro Road from 6:00 AM to 7:00 PM on Tuesday, April 21, 2009. A 
13-hour turning movement count was conducted at the intersection of Bradley 
Boulevard at Wilson Lane from 6:00 AM to 7:00 PM on Thursday, April 23, 2009. A 5-
hour turning movement count was performed at the intersection of Bradley Boulevard at 
Goldsboro Road from 7:00 AM to 12:00 Noon on Saturday, April 25, 2009. Peak hour 
traffic volumes are shown in Figures 1, 2, and 3. Appendix C contains the full count 
data. Peak hour vehicular volume characteristics are shown in Tables 5A and 5B. Peak 
hour pedestrian and bicycle volumes are shown in Tables 5C and 5D. As indicated, the 
predominant vehicular through movements along Bradley Boulevard are EB during the 
morning peak period and WB during the evening peak period. The predominant bicycle 
movements occur on the weekend from 7:00 AM to 8:00 AM. 
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FIGURE 2 - Existing Traffic Volumes (Weekday AM Peak Hour) 

    
 
 

FIGURE 3 - Existing Traffic Volumes (Weekday PM Peak Hour) 
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FIGURE 4 - Existing Traffic Volumes (Saturday Peak Hour) 

 
 

TABLE 5A - Peak Hour Vehicular Volume Characteristics – Bradley 
Boulevard at Wilson Lane 

Peak Hour 
Predominant Flow – Movement (vph) 

Bradley Boulevard Wilson Lane 
Turns Thru Turns Thru 

Weekday 
8:15 – 9:15 AM 

EBL (113) EB (790) SBL (39) 
NBR (59) 

NB (434) 

Weekday 
5:45 – 6:45 PM EBL (60) WB (893) 

SBL (25) 
SBR (98) 

NB (419) 
SB (433) 

 

TABLE 5B - Peak Hour Vehicular Volume Characteristics –  
Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road 

Peak Hour 
Predominant Flow – Movement (vph) 

Bradley Boulevard Goldsboro Road 
Turns Thru Lefts Rights 

Weekday 
7:45 – 8:45 AM 

WBL (341) EB (957) NBL (72) NBR (682) 

Weekday 
5:30 – 6:30 PM WBL (688) WB (959) NBL (133) NBR (509) 

Saturday 
11:00 AM – 12:00 Noon 

WBL (341) EB (655) NBL (70) NBR (352) 
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TABLE 5C - Peak Hour Pedestrian/Bicycle Volume Characteristics – 
Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane 

Peak Hour 
Bradley Boulevard Wilson Lane 

Pedestrians Bicycles Pedestrians Bicycles 
EB WB EB WB NB SB NB SB 

Weekday 
8:15 – 9:15 AM 

0 6 0 9 0 0 7 3 

Weekday 
5:45 – 6:45 PM 2 16 4 3 2 6 1 5 

Weekday 
12:00 Noon– 1:00 PM 

Peak hour of bicycle traffic 
8 0 0 25 0 0 3 2 

 

TABLE 5D - Peak Hour Pedestrian/Bicycle Volume Characteristics – 
Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road 

Peak Hour 
Bradley Boulevard Goldsboro Road 

Pedestrians Bicycles Pedestrians Bicycles 
EB WB EB WB NB NB 

Weekday 
7:45 – 8:45 AM 

Peak hour of vehicular and bicycle traffic 
0 0 0 0 11 1 

Weekday 
5:30 – 6:30 PM 

0 0 0 0 2 0 

Saturday 
11:00 AM – 12:00 Noon 0 1 9 9 1 1 

Saturday 
7:00 – 8:00 AM 

Peak hour of bicycle traffic 
0 0 5 71 2 3 

 
8. Existing Level of Service 

Under MSHA’s Critical Lane Volume (CLV) analysis, the Bradley Boulevard 
intersections with Wilson Lane and Goldsboro Road, respectively, operate at LOS F/B 
during the AM peak hour and LOS F/B during the PM peak hour. It was noted during 
peak hour observations that through/right-turning vehicles bypass left-turning vehicles 
at the Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane intersection along the Bradley Boulevard 
approaches and the SB Wilson Lane approach, creating effective left-turn/bypass lanes 
along these three approaches. This intersection was analyzed with left-turn lanes to 
more accurately reflect existing traffic conditions. With the effective left-turn lanes at 
the Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane intersection, the intersections operate at LOS 
D/B during the AM peak hour and LOS E/B during the PM peak hour (See Table 6). 
CLV worksheets can be found in Appendix D. 
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TABLE 6 – Existing Intersection CLV Summary 

(With Effective Turn Lanes at the Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane 
Intersection) 

 
 

Using Synchro/SimTraffic analysis with current lane configurations and observed green 
times, the Bradley Boulevard intersections with Wilson Lane and Goldsboro Road, 
respectively, operate at LOS F/C during the AM peak hour and LOS F/F during the 
PM peak hour. Because through/right-turning vehicles were observed bypassing left-
turning vehicles at the Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane intersection along the Bradley 
Boulevard approaches and the SB Wilson Lane approach, the network was analyzed with 
left-turn lanes at those approaches to more accurately reflect existing traffic conditions. 
With the effective left-turn lanes at the Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane intersection, 
both intersections experience improved operations, which more closely represent actual 
conditions. The Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road intersection experiences 
improvements due to reduced queues from the Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane 
intersection.  With the effective left-turn lanes at the Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane 
intersection, the intersections operate at LOS D/C during the AM peak hour and LOS 
F/C during the PM peak hour (See Table 7). Detailed SimTraffic output can be found 
in Appendix E. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intersection 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

CLV LOS V/C Ratio CLV LOS V/C Ratio 

Bradley Boulevard at 
Wilson Lane 1403 D 0.88 1532 E 0.96 

Bradley Boulevard at 
Goldsboro Road 1099 B 0.69 1056 B 0.66 
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TABLE 7 – Existing Intersection SimTraffic Summary 
(With Effective Turn Lanes at the Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane 

Intersection) 

9. Bus Ridership  

Bus ridership volumes were provided by Montgomery County’s Ride On Transit 
Services department. Bus route 36 travels both EB and WB through the study area. Bus 
ridership includes a total of 44 passengers entering and exiting the WB buses on an 
average weekday, and 44 entering and exiting the EB buses on an average weekday. This 
bus route does not operate on weekends. Table 8 provides a summary of bus ridership in 
this area. The bus stops along the EB route that experience the greatest usage are at 
Brite Drive (17 riders/day) and Durbin Road (9 riders/day). The Brite Drive bus stop is 
served by a marked crosswalk. The bus stops along the WB route that experience the 
greatest usage are at Audubon Road (15 riders/day), Durbin Road (9 riders/day), and 
Burling Court (7 riders/day). The most heavily-traveled time periods are during the AM 
period (19 riders/day in the area) and the mid-day period (17 riders/day) along the EB 
route, and during the PM period (18 riders/day) along the WB route. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay LOS 95th % 
Queue (ft) 

Delay LOS 95th % 
Queue (ft) 

Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane 

EB Bradley Boulevard 34.6 C 762 88.3 F 890 
WB Bradley Boulevard 18.9 B 287 38.9 D 1064 
NB Wilson Lane 99.7 F 1096 874.6 F 1884 
SB Wilson Lane 37.5 D 211 108.2 F 1169 
Intersection Summary 46.8 D -- 181.6 F -- 

Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road 

EB Bradley Boulevard 22.8 C 216 16.7 B 161 
WB Bradley Boulevard 18.9 B 242 37.5 D 441 
NB Goldsboro Road 26.8 C 233 19.6 B 132 
Intersection Summary 22.9 C -- 28.6 C -- 
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TABLE 8 – Bus Route 36 Ridership Summary 

Bus Stop 

AM MID-DAY PM NIGHT 
TOTAL 4:59 AM - 

8:56 AM 
8:57 AM – 
3:56 PM 

3:57 PM – 
6:56 PM 

After 
6:57 PM 

ON OFF ON OFF ON OFF ON OFF ON OFF 

Route 36 Eastbound FY09 Weekday 

Wilson Lane 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Oldchester Road 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
Durbin Road 6 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 9 0 
Beam Court 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
Brite Drive 6 0 6 1 4 0 0 0 16 1 
Audubon Road 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 4 0 
Pembroke Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Goldsboro Road 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Glenbrook Road 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 5 0 

Total 19 0 12 5 8 0 0 0 39 5 

Route 36 Westbound FY09 Weekday 

Goldsboro Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pembroke Road 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Audubon Road 0 6 1 2 0 4 0 2 1 14 
Burling Court 0 2 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 7 
Cornish Road 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
Durbin Road 0 2 0 3 0 3 0 1 0 9 
Oldchester Road 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Wilson Lane 0 3 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 5 
Total 0 13 2 8 0 18 0 3 2 42 

 

10. Field Observations 

Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane 

• EB through vehicles typically bypass EB left-turning vehicles at a relatively high rate 
of speed, as long as the EB left-turn queue is three vehicles or less. 

• The sight distance of EB lefts is blocked by WB lefts. WB through vehicles bypass 
waiting WB lefts, resulting in conflicts between EB lefts and WB through vehicles. 
At these times, WB through vehicles had to brake to avoid EB left-turning vehicles. 

• EB and WB queues consistently extend to more than twenty vehicles during the AM 
and PM peak hours, respectively. 

• On both Bradley Boulevard approaches and on the SB Wilson Lane approach, 
through vehicles use the shoulders to bypass left-turning vehicles, or right-turning 
vehicles use the shoulders to bypass left/through vehicles. 
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• At 5:38 PM, slow moving traffic west of this intersection queued through the 
intersection, making the intersection capacity-constrained. This scenario repeated 
three more times until 5:50 PM. 

• During the PM peak hour, NB and SB queues of greater than ten vehicles frequently 
occurred.  

• Throughout the PM peak hour, many EB left-turning vehicles were unable to turn 
during the green phase due to the heavy WB through movement and instead two to 
three vehicles would turn during the all-red phase, resulting in a potential safety 
issue. 

Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road 

• During the AM peak hour, EB vehicles typically arrive in platoons at the start of 
their green phase and either do not come to a complete stop, or stop for two seconds 
or less. 

• During the AM peak hour, NB rights form queues of seven to nineteen vehicles, and 
typically clear during the WB left-turn phase, which follows the NB phase. The NB 
phase always maxes out during this peak hour. An overlap phase would decrease 
delay for these NB right-turning motorists. 

• During the PM peak hour, NB right-turning vehicles typically form short queues of 
three vehicles or less; there were two observed queues which were significantly 
longer (ten vehicles and twelve vehicles). 

• WB queues developed west of this intersection from 5:50 to 6:10 PM; while these 
queues always cleared the intersection, they did cause increases in delay for WB 
through vehicles. 

• During the PM peak hour, WB left-turning queues extended beyond the turn bay 
and spilled over into one of the through lanes, and extended as far as to the 
upstream signalized intersection of Bradley Boulevard at Glenbrook Road. Vehicles 
were blocked from entering the intersection at Glenbrook Road once during the PM 
peak hour. 

• The two WB through lanes merge into one lane just as vehicles pass through the 
intersection, creating a potential safety issue. There are no pavement markings 
directing motorists to merge. During the AM peak hour, when WB through traffic is 
lighter, most vehicles use the left of the two through lanes to avoid merging in the 
intersection. During the PM peak hour, when traffic volumes are greater, vehicles 
slow down in the middle of the intersection to merge just as they clear the 
intersection. A local resident whose house is along this intersection remarked that 
the lack of a merging area represents a safety concern.  
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Pedestrian/Bicyclist Observations 

• A group of approximately twenty bicyclists were observed traveling WB on Bradley 
Boulevard through the study area at 12:30 PM on Thursday, April 23, 2009. 

• A group of approximately 60 bicyclists were observed making a left turn from WB 
Bradley Boulevard onto Goldsboro Road just before 7:30 AM on Saturday, April 25, 
2009.  

• Bicyclists at the Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane intersection were observed 
obeying the traffic signal when crossing the intersection.   

 

11. Crash History 

Crash data provided by the Montgomery County Traffic Engineering and Operations 
Section indicates that there were sixty-two (62) reported crashes in the study area for 
the five-year period between 2003 and 2007, including eighteen (18) reported crashes at 
the Wilson Lane intersection and nineteen (19) reported crashes at the Goldsboro Road 
intersection. Detailed crash data is included in Appendix F, summarized in Tables 9A, 
9B, and 9C, and discussed below. 

Crash data was compiled along all approaches to the two signalized intersections that 
were analyzed of Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane and Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro 
Road. Crashes were also compiled along Bradley Boulevard between the two 
intersections. Of the sixty-two crashes, fifty-six (56) occurred along Bradley Boulevard, 
five (5) occurred along Wilson Lane, and one (1) occurred along Goldsboro Road. 

Severity: No crash-related fatalities occurred during the five-year period. Thirty of the 
sixty-two (48 percent) involved crash-related injuries, including eleven at the Wilson 
Lane intersection and eight at the Goldsboro Road intersection. 

Type: Twenty-three of the crashes involved left-turn collisions. Eighteen crashes 
involved rear-end collisions. There were seven angle collisions, all of which were at the 
Wilson Lane intersection. Nine collisions involved a fixed object. Three crashes involved 
a vehicle colliding with a bicyclist. Two of these crashes occurred at the intersection of 
Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road, and one occurred near the intersection of Bradley 
Boulevard at Pembroke Terrace. 

Cause: Fifteen of the sixty-two crashes (24 percent) occurred during darkness. Twenty 
(32 percent) occurred on a wet pavement surface. Two involved alcohol.  

Crash Patterns: Four intersections have relatively high concentrations of crashes. These 
crash patterns and potential mitigation strategies are discussed below. 

• Wilson Lane Intersection – This intersection had a total of eighteen crashes during 
the five-year study period. Eleven crashes resulted in personal injury. Four crashes 
were left-turn crashes, including three crashes involving WB left-turning motorists 
and one involving an EB left-turn. Five crashes were rear-end collisions, including 
one along WB Bradley Boulevard, three along EB Bradley Boulevard, and one along 
NB Wilson Lane. This intersection has one lane along each approach, and during AM 
and PM peak hour observations, vehicles were seen bypassing left-turning vehicles 
along the shoulder. When vehicles make this maneuver, left-turning vehicles have 
difficulty seeing opposing through vehicles. Installation of left-turn bays along the 
Bradley Boulevard approaches would provide a safe storage location for left-turning 
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vehicles and improve sight distance, thereby decreasing the likelihood of rear-end 
and left-turn crashes. There were eight right angle crashes, including three crashes 
involving WB Bradley Boulevard/NB Wilson Lane motorists, and two each involving 
WB/SB and EB/NB motorists. Restricting right turns on red along these approaches 
would potentially reduce the likelihood of right angle crashes. There was also a 
pedestrian collision involving a vehicle from WB Bradley Boulevard. A collision 
diagram of this intersection is provided in Figure 5. 

• Goldsboro Road Intersection – This intersection had a total of nineteen crashes 
during the study period, eight of which resulted in personal injury. Twelve crashes 
were the result of vehicles making left turns. Six of these left-turn crashes resulted in 
personal injury, including the injuries of two bicyclists in separate incidents. During 
one of these crashes, the bicyclist was struck by a vehicle traveling EB turning left. 
During the other crash, the vehicle was traveling WB turning left. Nine of the left-
turn crashes involved drivers turning left from WB Bradley Boulevard onto 
Goldsboro Road. Two of the WB left-turn crashes occurred during the AM peak 
period and two occurred during the PM peak period. Two of the three EB left-turn 
crashes occurred during the PM peak period. Installation of exclusive phasing for WB 
left-turns, which would comply with MSHA’s Left-Turn Phasing Guidelines (see 
Table 10), would reduce the likelihood of left-turn crashes along this approach. 
Currently, WB Bradley Boulevard merges from two lanes to one west of the 
intersection, with no marked room to merge. The proposed merge area described in 
Section IV, Potential Improvements, may mitigate safety issues here. 

• Oldchester Road Intersection – This intersection had a total of five crashes during 
the study period. One crash, a head-on crash caused by a driver asleep at the wheel, 
involved injury. Two crashes were rear-end collisions, both in the WB direction. One 
of these crashes occurred during the AM peak and one occurred during the PM peak. 
Two crashes involved a fixed object. 

• Durbin Road East Intersection – Bradley Boulevard has two intersections with 
Durbin Road. The easternmost of the two intersections had a total of four crashes 
during the study period. All four crashes were WB left-turn crashes, and three of 
these crashes occurred between 3:00 and 5:00 PM. The fourth crash occurred during 
the 10:00 PM hour. There is a vertical crest approximately 130 feet away at the west 
intersection, which may be restricting sight distance for WB left-turning vehicles.  
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TABLE 9A - Crash Data Summary – Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane 

Crashes 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
2003 – 2007 

Total Percent 
Severity 

Fatal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
Injury 1 3 1 5 1 11 61% 
Property Damage 3 0 1 3 0 7 39% 

Total 4 3 2 8 1 18 100% 
Type 

Left-Turn 0 0 2 2 0 4 22% 
Rear-End 1 1 0 3 0 5 28% 
Angle 3 2 0 2 1 8 44% 
Fixed Object 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
Sideswipe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
Pedestrian 0 0 0 1 0 1 6% 

Case 
Wet Surface 3 0 1 3 0 7 39% 
Darkness 2 0 1 2 0 5 28% 
Alcohol Related 0 0 0 1 0 0 5% 

TABLE 9B - Crash Data Summary – Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road 

Crashes 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
2003 – 2007 

Total Percent 
Severity 

Fatal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
Injury 0 0 4 2 2 8 42% 
Property Damage 2 4 1 2 2 11 58% 

Total 2 4 5 4 4 19 100% 
Type 

Left-Turn 1 2 3 4* 2 12 63% 
Rear-End 0 1 0 0 2 3 16% 
Angle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
Fixed Object 1 0 1 0 0 2 11% 
Sideswipe 0 0 1 0 0 1 5% 
Head-On 0 1 0 0 0 1 5% 

Case 
Wet Surface 0 1 2 0 0 3 16% 
Darkness 0 0 2 0 0 2 11% 
Alcohol Related 0 0 1 0 0 1 5% 

*Two of these four crashes involve a vehicle colliding with a bicyclist. 
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TABLE 9C - Crash Data Summary – Bradley Boulevard between 
Wilson Lane and Goldsboro Road 

Crashes 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
2003 – 2007 

Total Percent 
Severity 

Fatal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
Injury 2 0 4 3 2 11 44% 
Property Damage 3 3 2 4 2 14 56% 

Total 5 3 6 7 4 25 100% 
Type 

Left-Turn 1 1 1 1 2 6 24% 
Rear-End 2 1 3 3 1 10 40% 
Angle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
Fixed Object 2 1 2 2 0 7 28% 
Sideswipe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
Head-On 0 0 0 1 0 1 4% 

Collision with Bicyclist 0 0 0 0 1 1 4% 

Case 
Wet Surface 4 1 3 3 0 11 44% 
Darkness 1 2 0 3 3 9 36% 
Alcohol Related 1 0 0 0 0 1 4% 
 

III. Traffic Analyses 
1. Left-Turn Bay Warrant Analysis 

The Transportation Research Board’s (TRB) NCHRP Report 279, Intersection 
Channelization Design Guide (1985), states that the advantages of exclusive left-turn 
lanes at signalized intersections includes their proven safety effectiveness, effectiveness 
in improving intersection capacity, flexibility in improving intersection capacity, 
flexibility in possible signal phasing schemes, and understanding of operation by the 
driving public. NCHRP Report 279 offers the following general “rules-of-thumb” for 
evaluating left-turn lane needs at signalized intersections, which were used to assess the 
four approaches of the Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane intersection. 

• Left-Turn Volumes: Separate left-turn lanes are required if 1) the left-turn volume 
exceeds 20 percent of total approach volumes; or 2) the left-turn volume exceeds 100 vph 
in peak periods. No left-turn volumes meet the first criterion. The left-turn 
movement with the highest percentage is along SB Wilson Lane, which comprises 
16% of the total approach volume during the AM peak hour. The only left-turn 
volume that exceeds 100 vph in a peak period is the EB Bradley Boulevard left-turn 
movement, which has an AM peak hour volume of 113 vph. 
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• Accidents: Left-turn lanes should be considered on intersection approaches when a total 
of 4 or more left-turn accidents occur in 12 months, or 6 or more in 24 months. There 
were 3 WB left-turn crashes, 1 EB left-turn crash, and 1 SB left-turn crash during 
the five-year study period; therefore, this criterion is not met.  

Although criteria is only met along the EB Bradley Boulevard approach, observations 
indicated that separate left-turn lanes along the WB Bradley Boulevard approach would 
help to process through and right-turning traffic more safely and efficiently, especially 
during peak hours. Additionally, installation of a WB left-turn lane would match the 
proposed EB left-turn lane, and would improve sight distance for left turning vehicles. 

2. Left-Turn Signal Phasing Evaluation 

MSHA’s Left-Turn Phasing Guidelines flowchart and the October 5, 1982 
memorandum from Montgomery County’s Traffic Operations Section entitled 
“Guidelines for Selection of Left Turn Phase Type” (see Appendix G) were followed to 
evaluate left-turn phasing needs on the four approaches of the Bradley Boulevard at 
Wilson Lane intersection, and the WB approach of the Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro 
Road intersection. Table 10 summarizes the results. As indicated, the existing 
permissive signal phasing is recommended for all approaches at the Bradley Boulevard at 
Wilson Lane intersection. At the Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road intersection, it is 
recommended that exclusive phasing be implemented. This movement currently 
operates under exclusive/permissive phasing. 

In order to specifically quantify that which represents a “severe left-turn accident 
problem that could be corrected by exclusive phasing” and “a pattern of left turning 
accidents” (see Appendix G), several recognized traffic engineering sources were 
researched. Sample left-turn accident criteria indicating a need for exclusive left-turn 
phasing are as follows: 

• Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Manual of Traffic Signal Design – 
Chapter 4 suggested guidelines. Consider left-turn phasing if a critical number of left-
turn accidents have occurred; that is, for one approach, four left-turn accidents in one 
year or six in two years are critical; or for both approaches, six left-turn accidents in one 
year or ten in two years are critical. 

• Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices (MUTCD 2000)

• Transportation Research Board’s Transportation Research Record 1069, 
Guidelines for Selecting Type of Left-Turn Phasing – Data provided to determine 
“whether the number of left-turn accidents is unusually high” includes an average annual 
left-turn accident rate for exclusive/ permissive phasing of 3.38. If a rate exceeds this 
number, then exclusive phasing is deemed necessary for that approach. 

 – Traffic Signal Warrant 6 criterion B (Section 4C.08) can 
be applied to left-turn phasing needs. Five or more reported crashes of types susceptible 
to correction by an exclusive left-turn traffic control signal phase, have occurred within 
a 12-month period (per approach), each crash involving personal injury or property 
damage apparently exceeding the applicable requirements for a reportable crash. 
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Each approach of the Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane intersection experienced a 
maximum of three left-turn accidents in a two-year period; therefore, left-turn phasing 
criteria from ITE’s Manual of Traffic Signal Design is not met at this intersection. 
Exclusive left-turn phasing along WB Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road is 
recommended based on the high-volume cross product. Additionally, there were six (6) 
left-turn crashes along this movement during the two-year period of 2006 to 2007; 
therefore, installation of exclusive phasing for this movement would also be 
recommended based on left-turn phasing criteria from ITE’s Manual of Traffic Signal 
Design. This approach currently operates under exclusive/permissive phasing, and during 
the AM peak hour, a total of nineteen (19) vehicles which were in queue at the 
beginning of the exclusive phase were observed turning left during the permissive phase. 
During the PM peak hour, while all queues clear during the exclusive phase, some 
vehicles which arrive after the start of the exclusive phase clear during the permissive 
phase. Installation of exclusive phasing only as opposed to exclusive/permissive phasing 
will result in more delay and queuing for WB left-turning vehicles and will increase the 
likelihood of WB queues blocking the Bradley Boulevard at Glenbrook Road 
intersection; however, it is still recommended considering the high number of left-turn 
crashes along this approach. 
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TABLE 10 - Left-Turn Signal Phasing Evaluation Summary 

 

 

 

Approach – 
Direction 

Step # MSHA Criteria Response/Conditions Result/Next Step 

Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane  

Bradley 
Boulevard –  
EB at Wilson 
Lane  

I 
Is left-turn demand > 2 per 
cycle (average in highest 
hour)? 

YES: 113 lefts/30 cycles per hour 
= 3.8 lefts/cycle (8:15 – 9:15 AM) II 

II How many opposing lanes? ONE III 

III 
Is volume cross product 
>70,000 (in highest hour)? NO: 60 x 893 = 53,580 IV 

IV 
Is the opposing speed > 45 
mph 

NO: 85th percentile speed on WB 
Bradley Boulevard is 36 mph V 

V Is sight distance restricted? NO VI 

VI 

Is there a severe left-turn 
accident problem that could be 
corrected by exclusive 
phasing? 

NO: One (1) EB Bradley 
Boulevard left-turn accident in 
2006. 

Permissive 
Phasing 

(Existing) 

Bradley 
Boulevard –  
WB at Wilson 
Lane 

I 
Is left-turn demand > 2 per 
cycle (average in highest 
hour)? 

NO: 46 lefts/30 cycles per hour = 
1.5 lefts/cycle (5:45 – 6:45 PM) VI 

VI 

Is there a severe left-turn 
accident problem that could be 
corrected by exclusive 
phasing? 

NO: One (1) WB Bradley 
Boulevard left-turn accident in 
2005 and two (2) in 2006. 

Permissive 
Phasing 

(Existing) 

Wilson Lane – 
NB at Bradley 
Boulevard 

I 
Is left-turn demand > 2 per 
cycle (average in highest 
hour)? 

NO: 24 lefts/30 cycles per hour = 
0.8 lefts/cycle (5:15 – 6:15 PM) VI 

VI 

Is there a severe left-turn 
accident problem that could be 
corrected by exclusive 
phasing? 

NO: Zero (0) NB Wilson Lane left-
turn accidents from 2005 to 2007 

Permissive 
Phasing 

(Existing) 

Wilson Lane – 
SB at Bradley 
Boulevard 

I 
Is left-turn demand > 2 per 
cycle (average in highest 
hour)? 

NO: 39 lefts/30 cycles per hour = 
2.1 lefts/cycle (8:15 – 9:15 AM) VI 

VI 

Is there a severe left-turn 
accident problem that could be 
corrected by exclusive 
phasing? 

NO: One (1) SB Wilson Lane left-
turn accident from 2005 to 2007 

Permissive 
Phasing 

(Existing) 

Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road 

Bradley 
Boulevard –  
WB at 
Goldsboro Road 

I 
Is left-turn demand > 2 per 
cycle (average in highest 
hour)? 

YES: 688 lefts/36 cycles per hour 
= 19.1 lefts/cycle (5:30 – 6:30 PM) 

II 

II How many opposing lanes? THREE III 

III Is volume cross product 
>144,000 (in highest hour)? 

YES: 688 x 495 = 340,560 Exclusive 
Phasing 
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3. Queuing Analyses 

MSHA’s Poisson method was used to evaluate left-turn bay storage lengths on all 
approaches to the intersections of Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane and Bradley 
Boulevard at Goldsboro Road. Computation worksheets are included in Appendix H and 
results are summarized in Table 11. 

 

TABLE 11 – Turn Bay Storage Length Summary 

Approach – 
Direction 

Available 
Storage 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Recommended 
Storage 
Length Volume 

(vph) 
Queue 
Length 

Volume 
(vph) 

Queue 
Length 

Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane 

Bradley 
Boulevard 

EB 
Left 

0’ 36 75’ 46 100’ 100’ 

WB 
Left 

0’ 113 175’ 60 125’ 175’ 

Wilson Lane 

NB 
Left 

0’ 16 50’ 24 50’ 50’ 

SB 
Left 

0’ 39 75’ 25 50’ 75’ 

Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road 

Bradley 
Boulevard 

WB 
Left 195’ 341 375’ 688 675’ 675’ 

Goldsboro 
Road 

NB 
Left 

101’ 72 125’ 133 175’ 175’ 

 
As indicated, the approaches at the Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane intersection 
would require turn bays of 50 to 175 feet if turn bays are installed. The existing turn 
bays at the Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road intersection fall short of the computed 
length required on both approaches. As the longest observed queue along WB Bradley 
Boulevard was eighteen vehicles, only 450 feet of storage length (18 vehicles x 25 feet 
per vehicle) would be required to serve this approach; however, the intersection of 
Bradley Boulevard at Glenbrook Road, which is a signalized intersection, is 
approximately 400 feet from the Goldsboro Road intersection. When the eighteen 
vehicle length queue occurred, the queue temporarily extended into the Glenbrook 
Road intersection. As the 195 foot WB left-turn bay at Goldsboro Road is restricted by 
the 90 foot left-turn bay at Glenbrook Road, major reconstruction would be necessary 
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to increase WB left-turn storage. Signal timing modifications may result in improved 
operations and shorter WB left-turn queues at Goldsboro Road.   

4. Crosswalk Evaluation 

Currently, there are three crosswalks across Bradley Boulevard within the study area: at 
the Wilson Lane (WB approach), the Brite Drive (EB approach), and the Goldsboro 
Road (EB approach) intersections. The AASHTO Green Book recommends a minimum 
no-parking zone of 20 feet from all crosswalks on both the near and far sides of the 
intersection on all intersection legs for urban streets with 20 to 30 mph speed limits. 
While 20 feet is the minimum, 50 feet is desirable. A no-parking zone of 30 feet in 
advance of each signal, stop sign, and yield sign should also be provided. Currently, 
there is no parking adjacent to the existing crosswalks crossing Bradley Boulevard in this 
study area.  

The existing crosswalks should remain in their current locations. SHA currently has a 
plan to reconstruct the traffic signal at Goldsboro Road. The project is currently on hold 
but is expected to begin within a year. SHA recently added the marked crosswalk on the 
west leg of the intersection after a resurfacing project. There is an existing sidewalk on 
the south side of Bradley Boulevard which extends from Goldsboro Road to Wisconsin 
Avenue and one on the north side which extends to Connecticut Avenue (along Bradley 
Boulevard and Bradley Lane). The Bradley Boulevard Improvements Project should 
maintain the new marked crosswalk at the Goldsboro Road intersection. 

IV.  Potential Improvements 
Several potential improvement alternates could reduce delay and improve overall traffic 
operations at the study intersections. The following improvements are subject to review and 
approval by the State Highway Administration.  Proposed improvements include the 
following: 

• Bradley Boulevard at Wilson Lane: 

o Install turn bays along both Bradley Boulevard approaches to allow thru and right-
turning vehicles to bypass left-turning vehicles safely, and to provide adequate sight 
distance for left-turning vehicles. These turn bays would reduce delay and queuing 
for thru and right-turning vehicles, as well as improve overall safety at the 
intersection. Turn bay storage length analysis was performed for each of the 
approaches to determine what storage length would be adequate. A summary of this 
analysis is shown in Table 11, along with recommended turn bay lengths. Turn bay 
storage computations can be found in Appendix H. 

o Restrict right turns on red along the Bradley Boulevard approaches to reduce the 
likelihood of right angle crashes. 

o The shared use path or sidewalk that will run along the north side of Bradley 
Boulevard will tie into the Wilson Lane sidewalk/path. The left turn bays along 
Bradley Boulevard will prevent through vehicles from using the shoulder to bypass 
left-turning vehicles. If the right turn on red restriction is implemented, then 
bicyclists and pedestrians that are approaching Wilson Lane on Bradley Boulevard 
during a red phase may turn on to Wilson Lane without any interference from right-
turning vehicles. 
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• Bradley Boulevard at Goldsboro Road: 

o To allow WB traffic to safely merge, widen or restripe WB Bradley Boulevard west of 
the intersection and remove/relocate lane reduction warning signs along WB Bradley 
Boulevard per MD MUTCD requirements.  

 Lower-cost alternate (as designed and approved by SHA) 

 Restripe WB Bradley Boulevard west of the intersection, to provide two WB 
lanes for 45 ft west of the intersection, followed by a 170 foot taper. 

 Install “SINGLE LANE” sign with W5-3(1) “BEYOND SIGNAL” plate, W4-
2mod “ALTERNATE MERGE (SYMBOL) sign with W9-2(3)mod 
“ALTERNATE MERGE” plate and R4-9(1) “FORM SINGLE LANE” sign. 
Remove existing lane reduction signing. 

 Higher-cost alternate 

 Widen or restripe WB Bradley Boulevard west of the intersection, to provide 
two WB lanes for 400 feet west of the intersection, followed by a 100 foot 
taper. 

 Relocate W9-2(2)L “LANE ENDS” and W9-2(3)L “MERGE LEFT” signs 
approximately 275 feet to the west. 

 Relocate W4-2R sign approximately 200 feet to the west. 

 Relocate W9-2(4) “LANE ENDS MERGE LEFT” sign to far-side span. 

o Install overlap phasing for NB right-turning vehicles along Goldsboro Road. Several 
of these vehicles turn during the WB left-turn phase, and are currently required to 
stop first. Installation of overlap phasing would reduce delay and queuing for these 
vehicles. 

o Install exclusive phasing for the WB left-turn movement per MSHA requirements. 
Doing so would reduce the likelihood of left-turn crashes for this movement, 
although it will increase the likelihood of WB queues blocking the Bradley Boulevard 
at Glenbrook Road intersection. 

o Extend NB left-turn lane along Goldsboro Road to 175 feet (See Table 11). 

o The Bradley Boulevard WB improvements will include a minimum of a 5’ on-road 
bikeable shoulder through the intersection and a shared use path or sidewalk which 
will continue to Glenbrook Road. 

o The Bradley Boulevard EB on-road bikeable shoulder that will run along the south 
side of Bradley Boulevard will tie into and begin sharing the right lane of Bradley 
Boulevard just west of Goldsboro Road. This lane is the outer of three through lanes 
on Bradley Boulevard beginning at this location and continuing east. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
The Environment Article, Title 4, Subtitle 2 requires the Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE) to implement a statewide stormwater management program to control 
runoff from development.  To meet this mandate, MDE has adopted regulations that establish 
criteria and procedures for managing stormwater throughout Maryland. 
 
The Stormwater Management Act of 2007 (Act) further requires that the Code of Maryland 
Regulations (COMAR) be modified and guidance and ordinances be developed for the purpose 
of implementing environmental site design (ESD) to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). 
The Act defines ESD as "…using small-scale stormwater management practices, nonstructural 
techniques, and better site planning to mimic natural hydrologic runoff characteristics and 
minimize the impact of land development on water resources."  ESD also promotes conserving 
natural features, drainage patterns, and vegetation; minimizing impervious surfaces; slowing 
down runoff; and increasing infiltration.   Significant changes to COMAR and the 2000 
Maryland Stormwater Design Manual, Volumes I & II (Design Manual) were adopted in May 
2009.  These changes specify how ESD is to be implemented, how the MEP standard is to be 
met, and how the review of erosion and sediment control and stormwater management plans is to 
be integrated.  The Maryland Stormwater Management Guidelines for State and Federal Projects 
represent the next step toward meeting MDE's obligations under current law and serves as 
guidance for developing, reviewing, and approving stormwater management plans for State and 
federal projects. 
 
The changes required to implement the Act are significant and will force developers and 
designers to consider runoff control from the start of the land development process.  The 
definition of ESD, the modifications to COMAR, and the procedures and minimum plan contents 
specified herein will guide all State and federal agencies submitting stormwater management 
plans to MDE.  Because stormwater management for new development and redevelopment will 
be conceived, designed, reviewed, and built differently from procedures used prior to passage of 
the Act, transitioning to the new methods will take some time, and obstacles may be 
encountered.  However, implementing ESD to the MEP must be the overriding goal that 
pervades each step.  
 
Guidance for preparing an erosion and sediment control plan is provided separately in the 
Maryland Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines for State and Federal Projects.  If there are 
any questions or comments regarding these guidelines, please contact the Sediment & 
Stormwater Plan Review Division in the Water Management Administration of MDE at 
410-537-3563. 
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4.0 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT CRITERIA 
 
4.1 Minimum Control Requirements 
 
The primary standard of ESD is to reduce post development runoff to levels found in natural, 
forested conditions.  This requires capturing and treating from 1 inch to 2.6 inches of rainfall 
depending on the design and site conditions (e.g., proposed imperviousness, soils). ESD must be 
used to treat runoff from 1 inch of rainfall (WQv, and Rev).  This is a minimum level of 
compliance.  When the entire target rainfall is treated using ESD, the Cpv  requirements, in 
addition to WQv, and Rev, are satisfied.  Designers are responsible for determining specific 
rainfall targets using the methods outlined in Section 5.2 of the Design Manual.  
 
The Administration will enforce the MEP standard for State and federal projects. Professional 
judgment will be needed to determine whether site constraints prevent the reasonable 
implementation of ESD.   
 
A. The minimum control requirements are as follows: 
 

1. The Administration must require that the planning techniques, nonstructural 
practices, and design methods specified in Chapter 5 of the Design Manual be 
used to implement ESD to the MEP.  The use of ESD planning techniques and 
treatment practices must be exhausted before any structural BMP from Chapter 3 
of the Design Manual is implemented.  Stormwater management plans must be 
designed using ESD sizing criteria for Rev, WQv, Cpv, according to the Design 
Manual.  The ESD standard is met when post-development hydrology is restored 
to woods in good condition assuring that channel stability is maintained, that 
predevelopment groundwater recharge is replicated, nonpoint source pollution is 
minimized, and that structural stormwater management practices are used only 
when determined to be absolutely necessary. 

 
2. Refer to Table 1 of these guidelines to determine whether control of the 2-year 

and 10-year 24-hour frequency storm events is required.  When management is 
required, the design must be in accordance with the Design Manual and all 
subsequent revisions. 

 
3. Projects located in designated Inter-jurisdictional Flood Hazard Watersheds 

(Jones Falls, Gwynns Falls, and Herring Run in Baltimore City/County and 
Carroll Creek in Frederick City/County) will be required to provide management 
measures necessary to maintain the post-development peak discharges for the 
100-year 24-hour frequency storm event at a level that is equal to, or less than, the 
100-year 24-hour pre-development peak discharge rates.  The stormwater 
management practices must control the volume, timing, and rate of flow 
necessary to maintain "no increase" in the downstream peak discharge for the 
100-year 24-hour frequency storm event. 

 
4. Stable and safe conveyance of the 10-year 24-hour frequency storm must be 

provided for all points of discharge from the project.  Discharge velocities for the 
10-year storms must be non-erosive.  The downstream impact analysis must 
extend to the first downstream tributary whose drainage area equals or exceeds 
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the contributory drainage area to the POI; or to the downstream point where the 
flow rate is a minimum of twice the discharge rate from the POI; 

 
5. The Administration may require more than the minimum control requirements 

specified in these Guidelines if hydrologic or topographic conditions warrant or if 
historical downstream flooding or receiving channel degradation exists or has the 
potential to occur as a result of the project.  

 
B. Alternate minimum control requirements may be adopted subject to Administration 

approval.  The Administration shall require that alternative requirements include ESD to 
the MEP and control flood damages, accelerated stream erosion, water quality, and 
sedimentation.  Comprehensive watershed studies may also be required.   

 
C. Where applicable, stormwater management plans must be consistent with adopted and 

approved institutional management plans, watershed management plans, or flood 
management plans as approved by MDE in accordance with the Flood Hazard 
Management Act of 1976. 

 
D. Identify and provide any additional protection measures for Tier II streams, Critical 

Areas, and impaired waters or waters with an established Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) above the required ESD to the MEP. 

 
4.2 Stormwater Management Measures 
 
The ESD planning techniques and practices and structural stormwater management measures 
established in the Design Manual must be used either alone or in combination.  An applicant 
must demonstrate that ESD has been implemented to the MEP before using any structural BMP. 
 
A. ESD Planning Techniques. 
 

1. The following planning fundamentals must be applied according to the Design 
Manual to satisfy the applicable minimum control requirements established in 
Section 4.1 of these Guidelines: 

 
a. Preserving and protecting natural resources; 

b. Conserving natural drainage patterns; 

c. Minimizing impervious area; 

d. Using green roofs, permeable pavement, reinforced turf, and other 
alternative surfaces; 

 
e. Reducing runoff volume; 
 
f. Maintaining 100 percent of the annual predevelopment groundwater recharge 

volume; 
 
g. Clustering development; 
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h. Limiting soil disturbance, mass grading, and compaction; and 
 
i. Other techniques approved by the Administration. 
 

2. The following ESD treatment practices must be designed in accordance with the 
Design Manual to satisfy the applicable minimum control requirements 
established in Section 4.1 of these Guidelines: 

 
a. Disconnection of rooftop runoff; 

b. Disconnection of non-rooftop runoff; 

c. Sheetflow to conservation areas; 

d. Rainwater harvesting; 

e. Submerged gravel wetlands; 

f. Landscape infiltration; 

g. Infiltration/filtration berms; 

h. Dry wells; 

i. Micro-bioretention; 

j. Rain gardens; 

k. Vegetated swales; 

l. Enhanced filters; and  

m. Other practices approved by the Administration. 

3. The use of ESD planning techniques and treatment practices specified in this 
Section must not conflict with existing State law or local ordinances, regulations, 
or policies. 

 
B. Structural Stormwater Management Measures. 

 
1. If Cpv has not been fully provided after implementing ESD to the MEP, the 

following structural stormwater management practices must be designed in 
accordance with the Design Manual to satisfy the applicable minimum control 
requirements established in Section 4.1 of these Guidelines: 

 
a. Stormwater management ponds; 
 
b. Stormwater management wetlands; 
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c. Stormwater management infiltration; 
 
d. Stormwater management filtering systems; and 
 
e. Stormwater management open channel systems. 
 

2. The performance criteria specified in the Design Manual with regard to general 
feasibility, conveyance, pretreatment, treatment and geometry, environment and 
landscaping, and maintenance must be considered when selecting structural 
stormwater management practices. 

 
3. Structural stormwater management practices must be selected to accommodate 

unique hydrologic or geologic conditions, such as Karst topography and high 
groundwater, encountered within certain regions of the State. 

 
C. Alternative ESD planning techniques, ESD treatment practices, and structural stormwater 

measures may be used for managing stormwater if they meet the performance criteria 
established in the Design Manual, and all subsequent revisions, and are approved by the 
Administration. 

 
D. In situations where the minimum control requirements or design criteria may adversely 

impact the hydrology or hydraulics downstream of the project, the owner/developer must 
submit to the Administration an analysis of the impacts of stormwater flows downstream 
in the watershed.  The analysis must include hydrologic and hydraulic calculations 
necessary to determine the impact of hydrograph timing due to the proposed development 
upon a dam, highway, structure, or natural point of restricted streamflow.  The point of 
analysis is to be established with the concurrence of the Administration and should be 
located at the point downstream of the first downstream tributary whose drainage area 
equals or exceeds the contributing area to the project or stormwater management facility.  

 
E. ESD planning techniques, treatment measures, and structural stormwater management 

practices, constructed in accordance with an approved plan, must not be altered after 
construction without approval from the Administration.  Prior to considering changes to 
any stormwater management practice, a conservation area, or an area used as a 
disconnection, approval must be obtained from the Administration. 

 
F. Compensatory Stormwater Management (Section 3.5).  
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4.3 Specific Design Criteria 
 
The design criteria, methodologies, and construction specifications, subject to the approval of the 
Administration, are those of the Design Manual.   
 
A. Infiltration systems must be designed in accordance with the Design Manual and must 

also meet the following requirements: 
 

1. The facility design must include an overflow system with measures to provide a 
non-erosive discharge velocity.  

 
2. A least one observation well must be provided for an infiltration trench.  The 

depth to the constructed facility bottom must be marked with permanent marker 
on the inside of the cap.  

 
B. Ponds, wetlands, filtering systems, and open channel systems must be designed and 

constructed in accordance with the Design Manual and must also include the following 
items: 

 
1. Velocity dissipation devices should be placed at the outfall of all detention or 

retention structures and along the length of any outfall channel as necessary to 
provide non-erosive velocities at the point of discharge.  Flow spreaders may be 
used to promote sheet flow. 

 
2. If an increase in flooding or stream channel erosion could result at a downstream 

dam, highway, structure, or natural point of restricted stream flow, the designed 
release rate of the facility must be reduced.  

 
3. Where the selected BMP is a small pond as defined in Natural Resource 

Conservation Service (NRCS) Code 378, an NRCS Pond Summary Sheet (see 
Appendix) must be submitted to and approval obtained from the Administration 
pursuant to the Environmental Article, Annotated Code of Maryland, Title 5, 
Subtitle 5. 

 
4. Acceptable methods of modeling the stormwater discharge from a site are TR-55, 

TR-20 or other methods approved by the Administration. 
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Figure II-5. Alternate 4A – 8’ Shared Use Path North Side and Sidewalk South Side with Bikeable Shoulders Typical Section Looking East
(Recommended Alternate)
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