LOBBYING REGISTRATION

This registration form may be submitted electronicaily, but it will not take effect or be considered complete
until The State Ethics Commission receives it, and a check in the amount of $100.00 made payable to the
State of Maryiand.

1. Click "print versian" and you will be able to print a copy of this document so that you may
sign it.

2. If you are acting on behalf of an employer, send the printed and partially completed form to
the ernployer identified in the form for his or her signature and selection of the employer's
exemption status (you may make the selection of status electronically or the employer may do
it, but the selection must be made or the registration will not be complete.)

3. Then you or the employer must send the paper copy to:

State Ethics Commission
45 Calvert Street, 3rd Floor
Annapolis, Maryland 21041

Along with a check in the amount of $100 made payable to The State of Maryland

4, When the Skate Ethics Commission has received the completed and signed document and
the appropriate check, the registration will be considered as filed and it will be released for
public view.




PART A, GENERAL INFORMATION
What Type of registraticn are you seeking?

Legislative Action Lobbyist X Grass Roots Lobbyist X
Executive Action Lobbyist X Mon-exampt employer

Primary purpose of Organization

Is the employer or the registered organization (if there is no employer) arganized and operated fot the
primary purpose of attempting to influence any legislation or executive action?
Yes _____ No_ x

Check Number: __

PART B. IDENTIFICATION OF REGISTRANT/REGULATED LOBBYIST
1. Identifying Information
a) Name of Registrant/Regulated Lobbyist: Tvler W, Beonett
b) Firm Name: Alexander & Cleaver, P.A.
Address:
4
n s, M 4
c) Business telephone: 410-974-9000
Cell phone:

Da you want your telephone number an the published lobbyist list?
Yes __x _ No

d) Wwhat is your cccupation or type of business? Lobbyist
If other: Government Retations Consultant

2. Identification of others reguired to register

a) Will any other person be required to register as a {cbbyist an behalf of you or the organization
identified in section 17
Yes No __x

b} If the answer to a} is "yes", identify each such person below and give their nrame and address?

3. Identification of employer

a} Name of persans or arganizations who compensate you far activities that require registration.
v .

Permanent Address:

c/o Buchanan [naersoli and Rooney PC

1700 K Street, NW Suite 300
Washington, DC 20006-3807
Business Telephone: 202-452-6041

Mature of business: Town of Chevy Lhage

Website of employer:

b) will you be representing any other person or entity regarding the matters identified in this
registration?
Yes No X

4. Registration Information
a) For what period wili this registration be effective?

March 20, 2014 to October 31, 2014
b} ©On what matters will you be acting or emplaying someane to act during the registration period?
- 3 ffecti

¢) If known include the bill number(s) of the matter{s) on which you lobby

PART C. REGISTRANT'S REGULATED LOBBYIST 'S SIGNATURE




1. Training { See the Commission's website for online training )

By checking one of the two choices below, [ hereby certify that [ am in compliance with the mandatory
training requirements of §15-205 of the Public Ethics Law:
I have completed training at least once during the most recent 2 year pertod in which 1 have
been a registered lobbyist. Date of most recent training:
I have not yet been a registered lobbyist for 2 years but will complete training prior to that time.

2. Verificatian

I have reviewed this Registratian and certify to the best of my knowledge that the information is true
and complete.

Lobbyist's Signature Date

PART D. AUTHORIZATION TO ACT
1 Authorization

1 hereby certify that the informaticn contained herein is correct and that Tyler W, Bennett (name of
lobbyist) is authorized to act on behalf of Town of Chevy Cliase (name of employer} for the period from
March 20, 2014 to Qctober 31, 2014 unless this authority is terminated soaner.

2 Exemption Status of Emplover

a) The employer claims the exemption from filing its own registration and activity reports
because all expenditures requiring registration and reporting will be reported by this
registrant/reguiated lobbyist,

by _______ The employer does not ciaim an exemption from filing its own registration and activity
report because the registrants/regulated lobbyist will report only expenditures and compensation
regard the filer's activity. If this option is selected, the employer must submit a separate
registration for lobbying and the required reports.

c) X The employer does not claim an exemption from fiing Its own registration and reports
based on the activities of the filer will report only expenditures and compensation regarding the
filer's activities, However, the employer does claim an exemption from filing its own registration and
reporting because another regulated lobbyist will repart any other expenditures of the employer,
and the employetr will engage in no other activity that would require It to register ar repott.

Emplayer's Signature Date

Employer's Printed or Typed Name




LOBBYING REGISTRATION

This registration form may be submitted electronically, but it will not take effect or be considered complete
until The State Ethics Commission receives it, and & check in the amaunt of $100.00 made payable to the
State of Maryland.

1. Click "print version” and you will be able to print a copy of this document so that you may
sign it,

2, If you are acting on behalf of an employer, send the printed and partially completed form to
the employer identified in the form for his of her signature and selection of the employer's

exemption status (you may make the setection of status electronicaily or the emiloyer may do
it, but the selection must He made or the registration wiil not be complete.)

3. Then you or the employer must send the paper copy to:
State Ethics Commission

45 Calvert Street, 3rd Floor
Annapolis, Maryland 21041

Along with a check in the amount of $100 made payable to The State of Maryland

4, When the State Ethics Commission has received the completed and sighed document and
the appropriate check, the registration will be considered as filed and it will be released for
public view,




PART A. GENERAL INFORMATION
What Type of registration are you seeking?

Legislative Action Lobbyist X Grass Roots Lobbyist X
Executive Action Lobbyist X Non-exempt empioyer

Primary purpose of Organization

Is the emplayer or the registered arganization (if there is no employer) organized and opecated for the
primary purpose of attempting to influence any legislation or executive action?
Yes No __x

Check Number: __

PART B. IDENTIFICATION OF REGISTRANT/REGULATED LOBBYIST
1. Identifying Information

a) Name of Registrant/Regulated Lobbyist: Rehin F Shajvitz

b} Firm Name: Alexander & Cleaver, P.A

Address:
24 State Circie
Annagelis, MD 2140}
c} Business telephone: 410-974-9800
Cell phone:
Do you want your tetephone number on the published lobbyist list?
Yes _x No
d) What is your occupation gr type of business? Qther
If other: Government Relations Consyltant

2. ldentification of others required to register

a) Wil any other person be required to register as a lobbyist on behalf of you or the organization
identified in section 17?
Yes No __ x

b) If the answer to a) Is "yes", identify each such person below and give their name and address?
3. Identification of employer
a) Name of persons or arganizations who compensate you for activities that require registration.

Town of Cbevy Chase
Permanent Address:
han I [ Roon
hington, DC 2 - 7

Business Telephone: 202-452-6041

Nature of business: Town of Chevy Chase

Website of employer:

b) Wil you be representing any other person or entity regarding the matters identified in this
registration?
Yes No _ x

4. Registration Information
a} For what period will this registration be effective?

March 20, 2014 to Qctober 31, 2014

b} On what matters will you be acting or employing someone to act during the registration perind?
Diher ~ lssues affecting the Town and metrg acress.

) If known include the bill number(s} of the matter(s} on which you lobby

PART C. REGISTRANT'S REGULATED LOBBYIST'S SIGNATURE




1.

Training ( See the Commission's website for online training }

By checking one of the two choices befow, I hereby certify that [ am in compliance with the mandatory
training requirements of §15-205 of the Public Ethics Law:
1 have completed training at least once during the most recent 2 year period in which I have
been a registered lobbyist. Date of most recent training:
I have not yet been a registered tobbyist for 2 years but will complete training prior to that time.

Verification

I have reviewed this Registration and certify to the best of my knowledge that the information is true
and carmplete,

Lobbyist's Signature Date

PART D. AUTHORIZATION TO ACT

1

Authorization

I hereby certify that the Information contained herein is correct and that Rgbin F Shajvitz (name of
lobbyist) ¢s authorized to act on behalf of Town of Chevy Chase (name of employer) for the period from
March 20, 2014 to Qctober 31, 2014 unless this authority is terminated sooner.,

Exemption Status of Employer

a) X The employer claims the exemption from filing its own registration and activity reports
because all expenditures requiring registration and repoerting will be reported by this
registrant/regulated fobbyist.

b) The employer doas not claim an exemption from filing its own registration and activity
report because the registrants/regulated lebbyist will repart only expenditures and carnpensation
regard the filer's activity. If this option is selected, the employer must submit a separate
registration for lobbying and the required reports.

<) The employer does nat claim an exemption froim filing its own registration and reports
based on the activities of the filer will report only expenditures and compensation regarding the
filer's activities. However, the employer does claim an exemption frorn filing its own registration and
reporting because another regulated lobbyist will report any other expenditures of the employer,
and the emplayer will engage in no other activity that woudld require it to register or report.

Empioyer's Signature Date

Employer's Printed or Typed Name




LOBBYING REGISTRATION

This registration form may be submitted electronically, but it will not take effect or be considered complete
until The State Ethics Commission receives it, and a check in the amount of $100.00 made payable to the
State of Maryland.

1. Click "print version” and you will be able to print a capy of this document so that you may

sign it.

2, If you are acting on behalf of an employer, send the printed and partiaily completed form te

the employer identified in the form for his or her signature and selection of the employer's

exemption status (yau may make the selection of status electronically or the employer may do
it, but the selection must be made or the registration will not be complete.)

3. Then you or the employer must send the paper copy to:

State Ethics Commission
45 Calvert Street, 3rd Floor
Annapolis, Maryland 21041

Along with a check in the amount of $100 made payable to The State of Marylang

4. When the State Fthics Commission has received the compteted and signed document and
the appraopriate check, the registration will be considered as filed and it will be released for
public view,




PART A. GENERAL INFORMATION
What Type of registration are you seeking?

Legislative Action Lobbyist X Grass Roots lLobbyist X
Executive Action Lobbryist X Non-exempt employer

Primary purpase of Organization

Is the employer or the registered organization (if there is no emplayer} organized and operated for the
primary purpose of attempting to influence any legisfation or executive action?
Yes __  No__x

Check Number: ___
PART B. IDENTIFICATION OF REGISTRANT/REGULATED LOBBYIST
1. Identifying Information

a) Name of Registrant/Regulated Lobbyist: Hannah Powers Garaqioln
b) Firm Name: Alexander & Cleaver, P.A.

Address:
AanaoiaMb2140;

c} Business telephone: 410-974-3000
Cell phone:

Do you want your telephone number on the published lobbyist list?
Yes _x No

d} What is your occupation or type of business? Qther
if other: Government Relations Consgltant

2. Identification of others required to register

a) Will any other person be required to register as a lobbyist on behalf of you or the arganization
tdentified in section 12
Yes No __x

bh) If the answer to a) is "yes", identify each such person below and give their name and address?
3. JIdentification of employer
a) MName of persons or organizations who compensate you for activities that require registration.

Xown of Chevy Chase

Permanent Address:

-f0 Burhanan Inger: nd Roon P
1700 K Street, NW Suite 300
Washington, DC 20006-3807

Business Tetephone: 202-452-6041
Nature of business: Tgwp of Chevy Chasge

website of employer:

b) Will you be representing any other person or entity regarding the matters {dentified in this
registration?
Yes No _ x
4. Registration Information

a) Far what period will this registration be effective?
March 20, 2014 to Qevober 31, 2014
b) On what matters will you be acting or employing someane to act during the registration period?

Other - Issues affecting the Town gnd metro agcess.

¢} If known include the bill number(s) of the matter(s) on which you lobby

PART C. REGISTRANT'S REGULATED LOBBYIST'S SIGNATURE




1. Training ( See the Commission’s website for online training )

By checking one of the two choeices below, I hereby certify that [ am in compliance with the mandatory
training requirements of §15-205 af the Public Ethics Law:

I have completed training at least once during the most recent 2 year period in which [ have
been a registered lobbyist. Date of maost recent training:
. L have not yet been a registered lobbyist for 2 years but will complete training prior ta that time.

2. Verification

I have reviewed this Registration and certify to the best of my knowledge that the informatian is true
and camplete.

Lobbyist's Signature bDate

PART D. AUTHORIZATION TO ACT
1 Authorization

I hereby certify that the Information contained herein is correct and that Hannah Powers Garagiola
{(name of lobbyist) is authorized to act on behalf of Town of Chevy Chase (name of employer) for the
period from March 23, 2014 to Octabar 31, 2014 uniess this authority is terminated sooner.,

2 Exemption Status of Employer

a) The employer claims the exemption fram filing its own registration and activity reports
because all expenditures requiring registration and reporting will ba reported by this
registrant/regulated lobbyist.

b) The employer does not claim an exemption from filing its own registration and activity
report because the registrants/regulated lobbyist will report only expenditures and compensation
regard the filer's activity. If this option is selected, the employer must submit a separate
registration for lobbying and the required reports.

c) X The employer does not claim an exemption from filing its own registration and reports
based on the activities of the filer will report orly expenditures and compensation regarding the
filer's activities. However, the employer does claim an exemption from filing its own registration and
reparting because another regulated lobbyist wil report any other expenditures of the employer,
and the employer will engage in no other activity that would require it to register or report,

Employer's Signature Date

Employer's Printed or Typed Name



LOBBYING REGISTRATION

This registration form may be submitted electronically, but it will not take effect or be considered complete
until The State Ethics Comimission receives it, and a check in the amount of $100.00 made payable to the

State of Maryland.

1. Click "print version" and you will be able to print a copy of this document so that you may
sign it,

2. If you are acting on behalf of an employer, send the printed and partially completed form to
the employer identified in the form for his or her signature and selection of the employer's
exemption status {you may make the selection of status electronically or the employer may do
{t, but the selection must be made ar the registration will not he compiete,)

3. Then you or the employer must send the paper copy to:
State Ethics Commission

45 Calvert Street, 3rd Floor
Annapolis, Maryland 21041

Along with a check in the amount of $100 made payable te The State of Maryland

4. When the State Fthics Commission has received the completed and signed document and
the appropriate check, the registration will be considered as filed and it will be released for
public view,




PART A. GENERAL INFORMATION
What Type of registration are you seeking?

Legislative Action Lobbyist X Grass Roots Lobbyist X
Executive Action Lobbyist X Nan-exempt employer

Primary purpose of Organizatian

Is the employer or the registered organization (if there is no employer) arganized and operated for the
primary purpose of attempting to influence any leqgislation or executive action?
Yes Mo _ x

Check Number: ___
PART B. IDENTIFICATION OF REGISTRANT/REGULATED LOBBYIST

1. Identifying Information
a) Name of Registrant/Regulated Lobbyist: Camille G, Fesche
b) Firm Name: Alexander & Cleaver, P.A,
Address:
24 State Circle
Annapolis, MD 21401
c) Business telephone: 410-974-9000
Cell phone:

Do you want your telephone number on the published lobbyist list?
Yes __x No

d) What is your occupation or type of business? Lobbyijst
If other: Goverpment Relations Consultant

2. Identification of others requisred to register

a) Will any other persan be required to register as a lobbyist on behalf of you or the organization
identified in section L7
Yes No _ x

b} If the answer to a) is "yes", identify each such persan below and glve their name and address?

3. [Identification of employer
a) Name of persons or organizations who compensate you for activities that reguire registration.

Town of Cheyy Chase

Permanent Address:
hanan inger 1} ney P

1700 K Stregt, NW Suite 3¢0
Washington, DG 20006-3807

Business Telephone:; 202-452-6041

Nature of business: Town of Chevy Chage

Website of employer:

B) Wwill you be representing any other person or entity regarding the matters identified in this
registration?
Yes No _ x

4. Registration Information
a) For what periad will this registration be effective?

March 20, 2014 to October 31, 2014
b} On what matters will you be acting or employing someone to act during the registration period?
r- Mfecting .

c) If known include the bill number(s) of the matter(s} on which you lobhy

PART C. REGISTRANT'S REGULATED LOBBYIST'S SIGNATURE




1.

Training ( See the Commission’s website for online training )

By checking one of the two choices betow, [ hereby certify that 1 am in compliance with the mandatory
traihing reguirements of §15-205 of the Public Ethics Law:
I have completed training at least once during the most recent 2 year geried in which I have
been a registered lobbyist. Date of most recent training:
I have not yet been a registered lobbyist for 2 years but will complete training prior to that time,

Verification

I have reviewed this Registration and certify to the best of my knowledge that the information is true
and cormpiete,

Lobbyist's Signature Date

PART D. AUTHORIZATION YO ACT

1

Authorization

I hereby certify that the information contained herein is correct and that Camille G. Fesche (name of
lobbyist) is authorized to act on behalf of Town of Chevy Chase (name of employer) for the period from

March 20, 2014 to Qctober 31, 2014 uniess this authority is terminated sooner.

Exemption S5tatus of Employer

a} The employer claims the exemption from fling its own registration and activity reports
because all expenditures requiring registration and reporting will be reported by this
registrant/regulated lobbyist.

b) The emplayer does not claim an exemption from filing its own registration and activity
report because the registrants/requlated lobbyist will report only expenditures and compensation
regard the filer's activity. If this option is selected, the employer must submit a separate
registration for lobbying and the required reports.

c} X The employer does not claim an exemption from filing its own registration and reports
based on the activities of the filer will report only expenditures and compeasation regarding the
filetr's activities. However, the empioyer does claim an exemption from filing its own registration and
reporting because another regulated lobbyist will report any other expenditures of the empioyer,
and the employer will engage in no other activity that would require it to register or report.

Employer's Signature Date

Employer's Printed or Typed Kame




LOBBYING REGISTRATION

This registration form may be submitted electronically, but it will not take effect or be considered compiete
until The State Ethics Commission receives it, and a check in the amount of $100.00 made payabie to the
State of Maryland.

1. Click "print version" and you wili be able to print a copy of this decument so that you may
sign it.

2. If you are acting on behalf of an emplayer, send the printed and partialfy completed form to
the employer identified in the form for his or her signature and selection of the employer's

exemption status {you may make the selection of status electronically or the employer may do
it, but the selection must be made or the registration will not be complete.)

3. Then you or the employer must send the paper copy to:
State Ethics Commission

45 Calvert Street, 3rd Floor
Annapaolis, Maryland 21041

Along with a check in the amount of $§100 made payable to The State of Maryland

4. When the Stafe Ethics Cornmission has received the completed and signed document and
the approprtate check, the registration will be considered as filed and it will be released for
public view.




PART A. GENERAL INFORMATION
What Type of registration are you seeking?

Legislative Action Lobbyist X Grass Roots Lobbyist ¥
Executive Action Lobbyist X Non-exempt amployer

Primary purpose of Organization

Is the employer or the registered organization (if there is no empioyer) organized and operated for the
primary purpose of attempting to influence any legisiation or executive action?
Yes No _ X

Check Number: ___
PART B. IDENTIFICATION OF REGISTRANT/REGULATED LOBBYIST
1. Identifying Information

a) Name of Registrant/Regulated Lobhyist: Lorenzo M. Bellamy
b} Firm Name: Alexander & Cleaver, P.A.

Address:
24 State Circle
Annapelis, MD 21401

c) Business telephone: 410-974-9000
Cell phone:

Do you want your telephone number cn the published lobbyist list?
Yes __ X No

d} What is your occcupation or type of business? Qther
If ather: Government Relations Consultant

2. Identification of others required to register

a)} Will any other person be required fo register as a lobbyist on behalf of you or the arganization
' identified in section 1?
Yes No _ x
b) If the answer to a) is "yes", identify each such person below and give their name and address?
3. Identification of employer

a) MName of persons or arganizations who compensate you for activities that require reqgistration.
T v

Permanent Address:

~han r d Rogney P
hin - 7
Business Telephone: 202-452-6041

Nature of business: Town of Chevy Chase

Website of employer;

b) Will you be representing any ather person or entity regarding the matters identified in this
registration?
Yes No __x

4. Registration Information
a) For what pertod will this registration be effective?

March 20, 2014 to October 31, 2014
b} On what matters will you be acting or emplaying scmeogne to act during the registration period?
Qther - Issugs affecting the Town apd metro access.

€} If known include the bill number(s) of the matter(s} on which you lobby

PART C. REGISTRANT'S REGULATED LOBBYIST'S SIGNATURE




1. Training { See the Commission's website for online training )

By checking ane of the two choices below, 1 hereby certify that I am in compliance with the mandatory
training requirements of §15-205 of the Public Ethics Law:
1 have completed training at least once during the most recent 2 year peried in which [ have
been a registered lobbyist. Date of mast recent training:
1 have not yet been a registered {obbyist for 2 years but will comptete training prior to that time,

2. Verification

I have reviewed this Registration and certify to the hest of my knowledge that the information is true
and complete.

Lobbyist's Signature Date

PART D. AUTHORIZATION TO ACT
1 Authorization

I hereby certify that the information contained herein is correct and that Locenzg M. Bellamy (name of
lobbyist) is authorized to act on hehaif of Town of Cheyy Chase {name of employer) for the period from
March 20, 2014 to October 31, 2014 unless this authority is terminated sgoner.

2 Exemption Status of Employer

a) The employer claims the exemption from filing its own registration and activity reports
hecause ail expenditures reguiring registration and reporting will be reported by this
registrant/regulated lobbyist.

b) The employer does not clalm an exemption from filing its own registration and activity
repott because the registrants/regulated lobbyist will report only expenditures and compensation
regard the filer's activity. If this option is selected, the employer must submit a separate
registratian for lobbying and the required reports.

<) X The employer does not claim an exemptien from filing its own registration and reports
based on the activities of the filer will report only expenditures and compensation regarding the
filer's activities. However, the employer does claim an exemption from filing its ewn registration and
reporting because another reguiated lobbyist will report any other expenditures of the employer,
and the employer will engage in no other activity that would require it to register ar report.

Employer's Sighature Date

Employer's Printed or Typed Name
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Have U.S. Light Rail Systems Been Worth
the Investment?

Despite modest success, most systems have neither increased mass transit
commute share nor the vitality of city centers.
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Five U.S. metros (Buffalo, Portland, Sacramento, San Diego, and San Jose)
opened light rail systems in the 1980s to great fanfare. The mode offered many
ol the benefiis of subway systems for far less public money; San Diego's
system, per mile, cost about one sevanth of Washington, D.C.'s Metrorail. Light

http:fhwww citylab.com/commute/2014/04/have-us-light-rail-systems-been-worth-investment/8838/
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10/3/2016 Have U.S. Light Rail Systems Been Worth the Investment? - CitylLab

rail cities like Portland became transportation models for the country, pointing
toward a transit-friendly urban future.

Thirty years later, light rail remains the most appealing mode of new public

transportation for riany Amencan cities, Billions of local, state, and federal
dollars have been invested in 650 miles of new light rail Llines in 16 regions, and
today 144 miles ol additional Lines are under construction at a cost of more

than $25 billion. Many more lines are planned. No region has invested in a new
heavy rail subway system, on the other hand, since 1993.

Based on the decisions to build these projects, which were made by hundreds
of local officials and often endorsed by residents through referenda, you might
think that the experience building light rail in the 1980s had been
unambiguously successful. Yet it doesn't take much digging to find that over the
past thirty years, these initial five systems in themselves neither rescued the
center cities of their respective regions nor resulted in higher transit use — the
dual goals of those first-generation lines.

According to an analysis of Census data, in four of the five cities with new light
rail lines, the share of regional workers choosing to ride transit to work
declined, and the center city's share of the urbanized area population declined,
too. San Jose was the only exception, seeing a quarter of a percentage increase
in the percentage of workers using transit and a 6 percentage point increase in
its center city's share of the urbanized area.

Transit Mode Share and City Share of Urban Population
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10432016 Have U.S. Light Rail Systems Been Worth the Investment? - CityLab
The light rail lines have been usefulin i oo by surtion of transit
ridership in the regions where they have been built, carrying more than 39
percent of riders in Portland, Sacramento, and San Diego. But while light rail
may appear to make the public transportation system more appealing to the
average rider, the construction of such a system will not automatically result in
increased transit use. The data from 30 years' experience with the mode in the
United States — certainly enough time for the demographic or real estate
changes that are usually expected to parallel new rail investments — make
that very clear.

Two of the initial light rail metros, Buffalo and Portland, had significantly higher
transit mode shares in 1980 (7.2 and 9.7 percent, respectively) than they did in
2012. As shown in the following graph, Buffalo's share of transit commuters fell
at a rate very similar to the median of the 15 non-rail cities with transit mode
shares of above 7 percent in 1980. Though Portland did better, its ultimate
transit mode share in 2012 was lower than that of Attantic City, Boulder,
Honolulu, and lowa City — none of which built light rail during this period.

The three other early-adopter light rail cities didn't do much better. Between
1980 and 2012, the transit shares in these light rail cities remained virtually the
same (in the case of San Diego and San Jose) or declined anly slightly (in
Sacramento). They did, however, experience less of a fall than the 61 other
metro areas with similar transit shares in 1980, whose median transit mode
share declined from 3.6 to just 1.7 percent. (Of this group, only Bloomingten,

hitp:/hwwi citylab.cam/com mutef2014/04/have-us-light-rail-systems-been-worth-investment8838/
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Gainesville, Poughkeepsie, and San Jose actually gained transit share from 1980
to 2012.)

There is one metric by which the metro areas with 1980s light rail investments
“thrived" more than others: core population. The following chart documents six
early-adopter light rait metros (including Pittsburgh, which updated its streetcar
line with a light rail tunnel) against cities that invested in rail during other
periods or regions that didn't invest in rail at all. The median 1980s light rail
metro saw its center city’s share of the urbanized area population decline by
just 6 percent by 2012, compared to more than 10 percent for the 45 other
regions with populations of more than 500,000 in 1980.

bt citylab.comfcommute/2014/04/have-us-light-rail-systems-been-worth-investment/8838/ 4f6




10/3/2016
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So cities that built light rail during this decade did have some documentable
success in aiding their cores. Whether that relative success resulted from light
rail is unclear; there are plenty of other urban growth factors that come into
play. But light rail may have provided a boost to urban advocates — or, just as
likely, the implementation of light rail may have been a result of urban
advocacy — that, in turn, led to both overall transit ridership and center city
population stability.

Even this relatively positive outcome
doesn't compensate for the fact that
regions that invested in light rail in the
1980s largely failed to increase the share of
workers commuting by transit, or to
increase the vitality of their center cities
with respect to the surrounding regions.
Does this mean we should cease
The Future of investment in new light rail lines? Certainly
not; in many cases, rail has provided the
essential boost to reinvigorate

GO® communities, and in some cases it has also

© resulted in higher ridership than before:
just look at Rosslyn-Ballston in the D.C.

region or Kendall Square in the Boston region.

Transportation

But spending on new lines is not enough. Increases in transit use are only
possible when the low cost ol diiving and parking are addressed, and when
government and private partners work together to develop more densely near
transit stations. None of the cities that built new light rail lines in the 1980s
understood this reality sufficiently. Each region also built free highways during
the period (I-990 in Buffalo, |-205 in Portland, US 50 in Sacramento, CA 54 in
San Diego, and CA 237 in San Jose), and each continued to sprawl (including
Portland, despite its urban growth boundary). These conflicting policies had as
much to do with light rail's mediocre outcomes as the trains themselves — if
not more.

This article is part of 112 Futn e of Tranportation ' a CityLab series made
possible with support from The Rockefeller Foundation,

http:/iwww.citylab.com/commute/2014/04/have-us-light-rail-systems-been-worth-investment/8838/

5/



104372018 Have U.S. Light Rail Systems Been Waorth the Investment? - Citytab

Around the Web Aas by Revcontant
What Makes This Razor So  Is This The Perfect Flop Diabetics: Do This 1 Thing
Special? Shot? Before You Eat Sugar

Hamy's XE1T Golf Simple Blood Sugar Fix

About the Author
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Kevin Karpin;ki

N )
From: Mark Hazlin <mhazlin@xenophonstrategies.com>
Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 2:20 PM
To: Todd Hoffman; Pat Burda
Cc: Katie Lane; Heubert, Terrence E. (terrence.heubert@bipc.com); Julie Chlopecki
Subject: RE: PR Call

Here are two suggested options for your reveiw...one slightly more aggressive than the other...

The Purple Line is among the most pressing priorities for the residents of Chevy Chase. Its current configuration has the
potential to permanently and severely degrade the quality of life of many of our neighbors in profound and unfair ways.
As a result, we are doing everything we can to protect the rights and basic fairness of our resident and we have hired
experts to help us manage the process of a major transportation development project such as this. The firm was hired in
a fair and legal process that was confirmed in a thorough review by the Open Meetings Compliance Board. Any
suggestion to the contrary is completely off base.

Or, more aggressively...

The Purple Line is among the most pressing priorities for the residents of Chevy Chase. Its current configuration has the
potential to permanently and severely degrade the quality of life of many of our neighbors in profound and unfair ways.
There are many other options for the Purple Line that will be more affordable, safer, cause less noise disturbance and
improve transportation options in the region all without trampling the rights of our residents. Unfortunately, we are
forced to respond to unnecessary and unwarranted attacks from organized activists who have their own agenda for our
town. As a result, we have hired experts to help us manage the process of a major transportation development project
such as this. Despite the opposition’s repeated attempts to prove otherwise, the firm was interviewed and hired in a fair
and legal process and the process was confirmed in a thorough review by the Open Meetings Compliance Board. Their
work will be essential to creating a more sensible and sound transportation system that benefits the entire state and
region well into the future.

Mark Hazlin



322 Eighth Avenue, sth Flaor
New York, NY 10001

phone: (212) 598-go10
samschwartz.com

Memorandum

To: Town of Chevy Chase

From: Sam Schwartz Engineering

Date: August 29, 2014

Re: Review of Purple Line Environmental Impact Statement Analysis Questions
Project No: 14-01-3530

At the request of the Town of Chevy Chase (the Town), Sam Schwartz Engineering (SSE) has
reviewed the documentation compiled during our previous effort which assessed the analysis
and findings contained in the Maryland Transit Administration's (MTA) Alternatives
Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (AA/DEIS) for the Purple Line. The purpose of
this review is to provide the Town with a summary of issues and questions related to its
ridership projections developed during SSE's review. These are presented for the Town's use in
continuing its advocating efforts.

s

MTA used one variation of the MWCOG model to develop statistics for the AA/DEIS,
then recalibrated its model after the LPA was selected to one that generated over 4,000
more daily rides for LRT, which was used to obtain New Starts funding. Why was this
change made, and how did the “accuracy” of the model change so much in three years,
when the public was assured in the LPA-selection process that the earlier version was
sound?

The FTA requires that model inputs use current fare structure, unless a new fare policy
has been officially adopted. No such new policy has been adopted for Purple Line, yet
MTA's September 2008 Purple Line Travel Demand Forecasting Technical Report (p2-9)
states that some "means of electronic fare collection would enable an integrated fare
structure and convenient transfer with other transit services”. This hints that something
less than a full Purple Line + full Red Line fare was used to forecast use of LRT for
Walter Reed/NIH-bound trips. If this was done, then it artificially inflated Purple Line
ridership estimates. What fare was actually used, and how did the resultant ridership
projection differ from what would have been had the FTA formula been used?

Total trip time is a major component of the trip generation model. These questions deal
with projected travel time on the Purple Line segment only, and specifically assumptions
about the High Investment LRT and BRT alternatives (It should be noted that the HIBRT
was analyzed by MTA [the source of data used here], yet inexplicably not advanced to
final consideration, even though its projected ridership was 14% less and both its
construction and operating costs lower).

a. P. 2.8 of MTA's Travel Demand Forecasting Technical Report states “The High
AlternativeLRT Alternative is nearly identical to the High Investment BRT



Review of Purple Line Environmentat Impact Statement Analysis Questions
August 18, 2014

Alternative, except that it only serves the south entrance of the Bethesda Metro
Station.”

i. Based on this, why does MTA Table 2-6 assign a 50 minute running time
to LRT, but 59 minutes to BRT? What wouid the BRT ridership projection
have been with a 50 minute running time?

ii. Table 2-7 shows that it would take HIBRT 3.1 minutes longer to travel
along CCT between Bethesda and Connecticut Avenue. How can this
be, since both foliow the identical route easthound? What would the
projected HIBRT ridership rise to without this penalty?

iit. Table 2-10 projects 13,000 daily LRT boardings in Bethesda (one station)
vs. anly 9,000 total for HIBRT at two stations in Bethesda. Since people
boarding at South Metro have the identical trip, why would BRT boardings
be so much lower? Since people boarding BRT at North Metro are closer
to all destinations in central and north downtown, and actually have a
shorter trip than LRT (since they don't have to walk and take escalators or
elevators to reach the street), shouldn't that attract more, not fewer
boardings? Based on this, is there any reason not to have adjusted the
HIBRT ridership numbers to the same or a level higher than HILRT?

iv. Why did MTA assign the longest, slowest possible routing for HIBRT
through downtown Bethesda, when a clockwise loop or a direct BRT
turnaround at Woodmont Plaza (where the LRT tail tracks are scheduied
to go} would have generated the same or similar running times as LRT?
Is there any reason to believe that HIBRT would not then have the same
projected ridership as LRT?

v. The Post MWCOG AECOM Transit Component of the Regional Demand
Forecasting Model reduced the travel time penalty for transfers from LRT
to Metrorail from 12.5 minutes to 5 minutes, but increased it for buses {(we
found no separate category for BRT) to 20 minutes. This means that
BRT arriving in Bethesda at the exact same station and platform as LRT
was considered to be a 15-minute longer trip. This large and unrealistic
penalty assigned to BRT had to result in loss of projected ridership
among those going to/from Medical Center, for no rationa} reason.
Please quantify the ridership for HIBRT without this extra penalty.

4. Page 2-11 of MTA’s September 2008 Travel Demand Forecasting Report found that the
results of ridership modeling indicated that ridership would not be a key factor in
selecting the preferred alternative. So why was so much effort put into continually
increasing the projections for HILRT and not correcting HIBRT running times and other
inputs that would have equalized the two?

5. That same page found that cost/benefit analyses would play a greater rofe. BRT came
ouf significantly better in every cost/benefit comparison. How did that not end up
recommending BRT?

6 Page 26 of MTA's New Starts Travei Forecasting Modei Calibration Report
acknowledged that it could not successfully mode! the difference in bus and rail usage
among income groups, and so introduced fare discounts to make the model work.
Whether or not this patch was regionailly true, it did not reflect Purple Line realities on the
west end of the route. Discounting high income fares by 70% and low income fares by
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10.

11.

12.

13.

25% obviated the impact of the full fare cost of LRT-option required transfers to/from the
Purple Line and Red Line in order to access Walter Reed and NIH, a cost that did not
exist in the Jones Bridge Road options that Town of Chevy Chase asked MTA to
include. Such a huge differential {over 100%) in the fares between two options would
normally have a major impact on ridership projections. Since this was, in MTA's own
words, an “intractable challenge”, why was the “solution” used in the mode!, and what
would the LRT ridership projection be if this factor was removed?

What impact have the BRAC changes had on future ridership projections? Have
ridership projections for trips generated by the medical center been increased from the
unrealistically low 80 trips originally reported? What would the difference in BRAC-
generated ridership between the LRT/Red Line {ransfer option and the BRT one-seat
service along Jones Bridge Road had the latter followed the Town's recommendation to
serve Medical Center before proceeding to Bethesda?

Has the MTA revised the catchment areas used to estimate ridership generated around
station areas? In downtown Bethesda, MTA previously counted complete employment
and population of every TAZ, any part of which was within 0.5 miles of a station, even
when much of the area of the TAZ was beyond the industry standard of a maximum
radius of 0.5 miles around stations. This inaccurately inflated projected ridership, a fact
brought to MTA’s attention during the study. The final report projections gave no
indication that this had been corrected, although as of May, 2009, the MTA had revised
graphics and maps to reflect the appropriate catchment area size. What is the impact on
LRT ridership of correcting this now?

What modal bonus, independent of individual features of each mode, was given for rail
compared to bus for ridership projections, and how did this influence ridership
projections?

Many light rail services that have opened in the last decade are in practice running
relatively infrequent service, particularly in off-peak and evening hours, either reflecting
or resulting in ridership lower than projected. What assurance is there that funding is
consistently available going forward to operate the Purple Line with the frequencies
currently promised (six-minute headways during the peak and 10 to 20-minute
headways during off peak periods)?

The layout of the proposed LRT vehicles is designed to maximize capacity, with
approximately twice as many standees as seated passengers. Inability to enjoy a
seated ride is an acknowledged deterrent to ridership. What penalty was applied to the
model to reflect this, and by how much did it reduce projected ridership?

Wait time is a factor in ridership projection, one that typically has additional penalty
weighting assigned to it. Because BRT vehicles have about 60% the capacity of LRT,
more frequent service will have to be run with BRT for the same ridership. The result
would be peak headways 2-3 minutes less with BRT. Was this entered into the model,
and what additional ridership did that factor project for BRT?

What percentage of projected trips that involve the Purple Line would be less 30 minutes
total {including connections)? The MTA reports stressed difference in end-to-end travel
times between BRT and LRT, but few riders will take such a trip. Were ridership
projections based on the expected duration of actual trips, and if sg, should that not have
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14,

15.

18.

17.

18.

19,

mitigated the end-to-end ftravel time differential that MTA stressed in its public
documents?

Was an origin-destination study conducted involving major employment centers in the
study area? Iif so, how were the findings incorporated into the ridership model?

What is the percentage of zerc-car households within one-half mile walking distance of
planned Purple Line stations?

What percentage of Purple Line commuters during peak hours are destined for
Washingtor: DC?

Was a survey conducted to determine existing travel behavior and circumstances under
which people would leave their car at home and take the Purple Line instead? If so, how
were the survey results incorporated into the ridership model, and how much Purple Line
ridership did they generate for HILRT vs. HIBRT?

Were the model's ridership projections tested against actual results of circumferential
LRT = particularly at the densities that exist along the Purple Line corridor — and if s0,
were comparable results found anywhere else?

The Town has, from the start, had concerns about another capacity issue, i.e. that of
pedestrians and cyclists along the CCT? Did MTA measure existing usage and make
growth projections over the same time frame as the ridership analyses? Did these
assume additional growth due to the many new amenities that MTA proposed? Have
these projections been applied to the proposed CCT width and geometry through the
Town of Chevy Chase? If so, do they raise any safety issues, and do they conform to
AASHTO standards for such paths?




Kevin Karpinski

From: Mark Hazlin (via Google Drive) <markhazlin@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 10:13 AM

To: Todd Hoffman

Subject: PROPOSED ABSTRACT.docx

Mark Hazlin has shared the following document:

WPROPOSED ABSTRACT.docx

Google Drive: Have all your files within reach from any device

Google



Kevin Karpinski

From: Mark Hazlin <mhazlin@xenophonstrategies.com>
Sent: Friday, September 26, 2014 5:46 PM

To: Todd Hoffman

Subject: RE: Op Ed

Attachments: MTA Op-ed.docx

Generally, we feel the OpEd makes some important points about the cost of the ride

We tried to let the writer’s voice come through, so limited copy edits.

From: Todd Hoffman [mailto:thoffman@townofchevychase.org]
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 12:52 PM

To: Mark Hazlin

Subject: FW: Op Ed

See attached. Please give us your general thoughts on the content and message.

Todd Hoffman

Town Manager

Town of Chevy Chase, Maryland
4301 Willow Lane

Chevy Chase, MD 20815
301-654-7144 (P)

301-718-9631 (F)

tholfTman(@townofchevychase.org

From: Harold Furchtgott-Roth [mailto:hfr@furchtgott-roth.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 12:08 PM

To: Todd Hoffman; Diana Furchtgott-Roth

Cc: Patricia Burda

Subject: Re: Op Ed

Todd,
Here is the draft op-ed. Comments welcome.
Harold Furchtgott-Roth
Furchtgott-Roth Economic Enterprises
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 776-2032
cell: (301) 219-3904
hir@furchtgott-roth.com

From: Todd Hoffman <thoffman@townofchevychase.org>

Date: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 10:44 AM

To: Diana Furchtgott-Roth <dfr@manhattan-institute.org>

Cc: Patricia Burda <pburda@townofchevychase.org>, Harold Furchtgott-Roth <hfr@furchigoti-roth.com>
Subject: RE: Op Ed

1



Diana and Harold,
Just checking on status of op ed. Thanks.

Todd Hoffman

Town Manager

Town of Chevy Chase, Maryland
4301 Willow Lane

Chevy Chase, MD 20815
301-654-7144 (P)

301-718-9631 (F)
thoffman(@townofchevychase.org

From: Diana Furchtgott-Roth [mailto:dfr@manhattan-institute.org]
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2014 4:29 PM

To: Todd Hoffman

Cc: Patricia Burda; Harold Furchtgott-Roth

Subject: Re: Op Ed

Harold is working on it. If you could send him those articles you mentioned, it would be most helpful.
We'll send it to you by the end of the weekend.

Diana

Diana Furchtgott-Roth

Senior Fellow and Director, Economics21
Manhattan Institute for Policy Research
1200 New Hampshire Avenue NW
Washington DC, 20036

202.776.2029 (direct)
202.250.9370 (mobile)

www.cconomics21.org

From: Todd Hoffman <thoffman(@townolchevychase.org>
Date: Tue, 16 Sep 2014 15:47:35 +0000

To: Diana Furchtgott-Roth<d(r@manhattan-institute.org>
Cc: Patricia Burda<pburda@townofchevychase.org>
Subject: Op Ed

Hi Diana,
Just wanted to check on the status of the opinion editorial that you are working an. Please let me know if you need any
assistance and when we could expect a draft. Thanks.

Todd Hoffman

Town Manager

Town of Chevy Chase, Maryland
4301 Willow Lane

Chevy Chase, MD 20815
301-654-7144 (P)



301-718-9631 (F})
thelTmanébtownolehevychuse.org




The Purple Line Effect

Weudd-vou pay $205760- 1o reserve a train seat-deeades Fromnow
Harold Furchtgott-Roth

Word count= 714

to commute by rail 25 years from now? Ten dollars? One-hundred dollars? $1002-$102
Perhaps you would just rather put the $100 in an investment account and let your child
have the proceeds in 2040.25 yearsfrom-now. Or perhaps your child, whom you have
nurtured in every possible way, will make those choices for herself (hemselves. 25 years
From now:

If the question seems too difficult to answer, don’t worry: the Maryland Transit
Administration (MTA) has answered the-guestienil for you. You and other taxpayers
should pay $205,760 today to invest in the capital costs to purchase the option to ride on
a train 25 years from now. If you are concerned that your child is receiving an enormous
and uneamed bequest, don’t worry. Your child will have to pay the operating cost of the
train, which likely will be substantial as well.

But the MTA does not want taxpayers to purchase just a single rider on a train. They
want taxpayers to purchase the capacity for the equivalent of 11,800 new riders. That
works out to $2.42797 billien just in capital costs, according to a July 2014 MTA
document.

That price, it turns out, is likely to be a bargain compared to the actual price that will be
revealed only years from now. The MTA releases new cost estimates every few months,
and those estimates keep rising,

The project the MTA supports is called the Maryland National Capital Purple Line, ot
simply the Purple Line, a light rail project connecting New Carrollton, Maryland with
Bethesda, Maryland. It is an aptly named project as Maryland taxpayers should be purple
with outrage.

Of course, 11,800 new riders sounds like a large numberlot. But, those numbers, listed in
a 2013 Purple Line engineering study, is-arc based on a projected 2040 daily ridership in
the Washington metropolitan area of 1.45 million without any new construction. The
H-800-new riders for the Purple Line represent an 0.8%- percent increase in the base line,
almost certainly less than the measurement error inherent in projecting out 25 years.

Never mind that project will effectively destroy a popular bicycle path. Never mind that
environmentalists have already sued to block the project as harmful to the environmental
and small creatures known as amphipods. Altogether, even if the project were costless, it
might do as much harm as good.



The amount of good that the project will do is ambiguous. Never mind that the
engineering study purporting to show an additional 11,800 light rail riders was spensored
by the MTA and likely has the best case scenario to support the building of the Purple
Line; actual new ridership may be less. Never mind that the MTA has refused to make
public the software underlying the engineering study so that others can examine the
assumptions in more detail.

Nor is the project is not costless. Never mind that the cost of the project will only
increase and that the cost per light rail traveler will explode over time. Never mind that
the operational costs of light rail are high and subsidized by taxpayers.

Even if you accept without a hint of skepticism everything the MTA says about the
Purple Line, it will still cost taxpayers $205,760 today to purchase the option for a rider
on a train decades from now.

Maryland is a wealthy state, but even in Maryland $2.4 billion is not a small sum for a
transportation project to benefit just 11,800 riders decades from now. How does MTA
plan to finance the project? MTA proposes to obtain $300 million in grants from the
federal Department of Transportation and an additional $732 million in federal loans.
The state’s share would be $726 million, or still more than $61,000 per rider. None of
these funds has yet to be approved.

do with $2.4 billion today. Manypgovernmentprojectigo-wanking. Marytand-1] axpayers
have heavy tax burdens and would appreciate a tax refund. Or one could put $2.4 billion
in an investment fund. With a 5% percent return, the fund would yield more than $8.2
billion after 25 years.

The sum of $2.4 billion today can be put to many good uses. The Purple Line is not one
of them.




Kevin Karpinski

From: Mark Hazlin <mhazlin@xenophonstrategies.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2014 2:51 PM

To: Todd Hoffman; Patricia Burda

Subject: Wash Post - Apex Building

FYI —you may have seen...

MoCo drops plan to redevelop
Bethesda building for roomier Purple
Line station

By Bill Turgue and Katherine Shaver September 18 at |10 FM
Montgomery County has dropped plans to spur redevelopment of the Apex Building to
make way for a larger Purple Line station in downtown Bethesda, County Executive Isiah

Leggett said Thursday.

County officials had hoped to strike a deal with the building owners, the American Society
of Health System Pharmacists, to sell to a developer who would raze the building. The
move would allow for a more spacious station to be built at the western terminus of the
planned 16-mile light rail linebetween Bethesda and New Carrollton. As an enticement to
sell, the County Council voted in February to change zoning on the land so that the next
owner could nearly double the current height of the five-story structure at 7272 Wisconsin
Ave. The building houses the Regal Bethesda 10 movie theater, the Food Wine & Co.

restaurant and For Eyes optical store.

But Leggett said in an interview that the soft market for new office space has made the
project unattractive to developers, who would have to wait up to five years to build while
the station was completed. The other option — for the county to step in and make a deal
palatable for a developer — would cost an estimated $70 million.



“It’s too much money,” Leggett said. “We would be paying for a hole in the ground for five

years.”

The County Council met in closed session Tuesday to discuss Leggett’s recommendation
that it drop the plan. Council members are not talking, but Leggett said it was his
understanding that they concurred. The decision was first reported by the Seventh State
blog.

Transit officials have said the Apex Building’s design is an obstacle to several key
objectives. The building is underpinned by a dozen large support columns that would jut
into the station’s platform, taking up space and hindering the flow of passengers.

A redeveloped building would have created greater visibility for elevators between the
Purple Line platform and the underground Metrorail Red Line station. It also would have
allowed the station’s ventilation system to be integrated into the new building rather than
inside a 9o-foot tower near Woodmont Avenue, in front of the Landmark Bethesda Row

Cinema.

It would also have allowed for a separate tunnel so that joggers and cyclists on the Capital
Crescent Trail could cross under busy Wisconsin Avenue.

Pending federal funding, a Purple Line’s construction could begin in 2015, with the line
opening in 2020, officials said.

Bill Turque, who covers Montgomery County government and politics, has spent more than thirty years as a reporter and
editor for The Washington Post, Newsweek, the Dallas Times Herald and The Kansas City Star




Katherine Shaver is a transportation and development reporier. She joined The Washington Post in 1997 and has covered

crime, courts, education and local government but most prefers writing about how people get - or don’t get — around

the Washington region.




Kevin Karpinski

From: Diane Marczak <dmarczak@samschwartz.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2014 9:58 AM

To: Todd Hoffman

Ce: Kate Sargent

Subject: SSE invoice 62349

Attachments: Inv 62349 AugSept 14.pdf

Good morning,

Attached is SSE invoice #62349 for the project Chevy Chase Ridership Data Review. This invoice includes time through
9/12/2014.

Should you have any questions, feel free to contact us.

Thank you.

Diane M. Marczak
Senior Office Administrator

phone: (630) 213-1000 x 419
1000 W. Irving Park Road, Suite 130, ltasca. IL 60143

« Ingenuity  Accesstbility [ Intezriny

samschwartz.com | TransCeniral e-News

THIS MESSAGE |5 COMFIDENTIAL AND MAY
CONTAIN PRIVATE INFORMATION 1T IS INTENDED
ONLY FOR THE INDIVIDUAL[S] NAMED HEREIN

IF YOU ARE NOT THE NAMED ADORESSEE(S) YOU
MUST DELETE THIS EMAIL IMMEDIATELY DO NOT
DISSEMINATE DISTRIBUTE OR COPY SSE |5 NOT
RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY DAMAGES OR OTHER
ISBUES ARISING FROM THE UNAUTHORIZED USE
OF THIS MESSAGE BY UNINTEMDED RECIFIENTS
Please consider the anvironment before

printing this e-mall



Sam Schwartz Engineering, DPC

322 Eighth Avenue
Fifth Floor

New York, NY 10001
Accounts Receivabla

The Town of Chevy Chase INVOICE
4301 Willow Lane Noazagg
Chevy Chase, M 20815 091712014

Tadd Hoffman

Chevy Chase Ridership Data Review
14-01-3530
For Sarvices Rendered Through 9/12/2014

Professional Services

Hours Rate Amount

001 Ridership Data Review

Schechtman, Harris 8.33 240.00 $1,989,20

Total for 001 Ridership Data Review 8.33 $1,999.20
Total Professional Services o HMB‘E; $1 ,999.20A
Invoice Amount $1,§;936_

Page 1 of 1



Kevin Karpinski

From: Mark Hazlin <mhazlin@xencphonstrategies.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 2:38 PM

To: Todd Hoffman

Subject: RE: op ed

Attachments: PL opedseptl6.docx

There are some edits in here.

I'd amend the second-to-last graf, and stick with the third-person point-of-view.

From: Todd Hoffman [mailto:thoffman@townofchevychase.org]
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 2:53 PM

To: Mark Hazlin

Subject: FW: op ed

See attached. Let me know your thoughts

Todd Hoffman

Town Manager

Town of Chevy Chase, Maryland
4301 Willow Lane

Chevy Chase, MD 20815
301-654-7144 (P)

301-718-9631 (F)

thoffmani@townofchevychase.org

From: Todd Hoffman

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 1:49 PM
To: 'Pat Burda'

Subject: RE: op ed

See attached

Todd Hoffman

Town Manager

Town of Chevy Chase, Maryland
4301 Willow Lane

Chevy Chase, MD 20815
301-654-7144 (P)

301-718-9631 (F)

tholfman(@townofchevychase.org

From: Pat Burda [mailto: pat.burda@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 11:49 AM
To: Todd Hoffman

Subject: op ed




take a look




Recent Purple Line events reported in the news media should give us all reason to question the need for
and logic of the proposed light rail project. Potential endangerment to federal and state protected
species, escalating costs that the state “didn’t see the need to publicize,” and questions about ridership
shouldn’t be dismissed. But, what some may not fully appreciate is that the project may inthe end be a
bane to commuters, working against what many believe to be its main goal: easing congestion.

While the “Purple Ling” name suggests the light rail train would be part of Metro, it is not. To the
contrary, it would be an “at-grade” train that would run on tracks on existing streets and follow street
speed limits and traffic measures for the majority of the ride. That is why so much of its running time is
slow.

And, while light rail projects that receive federal “New Start” grant funding typically have a regional
metropolitan area at one end, like the proposed Red Line in Baltimore or the Trinity Railway Express
from Dallas to Fort Worth, the proposed Purple Line instead would connect a series of distant suburbs to
each other. Linking suburbs and providing community circulators are laudable projects, but there is no
logic in spending $2.5 billion for this project when decidedly mare flexible and cheaper alternatives
exist.

Having large commercial areas at both ends is proven to provide significant benefits and reduce traffic.
Transit projects like those provide incentives to commuters to take public transportation during peak
rush-hour pericds, inherently helping to shed drivers from the major roadways. But, official Purple Line
ridership estimates predict that there would be no significant rush hour on the line, Usage will be
disproportionately dominated by disparate, non-routine trips throughout the day, along with some
seasonal dips when the University of Maryland is not in session.

in other wards, the Purple Line isn’t for commuters working a 9 to 5 job, but would likely be popufated
by shoppers, college students or people out on errands.

Because of its unigue characteristics the Purple Line could make existing commutes worse. Not only
would new promised real estate development bring associated traffic, But, the Purple Line plan actually
reduces or eliminates current bus lines altogether. Purple Line advocates unreasonabiy expect
commuters to walk ar bike to stations (n all weather conditions, which means many potential riders will
simply choose to stay in their cars. Regardless of how they arrive at a station, passengers would have to
transfer maybe once ar twice to reach a downtown destination and they will have to pay a separate fare
for each transit system they enter.

Al of this makes the Purple Line project much different than, for example, the federal “New Start”
program in Minnesota that cennects riders from destinations in St. Paul and Minneapalis in a one-seat
ride.

There is an irrational exuberance to lay down $2.5 hillion tracks and try out 2 risky, unproven idea that
doesn’t much match up with reality. Avid Purple Line supporters propose to destroy the “American
Dream” of a house and front lawn in the suburbs, and replace it with a new “urbanism.” They sell the
Purgle Line on the promise of “infill” real estate development that the train will bring. This is an




experiment that is risky at best and myopic at worst. Unfortunately, once we lose an old neighborhood,
we can never get it back.

The Town of Chevy Chase’s position on the Purple Line is well known and everyday seems more justified.
Not all transit is created equal, and, as the old saying goes, the devil is in the details.

We have probably studied those details maore than anyone else associated with the project but we want
you ta know that you should care about those details too. Why? Because you ore paying for it. No
matter if you live adjacent to the line, or in Aberdeen, San Francisco or Tallahassee, your money is
paying for this project. Whether through federal grants and loans, or through guaranteed payments to a
private concessionaire, you will be paying for an experimental project that the state of Maryland
acknowledges will run in the red.

An experimental project that destroys the environment, has doubled in cost, relies on questionable
ridership estimates, and may worsen Washington DC commutes should give us all pause.
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322 Eighth Avenue, sth Floor
New York, NY 10001

phone: (z12) 598-9010
samschwartz.com

Memorandum

To: Todd Hoffman, Town Manager — Town of Chevy Chase, Maryland
From: Harris Schechtman, Principal+National Transit Director

Date: September 11, 2014

Re: MTA Purple Line Follow-Up Issues and Questions

The Town of Chevy Chase -- in response to a request of MTA for additional information to allow
it to validate ridership forecasts for the Purple Line -- received three reports and two DVDs with
a cover letter dated July 30, 2014 from Henry Kay, Executive Director for Transit. The Town
subsequently requested Sam Schwartz Engineering (SSE) to review these materials, focusing
on five specific areas that it presented in question form. Specific responses are provided below.

1) What are you able to use from the information on the disks?
None of the information on the disks was readable without proprietary software.
2) What would be the time and cost to evaluate the ridership models?

SSE does not have or have access to the proprietary modeling software, nor the in-
house staff capability for such modeling, even if it were purchased. Involving an
additional outside firm in a complete re-evaluation of the ridership model would not be
feasible in the current time frame and would be exceedingly expensive. Unless one has
familiarity with the WMCOG 8.0 model and the amended model used for the FEIS, there
would be a significant learning curve. Then, the current model would have to be
compared against the original to determine what changes were made. Then questions
would first have to be formulated on the reasons for and assumptions behind such
changes. That would likely yield more, or more detailed questions than SSE has raised,
but at a large cost in time and money.

3) Are assumptions discussed in the technical reports that were submitted?

Assumptions are discussed in various places in the provided reports, scmetimes
generally and sometimes specifically. The bigger question in assessing the validity of
ridership projections is whether the applied assumptions are objective or reasonable,
because once input to the model, they have both direct and ripple effects. For instance,
while running times are provided in great detail, their derivation is somewhat of a black
box. SSE has raised questions, such as those below, that are meant to determine the
reasonableness of employed assumptions, if answers to them are provided and can be
verified. The example below of the modelers not being able to get the modal split by
income of passengers to come out right until they created and applied a fare discount
that "worked" is an example of a clearly stated assumption that really is about making
the foot fit the shoe when an actual answer is elusive. Adopting for the model an across-
the-board time factor of two minutes for all LRT/Metro transfers, and then applying it to
transfers between the Purple and Red Lines at Bethesda — where actual walking
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distances, required escalators and elevators, and average wait time do not reflect the
assumption used for the model — is a case of a stated assumption that is inaccurate by
at [east a facter of three being applied to a location where the inaccurate assumption can
have an impact on ridership projections (the market for Riders to use Purple Line to
access Walter Reed/NIH). Many assumptions are stated in the provided reports; finding
out whether they are correct when applied to the Purple Line is the challenge.

4} What were you able to ascertain from a cursory comparison of the travel forecasting
reports?

SSE found basis to question two elements in particular: ridership projections and LRT
running fimes. But before detailing these, some important considerations on
comparability:

Direct comparisons between the FEIS and all previous reports are not fully possible. All
prior reports evaluated six alternatives, among them Medium Investment LRT (MILRT)
and High Investment LRT (HILRT). The Preferred Alternative, selected in 2009, was
neither of these. It was described as MILRT with some features of HILRT added. Once
that decision was made, the 2013 FEIS was only required to evaluate the selected
Preferred Alternative and the No Build scenario, not any of the previously considered
alternatives. Since the Preferred Alternative does not match any of the original six
alternatives, exact comparisons are not possible. However, based on the description of
the Preferred Alternative, its characteristics should be closer to MILRT (and its
associated statistics) than HILRT. Here, comparison raises questions.

In 2008, MILRT was projected to generate 62,600 daily rides, vs. 68,100 for HILRT.
One year {ater, the announcement of the hybrid Preferred Alternative predicted 64,800.
For the New Starts funding application one year after that, the estimate rose to 68,300
(this was explained by use of a newer version [8.0] MWCOG model, whase key impact
was inclusion of BRAC impacts at Jones Bridge Road, addition of another model,
MDAAII, and a ten-year extension of the horizon year to 2040). Application of newer
models cannot be faulted: had MTA failed to do so, they would have been open to
criticism for using outdated models. On the other hand, addition of ten years worth of
population growth is not specific to Purple Line; it is a rising tide that would lift all boats,
including each of the five rejected alternatives. And it is of note that in 2007, when data
on the increased employment and visitors due to BRAC was available to be applied to ali
six alternatives, MTA, allowed BRAC visitor/employee projections fo be excluded from
ridership projections at a time when the subsequentiy-selected Preferred Alternative
would likely have been unfavorably reflected in comparison with other alternatives being
evaluated. The overarching point is that the application of new models makes scrutiny
even more difficult, since many questions asked four years ago about the prior models
remain unanswered. In 2013, MTA made another upward revision in projected ridership
to 74,160, described as “UMD student, special event and special generator trips”.
Whatever these may be, they raise questions, stich as:

s Why were these not a factor for the past seven years?
» How do irregularly occurring events get quantified as a daily occurrence?

The second key item is running times. These are a key element in determining ridership
projections, with a very direct relationship: the faster the vehicle goes, the more rides it
attracts. You may recall that during the AA phase, all BRT options were rated as
generating fewer riders, because MTA determined they could not travel as fast as LRT.
In the paragraph above, we have detailed a 14.4% rise in MTA's projection of LRT
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ridership between 2009 and 2013. One would normaily expect to find a corresponding
decrease in running times (faster speeds), or at least no change in running time if other
powerful influences were at work. But that is not the case here. The September 2008
Travel Demand Forecasting Technical Report, upon which the selection of the Preferred
Alternative was based, showed 59 minutes running time for MILRT, and 50 minutes for
HILRT. interpolating these for the hybrid Preferred Alternative, we assume 56 minutes
running time, equivalent to 17.3 mph average speed. But the FEIS has recalculated the
running time to 63 minutes (longer than even the earlier version of MILRT), yielding a
siower 15.5 mph average speed. This 10.8% reduction in speed would be expected to
reduce ridership, not increase it by 14.4%.

There are facts contained elsewhere in MTA reports fo suggest that this most recent,
longer running time may still be ¢ptimistically low, The FEIS Traffic Analysis report
indicates that 15 intersections through which Purple Line must pass will be operating at
LOS F, the worst traffic condition, in which vehicles may have to wait through more than
one signal phase to pass through. The report suggests that the number of failing
intersections can be reduced to nine through mitigations, but the FEIS executive
summary says it is actually 14. Wouldn't either number have a significant impact? The
ability to reduce the number of problem intersections to either nine or 14 is questicned
by MTA's prior criteria. In response to 2006 proposals for transit priorities to ease
congestion at Connecticut/Jones Bridge, MTA said that transit priority treatments would
not be allowed where they would negatively impact general traffic. Another factor is that
the FEIS report indicates that 18 currently unsignaled intersections may have to be
signalized after LRT begins operation. Even with priority treatments, these are likely to
further increase LRT rurnning time beyond 63 minutes.

Elsewhere, the reports seem to avoid LRT comparisons where running time resuits are
not favorable. If this thinking was carried over into the modeiing, it may have introduced
bias. Some examples:

« While end-to-end LRT running times are shown to be as much as 45 minutes
faster than local bus in 2040, the fact that making the same trip by Metro is 8
minutes faster than LRT is written off as making riders have to travel into,
then out of the DC Core. What difference does the routing make in
passenger choice, as long as both options are for a cne-seat ride? The
shorter ride on Metro should result in diversion of riders from LRT, but the
text does not make that a certainty.

« A similar condition exists at Callege Park, where running times are within one
minute of each other, removing any clear edge to either mode.

« Ridership projections for Purple Line were increased by incorporating plans to
eliminate most competing bus routes, and to redirect them to Purple Line
stations. M is not clear whether the agencies that operate these bus routes
have agreed to these changes. For some segment of riders, the imposition of
transfers, costs, and both actual and perceived increased travel time by
restructuring the local bus network is likely to have current riders not make
the trip, or find aiternatives to the Purple Line. Was this reflected in the
model?

The common thread here is that if running times inputied to the model are not realistic,
the outputs may not be realistic. if the model is not properly calibrated to reflect the
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whole range of changes contemplated for the implementation of Purple Line, are its
ridershig projections accurate?

5} What questions would be most relevant to pose to MTA to determine if the applied
assumptions and practices are appropriate?

« Ridership has an inverse relationship to fares, the exact amount a function of local
elasticity history and the availability of lower-cost aiternatives, and should be a key
component of ridership projections. With no decision on fare levels for Purple Line, and
no agreements in place on transfer policies, the model is supposed to use existing
tariffs. Has this been applied to the models used? There is evidence on p. 26 of the
November 2010 New Starts trave! Forecasting Model of an “intractable challenge to
satisfactorily calibrating the mode choice model” that was resolved by a decision to apply
income-based discounts of 25 or 75%. Was not one effect of this to blunt the negative
impact of additional fares that will have to be paid by the 43% of Purple Line riders
projected to transfer toffrom Metro, and thereby inflate ridership projections? What
wolild ridership projections be without these artificially cheaper fares?

+ Running times, while increased from earlier projections, still seem not to be including
certain factors, such as:

o the practical possibility that MTA will not be able to apply LRT priority to LOS F
intersections because of further negative impact en general traffic

o the possibility that up to 18 additional intersections will have to be signalized

o the possibility that off-board fare payment and/or honor system may not be
adopted, increasing dwell times,

o that other factors impacting customer trip time may have been omitted, such as
the model applying fixed intermodal transfer times that are, in cases, significantly
iess than the actual customer experience at some stations. Has this more
accurate and worse scenario been calculated and applied to the model, and how
does that impact ridership, equipment, and operating cost projections?

+ How have ridership projections been continually increasing in the face of slower
running times and relatively anemic projections for population growth in the Purple
Line corridor vis a vis the rest of the region, as articulated in MTA's August
2013Travel Forecasts technical report?

Prepared for Town of Chevy Chase, MD by:
Sam Schwartz Engineering September 11, 2014
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MTA Purple Line Follow-Up Issues and Questions

1} What are you able to use from the information on the disks?
Nene of the information on the discs was readable without proprietary software.

2) What would be the time and cost to evaluate the ridership models?

SSE does not have the required expertise and experience to use the proprietary
software, even if we were able to purchase it. Involving an additional outside firm in a
complete re-evatuation of the ridership model would not be feasible in the current time
frame and would be exceedingly expensive. Unless one has familiarity with the
WMCOG 8.0 model and the amended model used for the FEIS, there would be a
significant learning curve. Then, PB’s model would have to be compared against the
original to determine what changes were made. Then questions would first have to be
formulated on the reasons for such changes. That might yield more, or more detailed
guestions than SSE has raised, but at a large cost in time and money.

3) Are assumptions discussed in the technical reports that were submitted?

They are, in many places, sometimes generally and sometimes specifically. The bigger
question is whether they are objective or reasonabie, because once input to the model,
they have both direct and ripple effects. So while running times are provided in great
detail, their derivation is somewnat of a biack box. Questions, such as thase below, are
meant to determine the reasonableness of assumptions, assuming answers to them (if
forthcoming) can be verified. The example below of the modelers not being able to get
the modal split by income of passengers ta come out right until they created and applied
a fare discount that “worked” is an example of a stated assumption that really is about
making the foot fit the shoe. Adopting an across-the-board penalty of two minutes for
transfers between the Purple and Red Lines at Bethesda is a stated assumption that is
inaccurate by at least a factor of three. Many assumptions are there; finding out whether
they are right is the challenge.

4) What were you able to ascertain from a cursory comparison of the travel forecasting
reports?

Two things in particular: ridership projections and LRT running times. But before
detailing these, some important considerations on comparability:

Direct comparisons between the FEIS and all previous reports are not fully possible. All
prior reports evaluated six alternatives, among them Medium Investment LRT (MILRT)
and High Investment LRT (HILRT). The Preferred Alternative, selected in 2009, was
neither of these. It was described as MILRT with some features of HILRT added. The
2013 FEIS was only required to evaluate the selected Preferred Alternative and the No
Build scenario, not any of the previously considered alternatives. Since the Preferred
Alternative does not exactly match any of the original six alternatives, exact comparisons




are not possible, However, based on its description, its characteristics should be closer
to MILRT {and its asscciated statistics) than HILRT. Here, comparison raises questions.

in 2008, MILRT was projected to generate 62,600 daily rides, vs. 68,100 for HILRT.
One year letter, the announcement of the hybrid Preferred Alternative predicted 64,800.
For the New Starts funding application one year [ater, the estimate rose to 69,300 (this
was explained by use of a newer version [8.0] MWCOG medel, whose key impact was
inclusion of BRAC impacts at Jones Bridge Road, addition of another model, MDAAII,
and a ten-year extension of the horizon year to 2040). Application of newer modeis
cannot be faulted; had MTA failed to do so, they would have been criticized for using
outdated models. On the other hand, addition of ten years worth of population growth is
not specific to Purple Line; it is a rising tide that would lift ali boats, including each of the
five rejected alternatives. And it is of note that in 2007, when data on the increased
employment and visitors due to BRAC was available to be applied to all six alternatives,
MTA, which now increases its Preferred Alternative ridership estimates from BRAC,
defended excluding BRAC when it was likely to be unfavorably reflected in comparison
with other alternatives being evaluated. The overarching point is that the application of
new models makes scrutiny even more difficult, since even questions about the prior
models were unanswered for four years. In 2013, MTA made another upward revision to
74,160, described as "UMD student, special event and special generator trips”.
Whatever these may be, they raise guestions, such as:

s  Why were these not a factor for the past seven years?
« How do irregularly occurring events get quantified as a daily occurrence?

The second key item is running times. These are a key element in determining ridership
projections, with a very direct relationship: the faster the vehicle goes, the more riders it
attracts. You may recail that during the AA phase, all BRT options were rated as
generating fewer riders, because MTA determined they could not travel as fast as LRT,
In the paragraph above, we have detailed a 14.4% rise in projected LRT ridership
between 2009 and 2013. One would expect to find a corresponding decrease in running
times, or at ieast no change in running time if other powerful influences were at work.
But that is not so. The September 2008 Travel Demand Forecasting Technical Repon,
upen which the setection of the Preferred Alternative was based, showed 59 minutes
running time for MILRT, and 50 minutes for HILRT. Interpolating these for the hybrid
Preferred Alternative, we assume 56 minutes running time, equivalent {0 17.3 mph
average speed. But the FEIS has recalculated the running time to 63 minutes, ora 15.5
mph average speed. This is a 10.8% reduction in speed, that would be expected to
reduce ridership, not increase it by 14.4%.

There are facts contained elsewhere in MTA reperts {¢ suggest that this running time
may still be optimistic. The FEIS Traffic Analysis report indicates that 15 intersections
through which Purple Line must pass will be operating at LOS F, the worst traffic
condition, in which vehicles may have to wait through more than one signai phase to
pass through. The report suggests that this can be reduced to nine through mitigations,
but the FEIS executive summary says it is actually 14. Wouldn't either number have a
significant impact? The ability to reduce the problem to either nine ar 14 is questioned
by MTA's response to 2006 proposals for transit priorities to ease congestion at
Connecticut/Jones Bridge, to wit, that such priorities would not be allowed where they
would negatively impact general traffic. Another factor is that the report indicates that 18
currently unsignaled intersections may have to be signalized after LRT begins




operation. Even with priority treatments, these are likely to further increase LRT running
time beyond 63 minutes.

Elsewhere, the reports seem to avocid areas where running time resuits are not
favorable. If this was carried aver into the modeling, it may have introduced bias. Some
examples:

+« While end-to-end LRT running times are shown to be as much as 45 minutes
faster than local bus in 2040, the fact that making the same trip by Metro is 8
minutes faster than LRT is written off as making riders have to travel into,
then out of the DC Core. What difference does the routing make, as long as
both options are for a one-seat ride? This should result in diversion of riders
from LRT, but the text does not make that a certainty.

+ A similar condition exists at College Park, where running times are within one
minute of each other, removing any clear edge to either mode.

» Ridership projections were increased by study plans to eliminate most
competing bus routes, and to redirect them to Purple Line stations. It is not
clear whether the agencies that operate these bus routes have agreed to
these changes. For some segment of riders the imposition of transfers,
costs, and both actual and perceived increased travel time is likely to have
them not make the trip, or find alternatives to the Purpie Line. Was this
reflected in the model?

The common thread here is that if running times inputted to the model are not realistic,
the outputs may not be realistic. If the model is not properly calibrated to reflect the
whole range of changes contemplated for the implementation of Purple Line, are its
ridership projections accurate?

5) What questions would be most relevant to pose to MTA to determine if the applied
assumptions and practices are appropriate?

Ridership has an inverse relationship to fares, the exact amount a function of {ocal
elasticity history and the availability of lower-cost alternatives, and should be a key
compoenent of ridership projections. With no decision on fare levels for Purple Line, and
no agreements in place on transfer policies, the model is supposed to use existing
tariffs. Has this been applied to the models used? There is evidence on p. 26 of the
November 2010 New Starts travel Forecasting Model of an “intractable challenge to
satisfactorily calibrating the mode choice model” that was resolved by a decision to apply
income-based discounts of 25 or 75%. Was not one effect of this to blunt the negative
impact of additional fares that will have to be paid by the 43% of Purple Line riders
projected to transfer to/from Metro, and thereby inflate ridership projections?

Running times, while increased from earlier projections, still seem not to be inciuding
certain factors, such as:
o the practical possibility that MTA will not be able to apply LRT priority to LOS F
intersections because of further negative impact on general traffic
o the possibility that up to 18 additional intersections will have to be signalized
o the possibility that off-board fare payment and/or honor system may not be
adopted, increasing dwell times,




o that other factors impacting customer trig time may have been omitted, such as
the model applying fixed intermodal transfer times that are, in cases, significantly
less than the actual customer experience at some stations. Has this more
accurate and worse scenario been calculated and appiied to the model, and how
does that impact ridership, equipment, and operating cost projections?

» How have ridership projections been continually increasing in the face of slower
running times and relatively anemic projections for population growth in the Purple

Line corridor vis a vis the rest of the region, as articulated in MTA's August
2013Travel Forecasts technical report?

Prepared for Town of Chevy Chase, MD by:

Sam Schwartz Engineering September 10, 2014
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MTA Purple Line Follow-Up Issues and Questions

1) What exactly are you able to use from the information on the disks?
Nene of the information on the discs was readable without proprietary software.
2} What would it take to use that information? Costs/Time

SSE does not have the required expertise and experience to use the proprietary
software, even if we were able to purchase it. involving an additional outside firm in a
complete re-evaluation of the ridership mode! would not be feasible in the current time
frame and would be exceedingly expensive. Unless one has familiarity with the
WMCOG 8.0 model and the amended model used for the FEIS, there would be a
significant learning curve. Then, PB’'s model would have to be compared against the
otiginal to determine what changes were made. Then questions wouid first have to be
formulated on the reasons for such changes. That might vield more, or more detailed
questions than SSE has raised, but at a2 large cost in time and money.

3) Are assumptions discussed at ail in the technical reports that were submitted?

They are, in many places, sometimes generally and sometimes specifically. The bigger
question is whether they are objective or reasonable, because once input to the model,
they have both direct and ripple effects. So while running times are provided in great
detail, their derivation is somewhat of a black box. Questions, such as those below, are
meant to determine the reasonableness of assumptions, assurning answers to them (if
forthcoming) can be verified. The example below of the modelers not being able to get
the modal split by income of passengers to come out right until they created and applied
a fare discount that “worked” is an example of a stated assumption that really is about
making the foot fit the shoe. Adopting an across-the-board penalty of two minutes for
transfers between the Purple and Red Lines at Bethesda is a stated assumption that is
inaccurate by at least a factor of three. Many assumptions are there; finding out whether
they are right is the challenge.

4) Does anything quickly leap out at you from a comparison of those reports?

Two things in particular: ridership projections and LRT running fimes. But before
detailing these, some important considerations on comparability:

Direct comparisons between the FEIS and all previous reports are not fully possible. All
prior reports evaluated six alternatives, among them Medium Investment LRT (MILRT)
and High Investment LRT (HILRT). The Preferred Alternative, selected in 2009, was
neither of these. It was described as MILRT with some features of HILRT added. The
2013 FEIS was only required to evaluate the selected Preferred Alternative and the No
Build scenario, not any of the previously considered alternatives. Since the Preferred
Alternative does not exactly match any of the original six alternatives, exact comparisons
are not possible, However, based on its description, its characteristics should be closer
to MILRT {and its associated statistics) than HILRT. Here, comparison raises questions.




In 2008, MILRT was projected to generate 62,600 daily rides, vs. 68,100 for HILRT.
One year letter, the announcement of the hybrid Preferred Alternative predicted 64,800,
For the New Starts funding application one year fater, the estimate rose to 69,300 (this
was explained by use of a newer version [8.0] MWCOG modei, whose key impact was
inclusion of BRAC impacts at Jones Bridge Road, addition of another model, MDAAII,
and a ten-year extension of the horizon year to 2040). Application of newer modeis
cannot be faulted; had MTA failed to do so, they would have been criticized for using
outdated models. On the other hand, addition of ten years worth of population growth is
not specific to Purple Line; it is a rising tide that would lift all boats, including each of the
five rejected altematives. And it is of note that in 2007, when data on the increased
employment and visitors due to BRAC was available to be applied fo all six alternatives,
MTA, which now increases its Preferred Alternative ridership estimates from BRAC,
defended excluding BRAC when it was likely to be unfavorably reflected in comparison
with other alternatives being evaluated. The overarching point is that the application of
new models makes scrutiny even more difficult, since even guestions about the prior
models were unanswered for four years. In 2013, MTA made another upward revision to
74,160, described as “UMD student, special event and special generator trips”.
Whatever these may be, they raise questions, such as:

»  Why were these not a factor for the past seven years?
+ How do irregutarly occurring events get quantified as a daily occurrence?

The second key item is running times. These are a key element in determining ridership
projections, with a very direct relationship: the faster the vehicle goes, the more riders it
attracts. You may recal that during the AA phase, all BRT options were rated as
generating fewer riders, because MTA determined they could not travel as fast as LRT.
in the paragraph above, we have detailed a 14.4% rise in projected LRT ridership
between 2009 and 2013. One would expect to find a corresponding decrease in running
times, or at least no change in running time if other powerful influences were at work.
But that is not so. The September 2008 Travel Demand Forecasting Technical Report,
upon which the selection of the Preferred Alternative was based, showed 59 minutes
running time for MILRT, and 50 minutes for HILRT. Interpolating these for the hybrid
Preferred Alternative, we assume 56 minutes running time, equivalent to 17.3 mph
average speed. But the FEIS has recalculated the running time to 63 minutes, ora 15.5
mph average speed. This is a 10.8% reduction in speed, that would be expected to
reduce ridership, not increase it by 14.4%.

There are facts contained elsewhere in MTA reports to suggest that this running time
may still be optimistic. The FEIS Traffic Analysis report indicates that 15 intersections
through which Purpie Line must pass will be operating at LOS F, the worst traffic
condition, in which vehicles may have to wait through more than one signal phase to
pass through. The report suggests that this can be reduced to nine through mitigations,
but the FEIS executive summary says it is actually 14, Wouldn't either number have a
significant impact? The ability to reduce the probiem to either nine or 14 is questioned
by MTA’s response to 2008 proposals for transit priorities to ease congestion at
Connecticut/Jones Bridge, to wit, that such priorities would not be allowed where they
would negatively impact general traffic. Another factor is that the report indicates that 18
currently unsignaled intersections may have to be signalized after LRT begins
operation. Even with priority treatments, these are likely to further increase LRT running
fime beyond 63 minutes.




Elsewhere, the reports seem to avoid areas where running time results are not
favorable. If this was carried over into the modeling, it may have introduced bias. Some
examples:

s While end-to-end LRT running times are shown to be as much as 45 minutes
faster than local bus in 2040, the fact that making the same trip by Metro is 8
minutes faster than L.RT is written off as making riders have to travel into,
then out of the DC Core. What difference does the routing make, as long as
both options are for a one-seat ride? This should result in diversion of riders
from LRT, but the {ext does not make that a certainty.

¢ A similar condition exists at College Park, where running times are withint one
minute of each other, removing any clear edge to either made.

« Ridership projections were increased by study plans to eliminate most
competing bus routes, and to redirect them to Purple Line stations. [ is not
clear whether the agencies that operate these bus routes have agreed to
these changes. For some segment of riders the imposition of transfers,
costs, and both actual and perceived increased travel time is likely to have
them not make the trip, or find alternatives to the Purpie Line. Was this
reflected in the model?

The commeon thread here is that if running times inputted to the model are not realistic,
the outputs may not be realistic. If the model is not properiy calibrated to reflect the
whele range of changes contemplated for the implementation of Purple Line, are its
ridership projections accurate?

5} If we wanted to follow up with three pointed questions to MTA, what would we ask?

Ridership has an inverse relationship to fares, the exact amount a function of tocal
elasticity history and the availability of lower-cost alternatives, and should be a key
component of ridership projections. With no decision on fare levels for Purple Line, and
no agreements in place on transfer policies, the model is supposed to use existing
tariffs. Has this been applied to the models used? There is evidence on p. 26 of the
November 2010 New Starts travel Forecasting Model of an “intractable challenge to
satisfactorily calibrating the mode choice model” that was resolved by a decision to apply
income-based discounts of 25 or 75%. Was not one effect of this to biunt the negative
impact of additional fares that will have to be paid by the 43% of Purple Line riders
projected to transfer to/from Metro, and thereby inflate ridership projections?

Running times, while increased from earlier projections, still seem not to be including
certain factors, such as:
o the practical possibility that MTA will not be able to apply LRT priority to LOS F
intersections because of further negative impact on general traffic
o the possibility that up to 18 additional intersections will have to be signalized
o the possibility that off-board fare payment and/or honor system may not be
adopted, increasing dwell times, and that other factors impacting customer trip
time, such as applying fixed intermodal transfer times that are, in cases,
significantly less than actual conditions at some stations, may also have been
overiooked. Has this worst case scenario been estimated and applied to the




model, and how does that impact ridership, equipment, and operating cost
projections?

« How have ridership projections been continually increasing in the face of slower
running times and relatively anemic projections for population growth vis a vis the
rest of the region?

Prepared for Town of Chevy Chase, MD by:

Sam Schwartz Engineering September 10, 2014




Kevin Karpinski

From: Harris Schechtman <hschechtman@samschwartz.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 2:43 PM

To: Todd Hoffman

Cc Harris Schechtman; Kate Sargent

Subject: Questions for MTA

Importance: High

Todd,

Because of the shortness of time, we are providing answers and discussion directly after each of the five questions you
forwarded.

1) What exactly are you able to use from the information on the disks?
None of the information on the discs was readable without proprietary software.
2) What would it take to use that information? Costs/Time

SSE does not have the required expertise and experience to use the proprietary software, even if we
were able to purchase il. Involving an additional outside firm in a complete re-evaluation of the
ridership model would not be feasible in the current time frame and would be exceedingly

expensive. Unless one has familiarity with the WMCOG 8.0 model and the amended model used for the
FEIS, there would be a significant learning curve. Then, PB’s model would have to be compared
against the original to determine what changes were made. Then questions would first have to be
formulated on the reasons for such changes. That might yield more, or more detailed questions than
SSE has raised, but at a large cost in time and money.

3) Are assumptions discussed at all in the technical reports that were submitted?

They are, in many places, sometimes generally and sometimes specifically. The bigger question is
whether they are objective or reasonable, because once input to the model, they have both direct and
ripple effects. So while running times are provided in great detail, their derivation is somewhat of a
black box. Questions, such as those below, are meant to determine the reasonableness of assumptions,
assuming answers to them (if forthcoming) can be verified. The example below of the modelers not
being able to get the modal split by income of passengers to come out right until they created and
applied a fare discount that “worked” is an example of a stated assumption that really is about making
the foot fit the shoe. Adopting an across-the-board penalty of two minutes for transfers between the
Purple and Red Lines at Bethesda is a stated assumption that is inaccurate by at least a factor of

three. Many assumptions are there; finding out whether they are right is the challenge.

4) Does anything quickly leap out at you from a comparison of those reports?

Two things in particular: ridership projections and LRT running times. But before detailing these, some
important considerations on comparability.



Direct comparisons between the FEIS and all previous reports are not fully possible. All prior reports
evaluated six alternatives, among them Medium Investment LRT (MILRT) and High Investment LRT
(HILRT). The Preferred Alternative, selected in 2009, was neither of these. It was described as MILRT with
some features of FIILRT added. The 2013 FEIS was only required to evaluate the selected Preferved Alternative
and the No Build scenario, not any of the previously considered alternatives. Since the Preferred Alternative
does not exactly match any of the original six alternatives, exact comparisons are not possible. However, based
on its description, its characteristics should be closer to MILRT (and tts associated statistics) than
HILRT. Here, comparison raises questions.

In 2008, MILRT was projected to generate 62,600 daily rides, vs. 68,100 for HILRT. One year letter, the
announcement of the hybrid Preferred Alternative predicted 64,800, For the New Starts funding application one
year later, the estimate rose to0 69,300 (this was explained by use of a newer version [8.0} MWCOG model,
whose key impact was inclusion of BRAC impacts at Jones Bridge Road, addition of another model, MDAAIL,
and a ten-year extension of the horizon year to 2040), Application of newer models cannot be faulted; had
MTA failed to do so, they would have been criticized for using cutdated models. On the other hand, addition of
ten years worth of population growth is not specific to Purple Line; it is a rising tide that would lift all boats,
including each of the five rejected alternatives. And it is of note that in 2007, when data on the increased
employment and visitors due to BRAC was available to be applied to all six alternatives, MTA, which now
increases its Preferred Alternative ridership estimates from BRAC, defended excluding BRAC when it was
likely to be unfavorably reflected 1n comparison with other alternatives being evaluated. The overarching point
is that the application of new models makes scrutiny even more difficult, since even questions about the prior
models were unanswered for four years. In 2013, MTA made another upward revision to 74,160, described as
“UMD student, special event and special generator trips”. Whatever these may be, they raise questions, such
as:

* Why were these not a factor for the past seven years?
* How do irregularly occurring events get quantified as a daily occurrence?

The second key item is running times. These are a key element in determining ridership projections, with a
very direct relationship: the faster the vehicle goes, the more riders it attracts. You may recall that during the
AA phase, all BRT options were rated as generating fewer riders, because MTA determined they could not
travel as fast as LRT. In the paragraph above, we have detailed a 14.4% rise in projected LRT ridership
between 2009 and 2013. One would expect to find a corresponding decrease in running times, or at least no
change in running time if other powerful influences were at work. But that is not so. The September 2008
Travel Demand Forecasting Technical Reportt, upon which the selection of the Preferred Alternative was based,
showed 39 minutes running time for MILRT, and 50 minutes for HILRT, Interpolating these for the hybrid
Preferred Alternative, we assume 56 minutes running time, equivalent to 17.3 mph average speed. But the FEIS
has recalculated the running time to 63 minutes, or a 15.5 mph average speed. This is a 10.8% reduction in
speed, that would be expected to reduce ridership, not increase it by 14.4%.

There are facts contained elsewhere in MTA reports to suggest that this running time may still be
optimistic. The FEIS Traffic Analysis report indicates that 15 intersections through which Purple Line must
pass will be operating at LOS T, the worst traffic condition, in which vehicles may have to wait through more
than one signal phase to pass through. The report suggests that this can be reduced to nine through mitigations,
but the FEIS executive summary says it is actually 14. Wouldn’t either number have a significant impact? The
ability to reduce the problem to either nine or 14 is questioned by MTA’s response to 2006 proposals for transit
priorities to ease congestion at Connecticut/Jones Bridge, to wit, that such priorities wouid not be allowed
where they would negatively impact general traffic. Another factor is that the report indicates that 18 currently
unsignaled intersections may have to be signalized after LRT begins operatton. Even with priority {reatments,
these are likely to further increase LRT running time beyond 63 minutes.

2




Elsewhere, the reports seem to avoid areas where running time results are not favorable. If this was carried over
into the modeling, it may have introduced bias. Some examples:

« While end-to-end LRT running times are shown to be as much as 45 minutes faster than local bus in
2040, the fact that making the same trip by Metro is 8 minutes faster than LRT is written off as
making riders have to travel into, then out of the DC Core. What difference does the routing make,
as long as both options are for a one-seat ride? This should result in diversion of riders from LRT,
but the text does not make that a certainty.

¢ A gimilar condition exists at College Park, where running times are within one minute of each other,
removing any clear edge to either mode.

» Ridership projections were increased by study plans to eliminate most competing bus routes, and to
redirect them to Purple Line stations. It is not clear whether the agencies that operate these bus
routes have agreed to these changes. For some segment of riders the imposition of transfets, costs,
and both actual and perceived increased travel time is likely to have them not make the trip, or find
alternatives to the Purple Line. Was this reflected in the model?

The common thread here is that if running times inputted to the model are not realistic, the outputs may not be
realistic. If the model is not properly calibrated to reflect the whole range of changes contemplated for the
implementation of Purple Line, are its ridership projections accurate?

5) If we wanted to follow up with three pointed questions to MTA, what would we ask?

* Ridership has an inverse relationship to fares, the exact amount a function of local elasticity history
and the availability of lower-cost alternatives, and should be a key component of ridership projections. With no
dectsion on fare levels for Purple Line, and no agreements in place on transfer policies, the model is supposed
to use existing tariffs. Has this been applied to the models used? There is evidence on p. 26 of the November
2010 New Starts travel Forecasting Model of an “intractable challenge to satisfactorily calibrating the mode
choice model” that was resolved by a decision to apply income-based discounts of 25 or 75%. Was nof one
effect of this to blunt the negative impact of additional fares that will have to be paid by the 43% of Purple Line
riders projected to transfer to/from Metro, and thereby inflate ridership projections?

* Running times, while increased from earlier projections, still seem not to be including certain factors,
such as:

* the practical possibility that MTA will not be able to apply LRT priority to LOS F intersections
because of further negative impact on general traffic

* the possibility that up to 18 additional intersections will have to be signalized

¥ the possibility that off-board fare payment and/or honor system may not be adopted, increasing
dwell times,

and that other factors impacting customer trip time, such as applying fixed intermodal transfer times that
are, in cases, significantly less than actual conditions at some stations, may also have been overlooked, Has this
worse case scenario been estimated and applied to the model, and how does that impact ridership, equipment,
arl operating cost projections?




» How have ridership projections been continually increasing in the face of slower running times and
relatively anemic projections for population growth vis a vis the rest of the region?




Kevin Karpinski

From: Harris Schechtman <hschechtman@samschwartz.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2014 1:01 PM

To: Todd Hoffman

Ce: Kate Sargent

Subject: RE: Questions for SSE

Todd,

To confirm our recent conversation, SSE is now at work on providing answers to the five questions you forwarded and a
technical review of the 2013 FEIS to identify noteworthy stand-alone issues and any comparisons that may be possible
with prior Purple Line AA/DEIS documents. We will perform this work for an amount not to exceed $2,000.00. We will
provide a report to you in time for the Town’s Council meeting tomorrow. Please let me know the latest possible time
that this report can reach you.

Thank you.

Harris

From: Todd Hoffman [mailto:thoffman@townofchevychase.org]
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2014 12:44 PM

To: Harris Schechtman

Subject: FW: Questions for SSE

These are the questions that | referred to this morning.

Todd Hoffman

Town Manager

Town of Chevy Chase, Maryland
4301 Willow Lane

Chevy Chase, MD 20815
301-654-7144 (P)

301-718-9631 (F)
thoffmant@townolchevychase.org

From: Pat Burda [mailto:pat_burda@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 08, 2014 9:52 PM
To: Tedd Hoffman

Subject: Questions for SSE

1) What exactly are you able to use from the information on the disks?
2) What would it take to use that information? Costs/Time

3) Are assumptions discussed at all in the technical reports that were submitted?



4) Does anything quickly leap out at you from a comparisen of those reports?

5) fwe wanted to follow up with three pointed questions t6 MTA, what would we ask?




Kevin Karpinski

From: Harris Schechtman <hschechtman@samschwartz.com>
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 6:43 PM

To: Todd Hoffman

Cc: Harris Schechtman; Kate Sargent; Caniel Berkowsky
Subject: Chevy Chase Final Repart, 9-5-14

Attachments: Chevy Chase Final Repart, 9-5-14.docx

Importance: High

Todd,

Please substitute this for the report transmitted two minutes ago. The only difference is the file name and correction of
a spelling error. Thank you. :

Harris




322 Eighth Avenue, sth Floor
New York, NY 10001

phone: (212) 598-g010
samschwartz.com

Memorandum

To: Town of Chevy Chase

From: Sam Schwartz Engineering

Date: August 29, 2014

Re: Review of Purple Line Environmental Impact Statement Analysis Questions
Project No: 14-01-3530

At the request of the Town of Chevy Chase (the Town), Sam Schwartz Engineering (SSE) has
reviewed the documentation compiled during our previous effort which assessed the analysis
and findings contained in the Maryland Transit Administration's (MTA) Alternatives
Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (AA/DEIS) for the Purple Line. The purpose of
this review is to provide the Town with a summary of issues and questions related to its
ridership projections developed during SSE's review. These are presented for the Town's use in
continuing its advocating efforts.

1

MTA used one variation of the MWCOG model to develop statistics for the AA/DEIS,
then recalibrated its model after the LPA was selected to one that generated over 4,000
more daily rides for LRT, which was used to obtain New Starts funding. Why was this
change made, and how did the “accuracy’ of the model change so much in three years,
when the public was assured in the LPA-selection process that the earlier version was
sound?

The FTA requires that model inputs use current fare structure, uniess a new fare policy
has been officially adopted. No such new policy has been adopted for Purple Line, yet
MTA's September 2008 Purple Line Travel Demand Forecasting Technical Report (p2-9)
states that some “means of electronic fare collection would enable an integrated fare
structure and convenient transfer with other transit services”. This hints that something
less than a full Purple Line + full Red Line fare was used to forecast use of LRT for
Waiter Reed/NIH-bound trips. If this was done, then it artificially inflated Purple Line
ridership estimates. What fare was actually used, and how did the resultant ridership
projection differ from what would have been had the FTA formula been used?

Total trip time is a major component of the trip generation model. These questions deal
with projected travel time on the Purple Line segment only, and specifically assumptions
about the High Investment LRT and BRT alternatives (It should be noted that the HIBRT
was analyzed by MTA [the source of data used here], yet inexplicably not advanced to
final consideration, even though its projected ridership was 14% less and both its
construction and operating costs lower).

a. P. 2.8 of MTA’s Travel Demand Forecasting Technical Report states “The High
Investment LRT Alternative is nearly identical to the High Investment BRT



Review of Purple Line Environmental Impact Statement Analysis Questions
August 19, 2014

Alternative, except that it only serves the south entrance of the Bethesda Metro
Station.”

i. Based on this, why does MTA Table 2-6 assign a 50 minute running time
to LRT, but 59 minutes to BRT? What wouid the BRT ridership projection
have been with a 50 minute running time?

ii. Table 2-7 shows that it would take HIBRT 3.1 minutes longer to travel
along CCT between Bethesda and Connecticut Avenue. How can this
be, since both follow the identical route eastbound? What would the
projected HIBRT ridership rise to without this penalty?

fii. Table 2-10 projects 13,000 daily LRT boardings in Bethesda (one station)
vs. only 9,000 total for HIBRT at two stations in Bethesda. Since people
boarding at South Metro have the identical trip, why would BRT boardings
be so much lower? Since people boarding BRT at North Metro are closer
to all destinations in central and north downtown, and actually have a
sherter trip than LRT (since they don’t have tc walk and take escalators or
elevators to reach the street), shouldn't that atfract more, not fewer
boardings? Based on this, is there any reason not to have adjusted the
HIBRT ridership numbers to the same or a level higher than HILRT?

iv. Why did MTA assign the longest, slowest possibie routing for HIBRT
through downtown Bethesda, when a clockwise loop or a direct BRT
turnaround at Woodmont Plaza (where the LRT tail tracks are scheduled
10 go) would have generated the same or similar running times as LRT?
Is there any reason to believe that HIBRT would nat then have the same
projected ridership as LRT?

v. The Post MWCOG AECOM Transit Component of the Regional Demand
Forecasting Model reduced the travel time penalty for transfers from LRT
to Metrorail from 12.5 minutes to 5 minutes, but increased it for buses (we
found no separate category for BRT) to 20 minutes. This means that
BRT arriving in Bethesda at the exact same station and platform as LRT
was considered to be a 15-minute langer trip. This large and unrealistic
penalty assigned to BRT had te result in loss of projected ridership
among those going toffrom Medical Center, for no rational reason.
Please quantify the ridership for HIBRT without this extra penalty.

4. Page 2-11 of MTA’s September 2008 Travel Demand Forecasting Report found that the
results of ridership modeling indicated that ridership would not be a key factor in
selecting the preferred alternative. So why was so much effort put into continually
increasing the projections for HILRT and not correcting HIBRT running times and other
inputs that would have equalized the two?

5. That same page found that cost/benefit analyses would play a greater role. BRT came
out significantly better in every cost/benefit comparison. How did that not end up
recommending BRT?

6. Page 26 of MTA's New Starts Travel Forecasting Mode! Calibration Report
acknowledged that it could not successfully model the difference in bus and rail usage
among income groups, and so introduced fare discounts to make the mode! work.
Whether or not this patch was regionally true, it did not reflect Purgle Line realities on the
west end of the route. Discounting high income fares by 70% and low income fares by
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10.

11.

12.

13

25% obviated the impact of the full fare cost of LRT-option required transfers to/from the
Purple Line and Red Line in order to access Walter Reed and NIH, a cost that did not
exist in the Jones Bridge Road options that Town of Chevy Chase asked MTA to
include. Such a huge differential (over 100%) in the fares between two options would
nermally have a major impact on ridership projections. Since this was, in MTA's own
words, an “intractabie challenge”, why was the “solution” used in the model, and what
would the LRT ridership projection be if this factor was removed?

What impact have the BRAC changes had on future ridership projections? Have
ridership projections for trips generated by the medical center been increased from the
unrealistically low 60 trips originally reported? What would the difference in BRAC-
generated ridership between the LRT/Red Line transfer option and the BRT one-seat
service along Jones Bridge Road had the latter followed the Town's recommendation to
serve Medical Center before proceeding to Bethesda?

Has the MTA revised the catchment areas used to estimate ridership generated around
station areas? In downtown Bethesda, MTA previously counted complete employment
and population of every TAZ, any part of which was within 0.5 miles of a station, even
when much of the area of the TAZ was beyond the industry standard of a maximum
radius of 0.5 miles around stations. This inaccurately inflated projected ridership, a fact
brought to MTA's attention during the study. The final report projections gave no
indication that this had been corrected, although as of May, 2009, the MTA had revised
graphics and maps to reflect the appropriate catchment area size. What is the impact on
LRT ridership of correcting this now?

What modal bonus, independent of individual features of each mode, was given for rail
compared to bus for ridership projections, and how did this influence ridership
projections?

Many light rail services that have opened in the last decade are in practice running
relatively infrequent service, particularly in off-peak and evening hours, either reflecting
or resulting in ridership lower than projected. What assurance is there that funding is
cansistently available going forward to coperate the Purple Line with the frequencies
currently promised (six-minute headways during the peak and 10 to 20-minute
headways during off peak periods)?

The layout of the proposed LRT vehicles is designed to maximize capacity, with
approximately twice as many standees as seated passengers. Inability to enjoy a
seated ride is an acknowiedged deterrent to ridership. What penalty was applied to the
model to reflect this, and by how much did it reduce projected ridership?

Wait time is a factor in ridership projection, one that typically has additional penalty
weighting assigned to it. Because BRT vehicles have about 60% the capacity of LRT,
more frequent service will have to be run with BRT for the same ridership. The result
would be peak headways 2-3 minutes less with BRT. Was this entered into the model,
and what additional ridership did that factor project for BRT?

What percentage of projected trips that involve the Purple Line would be less 30 minutes
total (including connections)? The MTA reports stressed difference in end-to-end travel
times between BRT and LRT, but few riders will take such a trip. Were ridership
projections based on the expected duration of actual {rios, and if so, should that not have
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

mitigated the end-to-end travel time differential that MTA stressed in its public
documents?

Was an origin-destination study conducted involving major employment centers in the
study area? If so, how were the findings incorporated into the ridership model?

What is the percentage of zero-car households within one-half mile walking distance of
planned Purple Line stations?

What percentage of Purple Line commuters during peak hours are destined for
Washington DC?

Was a survey conducted to determine existing travel behavior and circumstances under
which people would leave their car at home and take the Purple Line instead? If so, how
were the survey results incorporated into the ridership madel, and how much Purple Line
ridership did they generate for HILRT vs. HIBRT?

Were the model’s ridership projections tested against actual results of circumferential
LRT ~ particularly at the densities that exist along the Purple Line corridor ~ and if so,
were comparable results found anywhere else?

The Town has, from the start, had concerns about another capacity issue, i.e. that of
pedestrians and cyclists along the CCT? Did MTA measure existing usage and make
growth projections over the same time frame as the ridership analyses? Did these
assume additional growth due to the many new amenities that MTA proposed? Have
these projections been applied to the proposed CCT width and geometry through the
Town of Chevy Chase? If so, do they raise any safety issues, and do they conform to
AASHTO standards for such paths?
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INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

TAX 1D, 2513871032 22 JHCORPQAATED /N PENNSYLVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll 4. Booney pc

Cne Oxfard Centre
I Grant Straat, 20th Flaor
Piitsinirgh, PA 15219-1410

T a1d 562 4800
F 412 562 1041

www.bychananingersoll.com

TOWK OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : MAY 12, 2014
MATTER : 0082984-000001

INVOICE : 10635346

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

TOTAL FEES : 2%,000.00

TOTAL DUF 29,000.400

TAX 1D, 25-1331031 =3 INCORPORATED 1N PENNSYIVANIAR



Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney ec
Alarneys b Gowsrarneat felations Poaodaionals
One Oxford Centre

301 Grant Street, 20th Flgor
Pitisburgh, PA 15219-7410

T 412 562 BROO
F 412 582 1041
wivvw. buchananingersolt.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : JUNE 6, 2014
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 0082%84-000001

CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVQICE : 10640054

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR JUNE 2014 29,000.0¢C
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE

TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 05/31/14 6.80
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ........ .08 29,006.80

*%% MATTER SUMMARY *#*

TOTAIL, CURRENT CHARGES 29,006.80
PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF: D6/06/14 .00
TOTAL BALANCE DUE .. .. ..... .. .. 5 i

THIS INVOICE MAY NOT INCLUDE DISBURSEMENTS AND
OTHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING THE PERICD SHOWN
BUT NOT YET REFLECTED ON QUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS.

INVCICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

Californin = Delaware 2 #lorida = New fersey = NMew York = Pennsylvamia  Virginia

i Washington, GC

Tax (B E5-1384032 ;: (NCORPOAATED [N SEMNNSYILVAN|A




Buchanan Ingersoll & Booney pc

Attgrbeys w Govarnment Refalions Proieswonals
Qe Oxford Centre

301 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Fittsburgh, P& 15219-1410

T 412 562 BEOG

F 412 5682 1041
s, buchananingersolf. com

DATE : JUNE &, 2014
MATTER : 0082984-0C0001
INVOICE : 10640054

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

TOTAL FEES : 29,000.00
DESCRIPTICON OF EXPENSE ADVANCES AMOUNT
05/30/14 On-Line Search gService - Pacer (April 2014) 5.80
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES - 6.80
TOTAL DUE : 25,006.80
ka }L’i‘?‘
Califivmia torido 0 Sews Jersey 0 Mew York ot Pennagivania - Vieginia o




Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney pc
fn—rornws & Zovernpliat Ralatigng Mateadonaly

One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 BBOO
F 412 562 1041

www.buchananingersoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : JULY 13, 2014
43031 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 0082584-000001
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20813 INVOICE : 10648674

RE: TRANSPORTATION "I"I‘ERS BEFORE CCONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR JULY 2014 29,000,000
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE

TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 06/30/14 g.a0
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ........... s 29,000, 00

*x* MATTER SUMMARY **%

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00
PREVIGUS BALANCE AS QF: 07/13/14 00
TOTAL BALANCE DUE ...... P § 29 000 0Q

THIS INVOICE MAY NOT INCLUDE DISBURSEMENTS AND
OTHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING THE PERIOD SHOWN
BUT NOT YET REFLECTED ON COUR ACCQUNTING RECORDS.

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

Catitornie o Delaware o leeide 0 Mas Jeragy 5 Naw York o Pmnr‘--w}

min - Vieginda ¢ 7—“*'&1.]51‘41';‘1)"&0'0 [ALS

TAK M3 35-1381037 = INCORPORATED IN PEMBSYLVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll & Hooney ru
AThH ARy A GIVarnIMant Helatang Mratessienais
One Oxford Centre

301 Grant Street, 20th Flgar
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 5562 8200
F 412 562 1041
v, buchananingersoli.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE - JULY 13, 2014
MATTER : 0082984-000001

INVOICE : 10648674

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

TOTAL FEES : 29,000.00
TOTAL TUE - 29,000.00
Catifornia @ Delaware = ¥orida = New Jersey @ New York @ Peansylvania 0 Vieginia = Washington, DC

TAM I3 25-1384032 5 iNCORPORATED IM PEAMNSYLIVAMNIA



Buchanan Ingersoll & Booney vo

Cne Cxford Cerntre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

wwaw.buchananingersall.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE AUOGUST 8, 2014
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 0082984-000001
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE - 10657829

RE: TRANSPORTATION MTTE’.RS BEFORE CONGRESS & TH® FEDERAL GOV'T

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR AUGUST 2014 29,000.00
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE

TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 07/31/14 0.00
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ........ - D 29 000.00

*&%  MATTER SUMMARY  #*¥

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00
PREVIOUS BALANCE AS QF: 0s/08/14 .06

TOTAL BALANCE DUE ....... ... ..... 5 29,000.00

THEIS TNVOICE MAY NOT INCLULE DISRBURSEMENTS AND
OTHER CHARGES ITNCURRED DURING THE FERICD SHOWN
BUT NOT YET REFLECTED ON OUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS .

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIBRT

FAM 10 25-1331032 INCORPORAYED (M PENNSYLVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll 4 Boonsey o

Cnie Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floar
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-14t0

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

wiwywv.buchananingersoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : AUGUST B, 2014
MATTER : 0082984-000001
INVQICE ; 10657829

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFQORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

TOTAL FEES - 29,000.00

TAX . 25-13810%2  INCORPORAFED [N PENNSYLVANIA




Huchanan Ingersoll & Booney o
Abbearreys & Tovernment edations Protessionais

Gne Oxfard Centre
301 Grant Streat, 20th Floor
Pittshurgh, FA. 15219-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 104

wwan.buchananingersail,.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE SEPTEMBER 12, 2014
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 0082384-000001
CREVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 106688294

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONZRESS & THE

DERAL GOV'T

MONTHLY RETATNER FOR SEDTEMBER 2014 29,000.00
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE

TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 08/31/14 0.00
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ........... § 29,000.00

*x%x  MATTER SUMMARY  ***

TOTAL, CURRENT CHARGES 2%.000.00
FREVICUS BALANCE AS QF: 09/12/14 .00

TOTAL BALANCE DUE . .... ....... . 8 29

THIS INVQOICE MAY NOT INCLUDE DISDURSEMENTS AND
OTHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING THE PERIOD SHOWN
BUT NOT YET REFLECTED ON OUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS.

INVQICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

Calitornia * Delaware & Florida & New Jersey 1 New York Pennsylvania = Virginia = Washingion, DG

TAX }D, 25-530%032 & (NCORPOAATED Hd FEMNSYLVANIA




‘Buchanan Ingersoll & Booney po

ATkorneys X Goversmant Felations Prohissonals

One Qxford Centre
301 Grant Stregt, 20th Flgor
Pittshurgh, PA 15212-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041
www.buchananingersoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : SEPTEMBER 12, 2014
MATTER : (Q082984-000001

INVOICE : 10668294

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

TOTAL FEES : 29,000.00
TOTAL DUE : 29,000.00
florida :* New Jersey © New York : Penmsylvania o Virginia @ Washington, DC

California == Delaware =

TAX |D 25-138190372 = INCOAPORATED (N PERNNIYLVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll & Booney pc
Attatimeys & Government Selations Mofessianals

One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Sireet, 20th Flaor
Pittshurgh, PA 1524%-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

www.buchananingersoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : QCTORER 14, 2014
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 00382984-0000CL
CHEVY CHAGSE, MD 20815 INVOICE 10677168

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

MONTHLY RETATNER POR OQCTOBER 2014 29,000.00
TQTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE

TQ YQUR ACCOUNT THRQUGH: 08/30/14 0.00
TAOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ........... s 29,000.00

*%% MATTER SUMMARY %*%

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00
PREVIOUS BALANCE AS QF: 10/14/14 .0
TOTAL BALANCE DUE ....... ........ $ 29,000.00

THIS INVOICE MAY NOT INCLUDE DISEURSEMENTS AND
JTHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING THE PERIOD SHOWN
BUT NOT YET REFLECTED ON OUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS.

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

California = Delawure o Florida : New lersey 1 New York @ Pennsylvasmia = Virginia @ Washington, DC

TAK (D, 25-1381032 ' INCORPORATED 1M PENNSYLVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll & RBooney ¢
Adraeneys & Goeerninen Setatinns Fradossinasds

One Oxford Centre
30 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA T5219-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

www.buchananingerso!).com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE OCTOBER 14, 2014
MATTER : (0082984-000001

INVOICE : 10677168

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESES & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

TOTAL FEES : 29,000.00

TOTAL DUE : 2%,000.00

P Yorl n Pancwsyivenis 1 Vieginie o Washiopion, G0

Zalitviria o Dulyware

(A5 D D33 0030 o pRDIRAGIEATED b PEMM YL A ML



322 Eighth Avenue
Fifth Floocr

New York, NY 10001
Accounts Receivabia

The Town of Chevy Chase

4301 Willow Lane No, 62282
Chevy Chasa, MD 20815 09/06/2014
Totd Hoffman

Chevy Chase Ridership Data Review
14-01-353¢
For Servioes Randered Through 6/26/2014

Hours Rate Amount

001 Ridarship Data Reviow
Berkawsky, Danied 5.50 115.00 $632.50
sargent, Kathryn 1.00 183.00 $163.00
Schechtman, Haris 5.00 240.00 $1,200.60
Total for 004 Ridership Data Revisw 11.50 T $1,995.50
Total Professlonal $ervices T s $1,995.50
T 8199550

Involce Amount

Page 1 of 1




A Foer
New York, NY 10001
Accounts Racolvable

The Town of Chevy Chase

4301 Willow Lane Mo, 52345
Chavy Chase, MD 20815 QB 7214
Todd Hoffman

Chevy Chase Ridership Data Review
14-01-3530
For Sarvices Randered Through 9/12/2014

Hours Rate Amount

001 Ridarship Data Roview

Schechiman, Harris 833 240.00 $1,989.20

Total for 001 Ridership Data Review £.33 $1,999.20
Total Profosslonal Services g.33 $1,889.20
Invoice Amount $1,590.20

Page 1 of 1




Ery Brozdway, Suite 415
New York, NY 10012
phone: {212) 538-g0t0
samschwartz.com

August 12, 2014

Todd Hoffman

Town Manager

Town of Chavy Chase, Maryland
4301 Willow Lane

Chevy Chase, MD 20815

Daar Mr. Hoffman:

The following scope of sarvices outlines the request made of Sam Schwartz
Engineering (SSE) to review ridership modeling data provided to the Town of
Chevy Chase ("the Town") by the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) and to
develop and provide to the Town questions for use by the Town and for possible
submission by the Town to the MTA.

SSE will review the ridership modet information that was provided to the Town by
MTA within the last manth via CD ROM. SSE will determins if any of the
provided data is comprehensiblie without purchasing proprietary rmodeling
software, and if so, SSE will review the modaling data inputs and seek areas that
may not conform to standard transit modeling practice, or to actual canditions in
the study area, fo the best of SSE's knowledge.

Whether or not SSE is able to decipher the provided modeling data inputs, SSE
will develop and provide to the Town questions, for use by the Town and for
possible submission by the Town to the MTA, about inputs to and outputs of the
ridership model that MTA may be able to answer using its proprletary saftware,
or by access to data not made avaliable, These questions will facus on
conformance to standard transit modeling practice (to the best of SSE's
knowledge}, and to the derivation of findings whose validity may be critical to the
study's conclusions, recommendations, and/or reported impacts (or lack thereof)
on the Town of Chevy Chase.

This wilf be a high ievel effort driven by SSE's experience and knowledge, the
breadth of which will reflect the Town's budget and quick turnaround constraints.
SS8E's efforts outlined in this scope of services will be provided at a cost nob-fo-
excead $2,008, according to the attached rate schedule and standard terms and
conditions. SSE is prepared lo start work immediately upon receipt of approval to
proceed, by authorized signature balow.
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Todd Hoffman
August 12, 2014
Page 2

We are pleased to again have the opportunity to assist the Town of Chevy Chase
In this important job. Please fesl free to call with any questions.

Sincerely,

¢ // § 2

Jﬁw ¥ ;M(t..q

Hams Schechtman .,
Principal + National Transit

Approved

/ . g- 1o 14/
Date

(for Town of Chevy C _ ’f




Kevin Karpinski

From: Harris Schechtman <hschechtman@samschwartz.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 05, 2014 10:48 AM

To: Todd Hoffman; pat.burda@gmail.com

Cc: Sam Schwartz; Kate Sargent

Subject: RE: Google Alert - Purple Line

Pat, Todd,

Good to hear from you. Some observations:

It is evident that so much has happened in the past six years that the Purple line plan is barely recognizable (and notin a
better way) from the one we reviewed. Most significantly, the MTA-claimed costs and characteristics of light rail in the
tunnel have changed drastically from what was stated in their Alternatives Analysis (AA) that guided the selection of the
LPA and FTA’s review and subsequent approval. To wit:

* The costs of the proposed Bethesda Purple Line Station have skyrocketed to include the Apex building,
property acquisitions, and two tunnels via a plan that was not even hinted at or accounted for in the AA.

* MTA now admits to a six-minute transfer between Purple Line and Red Line at Bethesda. With required
“penalties” (that MTA improperly omitted from their AA analyses) for walking, wait time between elevators,
and the extra fare to be paid on the Red Line, a proper analysis would have shown NIH to be extremely
poorly served by this versus the Jones Bridge Road alternative (and thus generate much less ridership),
negatively affecting the effectiveness of the CC Trail option.

* The credibility gap only widens.

o Why would MTA propose taking elevators up to the street and then others back down to the Purple
Line when they admit to being able to have the ability to have a single set of elevators serve both?
o Just from common sense, how can anyone believe that taking two separate elevators and doubling
back will only add six seconds to the trip?
To your benefit, I'm a little baffled why MTA would not just use eminent domain to push forward with their plan, rather
than negotiating and seeking approvals.
Finally, | see you have outside counsel. | would suggest that they weigh in on whether the substantial changes being
proposed that were not contemplated or evaluated during the FTA-required approval process offer you any footing.

Feel free to call if you want to discuss any of these items.

Harris Schechtman
Principal+Director of Transit
hschechiman@samschwartz com
phone: (212) 589-8010 x 123
cell: (516) 996-3303

toll free: (877) 729-7249
611 Broadway, Suite 415 | NY, NY 10012

¢ Ingemuity | Accessibulay - Integrity

samschwartz.com | TransCentral e-News

THIS MESSAGE iS CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY
CONTAIN PRIVATE INFORMATION 1T IS INTENDED
ONLY FOR THE INDIVIDUALIS] NAMED HEREIN

IF YOU ARE NOT THE NAMED ADDRESSEZ(S] YOU
MUST DELETE THIS EMAIL IMMEDIATELY DO NQT



DISSEMINATE, DISTRIBUTE OR COPY SSE 5 NOT
RESPONSIBLE FOR AMY DAMAGES OR OTHER

SSUES ARISING FROM THE UMNAUTHORIZED USE
OF THIS MESSAGE BY UNINTENDED RECIPIENTS

2 : -
= Flease consider the environmenl before

printing this e-mail

From: Todd Hoffman [mailto:thoffman@townofchevychase.org]
Sent: Monday, February 03, 2014 1:55 PM

To: Harris Schechtman

Subject: FW: Google Alert - Purple Line

Harris,
See below. Any thoughts?

Todd Hoffman

Town Manager

Town of Chevy Chase, Maryland
4301 Willow Lane

Chevy Chase, MD 20815
301-654-7144 (P)

301-718-9631 (F)

thoffman(@townofchevychase.org

From: Pat [mailto:pat.burda@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, February 03, 2014 1:47 PM
To: Todd Hoffman

Subject: Fwd: Google Alert - Purple Line

Please forward to Harris and ask if further delays in connections add to need for DEIS. Don't have his email
handy. Thanks.

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Google Alerts <googlealerts-noreply(@google.com>
Date: February 3, 2014 1:41:42 PM EST

To: pat.burdai@gmail.com

Subject: Google Alert - Purple Line

Purple Line

rloudy update - Febriary 3, 2074

NEWS



Complications Abound In Bethesda Purple Line Station x|
Plan

Bethesda Now - The desired layout for a more spacious Bethesda Purple Line
station has one flaw that county officials would likely want changed if the plan
happens.

n a Flag as irralevant

Refine this alert

You have received this email because you have subscribed to Google Alerts. Unsubscribe | View all your alerts

mReceive this alerl as RSS feed
Send Feedback



Buchanan [ngersoll & Rooney pc
Artorneys & Government Redatioe draisionals

One Oxford Centre
3061 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, P4 152192-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 432 562 1041

www.buchananingersel.com

.

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : JANUARY 15, 2014
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : QQBZ2984-000001
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10609702

RE: TRANSPORTATICON MATTERS BEFORE CCNGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR JANUARY 2014 20,000.00
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE

TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 12/31/13 155.64
TOTAI, CURRENT CHARGES .. .«....... 3 Y.

%*%% MATTER SUMMBRY *#%*

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 20,155 .64
PREVIOQUS BALANCE AS QF: 01/15/14 20,000.00

TOTAL BALANCE DUE ...... . ...... 5 40

THIS INVOICE MAY NOT INCLUDE DISBURSEMENTS AND
OTHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING THE PERIOD SHOWN
BUT NOT YET REFLECTED ON OUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS.

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

Califurnia = Delaware @ Flortda o New Jersey < New York o Pennsylvanie © Virginid 0 Washington, DC

TAX 0 Z3-031030 o INCORPOAATED '8 PEMBSYIvAMIA



Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney po
ALty b Gawarmment telatians foiess olals
One Oxford Centre

301 Grant Street, 20th Floar
pittshurgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

wwww. buchananingersch com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : JANUARY 15, 2014
MATTER : 0082984-000001
INVOICE : 106098702

RE: TRANSPORTATICN MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

TOTAL FEES : 20,000.00
DESCRIPTION OF EXPENSE ADVANCES AMOUNT
12/11/13 Mileage - 216 miles 122.04

R. L. Shuster
Travel to/from MD for meeting

12/11/13 Parking 1.60
R. L. Bhuster
Parking in MD for meeting

12/17/13 Local Transportation Expense 32.00
J. C. Wiltraut Jr.
Taxicab to/from Capitol Hill-Hart Senate

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES : 155 .64
TOTAL DUE 20,155.54
&
Califnrein = Delaware o Florida @ New Jepgey & New York 0 Penesylvapnia @ Viegieia 0 Washinglon, DO

TAR D 45-1281032 o0 INCOAPOAATED IMN PIaMEYIFA LA




Buchauan Ingersoll s Rooney pc

amu.-nws # Gowvetrimant Hulatiens Profesgionals

Onu Oxford Ceatrs
304 Grant Streat, 20th Floee
Aitisburgh, PA 15299-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

wwwv.buchananingerscll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : MARCH 17, 2014
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : (0082984-0000CL
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10622865

RE: THANSPCRTATION MATTERS BEFDRE ONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

- ¥ e e - T - Rk - bR -
MONTHLY RETAINER FOR MARCH 2014 29,000.00
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ......0.... § 25, 0600.00

*¥% MATTER SUMMARY **#

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00
PREVIQUS BALANCE AS QF: 03/17/14 ,00
TOTAL BALANCE DUE .... . .. ..... $ 28,000.00

e EREESTTESmo=T

THIS INVOICE MAY NOT INCLUDE DISBURSEMENTS AND
OTHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING THE PERIOD SHOWN
BUT NOT YET REFLECTED ON QUR ACCOQUNTING RECORDS.

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

s..m[l'um!u h Da}u“m i Florida = New fersey % Now ank 2 I’imnaylvunin H V[:glnm 1 Wnahingmu, ne

TAX ID. 38 1‘&1!’.’32 INCORFDRATEE iH PEHRSYLVANTA



Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney pc
Attamiys & Gevaramaat Jelations Professionals
Omve Oxford Centee

307 Gramt Streat, 20th Floor
Mittshurgh, BA 15219-1410

T 412 362 8R0D
F 413552 104y

www, buchananingersoil.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : MARCH 17, 2014
MATTER : ©032984-000001

INVOICE : 10622665

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

TOTAL FEES : 2%,000.00

TOTAL DUE : 28,000,00

California @ Dejaware = Floritda 3 New Jersey & New York @ Pennsylveria @ Virginia » Wushingion, DC
TAX 1B, 25+1301032 17 NCORPRRATED IN PENN SYLVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll & Booney rc

Altarneys 4 Govemnant Relaion Prafessiangls

One Oxford Centre
310% Grant Sirget. 20th Flaar
Hirtsburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

www,buchananingarsoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : APRIL 9, 2014
4301 WILLCW LANE MATTER ; (0082984-000001
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10627993

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

ST e R T T T T R N N T T I T N T T T ST EE S N TN T T T e
MONTHLY RETAINER FOR APRIL 2014 29,0090.00
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES .......... 3 29,000.00

**% MATTER SUMMARY *w%¥%

TOTAI, CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00
PREVIQUS BALANCE AS QF: 04/09/14 29,000.00
FOTAL, BALANCE DUE ... .. .. ....... $ ~ 58,000.00

] 3 =]

THIS INVOICE MAY NOT INCLUDE DISBURSEMENTS AND
OTHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING THE PERIOD SHOWN
BUT NOT YET REFLECTED ON QUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS.

INVOICE DUE UDPON RECELPT

= Mew Jersey o New York o Penosylvania 3 Virginla i Washiaglon, DC

TA4 (D, 25-7387437 :: INCGRFPORATED K FENHEYLUWAMIA




