Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney rc
Aftarnays & Government Relatieny Professonals
QOne Oxford Centre
307 Grant $irest, 20th Floor
Pittzburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 8RGO
F 412 562 1041
www huchananingersoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : APRIL 9, 2014
MATTER : 00B829B4-000001
INVOICE : 10627393

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

TOTAL FEES : 29,000.00

TOTAL DUE 29,000.00

Culifornin 3 Delovears

u Florida

it New Jersoy # Mew York = Pemnaylvenin @ Virginia 2 Washinglon, DC

TAX 1D, 251381037 <t INCQRPORATED IN PENHSTLVANIA




Buchanan Ingersoll 4 Booney pc

one Oxfard Centre
201 Grant Strest, 20th Floor
pittshurgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 104

www.buchananingersoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : MAY 12, 2014
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : (0082584-0000021
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 16635506

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

NS TR T R I T s T I S T TR s N I I e E T e Mt T R R I RO

MORTHLY RETAINER FOR MAY 2014 29,000.00

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ......... . § - 29,000.00

MmN AR S R

*4&  MATTER SUMMARY #¥%

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.60
PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF: 05/12/14 .00
TOTAL BALANCE DUE . ..o v oo e 5 - 29,000.00

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

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIFT

TAK 1D, 35-1387032 11 INCORAQRATED N PENNSYIVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll 4 Rooney pc

Ore Oxford Cantre
301 Grant Streat, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15218-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 442 562 1041

wwwbuchananingarsall.com
TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : MAY 12, 2014

MATTER : 0082984-0060001
INVGICE : 10635905

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

TOTAIL FEES : 29,000,00

TOTAL DUE : 29,000.00

YAR 40, 25-1 381032 o INCORPORATED (M PENNSYLYVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney v
Altarneys & Govarnment delatiopy Protessionsls
One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floar
Fittshurgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 8500
F 412 562 1041

www.burhananingersell.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : JUNE 6, 2014
4301 WILLOW LAME MATTER : 0082984-000001
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10640054

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

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR JUNE 2014 29,000.00
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THRQUGH: c5/31/14 6.80

TOTAT, CURRENT CHARGES ..... ..... $ 2

i~

I ¥
N - |
i aQ

k%% MATTER SUMMARY *%%

TCTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,006.80
PREVICUS BALANCE AS OF: 06/08/14 .00

TOTAL BALANCE DUE ........ ...... 3 29,006.80

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

California  : Pelaware @ Florida = New Jersey @ New York @ Pennsylvapnia & Virginia = Washington, DC

TAXZ D Z5-1381037 0 INCORPORATED iN PENNSYLVANIA




Buchanan Ingersoll 4 Rooney po

Am;rrir:\,-s.*;: Gavarfimant Relatinns Prafossionsls

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

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

www.buchananingersoil.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE JUNE &, 2014
MATTER : 0082384-000001

INVOICE : 10640054

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

TOTAL FEES : 29,000.00
DESCRIPTION OF EXPENSE ADVANCES AMOUNT
05/30/14 On-Line Search Service - Pacer (April 2014) 6.80
TOTAIL EXPENSE ADVANCES : 6.80
TOTAL DUE - 29,006.80
Oaiifmria Delaware » Florida o New leeaey 0 Mew ¥ork o frepnsylvapia o Vieginkd o Washington, DO

TAX (D 25-1381032 11 INCOBPORATED IN PENNSYLVANEA




Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney pc
Arlatfiy s s Gover fment Fetations Professionals
One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 2Gth Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15218-1210

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

www, buchananingersoll.com

TOWN QF CHEVY CHASE DATE JULY 13, 2014
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 0082984-000001
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10648674

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEPFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOvV:'T

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR JULY 2014 29,000.00
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 06/30/14 0.00

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ........... $ 29,000.00

*%%  MATTER SUMMARY  **%*

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00
PREVIQUS BALANCE AS CF: 07/13/14 .00
TOTAL BALANCE DUE ............... $ 29,000.00

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

INVQICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

Calioresta o Delawars: Penyavivania 0 Viegims o Washinpion, 30

TAX 1D 25-1381032 o INCOAPORATEDR IM PENNSYLYANIA




Buchanan Tugersoll & Rooney po

Atlorfieys v Goveamee telations Mofassionsls
One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 2Gth Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15218-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

www.buchananingersoll, cam
TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : JuLy 13, 2014

MATTER : (0B2984-000001
INVOICE : 10648674

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOvV'?T

TOTAL FEES - 29,000.00
TOTAL DUE : 29,000.00

Califurnia = Delaware 3 Florida = New Jersey = Mew York 1 Pennsylvania : Virginia = Washington, DC

Ta) 10, 25-1381032 0 INCORFORATED IN PEMNSYLVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll £ Booney pc

One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floar
Pittshurgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 362 88C0
F 412 562 1041

www. suchananingersell.com

TOWN QF CHEVY CHASE DATE : AUGUST 8, 2014
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 0082984-0000Q01
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10657829

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

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR AUGUST 2014 29,.00C.00

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE ]
TCO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 07/31/14 ¢.00

TOTAL, CURRENT CHARGES ........... & ~ " 29

*#v  MATTER SUMMARY **¥

TOTAL. CURRENT CHARGES 259,000.00
PREVIQUS BALANCE AS OF: 08/08/14 .00

TOTAL BALANCE DUE ..., .. ......... & 29,000.00

THIS INVOICE MAY NWOT INCLUDL DISBURSEMENTS AND
OTHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING THE PERIQOD SHOWN
BUT NOT YET REFLECTED CN OUR ACCUUNTING RECORDS,
i S . '

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

Fax 10, 15-13816352 10 INCORPORATED N PERNSYLVARIA




Buchanan Ingersoll & Pooney vc

Qne Oxford Centra
301 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittshurgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041
www.buchananingersoll .com
TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE - AJGUST 8, 2014
MATTER : 0082984-000001
INVOICE : 10657829

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

TOTAL FEES : 29,000.00

TAY 1. 25-1387TQ3% 0 INCORPOHATED N PENMEYLVAMIA




Duchanan Ingersoll & Booney pC

Aktarnays & Governmeant folatians Professionals

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

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

wwwy. buchananingersol.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : SEPTEMBER 12, 2014
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 0082984-000001
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10668294

RE: TRANSPORTA’I‘ION MATTERS BEFORE CDNGRESS & THE

FEDERAL GOovV'T

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

TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 08/31/14 0.c0
TOTAL, CURRENT CHARGES ........ U 29,000.00

*%% MATTER SUMMARY *%*

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00
PREVIOUS BALANCE AS QOF: 09/12/14 .00
TOTAL, BALANCE DUE ............ va. 8 29 000.0

i
;
ii

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

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

California = Delaware @ Florida @ New Jersey = New York = Pannsylvama i Virgirua i Wa’shmgton bc

TAX iD. 25-1387032 ;; WNCORPORATED IN PENNSYLVANIA




‘Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney »o

Attarfoys S Government felations frofasiionals
One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floar
Pittshurgh, PA 15219-1410
T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041
www.buchananingersoll.com

DATE SEPTEMBER 12, 2014
MATTER : 0082984-000001
INVOICE : 10668294

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE

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

TOTAL FEES : 29,Q000.00

TOTAL DUE : 29,000.00

Virginia @ Waskington, DC

Califernia @ Delawnre =

Plorida & New Jersey 1 New York @ Pennsylvanita =

TAX 1D, 25-1387032 1 (NCORPORATED (N PEMNNSYLVARYA



RBuchanan Ingersoll & Rooney rc
Attorneys % Govarnment Ralations Professionals

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

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

www,buthananingersoll.com

TCWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : OCTOBER 14, 2014
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 0082384-000001
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10877168

MONTHLY RETATINER FOR OCTOBER 2014 29,000.00
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 09/30/14 ¢.00

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ......... . & 25,000.0

*%%  MATTER SUMMARY **x

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00
PREVIQUS BALANCE AS QF: 10/14/14 .00

TOTAIL BALANCE DUE ............... $ 29.,000.00

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

INVOICE DUERE UPON RECEIPT

Califurnia = Delaware 1 Florida = New lersey o

New York : Peansylvania  Virginmia @ Washingion, DC

TAX 0. 25-1381032 ., iNCOAPORATED IN PENNSYLVANIA




Buchanan Ingersoll & Booney po

Astarneys & Govarnmant Rofations Professionats

One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 152192-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

www.buchananingersoll,com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : OCTOBER 14, 2014
MATTER : 0Q082984-000001

INVOICE : 10677168

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

TOTAI FEES : 29,000.00
TOTAL DUE : 29,000.00
Piorida  u 0 Naw Jersey o MNew Tork s7brpaid o Vivginig o Waah [

TAX ID 25-1351032 ;1 |NCORPORATED IN PENNSYLVANEA



Buchanan Ingersoll & Booney ec
mmmpyﬁ & Gavernment Relations Profassionals

One Oxford Cantre
304 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 BR300
F 412 562 1041

www.huchananingersoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE - NOVEMBER 7, 2014
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 0082384-000001
CEEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10684503

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

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

TO YOUR ACCQUNT THRQUGH: 16/31/14 0.00
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES .. .. ... $ 29,000. 00

*%% MATTER SUMMARY ¥

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00
PREVIOUS BALANCE AS QF: 11/07/14 29,000.00
TOTAL BALANCE DUE ... .......... ia. 8 58 000 Qo

THIS INVOICE MAY NOT INCLUDE DISBURSEMENTS AND
OTHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING THE PFERIQD SHOWN
BUT NOT YET REFLECTED ON CUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

California » Delaware : Florida = New Jersey @ New York o Pennaylvama 5 V}I‘glnlﬂ 8 Wnahmgwn, (31

TAX [D, 25-1381022 0 INCORPORATED IN RENNSYIVANLA




Buchanan Ingersoll & Booney pc
Attoieys i Govarnment Relations Professionals

One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15213-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

wwuw.buchananingersoll.cam
TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : NOVEMBER 7, 2014
MATTER : 0082984-000001
TNVQICE : 10684503

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

TOTAL FEES 29,000.00
TCTAL DUE : 28,000.00
H
California = Delaware 5 Florida 1 New Jersey = New York = Penngylvania = Virginia @ Washington, DC

TAR D, 25-1381032 ; IMCORPORATED IN PENNSYLVANIA




Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney pc
mtumum A Government etations Protossianals
One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

wwiw. buchananingersoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : DECEMBER 1, 2014
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 0082984-000001
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10691523

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

MONTHELY RETAINER FCR DECEMBER 2014 20,090.00
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE

TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 11/21/14 14.00
TOTAL CURRENT CHARCGES ........... $ 25,014. 00

Fhk*  MATTER SUMMARY  ***

TOTAL CURRENT (CHARGES 29,014.00
PREVIOQUS BALANCE AS OF: 11/30/14 29,000.00
TOTAL BALANCE DUE _.............. 8 58,014.00

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

INVOICE DUE UPON EECEIPT

California. = Delaware @ Florida @ New Jersey i New York = Penmylvunm ¢ Virginla = Washington, DC

TAN (D, 25-1381032 & INCORPORATED IN PEMMNEYLVANIA




Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney pc
Agtoraeys & Govarnment Ralations Mrofassionals
One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Figor
Pittsburgh, PA 152191410

T 412 562 B8OQ
F 412 562 1041
www. buchananingersoil.com
TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : DECEMBER 1, 2014
MATTER : 0082984-000001
INVQICE : 10691523

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

TCTAL FEES 29,06G0.00

DESCRIPTION OF EXPENSE ADVANCES AMOUNT

10/22/14 Local Transportation Expense - Petty Cash T. 14.00

Heubert cab fare
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES : 14.00
TOTAL DUE 29,014.00
% ?
Cutif

Plopigie o MNew Jersay o Mew York o Penssylvanig o Virginia = Washington, DC

TAX ID. 25-1381032 @1 INCORPORATED IN PENNSYLVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney pe
Artarneys & Government Helations Brofassionals

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

T 412 562 8300
F 412 562 1041

www.buchananingersoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : JANUARY 8, 2015
4301 WILLOW LANF MATTER : 0082384-000001
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10700230

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

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR JANUARY 2015 28,000.00
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TC YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 12/31/14 g.00

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ........... $ 29,000.00

*x%  MATTER SUMMARY *+#%*

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00
PREVIOUS BALANCE AS QOF: 01/08/15 .00
0.00

TOTAL BALANCE DUE ............... $ 29,00

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

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

California = TDelaware @ Florida = New Jersey : New York  Pennsylvania i Virginia =

Waashington, [XC

TAX D, 25-1381032 &1 INCORPORATED IN PENNSYLVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll & Booney pc
Attarngys b Governmient Belauans Peofessionals

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

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : wwwiiabinaiiyeByll.¢ol 5
MATTER : 0082984-020001
INVOICE : 10700230

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFQRE CONCRESS & THE FEDERAL GQOV'T

TOTAL FEES : 23, 000.00
TOTAL DUE - 29,000.00
%

California = Delaware @2 Floride © New lersey = New York & Penosylvania = Vieginia : Washingion, DG

TAX ID 23-1381032 ;1 INCORPQRATED (N PENNSYLVANMIA




Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney pc
Atoriigys & Government Relations Prafpssionals

One Cxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Fleer
Pittsbhurgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 BROD
F 412 562 1041

www. buchananingersoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASH DATE - FEBRUOARY 13, 2015
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 0082984-000001
CHIIVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10710943

TRANSPORTATION MATTERT RBEFORE CONGRESS & THE FPEDERAL GOVT

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR FEBRUARY 2015 29,000.00
TOTAL FXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
70 YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 01/31/15 0.00

TOTAT, CURRENT CHARGES ........... § 29,000,00

*k &k MATTER SUMMARY %#¥%

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00
PREVIQUS BALANCE AS 0. 02/13/15 00

TOTAL BALANCE DUE ... . ... ..venn. g 29,000.00

THIS INVOICE MAY NOT INCLUDE DISBURSEMENTS AND
OTHLER CHARGES 1INCURRED DURING THE PERIOD SHOWN
BUT NOT YET REFLECTED ON OUR ACCOUNTING RECCRDS.

INVCICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

Califurnia = Delaware & Florida = MNew Jersey = New York : Pennmsyivania » Virginla  Washingion, DC

TAX [D. 25-1301032 . INCORPORATED IN PENNSYLVANIA




Buchanan Ingersoll & Booney pc
Artariog, & Government Rolatiens Prafnssionals

One Oxford Centra
301 Grant Street, 20th Flgor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 472 562 1041

www.buchananingersall.com

TOWN QF CHEVY CHASE DATE : FEBRUARY 13, 2015
MATTER : (082584~000001
INVOICE : 10710943

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE COWGRESS & THE FEDERAI, GOV''T

TOTAL FEES : 29,000.00
TOTAL DUE 29,000.4Q0
California ¢ Delaware @ Florida @ New Jersey @ New York = Pemmsylvania :t Virglnia = Washiugton, DG

TAX 10, 25-1381032 . INCORPORATED LN PENNSYLVANIA




Buchanan Ingersoll & Hooney pc

tne Oxford Centra "
101 Grant Street, 20th FlogPessss=®
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 362 8800
F 412 562 1041

www.buchananingersell.com

TOWN CF CHEVY CHASE DATE : MARCH 1&, 2015

4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 0082584-000001
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10719320

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

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR MARCH 20185 29,000.00
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCEHS MADE

TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 02/28/15 0.00
TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES | . ... 5 29,000.00

**% MATTER SUMMARY %

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 2%2,000.00
PREVICQUS BALANCE AS OF': a3/16/15 .00

TOTAL BALANCE DUE . ... ... ... ... 3 29,000.00

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

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIET

TAMAD 235350032 INCORPORATED HY BEMNSYLVAMIA




Buchanan Ingersoll & Booney po

Qne Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, P4 152191410

T 412 562 8300
F 412 562 1041
www.buchananingersali com

DATE : MARCH 16, 2015
MATTER : 0082984-000001
INVOICE : 10719320

TOWN QF CHEVY CHASE

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOVIT

TOTAL: FEES : 29,000.00

TAX D, 25-TA0LRFL 0 INCORPOAATER IM PEMMSYLVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll & Booney pe
AtornEy: B Government falatunny Prafossionals

One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittshurgh, A 15219-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041
www.huchananingersoll .cam

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : APRIL 10, 2015
4301 WILLOW LANE MATTER : 0082984-000001

CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 INVOICE : 10726272

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR APRIL 2015 29,000.00
TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 03/31/15 0.00

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES . C .8 292,000.0

k¥ MATTER SUMMARY  ***

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 23,000.00
PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF: 04/10/15 .o0
TOTAL BALANCE DUE ......  ...... g 29,000.00

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

INVQICE DUE UPCN RECEIPT

California @ Delaware = [lorida © New Jersey  New Yorlk & Pennsylvania @ Virginia ! Washington, DC

TAX {B. 25-13814032 11 INCORPORATED M PEMANSYLVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll & Booney pc
ALLOrHys & Govermimens Refations Profpedionals
One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Sireet, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

www. buchananingersoll.com

TCWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE : APRIL 10, 2015
MATTER : 0082984-000001
INVOICE : 10726272

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

TOTAL FEES : 29,900.00
TOTAL DUE 292,000.00

Caiifornia 1 Delaware @ Floride = New Jersey @ New York 2 Penmosylvania  Vieginia ' Washington, BC

TAX 1D, 25-1381032 ; INCORPORATED IN PENNSYLVANIA




Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney po

fmnmn,u. v, Government Relabinang Professianals

TOWN QF CHEVY CHASE
4301 WILLOW LANE
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815

301 Grant Street, 3 "
Pittshiurgh, PA 15219 1410

T 412 562 83800
F 412 562 1041
wawwy. huchanasingersoll.com

DATE : MAY 9, 2015
MATTER : 0082984-000001
INVOICE : 10733588

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFQRE CONGHESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

MONTHLY RETATINER FOR MAY 201%

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THRQUGH:

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ...........

¥E*x  MATTER SUMMARY

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES

FREVIQUS BALANCE AS OF:

TOTAL BALANCE DUE ...............

04/30/15

05/09/15

2%2,000.00

0.00

29,000.00

29,000.00
.00

29,000.00

THIS INVOICE MAY NOT INCLUDE DISRURSEMENTS AND
OTHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING THE PERIOD SHOWN
BUT NOT YET REFLECTED QN OUR ACCQUNTING RECORDS.

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

Detaware @ Tlorida @ New Jersey = New York - Permsylvama i Vu'gmla

ﬂhumnmuu,ﬂb

TAX 10, 25-1381032 0 INCORPORATED IN PEMNSYLVAN:IA



Buchanan Ingersoll 4 Rooney po
Actnriteys  Savermmenr Mpfations Profrssionals

One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 152191210

T 412 562 B80O
F 412 562 1041

wwv.buchananingersoll,com

DATE MAY 9, 2015
MATTER : (082984-000001
INVOICE : 10733688

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE

RE: TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T
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Al Lang, Mqyor

lohin Bickerman, ¥ice Mayor
Vicky Taplin, Secretary

Fred Cecere, Jreasurer

Kathy Stram, Community Ligison

June 23, 2015

Mr, James C. Wiltraut, Jr.
Buchanan Ingersolt & Rooney, PC
1700 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20006

D‘e_ar Mr. Wiltraut:

The Town of Chevy Chase hereby provides the r‘t;qﬁired seven day notice to terminate its
contract, dated March 14, 2014, with Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney. The efféctive date of

termination is June 30, 2015.

Si ly,

odd Hoffman
Town Manager

4301 Willow Lane ¢ Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815 « 301/654-7144 » Fax 301/718-9631 = townoffice@townofchevychase.org

wiww, townofchevychase.org




Al Lang, Mayor

john Bickerman, Vice dlqyor
Vicky Taplin, Secretary

Fred Cecere, Tredsurer

Kathy Strom, Communify Liaison

Jung 24, 2015

Mr. James C. Wiltrauit, Jr.
Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney, PC
1700 K Street, NW, Suite 300 .
Washington, DC 20006

Dear Mr, Wilteaut: -
The Town of Chevy Chase hereby provides the réquired five day notice to sa‘xs'pend its coﬁtrac.l,

dated March 14, 2014, with Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney. The effective date of suspension is
June 29,2015, . :

" Todd Hoffman
Town Manager

4301 Willow Lane » Chevy Chase, Maryland 2081{3 » 301/634-7144 » Fax 301/718-9631 » ownoffice@townotchevychase.oig
www.townofchevychase.org



Al Lang, Mayor

John Bickerman, Vice Mayor
Vicky Taplin, Secretary

Fred Cecexe, Tredasurer

Kathy Strom, Comenniy Liaison

June 25, 2015

Mr. James C. Wiltraut, Jr. -
Bugchanan Ingersoll & Rooney, PC
1700 K Street, NW, Site 300
Washington, DC 20006

Dear Mr. Wilii"aut:

The Town of Chevy Chase hereby provides the requn'ed five day notice to suspend its contract,
dated March 14, 2014, With Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney. The effectlve date of suspension is
June 30, 2015,

"Todd Hoffinian
Town Manager

4301 Willow Lane = Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815 » 301/654-7144 » Fax 301/718-9631 « townoffice@townofchevychase.org
wwwiownofchevychase.org



Kevin Karpinski

From: Kate Sargent <ksargent@samschwartz.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2016 1:26 PM

To: Todd Hoffman

Cc: Harris Schechtman

Subject: SSE rate schedule

Attachments: SamSchwartz 2016-2017 Billing Rates.pdf

Hello, Todd. Attached is SSE’s current rate schedule. After your meeting next week, please let us know if you would then
like us to draft a proposal agreement for you.

Thanks.

Kate Sargent, AICP
Project Manager + Associate

Sam
Schwartz

lranspaitaiian
Cansulian

ksargent@samschwartz com
office: (212) 598-9010 x164
mabile: (917) 843-8642

322 Eighth Avenue, 5th Floor
New York, NY 10001
samschwartz.com
TransCentral newsletter

THIS MESSAGE 1S CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY
CONTAIN PRIVATE INFORMATION IT IS INTENDED
ONLY FOR THE INDIVIDUAL[S]) NAMED HEREIN

IF YOU ARE NOT THE NAMED ADDRESSEE(S] YOU
MUST DELETE THIS EMAIL IMMEDIATELY DO NOT
DISSEMINATE, DISTRIBUTE OR COPY

SAM SCHWARTZ IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY
DAMAGES OR OTHER ISSUES ARISING FROM THE
UNAUTHORIZED USE OF THIS MESSAGE BY
UNINTENDED RECIPIENTS

Please consider the environment before

printing this e-mail



Management

Traffic Engineering

Transportation Planning

Transit & Rall

Civil Design

Construction Related Services

Community Qutreach Services

Technical Support Services

Administrative Services

Consulting Fees
Effective July 1, 2016

President

Executive Vice President
Senior Vice President
Senior Princlpal

Vice President

Principal

Sr. Project Manager
Director

Project Manager

Sr. Engineer I
Sr. Engineer |
Engineer 1l
Engineer |

Sr. Planner/Urban Designer ||
Sr. Planner/Urban Designer |
Planner/Urban Designer ||
Planner/Urban Designer |

Sr. Transit Planner i
Sr. Transit Planner |
Transit Engineer /|
Transit Engineer{
Transit Planner II
Transit Planner |

Senior Civil Engineer |
Senior Civii Engineer |
Civil Engineer Il

Civil Engineer

Sr. Civil Designer i

Sr. Civi{ Designer |
Civil Designer Il

Civil Designer |

Senior Engineer/MPT
Engineer/MPT

Senior Resident Engineer
Resident Engineer

Office Engineer/Sentar inspector
Inspector

Sr. Outreach Coordinator
Qutreach Coordinator
Traffic Monitor

Sr. CADD Operator/Graphic Designer
CADD Operator/Graphic Designer
§r. Technician

Technician

Sr. Project Coordinator
Praject Coordinator
Administrator il
Administrator |

Hourly Rate

$650
4365
5310
$310
$260
$260
5233
8220
4180

$165
§145
$125
$100

$160
$135
4120

595

5160
$135
4125
s100
$120

595

$205
5165
4125
$100
3165
$125
$110
580

$175
$145
$210
$165
$145
$120

$120
5105
585

4115
595
$70
460

595
$75
$65
455

Confidenttal 7/1/16




Kevin Karpinski

From: Harris Schechtman <hschechtman@samschwartz.com>
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 11:21 AM

To: ‘Shaver, Katherine'

Subject: RE: Follow-up Purple Line question

Katie,

MTA’s answer does not address the concerns we raised. Counting the entire population and employment of a TAZ as
being within walking distance (the factor that generates the highest number of Purple Line trips) when only a part
(sometimes a very small part) of it is in the walking catchment area does inflate ridership. Areas where you would have
to take a bus from a further reach of the TAZ have a considerably lower number of trips generated than areas within
walking distance. That is a reality that the model would reflect, were it given the right input. Because there is no free or
reduced fare transfer in place or adopted between buses and the Purple Line, the model would have further lowered the
number of trips generated from these areas, had it been given that fact. And, there is nothing to say that there are
actually bus routes available from those areas, and if so, whether their frequency of service would even make their use
to access Purple Line a viable option. As MTA has acknowledged that access by bus was added to the model, that should
have been separately modeled for the TAZ's in question. Here is an analogy for what they have done. Say a TAZ had
some very high income areas and some very low ones. Their approach would be the equivalent of saying say that
everyone throughout entire TAZ should be counted as high income.

Put simply, standard short walking distance generates more trips than taking a bus. Including people not within walking
distance as walkers just because they are in the same TAZ overinflates ridership. MTA's analysis included TAZ's that
were near enough to have some walkers, but assumed that everyone in the TAZ could walk. It is possible that they even
double-counted people. If they included everyone in the TAZ as walking, and then did a separate analysis of everyone
who could access Purple Line by bus, the people in the further reaches of the TAZ would have been counted in both.

If MTA had come back and told you they modified the trip generation from these TAZ’s by saying for example “we know
that 40% of the population of this TAZ is beyond walking distance, so we discounted the model’s walking trips generated
for that TAZ by 40%", it would have been a reasonable rough approximation. But they didn’t —and can’t — say that
because it was not done. Their fuzzy and inaccurate response only lends credence to our original contention.

Harris

From: Shaver, Katherine [mailto:katherine.shaver@washpost.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 5:30 PM

To: Harris Schechtman <hschechtman@samschwartz.com>
Subject: Follow-up Purple Line question

Hi Harris —

Thank you very much again for your time and help on this story about the Purple Line ridership forecasts. I'm still
reporting and writing but hope to have the story in the paper by Sept. 13.

One follow-up: We spoke about the size of the TAZs included and how they extended far beyond the industry standard
of a half-mile walking distance from the rail line. You'd mentioned how this would drive up the forecasts because it
would increase the number of people and jobs in the study “corridor.” MTA says they included such a big area because
they also were accounting for people who would ride buses to a Purple Line station, in addition to people who would
walk.



That makes sense to me as a lay person, but | wanted to see if 1) that's standard practice in travel forecasting for a rail
line, and 2) Whether that could lead to any inaccuracies in the forecast.

Many thanks,
Katie

Katherine Shaver
Washington Post Staff Writer
Cell:202-629-8615

@Shaverk
wapo.st/katherineshaver

From: Harris Schechtman [mailto:hschechtman@samschwartz.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2015 2:36 PM

To: Shaver, Katherine

Cc: 'Todd Hoffman'

Subject: RE: Is there a good time to reach you today or tomorrow?

Katie,
3:30 today will be fine. I’'m out-of-office all day tomorrow.

Harris

From: Shaver, Katherine [mailto:katherine.shaver@washpost.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2015 1:55 PM

To: Harris Schechtman <hschechtman@samschwartz.com>
Subject: Is there a good time to reach you today or tomorrow?

Hi Harris -
Thank you for your help with this story.
Is there a good time to reach you today between 3:30 and 6 p.m., or tomorrow at any time?

Many thanks,
Katie

From: Todd Hoffman [mailto:thoffman@townofchevychase.org]

Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2015 1:50 PM

To: Shaver, Katherine

Cc: 'hschechtman@samschwartz.com'

Subject: RE: Washington Post request to speak with Harris Schechtman

2



Harris,
You have my permission to speak with Katie. 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)

tholfman@townofchevychase.org

Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2015 12:56 PM

To: Todd Hoffman

Cc: 'hschechtman@samschwartz.com'

Subject: Washington Post request to speak with Harris Schechtman

Hi Todd —
Hope all is well.

{'m still working on a story taking a closer look at the Purple Line ridership forecasts. It appears that, so far, the Town of
Chevy Chase (via Sam Schwartz Engineering) has provided the most independent scrutiny of the state’s forecasts and
models.

I'd like to speak with Harris Schechtman for the story to get a bit more detail about what he did — or didn’t — find when
he reviewed the state data. However, Mr. Schechtman (cc’d here) asked that | first seek the Town’s approval as his
client.

Can you please give Mr. Schechtman the Town’s permission to speak with me?

Many thanks,
Katie

Katherine Shaver
Washington Post Staff Writer
Cell:202-629-8615

@Shaverk
wapo.st/katherineshaver



FY 2015 Federal Funding

Consolidated and
H X Fuﬂher
FY 15 President's House Senate ..
Budget Appropriation Appropriation Continuing
Appropriation
Act of FY 2015
| Purple Line, MD |  $100 Million $0 $100 Million $0
Overview
1. There are currently no Federal funds available specifically for Maryland’s proposed
Purple Line or Red Line projects, including the mythical $100 million in FY15 Federal
dollars.
2. Last year’s federal appropriations did not include earmarks of $100 million for each of

the Red and Purple Lines.

Where dollars are available, neither the Purple nor Red Line project currently
qualifies for the money.

Facts

Presidential Budget Request: President Obama’s FY 15 budget requested $100 million for each
of the Red and Purple Lines (March 4, 2014)
House Action: The U.S. House of Representatives provided zero dollars for these projects in
their FY 2015 spending bill. (June 10, 2014)
Senate Action: The U.S. Senate provided $100 million for each of the two projects in a report
approved only by a subcommittee. (June 5, 2014)
No further action was taken by the Senate.
Final FY15 Funding Law: Congress approved $2.1 billion for the New Starts program. Only
$325 million available for new projects which must be under a Full Funding Grant Agreement
(FFGA) in by September 30, 2015. Neither Purple nor Red Line Projects identified for

dedicated dollars. {(December 16, 2014)

Senator Barbara Mikulski, then-Chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee,

inciuded advisory language accompanying the final FY 20135 spending law which

suggested that FTA not fund any project with a federal cost share of more than 40 percent

and have a negotiated FFGA in place with the FTA by September 30, 20135.

Mikulski has argued, and released press statements accordingly, that her advisory

language guaranteed both Maryland projects $100 million.
Advisory language would direct 62% “New” New Starts dollars to Maryland.
FTA has discarded Sen. Mikulski’s advisory language as evidenced by FTA

making an award to a project with a federal share of 43% (> 40%).

Numerous other projects ahead of the Red and Purple Lines in FTA queue.
It would be virtually impossible for MTA to select a concessionaire and negotiate
a FFGA by September 30, 20135.

Conclusion

There are zero federal dollars reserved for the Red or Purple Lines in FY'15.




FY 2015 Federal Funding

Legislative Language
House report:

The Committee recommends $1,691,000,000 for capital investment grants which is
$251,938,000 below the fiscal year 2014 enacted level and $809,000,000 below the budget
request.

The fiscal year 2015 recommendation provides $1,510,000,000 for all current and on-going full
funding grant agreements (FFGA) as requested in the budget, plus another $25,000,000 for a
project (or projects) that will be signed under a FFGA by September 30, 2014.

No funds are provided for new FFGAs that are not under a signed grant agreement at the start of
fiscal year 2015. In addition, $173,000,000 is provided for five new small start projects proposed
in the budget.

The Committee continues the direction that FTA only further projects to a full funding grant
agreement if the project requires a less than 50 percent new starts share and rates medium high or
high in the categories related to finance and reducing congestion.

Senate report:

Under the Capital Investment Grants program, FTA provides grants to fund the building of new
fixed guideway systems or extensions and improvements to existing [ixed guideway systems.
Eligible services include light rail, rapid rail (heavy rail), commuler rail, and bus rapid transit.
The program has long included funding for two categories of eligible projects authorized under
section 5309 of'title 49 of the United States Code: New Starts and Small Starts.

New Starts are projects with a Federal share of at least $75,000,000 and a total capital cost of
$250,000,000 or more. By comparison, Small Starts are projects with a Federal match and total
capital cost below these thresholds. The most recent reauthorization, MAP-21, added a third
category of eligible projects: Core Capacity. The latter are defined as projects that will increase
capacity in an existing fixed guideway corridor by at least 10 percent.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

For more than a decade, there has been renewed interest in many parts of the country in rail
transit, especially in areas seeking to find solutions to road congestion, support cconomic
development, manage population growth, and reduce air pollution. The Committee supports
these investments, which it believes are essential to maintaining the Nation’s economic
competitiveness.

The Committee recommends a level of $2,161,000,000 for capital investment grants. This level
fully funds all of the projects included in Department’s request that are currently under
construction or expected to be so during {iscal year 2015.



FY 2015 Federal Funding

RECOMMENDED FISCAL YEAR 2015 FUNDING FOR CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS—Continued

P gy

CA San Francisco—Third Street Light Rail-Central Subway 150,000,0
Pitifeel vt CA San Jose—Silicon| 00

Valley Berryessa Exlension 150,000,0
CA Los 00

Angeles,  Westside  Subway  Extension—Section | 100,000,0
0 Denve—RTD| 00

Eagle, Denver 150,000,0
L on

CT  New  BritaimHartford Busway |
63,221,5

HI  Honolulu—High Capacity — Transit  Corridor 61
.................................................................................... MN St 100,000,0
Paul-Min.,, Central Corridor Light Rail Teansit Project 1|

)
........................................................ NC Charlotte, Blue LEHEM
Extension-Northeast Corridor 120.000.0
....................................................................... NY New York—
Lagl Qide Aveose | I1S1702.6

ndicates m lgtion .of FTA commitmgnt to the projegt
i[ngzcates rs fime mcluJ pcll as a lunding recom m.n ation in the President’s budget.

Final bill report:

The bill appropriates $2,120,000,000 for new fixed-guideway projects. Combined with available
prior year transit funds, a total of $2,147,989,839 is available for new start activities.

Of the funds available, $1,510,137,944 is for projects with signed full funding grant agreements
(FFGAs), $120,000,000 is available for core capacity projects, and $21,149,233 is available for
oversight activities. For new small start projects, $143,712,823 of the funds provided under this
heading, plus $27,989,839 in prior year funds (as provided in Sec. 168), are available. The
agreement rescinds a total of$121,546,138 in prior year funds.

For projects anticipated to be under a signed FFGA in fiscal year 2015, $325,000,000 is
available. FTA is directed to give funding priority fo projects requiring a 40 percent or less
Federal share. No specific funding is provided for the Purple Line.



From: POLITICO Pro Transportation [mailto:politicoemail@politicopro.com]

Sent: Friday, June 05, 2015 5:47 AM

To: Heubert, Terrence E.

Subject: Morning Transportation, presented by the General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA) : There's a new
sheriff in town at TSA, for now — House kicks THUD work to next week

By Jennifer Scholtes | 6/5/15 5:43 AM EDT

MARYLAND GOVERNOR EYES MAGLEV TRAINS: Still holding out on approving or nixing the Purple
Line that would connect Bethesda to New Carrollton, Maryland Gov. Larry Hogan is out in Asia this week
taking a look at an alternative transportation option: maglev trains that promiseto cut the trek between D.C. to
Baltimore down to 15 minutes. The governor took a ride on one of the magnetic levitation trains on Thursday
with the CEO of The Northeast Maglev, a company that’s working with the Central Japan Railway Company to
bring to the U.S. the same kind of high-speed rail line that connects Tokyo and Osaka at more than 300 mph.
Maryland has applied for $27.8 million in funding the FRA is offering for U.S. maglev projects. And the
governor’s office says the federal grant “comes with understanding that the Japanese government will be a
source of significant financial backing for the project, along with private-sector support.”

The Action Committee for Transit, which has been pushing for the governor to back the Purple Line,
criticized the trip to Japan on Thursday. “The Purple Line is funded and ready to build," the group’s
president, Nick Brand, said in a written statement. ""Maglev is in the early planning stages. If the
governor can fly to Japan and look at the maglev line, how come he hasn't found the time to visit Silver
Spring or Riverdale Park?"

CONFIDENTIAL/PRIVILEGED INFORMATION: This e-mail message (including any attachments) is a private communication sent by a law firm and may
contain confidential, legally privileged or protected information meant solely for the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is prohibited and may be unlawful. Please notify the sender
immediately by replying to this message, then delete the e-mail and any attachments from your system.,
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
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April 14, 2015

Secretary Peter K. Rahn

Maryland Department of Transportation
P. O. Box 548

7201 Corporate Center Drive

Hanover, MD 21076

Re: Purple Line — Legal Challenges
Dear Secretary Rahn,

Alexander & Cleaver, P.A. represents the Town of Chevy Chase, which is part of a larger coalition of
organizations opposed to the Purple Line project in Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties (the
“Project™). As you may know, the Purple Line is facing legal challenges on environmental grounds.

Specifically, the Friends of the Capital Crescent Trail, a non-profit organization dedicated to
preserving parkland and open space, filed a complaint against the Federal Transit Administration in the DC
Federal District Court this past December. According to opponents of the Project, the complaint was filed due
to concerns that the existing Project environmental impact statement (“EIS™) contained several violations of
federal environmental law and failed to examine all modes of transportation and cost saving measures, as
required in an EIS.

Please find enclosed a summary of the issues raised in the complaint. I am happy to provide further
information at your request regarding the underlying legal action and generally regarding the Purple Line.

P 4
Sincerely:” >
o / / ’/

(% ,
fz,/ 7/
Kobert J:
{, Goverfhent Relations Division

Presides
Enclosure



Mark. I Belion, Secretary, Maryland Department of MNabaral Resources
Ben H. Grumbles, Secretary, Maryland Department of the Environment
Craig Williaras, Chiel of Staff, Governor Hogan

Mike Richard, Deputy Chief of Staff, Governor Hogan

Steve Crim, Director of Public Affairs, Governor Hogan

Joe Getty, Chief Legislative Officer, Governor Hogan

Adam Dubitsky, Director of Policy, Governor Hogan




Swmmary of Issuss Related to Compinint
Filed Against the Federal Transit Administration
I the DT Federal District Court
Concerniag the Ervironmental Impaet Statement
For the Purple Line Project
By the Friemnds of the Capital Crescent Trail

l. Current BIS is not in compliance with the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”). In the
complaint, the Friends of the Capital Crescent Trail (the “Friends”) raised serious doubts about whether
the Project is in compliance with the ERA due to three species that would potentially be atfected by the
Project. All three species are either downstream near Rock Creek or very close to the proposed route of
the Purple Line. Regardless of whether a species is found adjacent to the Project, the Project would
adversely affect the habirat of the known and existing species that are endangered and in the path of the
Purple Line. In this scenario, mitigation efforts would not be an effective tool, because these endangered
species carmot be removed from their existing habitats. A failuge to comply with the ESA could halt the
project in its tracks,

2. Fallure to adequately examine the alternatives. The lawsuit exposed a variety of
deficiencies in the Project EIS, including one critical omission — failure to adequately examine alternate
maodes of transportation. As the material elements of the design continue to chanpe and ihe costs
consistently escalate, opponents of the Purple Line argue that a supplemental EIS should be conducied to
ensure that all alternatives are exhaustively investipated before a final decision is made.

3. Stormwater rupeff and compliance with the Clean Water Act. A thorough review of the
EIS and planning documenis by the Friends and others reveal that Maryland failed to account for
stormwater runoff. The Clean Water Act requires the Project to obtain a permit from the US Army Corps
of Engineers, and the curvent Purple Line plan may not qualify for an exesmption from stermwateyr
requirements. It is possible that the US Army Corps would require an entirely new EIS prior to Project
approval,

4. 1135, Department of Justice answer reveals that further factual development and
investigntion needed. In answering the complaint, the United States Justice Department has Sought to
dismiss only a few of the Friends’ claims, which demonstraies a recogrition that other allegations will
require factual development and forther investigation, This litigation could take many months and
possibly up to a vear 1o vesolve. Before proceeding with further state investment, it would seem that the
facis regarding environmental concerns and the reguirements of the US Army Corps stormwater
approval be resolved first,
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April 14, 2015

Secretary Peter K. Rahn

Maryland Department of Transportation
P. O. Box 548

7201 Corporate Center Drive

Hanover, MD 21076

Re: Purple Line — Legal Challenges
Dear Secretary Rahn,

Alexander & Cleaver, P.A. represents the Town of Chevy Chase, which is part of a larger coalition of
organizations opposed to the Purple Line project in Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties (the
“Project™). As you may know, the Purple Line is facing legal challenges on environmental grounds.

Specifically, the Friends of the Capital Crescent Trail, a non-profit organization dedicated to
preserving parkland and open space, filed a complaint against the Federal Transit Administration in the DC
Federal District Court this past December. According to opponents of the Project, the complaint was filed due
to concerns that the existing Project environmental impact statement (“EIS”) contained several violations of
federal environmental law and failed to examine all modes of transportation and cost saving measures, as
required in an EIS.

Please find enclosed a summary of the issues raised in the complaint. I am happy to provide further
information at your request regarding the underlying legal action and generally regarding the Purple Line.

7 -
, ? 'I' /.-'
e ke
Hobert .U{mgjol,'t
Presidef. Goverdfient Relations Division

Enclosure
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Steve Crim, Director of Public Affairs, Governor Hogan

Joe Getty, Chief Legislative Officer, Covernor Hogan

Adarm Dubitsky, Birector of Policy, Governor Hogan




Summary of Issues Helated to0 Compinint
Filed Against the Federal Transit Administration
1o the DC Federal District Count
Concerning the Environmentel Impact Statensent
For the Purple Line Project
By the friends of the Capital Crescent Trail

[. Current KI5 is not in compliance with the Endangered Spocies Act (ESA”). In the
complaint, the Friends of the Capital Crescent Trail (the “Friends”™) raised serious doubts abowut whether
the Project is in compliance with the ESA due to three species that would potentially be affected by the
Project. All three species are either downstream near Rock Creek or very close to the proposed route of
the Purple Line. Regardless of whether a species is found adjacent to the Project, the Project would
adversely affect the habitat of the known and existing species that are endangered and in the path of the
Purple Line. In this scenario, mitigation efforts would not be an effective tool, because these endangered
species cannot be removed from thelr existing habitats. A failure to comply with the ESA could halt the
project in its tracks.

2. Failure to adeguately examine the alternatives. The lawsuit exposed a variety of
deficiencies in the Project EIS, including one ¢ritical omission — failure to adequately examine alternate
modes of transportation. As the material elements of the design continue to change and the costs
consisiently escalate, opponents of the Purple Line argue that a supplemental EIS should be conducted to
ensure that alf alternatives arg exhaustively investigated before a final decision is made.

3. Stermwaler runoff and compliance with the Clean Watler Act, A thorough review of the
EIS and planning documents by the Friends and others reveal that Maryland failed to account for
stormwater runoff. The Clean Water Act requires the Project to obtain a permit from the US Army Corps
of Engineers, and the current Purple Line plan may not qualify for an exemption from stormwater
requirements. [t is possible that the US Ammy Corps would require an entirely new EIS prior te Project
approval. :

4. 1.8, Departoent of Justice answer reveals that further factual development and
investigation needed. In answering the complaint, the United States Justice Department has sought to
dismiss only a few of the Friends’ claiins, which demonstrates a recognition that other allegations wijl
require factual development and Burther investigation. This lirigation could take many months and
possibly up to a year to resolve. Before proceeding with further siate investment, it would seem that the
facts regarding environmental concerns and the requirements of the US Army Corps stormwater
approval be resolved first,




Kevin Karpinski

From: Matt Ginsberg <matt.ginsberg@cch-llc.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 11, 2015 1:33 PM

To: Todd Hoffman

Cc: Heubert, Terrence E.

Subject: Re: Letter to Mendez

This witl work. I'll send over to his office today. Thanks

On Feb 11, 2015, at 1:31 PM, Todd Hoffman <thoffman@townofchevychase.org> wrote:

Matt,
Attached is the letter with a few revisions. Will you distribute to Mendez and McMillan? Do you need

an original hardcopy?

Todd Hoffiman

Town Manager

Town of Chevy Chase, Maryland
4301 Willow Lane

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

301-718-9631 (F)
thoffmantownofehevychase.org

<SKMBT_C22415021114390.pdf>




Kevin Karpinski

From: Kate Sargent <ksargent@samschwartz.com>
Sent: Monday, February 09, 2015 2:29 PM

To: Todd Hoffman

Cc: Harris Schechtman

Subject: PL follow-up

Hello, Todd. So looking into the question you posed on Friday, here is what | found. It may have been based on the
quote below from the DEIS: http://www.purplelinemd.com/images/studies reports/deis/deis/08 chapter3.pdf.

Page 3-14 under Impacts to Intersection Operations: It should be noted that the Purple Line passes
through an area that is already heavily congested

during peak periods. LOS E and F operations are

already occurring at a number of key

intersections along the corridor. Typically, these

intersections are expected to continue to operate

at unacceptable levels of service (LOS F) in 2030

under the No Build and Build alternatives.

And indeed if you look on pages 3-15 and 3-16 there is no general improvement in intersection level of service due to
any of the alternatives.

However, if you look at the FEIS, this seems to have changed and they do show intersection improvements for what it's
worth (page 3-9):

http://www.purplelinemd.com/images/studies reports/feis/volume 01/07 PL%20FEIS Vol-

| Ch%203%20Transportation.pdf
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Chapter 3. Transportation and Traffic

In this chapter, the transportation and traffic
impacts of the No Build, TSM, and six Build
alternatives are evaluated. This chapter is
organized into sections that describe regional
wravel patterns and potential impacts on public
trznsportation, highways and roadways, parking,
bikeways, and major pedestrian pathways

3.1. Public Transportation

i L1, No Build Alternative

Eixisting transit service in the corridor is provided
by WMATA Merrorail and  Metrobus,
Montgomery County Ride On local bus, Prince
George’s County TheBus local bus, the
University of Maryland Shuile, MARC
commuler rail, and Amtrak. Table 3-1 lists the
principal existing transit services within the
corridor

The transit service levels in the Constrained
Long Range Plan (CLRP) are assumed for the

No Build altemative cxcept for the Bethesda to
Silver Spring segment of the Purple Line,

Transit projects in the Maryland Consolidated
Transportation Program (FY 2007-2012) located
within the corridor, and expected 1o be in place
by 2030, include the following:

» Southern Entrance to Bethesda Metro
Station — A new entrance o the
mezzanine of the Bethesda Metro Station
at the southern end of the platform. This
second entrance was anticipated at the
time of the initial construction of the
Metro station, but left unbuill until
ridership required it. The design of this
project has been funded by Monigomery
County and is currently underway.

»  Silver Spring Transit Center — This
project provides a fully integrated transit
center at the Silver Spring. [t will include
bus bays for Metrobus and Ride On, an
intercity bus facility, a \axi queue area,

and a kiss-and-ride facility. Construction
has begun on this facility and should be
complete by 2010. Provisions have been
made in the transit center design to
accommodate the Purple Line. For the
TSM and Low Investment BRT the buses
would usc the middle level bus facility.

» Takoma/Langley Park Transit Center — A
new transit center will be builr at the
northwest corner of the University
Boulevard and New Hampshire Avenue
intersection. It is expected to be
completed by 2010, The TSM and all the
Build alternatives would have a station at
this transit center, This project is being
funded by the State of Maryland and
Montgomery and Prince George's
Counties.

e e

The Metrorail system opens at § AM on
weekdays and 7 AM on weekends. It operates
until midnight Sunday through Thursday and
until 3 AM on Fridays and Saturdays.

Metrobus schedules vary by route, with most
routes running every day. Ride On schedules also
vary by route, with most routes running daily
TheBus buses operate Monday through Friday,
with no service on weekends or holidays. Bus
headways on all three systems vary by time of
day. Table 3-2 lists the bus routes within the
corridor and their headways. Transit service to
the National Naval Medical Center/National
Institutes of Health area is provided from Silver
Spring and points cast via the WMATA J1 routc,
while the Red Line Medical Center Metro Station
connects to the entire rail-bus network.

Table 3-2: Bus Headways within the Corridor (minutes)

ol o= P = =0 i -
5 g 3 5 = = g = 2 &
Table 3-1: Existing Transit Service Route Terminal and Intermediate Points E H ;B' g g g E E
Route | Terminal & Intermediate Points 2 < | = gl E | &A@
Melro Red Line | Shady Grove — Glenmonl Montgomery Mall-Medical Center-Silver |
Metro Green Line | Greenbelt = Branch Avenuc WMATA JI SE‘:'W: Met?c‘; ! - | 20 20 | - - -
Metro Orange Line | Vienna/Fairfax/GMU — New Carrollton WEATA D Montgomery Mall-Bethesda-Silver Spring j‘ 2 | 17 |20 |20 |15 |20 | as
WMATA JI, 32, )3 | Montgomery Mall - Bethesda ~ Silver Spring Metro - Metro = )%
WMATA J4 Bethesda Metro — Silver Spring — College Park Mctro TA 13 i Montgomery Mall-Bethesda-Silver Spring | | 17 ‘ u |
WMATA C2 Wheaton Metro = Greenbell Metro MA Metro == | i = i >y .
WMATA C4 Twinbrook Metro — Prince George's Plaza Metro WMATA J4 Bethesda Metro-Silver Spring-College Park | 20 ‘ - | 20 [ _ . .
WMATA F4 Silver Spring — New Carrollton Metro | - =
WMATA Fé Silver Spring — New Carrollton WMATA C2 Wheaton Metro-Greenbelt Metro | = 22 30 16 =1 30 -
Fide On 15 Silver Spring Metro — Langley Park Twinbrook Metro-Prince George's Plaza |
| TheBus 17 Langley Park — UM — College Park Metro WMATACY | oo el ! - B e ) ol
UM Shunle 111 UM - Silver Spring Metro WMATA F4 L Silver Spring — New Carrollton j 12 12 | 40 | IS - 30 | 60
UM Shuntle 104 UM —College Park Metro WMATA Fé | Silver Spring — New Carrollton - | 20 | 40 30 — - -
| MARC Brunswick Line Washington — Rockville = Gaithersburg - Brunswick Ride On 15 Silver Spring Metro-Langley Park 15 4 | 12 4 |30 |12 |15
| MARC Penn Line Washington = BWI Thurgood Marshall Airport — Baltimore ~Perryville TheBus 17 Langley Park-UM-College Park Metro 45 | 45 | 45 | 45 -- - -
MARC Camden Line Washington — Baltimore UM Shuttle 111 | UM — Silver Spring Metro - 35 [ 75 | 45 | 30 -
Amirak Northeast Corridor Washingten — New York and points north and south UM Shuttle 104 | UM — College Park Metro | 8 ] 12 | 8 | 20 | 20 | 20
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Since no changes are anticipated to the bus
network under the No Build altemative, it is not
anticipated that current service levels would
charge substantially.

The No Build alternative would not include any
atterations to the existing Metrobus, Ride On, or
TheBus systems. It would not include addition of
a new mode or new exclusive right-of-way, and
therefore is not anticipated to substantially
increase the reliability of the existing transit
system. It is expected that increasing roadway
congestion will result in lengthened bus running
times and longer travel times for all vehicles and
continue to decrease the reliability of the bus
service, its adherence to its operational schedule,
and the predictability of expected headways and
transit wavel times

3.L2. TSM Alternative

The TSM aliernative would include enhanced
bus service in the comridor and a new
through-route from Bethesda to New Carrollton
replecing the existing J4 route and adding service
on portions of the F4/F6 routes between College
Park and New Carrollton. The TSM bus service

would consist of a limited-stop bus route that
would make stops consistent with thosc of the
Build  altemarives. The core  secrvice
improvements under the TSM alternative include
limited-siop bus service, sclected intersection
and signal preference strategies, and upgrades to
bus stop amenities. Ses Chapter 2 for a more
detailed description of the TSM aliernative

A principal difference berween the TSM and the
Build alicrnatives is that the TSM service would
operate on East West Highway between
Bethesda and Silver Spring, rather than along a
new guideway along the Georgetown Branch and
Metropolitan  Branch railroad rights-of-way
between Bethesda and Silver Spring, as with the
Build aliematives (except Low Investment BRT,
which runs along Jones Bridge Road.) Along
East West Highway, stops would be located at
Connecticul Avenue and at Grubb Road.

The TSM service would provide faster ane-seat
rides between activity centers, including Medical
Center Metro Station, Bethesda Metro Station,
Silver Spring Transit Center, Takoma/Langley
Park Transit Center, University of Maryland,
College Park Metro Station, and New Carrollton

Table 3-3; TSM Bus Headways (minutes)

es| 2 | o, a2 ™ °
2E| 5| B| 8| £ | §
Route Terminal and Intermediate Points S| = L ] %
= § = | s = |5 ;
| =< a
TSM Bethesda = New Carrollton 10 6 10 6 10 20
WMATA J1 Medical Center — Silver Spring - 20 - 20 - -
WMATA I3 Eliminate: replace with Ride On 15 service - - - - - - |
Terminate at Langley Park
WMATAC2 | | Park — Groenbelt 30| 15| 20| 15| 30| 30
WMATA C4 Twinbrook Metro — Prince George's Plaza Metro 0 8 15 8§ | 20 20
WMATA F4 Silver Spring — New Carroliton 12 10 | 30 10| -1 30
| Terminate at Prince George's Plaza [ |
WMATA F6 | Prince George's Plaza — New Carrollton - - 3 15 : - il
Ride On 15 Bethesda — Langley Park (extend to Bethesda) 15 [ 15 15 [ 1s[30] 15
TheBus 17 Langley Park-UM-College Park Meiro 45 | 45 | 45 | 45 | - -
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Metro Station. This route would also serve
transfers to bus routes operating on radial streets,
including those on Wisconsin  Avenue,
Connecticut Avenue, Colesville Road, Georgia
Avenue, New Hampshire Avenue, Riggs Road,
Adelphi Road, US 1, Kenilworth Avenue, and
Annapolis Road. It would serve the long-haul
trips now carried by WMATA J2/]3, Ride On 15,
and, to a degree, WMATA C2/C4, and it is
estimated to serve nearly 80 percent of the
passengers now boarding the routes named
above.

Transit service to the National Naval Medical
Center/National Institutes of Health area would
be provided from Silver Spring and points east
through the enhanced WMATA J1 service with
intersection, operational, or service
modifications. The Red Line Medical Center
Station would continue to provide connectivity to
the entire rail-bus network.

Because of the importance of serving the trips
thar interface with the Metrorail services in the
Purple Line corridor, the TSM span of service
would match the Metrorail span of service. The
Mefrorail system opens at 5 AM on weekdays
and 7 AM on weekends. It operates until
midnight Sunday through Thursday and until 3
AM on Fridays and Saturdays.

The fare structure for the TSM service would be
the same as under the No Build ahemative,
recognizing that fares would increase over time.
SmariCard, or some other means of clectronic
fare collection, may enable an integrated fare
structure and convenient transfer with other
transit services in the corridors,

End-to-end, the TSM route is 16 miles long,
requiring about 108 minutes of running time with
an average round trip speed of 9 miles per hour.
Today, the bus routes along the alignment
operate in very difficult circumstances with a
wide range of times in ecach dircction and
between the AM aad PM. Anccdotal reports

from WMATA indicate thal the J4 route often
requires 50 percent more time than is scheduled
on cerain runs to complete us trip. These
conditions complicate schedule preparation and
operations planning. It is assumed TSM
measures  would somewhat mitigate these
conditions; however, 2030 background traffic
volumes and traffic congestion levels will be far
greater than they are today

The TSM alternative includes modifications 1o
existing Metrobus routes intended to improve
reliability, including limited-stop bus service,
and intersection improvements and signal
priority at certain intersections. At interscctions
where queue jump lanes and signal priority
would be implemented, transit’s reliability would
increase because the effects of congestion at
these locations would be reduced. In addition, the
limited-stop service would provide faster
connections  between major origins  and
destinations, as well as providing one-seat rides.

However, there is only limited opportunity for
improving transit service reliability using signal
preference stratcgies in the corridor. The major
radial roadways that cross the comridor, such as
Connecticul  Avenue, Georgia Avenus, New
Hampshire Avenue, Riggs Road, Adelphi Road,
US 1, Kenilworth Avenue, and Annapolis Road,
are the major sources of delay and unreliability.
These anerial roadways carry very heavy tratfic
flows into and out of Washington, DC and other
activiry centers. There is very little opportunity
to introduce signal preferences at these
interscctions  without  causing  a  major
exacerbation of traffic congestion. Queue jump
lanes, however, do provide a travel time
reliability advantage cnabling transit vehicles to
get 1o the intersection and limit the delay to one
or two traffic signal cycles.



3.L3. Build Alternatives

Six Build altematives are under consideration.
They include two transit modes, BRT and LRT.
Each mode is being analyzed with three potential
levels of investment: low, medium, and high, All
of the Build alternatives would extend the full
length of the corridor between the Bethesda
Metro Station and the New Carrollton Metro
Station with some variations in alignment
location, type of running way (shared, dedicated,
or exclusive), and amount of grade separation.
The decision to construct dedicated lanes is
dependent on the results of the operations
modeling (which assumes no dedicated lanes), as
well as construction costs and potential
cnvironmental benefits and impacts Each of the
Euild altematives is described briefly below and
in greater detail in Chapter 2, Alternatives
Considered.

Alternative 3 - Low Investment BRT

Low Investment BRT would primarily use
existing streets to minimize capital costs. It
would incorporate improvements to traffic
signals (including signal priority where possible),
signage, and iravel lanes in appropriate areas.
This alternative would mostly operate in mixed
lanes, crossing all intersections at grade, and
would include queue jump lanes at major
intersections Dedicated BRT lanes would be
provided southbound along Kenilworth Avenue,
and westbound along Annapolis Road. This is
the only Build alternative that would operate on
Jones Bridge Road (directly serving the National
Institutes of Health and the National Naval
Medical Center) and that would use the bus
portion of the new Silver Spring Transit Center.

Alternative 4 - Medium Investment BRT

Medium Investment BRT is a composite of
clements from the Low and High Investment
BRT Medium Investment BRT incorporates
those lower-cost features for segments of Low

Investment BRT that perform reasonably and
those of High Investment BRT that provide
reasonable benefits relative to the higher costs.
The major incremental change for Medium
Investment BRT is that between Bethesda and
Silver Spring the transit service runs io a
guideway in the Georgetown Branch right-of-
way instead of along Jones Bridge Road. It
would serve both the existing Bethesda bus
terminal and the new south entrance to the
Bethesda Mewro Station beneath the Apex
Building. At the Silver Spring Transit Center, the
buses would enter on an aerial structure parallel
to, but at a higher level than, the existing Metro
and CSX tracks. Along University Boulevard the
alternative would be in dedicated lancs and the
alternative would leave Campus Drive in the
University of Maryland at Regent’s Drive to
proceed directly through the East Campus
development,

Alternative 5 - High Investment BRT

High Investment BRT is structured to provide the
fastest wavel nme of the BRT altemnatives.
Tunnels and aerial structures are proposed at key
locations to improve travel time and reduce
delay. When operating within or adjacent to
existing roads, this alternative would operate
largely in dedicated traffic lanes. Like Medium
Investment BRT, this alternative would serve the
Bethesds Metro Station at both the bus terminal
and the new south entrance. At the Silver Spring
Transit Center, the buses would enter on an aerial
structure parallel to, but at a higher level than,
the existing Metro and CSX tracks.

Alternative 6 - Low Investment LRT

The terminal station for Low Investment LRT
would be the Bethesda Metro Station with a
connection to the southem end of the existing
station platform (the LRT alternatives would
only serve the south entrance of the Bethesda
Metro Station and would operate there in a srub-

end platform arrangement). It would operate in
shared and dedicated lancs with minimal use of
vertical grade separation and horizontal traffic
separation. At the Silver Spring Transit Cenler,
the light rail transit would enter on an aerial
structure parallel to, but at a higher level than,
the existing tracks.

This alternative would incorporate signal prionity
and/or queue jump lanes ar major intersections,
where possibie to achieve substantial time
savings or reliability without overly adversely
affecting traffic at the intersections.

Alternative 7 - Medium Investment LRT

Medium Investment LRT is a composite of
elcments from Low and High Investment LRT.
This alternative incorporates those lower cost
features for segments of Low Investment LRT
that perform rcasonably and those of High
Tnvestment LRT that provide reasonable benefits
relative to their higher costs. The principal
incremental change for Medium [nvestment LRT
is the imroduction of several grade separations at
major roadways and more dedicated sections
along roadways; however, it does not include
some of the longer tunnel sections in East Silver
Spring, the University of Maryland, or Riverdale
Park included under High Investment BRT and
LRT.

Alternative B - High Investment LRT

High Investment LRT is nearly identical 1o High
Investment BRT, except that it only serves the
south entrance of the Bethesda Metro Station and
would not serve the bus terminal.

Build alternatives Operations

The span of service for the Build alternatives
would mirror that for the Metrorail system,
j ded hours on kend nights. See

Teucdi

Table 3-4.

i

Table 3-4: Span of Service

Day of Week Hours
Monday - Thursday 5:00 AM = 12:00 AM
Friday 5:00 AM - 3:00 AM
Saturday 7:00 AM - 3:00 AM
Sunday 7:00 AM — 12:00 AM

The headways of the various Build alternalives
would vary by time of day to reflect demand
requirements. Proposed headways are shown by
time period in Table 3-5, The span of scrvices of
the bus routes that feed the TSM and Build
alternatives would be adjusted to serve the
market nceding extended service times.

Table 3-5: Year 20303 Build

Alternatives Headways (minutes)

= 2| 4| m| =
Dayof | £ | ¥ é | & 5| &
Week | F | & F|F| 5§
%] = &4

|

Weekdays | 10 6 W1 e 10 | 10

Saturdays | 20 | N/A| 10 [NA 10 | 20

Sundays | 20 | N/JA| 10 |NJA | 10 | 20

The fare for all of the Build alternatives under
consideration would be consistent with the
current local bus fare structure, recognizing that
this would incrcase over time. SmanCard, or
some other means of electronic fare collection,
would enable an integrated fare structure and
convenient transfer with the other transit services
in the corridor.

The end-to-end travel times and average
estimated speeds for each build alternative are
shown in Table 3-6. As expected, High
Investment LRT, with strategic grade scparation
and mostly dedicated or exclusive right-of-way,
would have the shoriest ruoning time and the
highest average speed of all the alternatives.
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Table 3-6: Year 2030 End-to-End
Travel Times

Table 3-7: Year 2030 Average Station-to-Station Travel Times (minutes)

1

End-to-End
Running | Average

Time Speed

(minutes) (mph)
TSM 108 9
Low Investment BRT 96 10
Medium Investment BRT 73 13
High Investment BRT 59 16
Low lav LRT | 62 15
Medium Investment LRT | 59 16
| High Inv LRT | 50 19

Average staton-to-station travel time estimates
for the Build alternatives are shown in Table 3-7.

The Medium Investment BRT variation via Jones
Bridze Road would have an end-lo-end running
time of 76 minutes, which would result n an
average speed of 13 mph. The other variation,
Medwm Investment BRT Extended to Medical
Center, would have an end-to-end running time
of 78 minutes, which would also result in an
average speed of |3 mph. Under this later
variation, the time 1o downtown Bethesda, the
larger travel market than Medical Center, would
be 59 minutes compared to the 76 minutes via
the Jones Bridge Road alignment.

Reliability

The overall reliability of any of the Build
altematives would be higher than that for the No
Build or TSM alternatives because portions of
the service, depending on the alternative, would
operate in dedicated lanes or exclusive right-of-
way, thus removing the vehicles from the
potential delays of roadway congestion In areas
where the Purple Line would operate in shared
lanes, it is anticipated that queue jump lanes and
signal prioritization would be implemented
where possible. The High Investment alternatives
would have the highest reliability, and the Low
Investment alternatives would have the lowest
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of High and Medium Investment BRT at
Bethesda that involves a strect-running loop,
those two alternatives would not be as reliable as
their LRT counterpars. Similarly, Low
Investment BRT with its operations along Jones
Bridge Road belween Bethesda and Jones Mill

Investment LRT, which would operate in the
Georgetown Branch right-ofzway, an exclusive
right-of-way.

Low Medium High Low Medium High
Scgment TSM Investment Investment Investment Investment In In
| BRT BRT BRT LRT | LRT LRT
aael:!r:sda Metro, North entrance to Medical Center l Wi & N/A WA NiA | N/A NIA
Bethesda Metro, North entrance to Bethesda Metro, = 5
South entrance N/A N/A 52 52 N/A [ N/A N/A
Medical Center Merro to Connecticut Avenue N/A 6.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Bethesda Metro, South entrance to Connecticut
F ey l 108 N/A a5 55 4.0 2.4 24
Connecticut Avenue 10 Grubb Road | &3 NA N/A N/A N/A | N/A N/A
Connecticut Avenuc to Lytionsville | N/A 5.2 31 30 23 2.3 2.3
Grubb Road to Silver Spring Transit Center [ 13.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Lyronsville to Woodside/161h Street N/A 24 24 24 2.1 2.1 2.1
| Woadside/| 6th Street to Silver Spring Transit Center N/A 62 2.1 2.1 2.8 2.0 | 20
Silver Spring Transit Center to Fenton Street 5.1 4.6 &l N/A 3.1 3.1 N/A
Silver Spring Transit Center to Dale Drive N/A N/A N/A 2.6 N/A N/A 3.6
Fenton Street to Dale Drive 4.8 28 3.0 N/A 38 3.1 N/A
Dale Drive wo Manchester Road 29 23 2.3 211 3l 2.8 24
Manchester Road to Arliss Street 49 48 4.1 14 14 14 [ 1.4
Arliss Street to Gilbent Street 6.6 66 34 4.0 38 38 | 18
Gilben Street ro Takoma/Langley Transit Center 4.8 4.8 23 5] 22 | 2.2 | 2.1
| Takoma/Langley Transit Center to Riags Road 5.8 5.6 2.2 1.7 24 24 | 1.7
Riggs Road to Adelphi Road 6.0 5.7 5.6 Sl 33 | 33 | 3.1
Adelphi Road to UM Campus Center 4.0 37 29 2.6 29 2 [ 2.6
UM Campus Center to UM East Campus | 8.6 86 3.0 2.9 3.0 | 3. [ 2.9
UM East Campus 1o College Park Metro ] 2.0 2.2 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 [ 3.0
College Park Metro to River Road 1 2.0 1.8 19 1.9 1.9 19 | 1.9
River Road 10 Riverdale Park | 55 54 43 332 4.6 46 3.1
Riverdale Park to Riverdale Ruad 4.4 4.0 4.7 2.9 4.8 48 2.9
Riverdale Road to Annapolis Road 47 4.0 36 3.5 | 3.5 3.5 3.3
Annapolis Road to New Carrollton Mcmo 4.6 14 38 A5 [ i9 3.9 3.6
Total Running Time
(rounded up to the nearest minute) 163 9 73 59 62 59 S50
Note: Time represent average of moming and aftemoon peak period travel times in the castbound and westbound di
reliability. Because of the terminal configuration Road would have lower reliability than Low Ridership

Ridership forecasts are used to gauge the
comparative attractiveness of alternatives under
consideration. They are measured in terms of
daily passengers and daily boardings, also called
linked and unlinked trips. A passenger, or linked
trip, is defined as travel from trip origin to trip




destination, regardless of the number of transfers
or mode changes required. A boarding. or
unlinked trip, is counted as the number of times a
person enters a vehicle for travel, inclusive of
transfers. One linked trip from origin 10
destination could comprise multiple unlinked
trips.

Purple Line ridership forecasts were measured in
terms of total and new daily transit trips (Jinked),
peak period boardings and alightings by station,
end by peak period line volumes.

Total and New Transit Trips

The Build alternatives would  generate
epproximately a one percent increase in total
regional transit ridership over the No Build
elternative, while the TSM would generate
zpproximately one half percent increase in lotal
regional mansit midership. Detailed ridership
forecasts are shown in Table 3-8. The results of
the ridership modeling would indicate that
forecast ridership on the Purple Line will not be
the key determinant in selecting a preferred
alternative, but rather the results of the
cnvironmental, traffic, and cost-benefit analyses.

Districi—to-District Travel Patterns

As discussed in Chapter 1, and shown in
Figure 1-3 the Washington metropolitan area was
cefined as a set of districts 10 enable a discussion
cf the curremt travel patterns. A set of districts
are defined around the major activity centers of
Bethesda, Silver Spring, College Park, and New
Carrollton in the corridor. Threc additional
districts are used to describe the “wedge” areas
in between the major activity centers,
Connecticut Avenue/Lytionsville, Takoma Park/
Langley Park, and Riverdale Park. These seven
distmets constitute the Purple Line comidor.
Other districts are used to define major sections
cf Washington, DC, and travel market arecas
around the Metrorail lines (both branches of the
Fed Line, Green Line, and Orange Line) running

Table 3-8: Year 2030 Total Daily Linked Transit Trips

Purpfe

fne

[ Low Invest. | Med. Invest. ’ High Invest. Low Invest. Med. Invest. = High lovest
| ToveofTep | NeBub T BRT | BRT BRT LRT LRT LRT
Hiis Waork 236.139 238.873 229.096 226.886 225970 225,829 225448 224879
Non-work 211.747 214772 207.301 205.934 205.403 205.344 | 205.098 204 434
Mekrosill Waork 561.114 360,040 558,148 558,299 ! 557,668 558.423 | 558.377 558.446
Non-work 298.451 300.917 300.909 301.583 301.852 302.331 302523 303.011
Commuter | Work and
Rail Non-work 47.944 48.983 48.922 48.937 48.984 48.934 48.930 48.956
Purple Line | Work NA NA 13.827 17.896 | 20.75% 20,444 21.377 22,953 |
| Non-work NA NA 8.570 11,169 12.423 12.307 12.849 13.488
Total Transit Trips 1,355,395 1,363,585 1,366,773 1,370,704 | 1373.059 1,373,612 1,374,602 1,376,167
New Transit Trips Relative to
No Build (Rounded) N/A 8,200 11400 15.300 17,700 18,200 19,200 20,500

north and northeast of the corridor. The rest of
the region is defined by larger districts for the
remainder of Maryland and the areas of Virginia.

What this information shows is that while there
is quite a bit of existing transit travel within the
Purple Line corridor, there is a greater number of
trips associated with areas outside the corridor,
i.e., with Washington, DC and areas north along
the Merrorail Red, Green, and Orange Lines,
especially up toward the Shady Grove-Rockville
area and the Glenmont area. While the major
activity centers account for the majority of the
trips, a substantial number of trips are associated
with the wedge districts, those areas not
presently served by Metrorail and dependent on
street-running bus service operating in congested
mixed traffic, are linked with either one of the
major activity centers or other areas accessible
via the Mctrorail system, cspecially Washington,
DC.

Referring to Table 3-9, by the year 2030 under
the No Build, daily transit trips are forecast 1o
grow by 953,000, 52 percent, for a total of
2,711,000,

Transit trips associated with the corridor grow by
38 percent, to 234,000, while rrips within the

commidor grow by 43 percent 1o 62,000 trips.
‘While the general pantern and dismiburion of
these transit trips would be similar to current
trips. the level of growth is substantial,
increasing the severity and the magnilude of the
mobility needs of Purple Line corridor travelers.

The TSM alternative would increase daily total
transit trps by 16,000 over the 2030 Future No
Build. Of these new transit trips, 13,200, over 80
percent, are between the corridor and areas
outside the corridor; while the other 2,800 trips
are within the corridor. The TSM altemative
provides most of the benefits to corridor trips to
access the transit services that connect with the
rest of the region; rather than travel among
districts within the corridor.

All the Build alternatives have a similar panern
of change in the travel patterns, but because they
have a similar alignment and station definitions
and vary primarily by travel times, have different
amount of new transit trips with High lovesunent
LRT generating the highest number of new
transit trips, and the Low Investment BRT
generating the lowest.

Table 3-9: Regional Transit Trips

1 +
e % | 2030 Representative
Existing 2000 | 2030 No Build | 2030 TSM arkd At anitie

Tops Assoclated with blople 169,000 234,000 302,000 334,000
Line Comdor
TrinsWithin PlpiaLing 44,000 62,000 65,000 75,000
Caryidor | x z ! !

Total Regional Trips | 1,778,000 2,711,000 2,727,000 2,749,000
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Daily Line Haul Boardings

Table 3-10 shows the total daily boardings for
each of the alternatives. A boarding is when a
person uses the transit service for all or part of
trip. The boardings are shown for trips only using
the Purple Line (over half the boardings). trips
primarily on Metrorail and using the Purple Line
for part of that trip, and trips primarily on MARC
and using the Purple Line for part of that trip.
High Investment LRT atracts the highest
number of boardings followed by the other LRT
alternatives and then the BRT alternatives.

The Medium Investment BRT variation via Jones
Bridge Road, with the addirtion of the station at
Woodmont Avenue and St. Elmo Strect, would
have total daily boardings of 50,000, while the
other  variation, Medium Investment BRT
Extended 1o Medical Center, also including the
station at Woodmont Avenue and St Elmo
Street, would have total daily boardings of
58,000. The Jones Bridge Road variation shows
that the longer routing to the larger Bethesda
travel market results in a loss of 2000 daily
boardings rclative o the original Medium
Investment BRT alternative. The vanation
exterding the service to Medical Center from
Bethesda increases the daily boardings by 6,000.

Daily Station Boardings

Daijly boardings, by station, for each of the Build
alternatives are shown in Table 3-11. Not
surprisingly given the shorter travel times, the
highest aumber of riders is attracted by High
Investment LRT, followed by Medium
Investment LRT, and then Low Investment LRT
and High Investment BRT, which atiract
approximately the same number of riders. All of
the Build alternatives, except Low lnvestment
BRT, have the same top three stations for daily
boardings: the western terminus in Bethesda
{north or south), the Silver Spring Transit Center,
and the College Park Metro Station. For Low
Investment BRT, the top three stations for daily
boardings are the Silver Spring Transit Center,
US 1 and College Park Metro Station.

Station Mode of Access

At all the stations along the Purple Line walk and
feeder bus access would be the principal means
of access and cgress. At the Bethesda, Silver
Spring, College Park, and New Carrollton
Stations, transfer with Merrorail would be the
major connection. With the exception of
Bethesda, MARC connections are available at
those stations. Major bus interfaces would occur
al Bethesda, Silver Spring, Takoma/Langley,
College Park, and New Carrollton stations. All

Table 3-10: Year 2030 Daily Purple Line Ridership

a— . | Low Medium High Low Medium High
T‘I;:_I:S!;Rldde{!hlp TSM | [nvest. Invest. Invest. Invest. Invest. Invest.
(leily bgardings BRT BRT BRT LRT LRT LRT
Pumpleline | 12700 | 22200 29.300 33.300 32,500 33.900 36,100
DlrgléLing ik 2000 | 16700 | 21000 | 23700 | 25300 | 27200 | 30500
Metrarail
Purple Line via
e 1,100 1,400 1,400 1,500 1,500 1,500

Total __ 14.800 40000 | 51.800 58.900 | 59300 | 62.600 68.100
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Table 3-11: Year 2030 Build Alternatives Daily Boardings

rsm | Low Inv. | Med. Inv.  High Inv | Low Inv. | Med. 1nv. | High Inv.
Segment BRT BRT BRT | LRT LRT LRT
Bethesda Metro, [ , ’
Nt B 800 1,400 5,600 6,000 N/A N/A ] N/A
Medical Center Metra NIA 1,900 N/A N/A N/A NA | NIA
Bethesda Metro,
ssppE A, N/A N/A 2800 | 3,000 11,300 12,700 | 13,300
Montgomery Avenue 100 N/A NA | NA N/A N/A N/A
Connecticut Avenue 100 400 500 | 500 900 900 1000
Grubb Road 500 N/A NA | NA N/A N/A NIA
Lvtionsville N/A 600 700 | 700 800 300 900
Woodside/ 16" Street N/A 1.400 2.000 | 2500 | 2200 2.300 2.400
g‘é;f;sl’"“g Transt 1,200 5,100 8,700 10,400 : 11,100 12,200 13,600
Fenton Street 600 600 | 600 N/A 700 700 N/A
Dsle Drive 500 1.200 1.300 1,400 1300 1.400 1,500
Manchester Place 600 700 | 800 1.100 800 900 1.200
Arliss Street 600 800 | 900 1.700 1300 1.500 2200
Gilbert Street 300 300 900 1,300 1.200 1.200 1,400
Takoma/Langl
e - 1300 1,400 2,300 3,200 2,700 3,000 3,700
Riees Road 300 100 600 o0 700 800 900
Adelphi Road 400 500 600 700 600 700 700
UM Campus Center 600 1.500 2.100 2.200 2.100 2.200 2.200
US 1 - East Campus 700 4.400 4.400 4.700 4.500 4.500 4.700
Collcge Park Metro 2,400 8,000 8.600 9,100 8.600 8,600 8,900
River Road 500 1,500 1500 | 1.500 1.500 1,500 1,500
Riverdale Park 600 1.400 1.500 | 1.600 1.600 1.500 1,600
Riverdale Road 500 500 500 700 600 500 700
| Annapolis Road | 500 900 1.100 1.200 1.000 1.000 1,200
New Carrollion Metro 1.700 3.100 3.800 4500 | 3.800 3.700 4.500
Total Boardiogs |~ 14.800 | 40.000 51.800 58.800 59300 | 62.600 68100

these conneclions are with existing services.
Some of the cxisting bus services would be
modified to better integrate with the Purple Line
service Some existing bus services that duplicate
the Purple Line service may be cut back, While
parking facilities exist at the four Metrorail
stations that connect with the Purple Line, no
new park-and-ride facilities would be provided at
any of the Purple Line stations. Kiss-and-ride
could occur at some of stations, as occurs today

at some bus stops, but additional kiss-and-ride
facilities arc being considercd at Connecticut
Avenue at the Georgetown Branch right-of-way,
and at Lyttonsville.

University of Marylund Student Travel

The travel of University of Maryland employees,
faculty, and staff to and from the campus is
captured within the regional travel wmodel
forecasts and these trips are included in the




forecasts for the Purple Line. Many of the 36,000
students live on campus or in ncarby housing
vithin walking distance of the campus. Others
live off campus and commute to school These
rips arc not as concentrated in the peak periods
as employee rips and are not as regular, given
that the University is not in full session over the
summer and various break periods.

A portion of these commuting students would
use the UM Shuttle, TheBus and WMATA bus
services. The UM Shuttle provides connecting
services to the College Park and Silver Spring
Metro Stations. Many of these trips again occur
outside the normal commuting peak periods — in
evenings and on weekends.

The UM Shutle provides a regular and relatively
frequent service between the campus and the
College Park Metrorail station throughout most
of the day, carrying about 3,000 trips on a typical
day. The service connecting with Silver Spring
carries about 500 wips on a typical day.
According to the Shuttle operator, approximately
half of the users are students, or about 1,700 per
day. With the Purple Line in place, thesc shuttie
szrvices would be discontinued or re-routed and
these 1,700 would likely use the Purple Line.
Some portion of these trips is likely already
included 1o the regional model forecasts. As
noted earlier, the University faculty and staff are
fully accounted for by the regional forecasting
model. For the purposes of the comparison of the
alternatives, the analysis ussumes that these trips
are included in the regional forecasts and would
be similar across all the aliematives.

Future travel forecast to be developed for the
Locally Preferred Alternative, once selected, will
include a separate student trip purpose forecast.

Special Event and Special Generator Trips

Venues such as sport stadiums and arenas and
cvents, such as festivals or holiday fireworks
displays, generate trips that may not be included

in the regional travel forecasting process.
Washington, DC is site of many of special events
and special generators that occur with enough
regularity and frequency that these are included
in the regional model forecasts. Special events
and generators within the corridor are not
included in the regional forecasts. The principal
special event and special trip generator venue is
the University of Maryland campus in College
Park, with Byrd Stadium, Comcast Center, and
Clarice Smith Performing Arns Center. Byrd
Stadium scats 50,000 people and hosts five to
seven home weekend football games annually.
The UM Shuttle carries a total of 2,000 to 3,000
mps (ie., 1,000 to 1,500 individuals) for each
game. This would mean that between 2 and 3
percent of the total artendance uses the Shuttle.
For basketball, soccer, lacrosse, ficld hockey,
and events at the Clarice Smith Performing Ans
Center, Shuttle ridership is relatively low. While
the University of Maryland does not have actual
records, on an annual basis the total number of
special event and special gencrator trips on the
Shuttle is between 40,000 and 50,000. Not all
these wips would be candidates for the Purple
Line; however, the Purple Line could make using
transit for these types of trips associated with the
University of Maryland more attractive,
especially if the Purple Line is on Campus Drive.

Most of these trips will be outside the normal
weekday peak period, being on weekday
evenings and on weekends. Averaging out overa
typical weekday, these trips would represent
about 170 trips, which is less than one percent of
the daily usage of the Purple Line altemnatives.
So, while the Purple Line would provide an
improved and attractive means of accessing the
events at the University of Maryland and other
venues, the amount will be a relatively small
compared to the total usage.

Transportation System User Benefits

Transportation system user benefit is a measure
of benefits that would accrue to users of the
transportation system as a result of implementing
an alternative. The users include both existing
system users such as existing transit riders who
might benefit from a faster trip or morc
convenient access to the service, as well as new
transit users. These benefits include both time
and monetary costs and are expressed in terms of
minutes saved. The user benefit is calculated
within the region's mode choice model for all
alternatives and uses a measure of the traveler’s
value of time to convert monetary and other costs
to their equivalence in time, which is added to
acrual time savings. In this way, the measure
includes a more comprehensive accounting of the
total costs of travel.

Table 3-12 shows the total user benefits for TSM
and each of the Build alternatives. As the table
shows, TSM would generate more than 400,000
minutes of user benefit (about 6,700 hours) to
travelers in the Washington metropolitan area
cach day. All of the Build alternatives would
generate higher user benefits than the TSM. Low
Investment BRT would offer 55 percent more
user benefits than TSM, while High Investment
LRT would gencrate twice the user benefits of
TSM.

Additional user benefits can accrue 1o users of
fixed guideway transit services due to attributes
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of these systems not reflected strictly in terms of
travel times and out-of-pocket costs. These are
referred to as “mode specific attributes” and
account for perceived benefits that users feel they
receive for amenity, comfort, reliability, safety
and other characteristics associated with the
mode. The degree to which these additional
benefits accrue to the users depends on the
definitions of the alternatives. These would
accrue to zll the Build alternative users to
varying degrees, depending on the specific
attributes of the altenative. Table 3-13 shows the
user benefits with the mode specific artributes
included.

Mode-Specific Attributes

The Medium Investment BRT variation via the
Jones Bridge Road, with the addition of the
station at Woodmont Avenue and St. Elmo
Strect, would generate daily user benefits of
976,000 minutes in the year 2030 with the mode
specific attributes included, which would be
approximately a 575.000-minute daily increase
over the TSM alternative but approximately
46,000 minutes daily less than the original
Medium lnvestment BRT alternative, The other
variation, Medium Investment BRT Extended to

Table 3-12: Year 2030 Daily Transportation System User Benefits by Alternative

Daily Uscr Benefits Increase in Daily User
= Beoefits over TSM (minutes) | Foreentover TSM

TSM | 401.200 - -

Low Investment BRT | 623.700 222500 55%
Medinm Investment BRT | 851.200 450.000 112%
High Investment BRT 994.200 593.000 148%
Low [nvestment LRT 1.033.700 632.500 | 158%
Medium In LRT 1.098.200 696.000 174%
High Investment LRT | 1.211.800 810.600 202%
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Table 3-13: Year 2030 Daily Transportation System User Benefits with
Mode Specific Attributes

Daily User Benefits [ncrease in Daily User
(minutes) Benefits over TSMI}(minutu) | PercentoyarTEM

TSM 401.200 - -

Low Investment BRT T702.300 301.100 15%
Medium Investment BRT 1.022.200 621,000 155%
High lnvestment BRT 1.358.000 8356.800 214%
Low Investment LRT 1,180,600 779.400 194%
Medum [nvesiment LRT 1.303.800 902.600 | 225%
High Investment LRT 1.48%.600 1.088.400 271%

Medical Center with the addition of the station at
Woodmont Avenue and St. Elmo Strect, would
generate daily user benefits of 1,070,000 minutes
in the year 2030 with the mode specific atiributes
included, which would be approximately a
669.000-minute daily increase over the TSM
alternative and an approximate 48,000 minutes
daily increase over the original Medium
investment BRT, This indicates the travel time
benefits of serving the major Bethesda market
directly while also providing a one-seat ride to
the Medical Center arca.

Farebox Revenue

Farebox revenues are the fares collected from
passengers using the transit services for making
trips. People use a variety of means to pay fares,
mcluding cash, tokens, passes, and electronic
farecards. Passes and farecards for multi-trip, or
weekly and monthly penods are typically
purchased at a discount. Fare revenues include
both fares at the initial boarding of the trip as
well any transfer costs. The Purple Line corridor
has a number of rransit operators including
WMATA, MARC, Ride On, and TheBus. For the
purposes of this analysis, the operator of the
Purple Line would be the MTA.
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With the increase in systemwide transit users
forecasted for the alternatives, the increase in
systemwide farebox revenues relative to the 2030
No Build are presented in Table 3-14.

Table 3-14: Annual Change in
Systemwide Farebox Revenues by
Alternative Relative to 2030 No Build

TSM §3.423.000

vehicle hours traveled (VHT), highway operating
specds, intersection levels-of-service (LOS), and
representative mravel times.

The results of these analyses are presented in the
following discussion and in Table 3-15. The
regional travel demand model, developed under
the auspices of MWCOG, was uscd to generate
the data. This data represents daily trips and
vehicle miles traveled for the entire region
contained in the MWCOG model.

Vehicle Trips

In a travel demand model, a vehicle trip
represents a vehicle traveling from a unigue
origin to a unique destination; a tabulation of the
total vehicle trips account for neither the number
of passengers in a vehicle nor the length of the
trip.

The Purple Line would operate in & built-out
urban area, and station locations were selected to
maximize walk and bus transfer access.
Additionally, no new park-and-ride facilities and
only limited formal kiss-and-ride facilitics are
being proposed as part of the TSM and Build
alternatives. Therefore, it is expected that the
change in vehicle trips would provide the most
complere representation of the overall change in
automobile usage. Each trip removed from the
networl is one less automobile traveling through
the corridor each day.

For this project, the total number of vehicle wips
in 2030 would decrease from 25,806,975 to
25,803,544 (-3.421 wips) from the No Build
altlemative 1o the TSM alternative. Low,
Medium, and High Investment BRT would
further decrease the total number of vehicle trips
compared to the No Build altemative. by 11.005;

Table 3-15: Year 2030 Regional Travel Impacts

Low Investment BRT | $5.829.000
Medium [nvestment BRT | $7.500.000
High Investrnent BRT | $8.,452,000
Low lavestrment LRT | $8.921.000
Medium Invesiment LRT | $9.356.000
High Investment LRT [ $10.167.000

3.2. Highways and Roadways

3.2.1. Regional Effects on Travel and
Congestion

The Build alternatives have the potential to
slightly reduce traffic congestion and slightly
improve regional air quality by prompting a shift
in the mode of travel from private automobiles to
public transi, either with BRT or LRT.

The potential regional wraffic benefits of both the
TSM alternative and the six Build alternatives
were evaluated based on the change in daily
vchicle trips, vehicle miles traveled (VMT),

% Change over No Build

‘ Daily Vehicle Trips Daily VMT
No Build 25.806.975 261.054.037
TSM 25,803,554 261,040,445
Change over No Build 13| -13.592
% Chanec over No Build 0.013% -0 005%
Low Investment BRT 25,795,970 261,001,838
Change over No Build 11,005 -32.199

0 0Z20%

Medium Investment BRT 260,940,475
Change over No Build -113.562
% Change aver No Build 055% -).044%
High Investment BRT 25,790,959 | 260,878,947
Change over No Build -16.016 75.00¢
% Change over No Build 0.062% |
Low Investment LRT 23,790,505 T 260,886,581
Change over No Build 16,470 | 167
% Change over No Build -0.063% J -0

[

% Change over Na Build

Medium Investment LRT 260,870434
Change over No Build -1

% Change over No Build -0) 3
High Investment LRT 260,867,637
Change over No Build _186.400

-0 0




14,137, and 16,016 trips, respectively. Low,
Medium, and High Investment LRT would result
in a slightly larger decrease in total vehicle trips
than the BRT Alternatives. Low, Medium, and
High Investment LRT would decreasc total daily
vehicle wips by 16,470; 17,253; and 18,753 trips,
respectively, compared to the No Build
alternative. The reduction in daily vehicle trips
under the various Build aliernatives represents
changes in magnitude of 0.04 to 0.07 percent
relative to the No Build alternative.

The change in vehicle tips was further broken
down into the nincteen districts shown in Figure
1-3. This analysis provides additional insight into
the expected reduction in total automobile trips
in the arcas immediately surrounding the Purple
Line corridor. Table 3-16 indicates the total
reduction in automobile trips relative to the No
Euild altemative, both into and out of, each of
the nineteen districts for each of the six Build

alternatives,

The results in Table 3-16 indicate that the LRT
alternatives generally result in a greater reduction
in automobile trips than the BRT alternatives in
the various districts. The table shows that the
change in automobile travel is expected to be
greatest in the districts that surround the Purple
Line corridor. The largest change in automobile
wraffic is expected in the College Park districe,
with a nct decrease in automaobile trips between
5,500 and 7,100 per day. The Silver Spring
district is expected to see a nel decrease in
automobile trips between 2,800 and 5.900 per
day The Build altemnarives are also expected 10
reduce the number of trips made by automobile
in the Bethesda (900 to 4,300 trips per day),
Takoma-Langley (1,300 to 3,900 trips per day),
Riverdale Park (2,400 to 2,900 wrips per day),
Connecticut-Lyttonsville (1,000 to 1,300 trips
per day), and New Carrollion (1,000 1o 1,500

Table 3-16: Year 2030 Reduction in Automobile Trips by District Compared to

No Build
Low Medium High Low Medium High
District Invest, Invest, Invest. Invest. Invest. Invest.

BRT BRT BRT LRT LRT LRT

Hethesda 892 1.989 2,165 3.745 4.150 4314
Connecticut - Lyttansville 999 998 1,035 1.195 1.278 1,283
Silver Spring 2,177 4,306 4,938 5,152 5,627 5.864
Takoma - Langley 1.251 2.432 3.388 2,986 3.285 3.850
College Park 5.322 6,346 6.927 6.540 6.601 7.092
Riverdale Park 2,446 2.605 2.390 2,675 2.640 2.949
New Carrollton 1.041 1.218 1.501 1.283 1.236 1.544
| Shady Grove 1.026 1.333 1.494 1.775 1.994 2.150
Clenmont 498 926 1.041 1.257 13717 1.482
Creenbelt 723 859 1,020 917 940 1.075
Washi DC (All 4 Districts)* 2.172 2,754 3.306 3.277 3.447 3.946
Southwest Montgomery County 116 389 473 524 620 707
North 962 1.717 1,947 2.147 2308 2515
South 949 1.083 1.206 1.193 1204 1308
East 1240 | 1.492 1.803 1.561 1.510 1.850
West 88 | 121 150 125 133 151

* The four districls comprising Washinglon, DC have been combined.

trips per day) districts, which also directly adjoin
the Purple Line.

Note that all the values in Table 3-16 represent
trips which start or end in these particular
districts; it 1s reasonable to expect that the actual
reduction in automobile trips within a particular
district would be higher due¢ to a reduction in
trips passing through the district. For example, a
trip from Bethesda to Silver Spring is represented
in the Bethesda and Silver Spring values;
however, there is a high likelihood such a trip
would pass through the Connecticut-Lyttonsville
district, further reducing the number of cars on
the road in that area.

A measurable reduction in automobile trips is
also projected for districts that do not directly
adjoin the Purple Line corridor; this trend is most
pronounced in those districts that arc served by a
direct Metrorail connection. Within the Shady
Grove district (served by the Red Line),
automobile trips arc projected to decrease
between 1,000 and 2,200 per day, depending on
the Build alternative. Similarly, the Glenmont
(Red Line) and Greenbelt (Green Line) districts
are projected 1o see decreases in automobile
rips. A substantial reduction in automobile trips
(between 2,200 and 3,900) is also projected
within Washington, DC.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

A second parameter that can be used to evaluate
the impact of rransit alternatives on overall
automobile usage is the overall VMT in the
region. Vehicle miles represent the total miles
traveled during all of the vehicle trips within a
region, without rcgard to the number of
passengers in a vehicle.

In 2030, under the No Build alternative, a total of
261,054,037 vehicle miles would be traveled
each day in the Washington metropolitan area.
Under the TSM altemative, that total would be
decreased slightly by 13,592 vehicle miles,

e

Under Low Investment BRT. the toral VMT is
projected to decrcase by 52,199 vehicle miles
compared to the No Build allemative. Under
Medium Investment BRT, the total VMT is
projected to decrease by 113,562 rclative to the
No Build alternative, and under High [nvesunent
BRT the toral VMT would be reduced by
175,090 vehicle miles relative to the No Build
alternarive Low Investment LRT (-167,456
vehicle miles), Medium [nvestment LRT
(-183,603 vehicle miles), and High Investment
LRT (-186,400 vehicle miles) would also
decrease total daily VMT, relative to the No
Build alternative.

For transit facilities with park-and-ride and Kiss-
and-ride facilitics at many of the stops, the
reduction in vehicle trips is often combined with
a more substantial reduction (on a percentage
basis) in total VMT. This trend occurs because
not only do vehicle trips decrease, but some
portion of the remaining vehicle trips are
shoniened as people drive to a transit stop and
then transfer to transit for the remainder of their
trip. Given the few kiss-and-ride and park-and-
ride facilities associated with the TSM and Build
altenatives, the daily VMT results could provide
a skewed picture of the impacts of the Purple
Line on automobile traffic. The vehicle trip data
indicate that there is a small, but measurable,
decrease in the number of daily vehicle trips
associated with each alternative. Due to this
reduction in vehicle trips, levels of congestion
may slightly decrease on particular routes, which
may lead to some of the remaining vehicle trps
selecting routes that are longer in terms of
distance (more vehicle miles traveled).

Roadway Operating Speeds

The average roadway speed represents the
operating speeds in the region, For some
projects, this can be used as a mcasure of the
reduction in traffic congestion. However, given
the small magnitude of the reduction in total
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daily vehicle trips for the Build aliematives, the
chanze in the average roadway speeds is
projected to be quite small. For this project. the
average roadway speed in 2030 under the No
Build alternative 1s 24.5 mph. There would be no
measurable increase in the regional average
roadway spesds under any of the Build
alternatives.

Levels of Service on Key Highway Links

For this project, detailed peak hour waffic
analyses were conducted for numerous signalized
intersections along the roadways that the Purple
Line would run parailel to or cross at grade. For
the purposes of these raffic analyses, the 2030
volume forecasts assumed that there would be no
change in these peak-hour volumes between the
No Build, TSM, and Build altenatives, As was
discussed earlier, there are reductions in vehicle
trips projected for the TSM and Build
alternatives, so this assumption is sufficiently
conservative. However, due to this assumption of
constant traffic volumes between the No Build
and Build alternatives, a comparison of the level
of service on a link basis was not expected to
reveal measurable differences among the vanous
alternasives. Instead, a comparison of the levels
of service of signalized intersections in the
corridor was developed.

3.2.2, Corridor Impacts of Alternatives and
Operations

According to the 2030 CLRP, very few major
capacity improvemcnis are planned for the
existing roadway network in the corridor. Tn fact,
the two most notable improvements: the
widening of Kenilworlh Avenue from River
Roac north to Pontiac Street from four lanes to
six lanes, and the widening of US 1 from [-95
south to College Avenue from four lancs 1o six
lanes, are on north-south routes that would not
directly compete with the east-west travel service
provided by the Purple Line. In the case of
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Kenilworth Avenue, the section to be widened is
beyond the immediate vicinity of the Purple
Line. Nonetheless, these improvements werc
included in the roadway networks for the No
Build, TSM, and Build alternatives.

No Build Alternative

The No Build alternative includes several
improvements to the roadway system that have
been approved independently of the Purple Ling
as of 2007. Design ycar traffic analyses for these
locations asswned these improvements would be
in place. These projects include, but are not
limited 10, the following:

s Interscction improvements at University
Boulevard and New Hampshire Avenue
1o include a second northbound lefi turn
from New Hampshire Avenue to
westbound University Boulevard
{currently under construction)

« Intersection improvements at University
Boulevard and Riggs Road to include a
second westhound lefi-turn iane and third
eastbound through lane on University
Boulevard (funded for Preliminary
Engineering only)

» Intersection modificarions at Colesville
Road and 2™ Avenue to remove the
existing northbound lefi-turn lane with
traffic re-routed via East West Highway,
16" Street, Spring Street, and 2™ Avenuc.

TSM Alternative

The TSM alternative includes the operation of an
enhanced bus system, which would incorporate
transit signal priority measures at various
signalized intersections along the corridor and
selected use of right-turn lanes as queue by-pass
lanes to improve transit time. East of the Silver
Spring, the TSM trunk line bus serviee would run
in operating environments comparable with Low
[nvestment BRT described below, West of Silver

Spring, the primary TSM service would operate
largely along East West Highway where there is
no oppormnity for queue jump lanes or other
geometric changes without substantial capital
costs or property impacts. The TSM altemnative
assumes No major geometric changes to the
intersections under analysis, beyond those
discussed for the No Build alternative.

Build Alternatives

The AA/DEIS includes the analysis of six Build
altenatives for the Purple Line. These
alternatives are differentiated by the two transit
modes being considered, BRT and LRT, as well
as by three levcls of capital investment, Low,
Medium, and High. In general, the Build
alternatives follow the same route and would
require modifications 1o the existing roadway
network to construct and operate a transit
service. The Build alternatives differ in the
extent of the roadway widening required in
vanious segments (based on operations in
dedicated transit lanes or in shared lanes in
mixed traffic), the provision of grade separation
at key junctions, and the modifications required
o existing traffic signals to accommodate the
BRT or LRT movements. The following section
summarizes the various physical modifications
intended to improve the speed and reliability of
the transit service, minimize impacts to
automobile traffic, and increasc pedestrian and
vehicle safety that would be associated with each
of the Build altematives. These modifications
were included in the traffic analyses for each
alternative.

Highway and roadway effects of the Medium
Investment BRT variation along Jones Bridge
Road are covered by the discussions relative to
the original Medium Investment BRT altemnative
east of Jones Mill Road and generally by the
discussions relative to Low lnvestment BRT
west of Jones Bridge Road. The Medium BRT
Extended to Medical Center variation is covered

by the discussions of the original Medium
[nvestment BRT between New Carrollton and
Bethesda plus the discussion of Low Investment
BRT for the section between the Bethesda Metro
Station (north entrance) and the Medical Center
along Woodmont Avenue and Wisconsin
Avenue/Rockville Pike.

Bethesda Metro to Silver Spring Meiro

Starting from the west, the Build aliernatives
would all originate at a connection with the
existing Bethesda Metro Station, located on the
Red Line.

Low [nvesument BRT would begin at the existing
Bethesda bus loop on Edgemocor Lane and then
cnter mixed rraffic in the existing wavel lanes on
Old Georgetown Road along Woodmont
Avenue. Approaching Wisconsin Avenue along
Woodmont Avenue, Low Investment BRT would
tumm onto a new parallel alignment, west of
Wisconsin Avenue, in front of the National
Institutes of Health (NI11). This alternative would
then use the existing traffic signal, which would
be modified to include a new signal phase to
serve BRT movements, at the interscction of
Wisconsin Avenue and Jones Bridge Road 1o
turn onto Jones Bridge Road. At that intersection,
a queue jump lane would be provided for
westbound BRT vehicles to bypass traffic
waiting 10 wm onto Wisconsin Avenue. The
Low [nvestment BRT would then continue east
along Jones Bridge in mixed traffic, using the
existing wavel lanes and passing through the
signalized intersections of Glenbrook Parkway,
Grier Road, and Platt Ridge Road. At the
intersection of Connecticut Avenue and Jones
Bridge Road, a queue jump lane would be
provided for westbound BRT. The alternative
would then continue east along Jones Bridge
Road, passing through the signalized intersection
at Manor Road in mixed traffic in the existing
travel lanes. An eastbound queue jump lane
would be provided at the iniersection with Jones



Mill Road to allow BRT to tum right onto Jones
Mill Road. The alignment would then
mmediately tum east onto the Georgetown
Branch right-of-way and enter Rock Creek Park,
where it would tig into the alignment followed by
the remaining alternatives.

The remaining five Build alternatives would
‘ollow an altemmate route berween Bethesda
Metro Station and Rock Creek Park. The
Medium and High Investment BRT Alternatives
would follow a one-way loop in downtown
Sethesda from the Georgetown Branch right-of-
way onto Pearl Street in the existing travel lancs,
then west along East West Highway and Old
Georgetown Road in the existing travel lanes,
through the existing bus terminal on Edgemoor
Road, south along Woodmont Avenue, and then
lum back ecast under the Air Rights building to
rejoin the Georgetown Branch right-of-way. All
dve of the remaining alternatives would then
follow the Georgetown Branch right-of-way,
operating in an exclusive wansit right-of-way
adjacent to a new permancnt hiker-biker trail,
cross under East West Highway, and continue
east toward Coonecticat Avenue Low
Investment LRT would include an at-grade
crossing of Connecticut Avenue; this would be
accomplished by adding a new exclusive signal
phase to serve LRT movements at the
intersection of Connecticut Avenue and Chevy
(Chase Lakes Drive. The remaining four Build
alternatives would cross Connecticut Avenue on
an aerial structure with the hiker-biker trail also
crossing on @ scparate bridge. All five
alternatives then continue east, crossing under
Jones Mill Road along the Georgetown Branch
right-of-way and entering Rock Creck Park.

From Rock Creek Park, all six Build alternatives
continue toward the east along the Georgetown
Branch right-of-way. The alternatives would
cross under Lyrtonsville Place, crossing Stewart
Avenue at grade, and then tum and run parallel
1o the existing CSX railroad tracks; the Build

alternatives would be located on the south side of
the CSX tracks. The alternatives would continue
cast along the CSX ftracks crossing 16™ Street
and Spring Street. Low and Medium Investment
BRT, and Low Investment LRT, would cross
16" Streer and Spring Street at grade. This
crossing  would be accomplished by the
installation of new traffic signals on 16" Sireet
and Spring Street io accommodate crossings of
the transit wvehicles. Medium and High
Investment LRT, and High Investment BRT
would cross both 16" Street and Spring Strect
below the existing street levels.

Al Spring Street, Low [nvestment BRT would
wrn north from the CSX tracks and follow
Spring Swrcet m mixed traffic in the cxisting
wavel lanes, and then twm east onto Second
Avenue, continumg to opcrate in mixed traffic in
the existing travel lanes before crossing
Colesville Road ar the existing signalized
intersection at grade. Low I[nvestment BRT
would then continue briefly on Wayne Avenue
before turning right onto Ramscy Street and
accessing the Silver Spring Transit Center, which
is being constructed on the site of the existing
Red Line Silver Spring Metro Station.

From Spring Street, the remaining five Build
alternatives would continue along the south side
of the CSX tracks before crossing the tracks on
an aerial structure into the Silver Spring Transit
Center.

Silver Spring Metro to College Park Meiro

From the Silver Spring Transit Center, cach of
the Build alternatives would use one of three
different routes to conncct to Wayne Avenuc and
continue eastward.

Low Investment BRT would exit the Silver
Spring Transit Center back onto Ramsey Street
and then wm right onto Wayne Avenue, This
alternative would continue east, in mixed traffic
within the existing travel lanes, crossing Dixon

Street, Georgia Avenue, Fenton Street, and Cadar
Strect at the existing traffic signals. This
alternative would then continue east along
Wayne Avenue, operating in mixed traffic within
the existing travel lanes, passing through the
signalized intersections of Dale Drive, Mansficld
Road, and Sligo Creek Parkway The alignment
would then continue east along Wayne Avenue
and up a steep grade to the signalized
intersection at Flower Avenue. Low Investment
BRT would then tum right onto Flower Avenue
followed by an immediate left onto Arliss Strect
at the cxisting unsignalized intersection.
Continuing to operate in mixed traffic within the
existing travel lanes, Low [nvestment BRT
waould then turn left onta Piney Branch Road and
then right onto University Boulevard. Low
Investment BRT would continue east along
University Boulevard in shared lanes, passing
through numerous existing traffic signals, before
muning onto Campus Drive, crossing Adelphi
Road, and entering the campus of the University
of Maryland. Low Investment BRT weuld
operate in mixed traffic throughout the campus.
From Campus Drive, the alignment would tum
Jeft along Presidents Drive to Union Lane, and
return to Campus Drive ncar Cole Field House.
Low [nvesunent BRT would continue along
Campus Drive, pass through the roundabout at
Regents Drive, and continue toward US 1. This
alternative would cross US 1 at grade, using the
existing traffic signal at Campus Drive and Paint
Branch Parkway, After crossing US 1, Low
Investment BRT would tumn east onto Paint
Branch Parkway where it would tie into the
alignment of the remaining Build alternatives,

High Investment BRT and LRT would exit the
Silver Spring Transit Center and continue south
along the CSX twracks before entering a mnnel
section in the vicinity of Silver Spring Avenue.
This twnnel section would curve to the north
under Grove Street, and High Investment BRT
and LRT would return to grade along Wayne

.
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Avenue berween Cedar Street and Dale Drive.
To accommodate the tunnel portal on Wayne
Avenue and provide a higher level of wansit
service, Wayne Avenue would be reduced from
two to one travel lanc in each direction. The
second existing travel lane would be converted 10
wansit-only use. New eastbound and westbound
lefi-turn lanes would be provided at the existing
traffic signal at Dale Drive and the westbound
lefi-um movement at the signalized intersection
at Mansfield Road would be restricted and that
traffic would be re-routed to the intersection at
Dale Drive. A new eastbound left-turn lane
would be added at Sligo Creek Parkway. East of
Sligo Creck Parkway, Wayne Avenuc would be
widened by two lanes 1o provide a dedicated
transit lane in the median in each direction. Ata
point 900 fect cast of Sligo Creek Parkway, High
Investment BRT and LRT would twm from
Wayne Avenue and enter a tunnel section
beneath Plymouth Street. A new signal would be
required along Wayne Avenue to allow transit
vehicles to enter and exit the median of Wayne
Avenue. The tunnel section would retum to
grade along Arliss Street, just cast of Flower
Avenue, where High Investment BRT and LRT
would join with Low and Medium Investment
LRT and Medium Investment BRT, and the five
alternatives would continue eastward.

Low and Medium [nvesmment LRT and Medium
Investment BRT would exit the Silver Spring
Transit Center and wm onio Bonifant Street
where they would operate at grade in dedicated
transit lanes on the north side of Bonifant Street.
Under Medium Investment LRT, Bonifant Street,
berween Ramsey Street and Fenton Street, would
be converted from two-way operation to one-way
operation (either eastbound or westbound).
On-street parking would remain along the south
curb, The very low volume of westbound or
eastbound traffic currently using Bonifant Street
between Fenton Street and Georgia Avenuc
would be divened to Thayer Avenue, one block
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1o the south, Some minor widening of Bonifant
Strect 18 expected between Ramscy Strect and
Georgia Avenue, where these alternatives would
cross al grade using the existing traffic signal
The slight modification would accommodate the
conversion of Bonifant Street 1 one-way
operation. Under Low Investment LRT two-way
traffic would be maintained on Bonifant Street
between Georgia Avenue and Fenton Street; this
would require the removal of an-swreet parking
along the south curb of Bonifant Street.

Approaching Fenton Street, these altenatives
would tum Jeft and tie into the existing
signulized intersection of Fenton Street and
Wayne Avenue as a new approach. The traffic
signal would be modified 1o incorporate a new
signal phase to accommodate transit movements.
Low and Medium Investment LRT and Medium
Investment BRT would then continue east,
passing through Cedar Street on Wayne Avenuc
Wayne Avenue would be widened by one lane
betwsen Cedar Sweet and Fenton Street to
accommodate an exclusive westbound left-tum
lane for transit vehicles ar Fenton Street and a
new castbound left-turn bay for automobile
traffic at Cedar Street, under Medium Investment
LRT Under Low Investment LRT, an exclusive
westbound left tum lane for transit vehicles
would bc provided at Fenton Strect. Low
Investment LRT would share the existing inside
wavel lane with left twming and through
automobile traffic ac Cedar Street.

LRT would function as a streetcar east of Cedar
Street, the tacks for Low and Medium
Investment LRT would be constructed in the
existng inside travel lane in each direction along
Wayne Avenue: two wavel lanes would be
maintained in each direction: the outside travel
lanes would carry regular traffic and the inside
ravel lanes would carry mixed waffic (LRT and
autornobiles), Under Medium Investment LRT,
at the existing signalized intersection at Dale
Drive, a new lefl-tum lane for automobile traffic
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would be provided in the eastbound and
westbound directions. If a station is provided to
the east of Dale Drive, then a westbound left-tum
lane would not be provided due to property
impacts. Instead, a dedicated pedestrian pathway
would be constructed in the median to allow
pedestrians to safely access the station using the
signalized crossings at Dale Drive. Under Low
Investment LRT, the light-rail vehicles in both
directions would share the inside travel lanes
with lefi-turning and through traffic.

Continuing east, Low Investment LRT would
continue through the signalized intersection at
Sligo Creek Parkway in the existing travel lanes.
Both ecastbound and westbound LRT vehicles
would sharc lanes with left tuming traffic at
Sligo Creek Parkway. For Medium Investment
LRT new eastbound and westbound left um
lanes would be provided at Sligo Creek Parkway.
East of Sligo Creek Parkway, Wayne Avenue
would be widened by two lanes to provide two
dedicated transit lanes in the median. At a point
approximately 900 feet east of Sligo Creck
Parkway, the Low and Medium Investment LRT
would wm off of Wayne Avenue into a tunnel
section beneath Plymouth Strect. A new traffic
signal would be required along Wayne Avenue at
this location to permit light rail transit vehicles to
enter and exit Wayne Avenue. The Low and
Medium Investment LRT return to grade along
Arliss Street, just east of Flower Avenue.

Meanwhile, Medium Investment BRT would
continue along Wayne Avenue in the existing
travel lancs, passing through the intersection with
Sligo Creek Parkway, muming right onto Flower
Avenue, and then left onto Arliss Street. At this
point on Arliss Street, these three alternatives
would join the High Investment BRT and High
Investment LRT and all five of these remaining
Build alternatives would continue castward on
generally the same alignment.

These five altemnatives would turn left onto Piney
Branch Road, which would be widened to
accommodate one new dedicated transit lane in
each direction; all the LRT Aliernatives and High
Investment BRT would operatc in the median,
while Medium Investment BRT would operate in
the curb lanes, which would be shared with right-
turning traffic along Piney Branch Road. The
existing two-way left-turn lane between Arliss
Street and Barron Street would be removed, and
the unsignalized access points along this segment
of Pincy Branch Road would be converied to
right-in / right-out access.

At University Boulevard, these five alternatives
would turn right onto University Boulevard,
which would be widened to accommodate one
new dedicated transit lane in each direction. The
LRT Allemnatives and High Investment BRT
would operate in a protected median section;
while Medium Investment BRT would operate in
the curb lanes, which would also accommodate
right-um movements. Along  University
Boulevard, for automobile traffic, the lane
configurations ar the signalized intersections
would remain unchanged relative to the No Build
alternative. For the LRT Alternatives and High
Investment BRT, the signal phasing for the
eastbound and westbound left tuns at all
signalized intersections would need to be
converted to protected-only phasing due 1o the
presence of the median-running transitway. A
number of existing unsignalized median breaks
along University Boulevard may nced to be
closed to automobile traffic; new traffic signals
or active waming signing would also be
considered at the remaining locations. The
treatment of these unsignalized intersections
would be addressed in greater detail during the
Preliminary Engincering phasc.

Al the intersections of University Boulevard and
New Hampshire Avenue, Riggs Road, and
Adelphi Road, grade-separated crossings for
transit vehicles would be provided for both High

Investment LRT and BRT. These streets would
be crossed at grade using the cxisting waffic
signals for the remaining alternatives, with one
exception: all LRT alienatives would have a
below-grade crossing of Adelphi Road due to the
steep grade,

After crossing Adelphi Road, these five
alternatives would continue eastward through the
University of Maryland campus. Medium
Investment BRT and Low and Medium
Investment LRT would follow the same general
alignment as Low Invesiment BRT through
Campus Drive until reaching the roundabout at
Regents Drive. Under these options, however,
Campus Drive would be closed to through
vehicle traffic between Union Lane and the "M’
Circle (except for other wansit vehicles,
emergency services, and University service
vehicles), consistent with the University’s Master
Plan. Automobile traffic through campus would
be re-routed to Paint Branch Drive, Regents
Drive, and Stadium Drive. Under these three
options, the Regems Drive roundzbout would be
re-configured into a pair of T-intersections.
Medium Investment BRT and Low and Medium
Tnvestrnent LRT would wrn slightly south and
enter a new exclusive right-of-way through the
parking lots adjacent to the Armory and on to
Rossborough Lane,

After crossing Adelphi Road, High [nvestment
BRT and High Investment LRT would continue
into a full tunnel section beneath the center of the
campus. These alternatives would return to grade
in a new exclusive right-of-way 1o be constructed
along the south side of the existing campus
recreational fields through the parking lots
adjacent to the Armory and on to Rossborough
Lane.

This new exclusive right-of-way would intersect
US | at grade as the fourth leg of the existing
intersection of US 1 and Rossborough Lane,
which would be mainined as part of the



proposed East Campus Development All five of
these alternatives would then continue through
the East Campus Development, along
Rossborough Lane, in dedicated wransit lanes.

These five alternatives would then turn right onto
Paint Branch Parkway, where the alignment
would be joined by Low Investment BRT. All six
alternatives would now continue east along Paint
Branch Parkway,

For Low and Mediun Ilnvestmem BRT the
transit vehicles would operate in mixed traffic
within the existing tavel lanes along Paint
Branch Parkway before turning right onto River
Road and accessing the station adjacent 10 the
existing College Park Metro Station,

High Investment BRT and Low, Medium, and
High Investment LRT would operate in mixed
traffic before turning right onto an exclusive
right-of-way through a proposed development at
the cxisting College Park Meiro Station. The
existing traffic signal at the intersection of Painr
Branch Parkway and the Metro parking garage
would be modified to include an additional signal
phase for westbound light rail transit vehicles 10
turn left onto Paint Branch Parkway.

College Park Mewro 1o New Carrollton
Metro

High Investment BRT and Low, Medium, and
High Investment LRT would all operate in new
exclusive right-of-way to be constructed on the
south side of River Road. New waffic signals or
gate arms would be provided at the unsignalized
driveways along the south side of River Road to
separate vehicle and pedestrian traffic from the
movements of the transit vehicles.

High Investment LRT and BRT would tum from
Fiver Road, cast of Rivertech Court, and enter a
runnel that would pass underneath an existing
park and stream. This tunnel would retum 1w
grade in the median of East West Highway, just

west of its existing signalized intersection with
Kenilworth Avenuc. These altematives would
cross Kenilworth Avenue at grade, using the
existing signal phasing, and continue east along
East West Highway in two new dedicated transit
lanes constructed in the median. The existing
tuming lane would be maintained at the
signalized intersections along East West
Highway; however, the signal phasing would be
modificd along East West Highway to convert
the eastbound and westbound left wms 1o
protected-only  movements. The  existing
overpasses at  the  Baltimore-Washington
Parkway would be lengthened to accommodate
dedicated lanes as part of High Investment BRT
and LRT, which would continue east and then
wrn right into the median of Veterans Parkway.
These alternatives would then continue cast in
new dedicated transit lanes constructed in the
existing median of Veterans Parkway and pass
under the cxisting signalized intersection of
Veterans Parkway and Annapolis Road. High
Investment BRT and LRT would then tum left
from the median of Veterans Parkway onto Ellin
Road; two new dedicated transit lanes would be
constructed on the south side of Ellin Road. A
new gate arm or raffic signal would be required
a1 Hanson Oaks Court to separate automobile and
transit movements at this unsignalized crossing.
These alternatives would then terminate at the
New Carrollton Metro Station.

Afier departing the Purple Line station adjacent
o the College Park Metro Station, Low
Investment BRT would operate in shared lanes
along River Road. Low Investment BRT would
then wm onto Kenilworth Avenue, which would
be widened to provide one dedicated transit lane
in the southbound direction. Northbound bus
rapid transit vehicles under Low [nvestment BRT
would operate in mixed traffic within the existing
northbound lanes on Kenilworth Avenue. This
alternative would then turn left onto East West
Highway, where it would operate in mixed traffic

within the existing travel lanes, and pass through
the existing signalized interscctions along the
carridor. Continuing in mixed traffic operations,
within the existing travel lanes, this alternative
would then tum right onto Veterans Parkway.
The alternative would then turn left onto
Annapolis Road, where the eastbound bus rapid
transit vehicles would operate in mixed traffic
within the existing travel lanes before turning
right onto Harkins Road; one new dedicated
transit lane would be provided along Annapolis
Road between Harkins Road and Veterans
Parkway for westbound bus rapid transit
vehicles. Low Investment BRT would continue
on Harkins Road, operating in mixed traffic in
the existing travel lanes, before terminating at the
New Carrollton Metro Station

Medium Investment BRT would also operate in
mixed traffic along River Road. AL the
intersection of River Road and Kenilworth
Avenue, Medium Investment BRT would use the
existing traffic signal 10 tum into two newly
constructed dedicated tansit curb lanes (all
widening of Kenilworth Avenue to accommodate
these lanes would occur west of the existing
western curb line) on Kenilworth Avenue. The
signal phasing along northbound Kenilworth
Avenue would be modified to eliminate potential
conflicts between northbound through traffic and
left-turning bus rapid transit vehicles. Medium
Investment BRT would then comtinue south
along Kenilworth Avenue, operating in the new
transit-only curb lanes.

Medium Investment BRT would then um left
onto East West Highway and operate in two
newly dedicared transit curb lanes. The turn from
Kenilworth Avenue to East West Highway could
be accommodated with minor adjustments to the
signal phasing at the intersection and some minor
geometric modifications (shifting of stop bars) to
accommodate the turning radius of the bus rapid
transit vehicle. Medium Investment BRT would
continue east along East West Highway in

e

dedicated transit lanes until reaching the
diamond  interchange at the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway. At the existing signalized
intersections of the northbound and southbound
off-ramps, a new signal phase would be added 1o
allow Medivm Investment BRT 1o leave us
dedicated transit lanes and enter the existing
travel lanes beneath the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway overpasses; therchy not requiring any
lengthening of the overpasses. After clearing the
overpasses, Medium Investment BRT would then
re-enter two newly constructed dedicated transit
lanes along the curb. Medium Investnent BRT
wouid then turn onto Veterans Parkway using the
cxisting signal phasing and would operate in
mixed traffic within the existing traffic lanes.
Medium Investment BRT would then cross
Annapolis Road at grade, using the existing
traffic signal, and would continue to Ellin Road
before using the existing wraffic signal at Ellin
Road to wm into two newly constructed
dedicated trapsit lanes (all widening along Ellin
Road would occur to the south of the existing
curb line). Medium lnvestment BRT would then
terminate at the New Carrollton Metro Station,

Low and Medium [nvestment LRT would exit
the College Park Metro Station and continue in a
new exclusive right-of-way parallel to and south
of River Road. This exclusive nght-of-way
would tun and continue parallel to, and west of,
Kenilworth Avenue. The tracks for Low and
Medium Investment LRT would cross the
weslemn leg of the intersection of Ritienhouse
Street ar grade, making use of the existing (waffic
signal o provide time separation; the signal
phasing at Rittenhouse Street would be modified
to convert the northbound and southbound left
wms 1o protected-only phasing. Two new gate
arms would be required at Quesada Road and
Quintana Street 1o prohibit  unsignalized
automobile movements when light rail vehicles
ar¢ approaching.
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Low and Medium Investment LRT would then
wm left from Kenilworth Avenue into two
dedicated transit lanes in the median of East
West Highway. To accommodate these two
dedicated median transit lancs, East West
Highway would be restriped to eliminate the
existng two-way left-turn lane and the existing
parking lanes along the north and south curb
lanes, The existing signal phasing al the
signalized intersections at Mustang Drive and
64" Place would not be modified; however, the
lefi-tam movements from East West Highway
would be made from the new median transit
lanes, which would be shared for a short distance
upstrzam of these intersections. Low and
Medium Investment LRT would continue east
along East West Highway in dedicated transit
lanes until reaching the diamond interchange at
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. At the
existing  signalized intersections of the
northbound and southbound MD 295 off-ramps,
a new signal phase would be added to allow Low
and Medium Investment LRT to leave the
dedicated median transit lanes and enter the
existing mavel lanes beneath the
Baltimore-Washington ~ Parkway  overpasses.
Afier clearing the overpasses, Low and Medium
Investment LRT would then re-enter two new
dedicated median transit lanes. These alternatives
would then use the existing signal phasing at the
intersection of East West Highway and Veterans
Parkway and Riverdale Road to tum into two
new dedicated transit lanes within the median on
Veterans Parkway. These alternatives would
continue along the same alignment until reaching
the signalized interscetion at Annapolis Road.

At that intersection, Low Investment LRT would
use 2 new signal phase to tumn left from Veterans
Parkw/ay into a new exclusive transit right-of-
way on the south side of Annapolis Road. Gate
arms would be required at several business
driveways along Annapolis Road, as well as at
77" Avenue and Garrison Road. The exclusive
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transit right-of-way would tum right and parallel
to the southwest side of Harkins Road, crossing
the TRS entrance across from West Lanham
Drive using the existing traffic signal. New gale
arms  would be required at two business
driveways along the west side of Harkins Road;
however, volumes along Harkins Road are low,
so these gate arms are not expected 1o cause
operational problems. Low Investment LRT
would terminate at the New Carrollton Metro
Station.

Al the intersection of Veterans Parkway and
Annapolis Road, Medium Investment LRT
would use the existing traffic signal phasing to
cross Annapolis Road and continue in dedicated
median  fransit lanes south along Vetcrans
Parkway, At Ellin Road, 2 new signal phase
would be added to allow Medium Investment
LRT 1o tum lefi from the median of Veterans
Parkway into a new exclusive transit right-of-
way on the south side of Ellin Road. A new gate
arm would be required ar Hanson Oaks Court to
separate automobile and transit movements at
this unsignalized crossing. This altenative would
then terminate at the New Carrollton Metro
Station.

3.2.3. Impacts to Intersection Operations

A dewiled analysis of the projected traffic
operations at existing signalized intersections
along the corridor was conducted for each of the
No Build, TSM, and Build alternatives.
Intersection capacities and levels of service
(LOS) were determined based on the
methodology presented in the 2000 version of the
Highway Capaciry Manual, published by the
Transportation Research Board,

It should be noted thar the Purple Linc passcs
through an area that is already heavily congested
during peak periods. LOS E and F operations are
already occurring at a number of key
intersections along the corridor. Typically, these

intersections are expected to continue to operate
at unacceptable levels of service (LOS F) in 2030
under the No Build and Build alternatives.

Level of Service

One of the key goals in designing the alternatives
for the Purple Line was the minimization of
impacts to automobile traffic at existing
signalized intersections along the corridor, as
well as to minimize the number of new grade
crossings that would require gate arms and other
mcasurcs, which would negatively impact traffic
flow on major roadways.

Regarding the proposed stations, ne detailed
analysis was conducted to assess their impact on
automobile traffic since no new park-and-ride
facilities would be constructed as part of this
project, almost all of the ridership would be walk
access or transfers from other transit services. As
has been noted previously, the station locations
were selected to maximize walk access and
transfers from the existing transit network;
therefore, the stations would not be expected to
promote measurable increases in vehicular traffic
near the stations.

Changes to Traffic Volumes and
Intersection Level of Service

Tables 3-17 and 3-18 summarize the intersection
levels of service for the 64 signalized
intersections within the corridor in the AM and
PM peak hours under existing conditions, as well
as for the projected 2030 No Build, TSM, and
Build alternatives,

No Build Alternative

The substantial increase in volumes projected
under the No Build alternative would result in
increased congestion throughout the corridor;
this trend is most obvious at the intersections
currently operating at or near capacity and are
projected to experience a substantial increase in
queuing and delay in 2030.

TSM Alternative

Under the TSM alternative, which would provide
intersection improvements to increase travel time
reliability and slightly reduce transit travel times,
no intersections are expected to experience a
decrease in the overall intersection level of
service. Isolated minor strect approaches may
experience minor increases in delay due to the
provision of signal priority; however, this
increase in delay would be balanced by decreases
in delay for the major street movements.

Build Alternatives

The Build alternatives are generally expected to
maintain traffic conditions. The addition of left
tum lanes is cxpected to improve affic
congestion in some locations, while the use of
shared lanes by the Purple Line would degrade
conditions in other locations. Minor intersection
modifications would likely be needed at a
number of locations throughout the corridor.
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Table 3-17: AM Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service Wayne Ave at Flower Ave B T B [ BJCcIBTBI[BI|BI]B
Piney Branch Road at Arliss St A A | A A | A A A | A A
; 2030 LRT Pinev Branch Rd at Barron St B B | B B B B B | B B
ntersection 3 ) University Blvd at Piney Branch Rd E F | F F | F T F | F F
TSM | Low { Med | High | Low ‘ Msa ‘ High University Blvd at Carroll Ave E E I B [ El &) & E|E|E

Eethesda to Silver Spring University Blvd at Shopping Center |
Woodmont Avenue at Old B s West A B B B A A B B B
Georgetown Rd University Blvd at New Hampshire E E F | F F F F £ £
Woodmont Avenue at Edgemoor Y A A | & Avenue
| Lane University Blvd at Shopping Center & & B B 8 B B B 8 B
Old Georgetown Road at Edgemoor A B B 8 B East |
Lane University Blvd at 15" Avenue | B B B 8 B B B B B
Woodmont Avenue at Norfolk A A " A & University Blvd at Ri%g Rd* E D D D D D D D D
Avenue University Blvd at 23" Avenue A A A A A A B B B
Voodmont Avenue at St. Elmo & % A & i A A [ A University Blvd a1 W. Park Drive A A A B A A B B B
| Avenue = University Blvd at Campus Drive B c C C c (> c c c
VWoodmont Avenue at Cordell | Adelphi Rd at Campus Drive E E | B E | E E E E
Avenve L S Q& LM - Campus Dr a1 Regens Drive B | o | b T et ale e | &
Woodmont Avenue at Battery Lane B B B B B B B B US 1 at Campus Drive T E =4
Jones Bridge Rd at Wisconsin D E E E E E E E US 1 at Rossborough Lane** A B B B B | B B B B
Avenue Paint Branch Pkwy at Firc Academy B D D D D D D D D
Jones Bridge Rd at Glenbrook Pkwy A A A | A | A A A A A Paint Branch Pkwv at Metro Parking B B " B | B B B B B
Jones Bridge Rd at Griec Rd N/A N/A N/A | NA | NA | NA | NA | N/A | N/A Paint Branch Pkwy at River Road B B B B | B B B ]
Jones Bridge Rd at Plan Ridee Rd A A A A | A A A A A College Park to New Carroliton
Jones Bridge Rd at Connecticut Ave F F F F F F F F Kenilworth Ave at River Rd B € C c () C C (4] (5]
Jones Bridec Rd at Manor Rd A A A | A A A A A A Kenilworth Ave at Rittenhouse St | A A A A A a | A A A
Junes Bridge Rd at Jones Mill Rd E F F F F F } F F F Kenilworth Ave at East West Hwy E F F E F E | E F F
Connecticut Ave at Chevy Chase East West Hwy at 62 Place A A A A B B | B B B
LaEe Dr B < * A 4 as i P = 8 East West Hwy al 64™ Ave A A A A A A A A A
16" Street at New Purple Line | East West Hwy at Baltimore-
Crossing il Ml Ko Bl s Washington Pkwy Southbound ‘ B B B B | C c ¢ | @ o
| Silver Spring to College Park Ramps ‘
2" Ave at Spring St B B B | B | B B Bl B | B East West Hwy at Baltimore- ‘ {
27 Ave at Fenwick Ave A A A A A A A A | A Washington Pkwy Northbound B B B | g | g € (v C
[ 2% Ave st Cameron Ave A A A A | A X | A | A A Ramps | |
Colesville Rd at 2™ Ave D [ C C C C C C o] East West Hwy at 67" Ave A | A | A A | A A A | A | A
| Wayne Ave at Ramsey Rd [ c [o] C C (o o] C o East West Hwy at Riverdale Rd (o] D | D M D D B i D [ D
Wayne Ave at Dixon Ave nsig. A A A B A B B A Annapolis Rd at Veterans Pkwy F F | F F E | F F | F | F
Wayne Ave at Georgia Ave (3 D D D D D D D D Annapolis Rd at Harkins Rd A R & B A A A A A
| Ceorgia Ave at Bonifant St A A A A A A A A A Harkins Rd at W. Lanham Rd A I A A B A A B A A
| Georgia Ave at Thaver Ave A A A [ A B A [ BB A Vi Pkwy at Ellin Rd B | B | B 8 j = DD
| Wayne Ave at Fenton St c (55 c Bl c g 1 € [6] o] Cells shaded 1n blue indicate an adverse raffic cffect (Lovels reduced to D, E, or F) compared 1o No Build
\Wayne Ave at Cedar St B Q o5 C A [l B C Cells shaded in yellow indicate a beneficial effect (improved conditions) compared 1o No Build
Wayne Ave at Dale Dr B {af C D B B B * In 2030, Riggs Road includes a sccond westbound lefi-tumn lane and a third eastbound through lane
[ Way ; | ** |n 2030, a new access point would be added 1o Baltimore Avenue (0 serve vehicle movements from the East Campus
_::.ig:: ::: :: :?::téﬁfgm ‘S 2 2 2 QE (A [ é Development. Cemlln[:l Purple Line altematives would form the fourth leg al this new intersection.

N/A — Not applicable
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Table 3-18: PM Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service gﬂim‘i‘!’ Bivd at New Hampshire F FE || 5| 2| 5 J F | F | F
Venue
— ok z:in 2030 | 2030 BRT 1 2030 LRT g:;tvemty Blvd at Shopping Center B B B B 8 B B B 8
I Build TSM ' Low | Med | High | Low ] Med ‘ High Universitv Blvd at 15" Avenue C £ o c o C s C
Bethesda to Silver Spring University Blvd at Ri%igs Road* F /i 2 F F F F F F
Woodmont Ave at Old Georgetown T Universitv Blvd at 23" Avenue B B B B B c | ¢ [} c
Rd B B B|B|B B|B|B | B University Blvd at W. Park Drive B B B | B | B | B | B | B | B
Woodmont Ave at Edgemoor Ln A A A A A A A | A A University Blvd at Campus Drive | c D D D D D D D D
01d Georeetown Rd at EdeemoorLn | A A A A A A A A | A Adelphi Road at Campus Drive i F F F F F E E F
Woodmont Ave at Norfolk Ave | A A A A A A A A A Campus Drive at Regents Drive F F F E E E E E } E
Woodmont Ave st St ElmoAve | B B B | B | B | B | B B | B US | at Campus Drive D F F | E E N ) O
Woodmonr Ave ar Cordell Ave | A A A A A A | A A A US 1 a1 Rossb h Lane®™* B E E | E E E E E E
Woodmont Ave at Battery Ln | _B B B B B | B [ B | B B Paint Branch Pkwy at Firc Academy B B | B | B B B B B B
Jones Bridge Rd at Wisconsin Ave E F F F F F |l F | FIF Paint Branch Pkwy at Metro Parking A A | A A A A A A A
Jones Bridee Rd at Glenbrook Pkwy B B B B B B | B B B Paint Branch Pkwy at River Road B B | B | B B B B B | B
Jones Bridge Rd at Grier Rd A B B B B B B | B B College Park to New Carrollton
Jones Bridee Rd at Plan Ridee Rd A A | A A A A A | A | A Kenilworth Avenue at River Road B B B C B | B | B B | B
Jones Bridee Rd at Connecticut Ave F F F F E | F Pl P 1 F Kenilworth Avenue at Rittenhouse 8 I | [
lones Bridze Rd at Manor Rd B B [ B [ B | B | B8 B | B | B Street % AN ENENE NN
Jones Bridege Rd at Jones Mill Rd F E E B E E E E Kenilworth Avenue ar East West F F v l F F|F F F '
Conrecticut Ave at Chevy Chase & B 8 B B B c B B Hwy
Lake Dr East West Hwy at 62" Place B ] C ﬂ ] ﬁ [« e
16" St at New Purple Line Crossing N/A N/A | N/A A A N/A A N/A N/A East West Hwy at 64™ Avenue A A A A A | A | A A
Silver Spring to College Park East West Hwy at Baltimore-
2 Avenue at Spring Street - - c | C cl c (& C Washington Pkwy southbound c & (o (]
2* Avenue at Fenwick Avenue | A [ A A A | A A | A A A Ramps
2" Avenue at Cameron Avenuc | A A A A | A A A A A [East West Hwy at Baltimore-
Colesville Road at 2 Avenue D c | C cC | . C C e e Washington Pkwy northbound | B B B B B B
Wayne Avenue at Ramsey Road ¢ e | gl ] ¢ [ C ¢ c Ramps I
Wayne Avenue at Dixon Avenue Unsip., B | B | B B B B B | East West Hwy at 67" Avenue LA B c B B B B | B
Wayne Avenue ar Georgia Avenue c D |DTD D D D D D East West Hwv ar Riverdale Road D F F F F I F F F F
Georzia Aveoue at Bonifant Street A A_| A A A A A A A Annapolis Road at Veterans Pkwy E i F 3 P | F F F F
Georzia Avenuc at Thayer Avenue B B | B B B | B | B B | B | Annapolis Road at Harkins Road B 8 18 | B | B | B[ B[B|B
Wayvne Avenue at Fenton Sireet C g | ¢ C C C Harkins Road at W. Lanham Roud A A A B A | A B A A
Wayne Avenue at Cedar Street c D p 1l p [ & g Pl gl¢E Veterans Pkwy at Ellin Road [ B B B c | ¢ B e [ ©
Wayne Avende at Dals Drive C E | E D D D l.‘..-l[l:s ﬁﬁ n bh;;ingnx_lc an adveese l{al’!’l;rcl’fic! (Levels :.‘d:_.‘uu: I-O)D‘ E, “n:-i,t?sp-;:?[? No Build
Cells s in w ind a beneficial effect (improved conditions) com| o
x:m: i::“ n:::: miﬂ;ﬁv 'é 2 2 2 £ 2 ‘E L *  In 2030, Rigy;s Road incl_udes a second westbound {eﬁ-m lancand a mis: castbound through lane .
Woos A e st Pliwe: Avenis B ¢ c c cC ¢ c C ** In 20?0, 2 new access paint would be added 1o Baltimore Avenue to serve vehluclc movements from the East Campus
. . . Develop Cerzin Purple Line allemnatives would form the fourth leg 4t this new intersection
Pincv Branch Road at Arliss Streer B | B B Cc [ C C (%5 N/A — Not applicable
Pinev Branch Road at Barron Street B | B B B B B B B
University Blvd at Piney Branch Rd | F | F F F F B | F 4
University Blivdat Carroll Avenue | C | C (= (2 C G C 5
w::: ersity Blvd at Shopping Center . B ‘ R 7 A A B B J B

Page 3-16 » Chapter 3. Transporation and Traffic



Mitigation of Adverse Traffic Effects

The six Build alternatives would result in adverse
effects to waffic at up w four of the 64 key
intersections during the peak hours of operation,
The potential adverse effects of the Build
alternatives could in many cases be mitigated by
the addition or modification of turn lancs at
intersections

3.2.4. On-Street Parking Impacts

Impacts to parking on private properly are
discussed in Chapter 4. The TSM alternative
would not require the removal of on-street
parking. However, several of the Build
alternatives would require peak-hour restrictions
ol on-street parking along certain roadway
segments. Scveral of the Build altematives would
also require the complete removal of on-street
parking along several segments.

Low Investment BRT

Low Investment BRT would require the
restriction during the AM and PM peak periods
of all on-street parking in both directions zlong
Woodmont Avenue, berween Old Georgetown
Road and Wisconsin Avcnue. There arc currently
peak-hour parking reswictions along this
szgment, but those restrictions would need to be
cxpanded 1o accommodatc Low Investment
ERT

A, short section of on-street parking would also
need to be restricted during pezk travel periods
along Jones Bridge Road near the intersection of
Janes Mill Road. This segment would serve as a
queue jump lane for eastbound buses

On-strect parking would also need to be
restricted during peak travel periods on Wayne
Avenue, between Cedar Street and Mansfield
Road. to accommodate Low Investment BRT.
There are currently peak-hour parking
restrictions  along this segment, but those

restrictions would nead to be expanded to
accommodate Low Investment BRT.

Medium Investment BRT

On-street parking along the north curb line of
Bonifant Street would need to be removed to
accommodate Medium Investment BRT, Parking
along the south curb could remain under Medium
[nvestment BRT if Bonifant Street is converted
to one-way usage

On-street parking would need to be restricted
during peak travel periods on Wayne Avenue,
between Cedar Street and Mansfield Road to
accommodate Medium Investment BRT, There
are currently peak-hour parking restrictions along
this scgiment, but those restrictions may need to
be modified or expanded.

Additionally, on-street parking along both Lhe
north and south sides of East West Highway,
between 61° Place and 64" Avenue would need
to be removed to accommodate the two new
dedicated transit curb lanes proposed for this
segment.

High Investment BRT

On-street parking along Wayne Avenue between
Cedar Street and Mansfield Road would need to
be removed to accommodate High Investment
BRT,

Additionally, on-street parking along both the
north and south sides of East West Highway,
between 61 Place and 64" Avenue would need
Lo be, al a minimum, restricted during peak travel
periods to accommodate the wo new dedicated
median transit lanes

Low Investment LRT

On-street parking along the north curb line of
Bonifant Strest would need to be removed to
accommodate Low Investment LRT. Parking
along the south curb would also need 10 be

removed to maintain Bonifant Street as a two-
way street.

On-street parking would need to be restricted
during peak travel periods on Wayne Avenue
berween Cedar Street und Mansfield Roud 1o
accommodate Low Investment LRT. There are
currently peak-hour parking restrictions along
this segment, but those restrictions would need to
be expanded.

Additionally, on-street parking along both the
north and south sides of East West Highway,
between 61" Place and 64" Avenue would need
to be, at a minimum, restricted during the peak
ravel periods to accommodate the lwo new
dedicated median transit lanes.

Medium Investment LRT

On-street parking along the north curb line of
Bonifant Street would need to be removed to
accommodate Medium Investment LRT. Parking
along the south curb could remain.

On-street parking would need lo be resiricted
during peak tavel periods on Wayne Avcnue
between Cedar Street and Mansfield Road to
accommodate this altemative. There are
currently peak-hour parking restrictions along
this segment, but those restrictions would need to
be expanded

Additionally, on-street parking along both the
north and south sides of East West Highway,
between 61% Place and 64™ Avenue would nced
to be, at a minimum, restricted during peak travel
periods to accommaodate the two new dedicated
median transit lanes,

High Investment LRT

On-street parking along Wayne Avenue between
Cedar Street and Mansfield Road would need 1o
be removed lo accommodate High Invesiment
LRT.

g

Additionally, on-street parking along both the
north and south sides of East West Highway
between 61* Place and 64" Avenue would need
1o be, at @ minimum, restricted during peak travel
periods to accommodate the two new dedicated
median transit lanes,

3.3. Pedestrian and Bicycle Access

Numerous pedestrian and bicycle facilines are
located throughout the corridor. The Interim
Georgetown Branch Trail along the Georgetown
Branch right-of-way, which extends from
Bethesda to Silver Spring, is a heavily used
hiker-biker trail on an exclusive alignment from
Bethesda to Lyttonsville. At Lyttonsville the trail
tums and runs parallel to the CSX corridor on
existing streets. All Build alternatives except
Low [nvestment BRT would include construction
of the Capital Crescent Trail cxrension east from
its current terminus in Bethesda at Woodmont
Avenue to the Silver Spring Transit Center. Low
Investment BRT would include construction of
the trail from Jones Mill Road wo the Silver
Spring Transit Center. The conceptual designs
for this trail are described in Chapter 2,

The Build alternatives would accommodate plans
for connection of the Capital Crescent Trail to
the Metropolitan Branch Trail and the Green
Trail at the Silver Spring Transit Center. The
Metropolitan Branch Trail and the Green Trail
are separate projects from the Purple Line and
are not dependent on the Purple Line. The Green
Trail, which will connect the Sligo Creek Trail
with the Silver Spring Transit Center, will follow
Wayne Avenue parallel to the Purple Linc
surface alternatives. The MTA has worked with
the M-NCPPC to accommeodate the trail, with
minimal mpacts to adjacent properties. County
guidelines permit a combined sidewalk and rail
eight feet wide outside of a central business
district. The trail would be on the north side of
Wayne Avenue, separated from the transitway
and road by a five-foot landscaped buffer.
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Capital Crescent Trail in the Georgetown Branch Right-of-Way

. .\;’c'.\ - W

¥

In accordance with SHA guidehines, bicycle
lanes would be added to University Boulevard as
part of its reconstruction under Medium and
High Investment BRT and all three LRT
Alternatives.

The corridor includes several areas with
substantial existing pedestrian activity. Existing
pedestrian volumes are in the moderate to high
range in downtown Bethesda, downtown Silver
Spring, Takoma Park/Langley Park, and ihe
University of Maryland areas. Both BRT and
LRT systems operate safely today in comparable
cnvironments.

Although the station locations are regarded as
conceptual and will be more specifically located
in the subsequent Preliminary Engineering phase,
they have been placed at suitable locations with
respect to walk and bus transfer access to the
system, including existing and  planned
development, other transit services, especially
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the Metrorail stations, and the planned transit
centers at Silver Spring and Takoma/Langley
Park. Many of the projected users of the Purple
Line would be existing transit users who already
make up a portion of the pedestrian activity
along the corridor, These existing transit users
would simply be shifting from the existing bus
service to the Pwple Line and would not
represent new pedestrians making use of the
facilitics in the station arcas. Therefore, the net
increase in pedestrians due to the Purple Line
could be less than the total ridership projections
would indicate. Some increased concentrations
of pedestrian activity would be expected on the
approaches to the proposed station locations. The
magnitude of the changes in pedestrian volumes
is a function of the specific station and projected
levels of ridership at those locations. A
qualitative analysis of pedestrian facilities along
the alignment indicates that they arc likely to be
sufficient to accommodate an increase in
pedestrian activity, There is a well-developed

network of sidewalks and pedestrian pathways in
the arca, and pedesirian signals (including
pedestrian-actuated signals) are already provided
at the vast majority of signalized intersections
crossed by the Purple Linc. Additional mcasurcs
to accommodate any potential increases in
pedestrian volumes in and around the proposed
station areas could include: the widening of
existing crosswalks and sidewalks, the
installation of pedestrian-actuated signals at
those locations that lack them, the enhancement
of roadside signing zlerting motorists of arcas of
increased pedestrian activity. Additionally, it
could be zppropriate to install median fencing,
landscaping, or other mcasurcs at the station
locations to encourage pedestians to use the
marked  crosswalks at the  signalized
intersections.

3.4. Deliveries

Generally, High Investment BRT and the three
LRT Altematives would operate in dedicated
transit lanes constructed in the median, or in the
case of mixed wraffic operations, in the inside
travel lane. In most areas, there would be at least
two general purpose travel lanes in each
direction; which is sufficient to provide access to
properties adjacent to the roadway alignment.

In the few instances where the alternatives would
limit general purpose traffic to a single travel
lane, such as Wayne Avenue between Cedar
Street and Sligo Creek Parkway under the High
Investment  alternarives, stopping  would
generally not be permitted. This configuration
may make access to and from driveways more
difficult, though vehicles could encroach on the
trackway if nccessary.

Low and Medium Investment BRT would
generally operate in the curb lanes, in either
mixed traffic or dedicated wansit lanes. These
curb lanes could be used by vehicles accessing
adjacent properties.

3.5. Emergency Vehicles

Emergency vehicles can be affected by a transit
project due to changes in traffic volumes or
operations along the comdor. The Build
alternatives are pgenerally expected to maintain,
or in some cases, slightly improve the projected
traffic operations under the No Build condition.
Minor signal modifications would be required at
a number of locations throughout the corridor,
but these modifications would not prevent the
continuing use or implementation of emergency
vehicle preemption at those signals. LRT tracks
arc constructed in roadways flush with the
roadway surface so they can be crossed by other
vehicles, Thus they would not impede or create a
barrier for emergency vehicles.

The Build alternatives would result in the
removal of a limited number of existing buses,
which operate on routes that would duplicate
service. Additionally, the Build alternatives
would typically operate in dedicated transit
lanes; the net effect would be to reduce the
number of wansit vehicles operating in the
general purpose lanes. Overall, the Build
alternatives are not projected to substantially
affect emergency vehicles operating in the
corridor.

For the Purple Line, there is one major medical
facility located adjacent to the proposed
alternatives. The National Naval Medical Center
is located along Jones Bridge Road, adjacent to
Low Invesunent BRT. However, the National
Naval Medical Center is a United States Naval
facility, intended for treatment of servicemen and
women; this facility is not an emergency
treatment cenler for area residents. Access to this
facility would not be affected by the presence of
BRT vehicles along Jones Bridge Road.

There is one fire station located adjacent to
Annapolis Road and Low [nvestment BRT and
LRT in the New Carrollton area. This fire station



currently utilizes a dedicated traffic signal to
access Annapolis Road. Neither alternative is
expected to substantially impact the operations of
this station; the LRT would operate in a
cedicated right-of-way, along the south side of
Annapolis Road in this area. However, due to the
length of the LRT vehicles (up to 180 feet), there
would be increased potential that the exit from
the fire swation could be blocked by a stopped
I:ght rail vehicle. This scenario is unlikely due to
the provision of a dedicaled transit right-of~way,
Eut could be caused by another wvehicle
encroaching on the tracks. The remaining Build
alternatives do not use Annapolis Road and
would not affect the access to this fire station.

There are fire stations on some of the roads
crossed by the Purple Line, including
Conneclicut Avenue, Georgia Avenue, Riggs
Foad, and US 1; the Purple Line would not
impede access from these stations as it would not
be operating on the roads in front of the stations.
Where the Purple Line is in dedicated lanes
cmergency vehicles would benefit by the
cpportunity to travel in these lanes.

3.6. Construction Impacts

The Build alternatives would be constructed in a
manner that would minimize potential negative
impacts to traffic, businesscs, and communities.
Potential traffic impacts of construction could
include the narrowing of travel lanes, temporary
lane closures (which would probably be limited
to off-peak or nighttime periods when traffic
volumes are low), speed reductions, or
short-term detours. Some existing bus routes may
experience minor delays or be re-routed for short
durations; however, no major service disruptions
are expected. Prior to construction, a traffic
management plan would be developed in
coordination with SHA and both counties to
minimize potential traffic impacts.

Public outreach would be conducted to inform
motorists about upcoming changes to traffic
patierns or detours. Emergency services would
be consulted during the development of the
traffic management plan, and such providers
would be kept up to date regarding any detours
or potential delays due to construction.

Purpfe
ine
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Kevin Karpinski

From: Rob Garagiola <rgaragiola@alexander-cleaver.com>

Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2015 3:27 PM

To: Heubert, Terrence; Brandi Cahn; Maira Moynihan; Robin Shaivitz
Ce Todd Hoffman

Subject: RE: Hogan Letter

For now, send to Craig Williams, CoS at Cwilliams@hogantransition.com. They may have set up new e-mails, but | am
not 100%. Try also at Governor@gov.state.md.us and craig.williams@maryland.gov.

Robert J. Garagiola

President, Government Relations Division
Managing Attorney, Rockville Office
Cell: 301-801-9678

Alexander & Cleaver, P.A.

Attorneys at Law
Annapolis Address: Rockville Address:
54 State Circle 51 Monroe Street
Annapolis, MD 21401 Suite 408
p. 410-974-9000 Rockville, MD 20850
f. 410-974-9002 p. 301-545-0100

f. 301-424-3418

www.alexander-cleaver.com

Legal " Lobbying " Business Solutions

Disclaimer -- The information contained in this e-mail and its attachments contain confidential information belonging to
the sender, which is legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the recipient(s) named above. If
you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or action in reliance upon the
contents of the information transmitted is strictly prohibited. If you have received this information in error, please delete it
immediately. Notice -- [f this matter concerns a consumer debt, this firm is a debt collector, and this communication
serves as an attempt to collect a debt and any information obtained will be used for that purpose.

From: Heubert, Terrence E. [mailto:terrence.heubert@bipc.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2015 3:24 PM

To: Brandi Cahn; Moira Moynihan; Rob Garagiola; Robin Shaivitz
Cc: Todd Hoffman

Subject: Hogan Letter

Todd is looking for an email address to send the letter noting that it will be followed up with a hard copy in the
mail. He’s cc’ed here. Can someone please provide him with a good email address?

Thanks!

Terry

Terrence Heubert
Government Relations Professional



1700 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20006-3807
202 452 6041 (o)
202 494 8761 (c)

terrence.heubert@bipc.com

vCard | Bio | BIPC.com | Twitter | LinkedIn

Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney pc

KNOW GREATER PARTNERSHIP



CONFIDENTIAL/PRIVILEGED INFORMATION: This e-mait message {including any attachments) is a private communication sent by a law firm and may
cantain confidantial, legaily privileged or protected information meant solely for the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution ar copying of this communication is prohibited and may be uniawful. Please notify the sender
immediately by replying to this message, then delete the e-mail and any attashments from your system..




The Maryland House of Delegates

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1991

January 21, 2015

Governot Lawtence “Larry” Hogan
Maryland State House

100 State Citcle

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Governor Hogan: |

We understand that you are making many critical decisions regarding the economy of
Maryland, including an evaluation of transit funding and priotities. As you review the options, we
respectfully request that the Cortidor Cities Transitway (CCT) is given thorough consideration. As
representatives of the districts surrounding the proposed transit line, we believe that the CCT is the
best positioned project in terms of affordability, congestion relief, and fostering strong economic
development along the I-270 cotridot.

The cotnetstone economic impact of the CCT would be the development of the Gteat
Seneca Science Corridor (GSSC). The I-270 cottidot in the atea atound the Shady Grove Life
Sciences Center is already the third largest biotech cluster in the country. By the time the final stage
of the GSSC Master Plan is implemented, this transit-otented applied bioscience research
community would stretch across 900 acres, containing 17.5 million square feet of mixed use
commercial space, and 9,000 dwelling units. The direct economic impact is significant. Over the next
20 years, the GSSC will benefit the State of Maryland by generating 100,000 new annual full and
patt-time science related jobs, $13 billion in annual goods and services fot businesses, and §322
million in annual state tax revenues. However, as stated in the GSSC Master Plan, a pretequisite for
the commencement of stage two of development is the full funding of the CCT from the Shady
Grove Metro Station to Metropolitan Grove. Ovet time, the goal is for Montgomery County and
Maryland to continue to build on out reputation as a national leadet in medical technology. If the
GSSC 1s to become the Silicon Valley of bioscience teseatch, immediate development of the CCT is
a necessity.

The CCT would provide faster, more direct transportation between residential and major
employment areas along the [-270 corridor. In addition to the positive effects of economic
development growth, the CCT would inctease capacity of heavily congested roadways while



.

reducing environmental impacts. CCT planning is on schedule, and design work is 15 percent
complete for the CCT’s first section between the Shady Grove Metrorail station and Metropolitan
Grove. A six-mile extension of the CCT could follow the initial project as funding becomes available
and land use matures, Pending funding for construction of phase one, work on the CCT could begin
as eatly as spring 2018, with a projected opening in 2021.

Support for the CCT is strong. Johns Hopkins, the Committee for Montgomery, multiple
chambers of commerce, and the Shady Grove Life Sciences Center join us in urging for the
development of this critical component towards developing a mass transit system in Maryland. The
CCT would fostet significant future economic development and provide immediate positive impacts
due to construction jobs through the life of the project. Finally, the CCT would help ensure
Maryland’s regional competitiveness for decades to come. We look forward to working with you to
create jobs and strengthen economic development in Matyland by building this very efficient and
cost-effective transit system.

All the best,

Al

Senator Brian Feldman, g
Legislative District 15 Legnsle
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tf heryl ]‘u\l(l‘l;) Senator Nancy K@;' ‘\-]
ve Disteict Legislative District 39
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l.' Delegate Kathleen Dumais, : Delegate Charles Barkley
. Legislative District 15 Lepislauve District 17 Legislative District 39
. L / g% _4(/
{ ; 3 ——
- um&l; [ﬁt).. )/{) il & ~&

Delegate Dvid Fraser-Hidalgo, Pelegate James Gilchrist Dr.lqy)é Kisill Rezmid
Legislative District 15  Legislative District 17 Legslanve District 39
Delegate Aruna Miller I )",h;ww Andrew Platt ‘l,):r_lcgmu Shane Robinson
Lepislative District 15 Legislative District 17 Legislative District 39
CC: Lieutenant Governor-elect Boyd Rutherford

Craig Williams, Chief of Staff

Senator David Brinkley, Incoming Secretary, Department of Budget and Management
Senator Joseph Getty, Policy and Legislative Director

Montgomery County Executive Isiah Leggett

Councilmember George Leventhal, Montgomery County Council President

R. Michael Gill, Incoming Secretary, Department of Business and Economic Development
Peter Rahn, Incoming Secretary, Maryland Department of Transportation



Tanuary 22, 2015

The Honorable Lawrence J. Hogan, Jr.,
Office of the Governor

100 State Circle

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Governor Hogan:

As we did in our most recent letter, the Town Council joins me in wishing you the very best of
luck as you embark on your first term as the Governor of Maryland. We know that many
challenges lay ahead for you...and for each of us who are elected to represent the interests of the
citizens of Maryland. We stand ready to work with you on their behalf.

One matter that we know has your attention is the proposed Purple Line light rail project. You
have, and probably will continue to hear from citizens, special interest groups and other elected
officials with passionate positions both for and against this project. Some elected officials even
wrote to you recently asking that you spend the money they worked so hard to put toward this
project--presumably without any further examination of the project by you or your
Administration.

From the cost of building and maintaining the line, to the number of projected riders and the real
econonlic impact on communities served by the line and just those who will “foot the bill”,
concrete, fact-based numbers seem as difficult to find as an arthropod in Rock Creek Park.

The endangered nature of honest information on the Purple Line was made clear to us when our
request for information from the O’Malley Administration resulted in volumes of encrypted data
that we were told could only be deciphered with “proprietary software” which we would have to
purchase directly from the engineering firm that the State paid to put the data together in the first
place. The outright contempt for our Town Council and the citizens we were elected to represent
was painfully obvious.

With respect, enclosed please find the encrypted material sent to the Town Council of Chevy
Chase by the Maryland Transit Administration on behalf of your predecessor, Governor
O’Malley.

We would ask that your staff examine the material, decode it and objectively review the real
financial, economic and environmental impact not only on the citizens of the Town of Chevy
Chase, but on all citizens of Maryland. Furthermore, we would ask that before any taxpayer
dollars are spent on this or any other transportation project of this magnitude, that you make
public the findings of your administration’s objective examination.

The people of Maryland deserve clear, honest and objective information regarding how their
money will be spent and a review of the Purple Line would be the perfect place to start.

Thank you for your kind consideration in this regard.



