
" .~

BuchananIngersoll A Rooney PC
MtorflllY5& <!Oll~rlrrtt'llt ~lllaotllllU rloflt$:liQn.:lj~

One Oxford Centr/;!
301 Grant S!rtl!t. 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219·1410

r 412 562 8800
F 412562104.
www.buchananfngefSQU.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE
MATTER
INVOICE :

APRIL 9, 2014
0082984-000001
10627993

RE , TRANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS "' THE FEDERAL GOV' T

TOTAL FEES

TOTAL DOE 29,000.00

CulftDl'nill ;: neh,WAI'e ~~ !!'lcrtda a N(S1'¥' JeraQY :. Nnw York :: Pe:-unaylvanfa :: Vil'gJlliG. :: WUhjn~n, DC

rA)f 10. 25-13811)31 a INCORPORATeO IN peNN.5YLVANrA



Buchammlngersoll A!.. Rooney pc
One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20Ch Floor
Pitlsbu,gh, PA lS219·1410

T 41HG28800
F 412 :M;11041

www,but:hananingerso)I,com

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

DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

MAY 12, 2014
0082984-000001
10635906

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

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR lIlAY 2014

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES . $

29,000.00

29,000.00

*** MATTER SUMMARY ***

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00

PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF: 05/12/14 .00

TOTAL BALANCE DUE " .. , $ 29,000.00

THIS J:NVOICE MAY NOT INCLUDE DISBURSEMENTS AND
OTHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING THE PERIOD SHOWN
Bun' NOT YET REFLECTED ON OUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS.

INVOICE DOE OPON RECEIPT

rAj( lb. :tS·nSl032 ~l INtORflOllAfEo IN PENNSYlVANI..4.



Buchananfugersoll A. Rooney PC

One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Stt~t. 20th Floor
PlttsbllrghJ PA 1S2H1~1410

T 41Z 5628800
F 412 saz 1041

www,buchana"lng.ersofl.(om

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

MAY 12, 2014
0082984-000001
10635906

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

TOTAL FEES

TOTAL DUE

29,000.00

29,000.00

fAX 10. 2S~1 JS I 032 ;; INCORPORATED IN Pl!NNS\'WANIA.



Buchanan Ingersoll A Hoooey PC
jl,!\mfi\jY~ i< G<'lV'1rllment :~;!l,ltl(}fl'; f'ro1~">IOr11lls

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

T 41B628800
F 4125621041

www.buchananingerso ••.com

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

DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

JUNE 6, 2014
0082984-000001
10640054

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

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR JUNE 2014

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 05/31/14

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ..... _.... $

*** MATTER SUMMARY ***

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES

PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF: 06/06/14

TOTAL BALANCE DUE .. _... , $

29,000.00

6.80

,006.80

29,006.80

.00

--c----c-'-
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 .. Delaware ., Florida ., New Jersey New York :: Pennsylvania :: Virginia :: Washington, DC

TAX ID 25-1381032 )N(ORPORATED IN PENNSYlVANIA



Buclliman Ingerson~,Rooney PC
"l~lJfn,'Y~ ,'< GOVerl"lrn'mt i'~l"jif)l)'. I'rQI"I'iIOl1als

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

T 4125628800
F 4125621041

vvww.buchananingersoJI.com

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

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE

TOTAL FEES

DESCRIPTION OF EXPENSE ADVANCES

DATE
MATTER
INVOICE :

JUNE 6, 2014
0082984-000001
10640054

29,000.00

AMOUNT

05/30/14 On-Line Search Service - Pacer (April 2014)

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES :

TOTAL DUE

6.80

6.80

29,006.80

n(~.IlJwai'8 1'('11\18\,1'.- :H!.ia

TAX 10 25.1381032 INCOI'tPORAHD IN PfIllNSYLVANI/l.



Buehanan Ingersoll~,Hooney PC
AU.J!Il/.:'I~'~ !io...ernn1f~nl ~~bll()m Pfol"",iOfT<lls

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

T 41256.28aOO
F 41.2 562 1041

www.buchananinge15oll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE
4301 WILLOW LANE
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20B15

DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE ;

JULy 13, 2014
00B29B4-000001
1064B674

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

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR JULy 2014

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO yOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 0613 0 / 14

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES $

*** MATTER SUMMARY ***

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES

29,000.00

0.00

29,000.00

29,000.00

PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF: 07/13/14 .00

TOTAL BALANCE DUE , ,. $ 29,000.00

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

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

1:,11(['0·,--,,1,1 fj(-,! ,1 ,+;~ n: l'(~nu ';y: vdnia

TAX II) 2')-1381032 INCORPORATED I~J PENNSYLVANIA



Buchanan [ngersoll At. Hooney PC
I\Ui)ln.:'''''~ ,'-, (ojOV"I"m,·,1< f.l",I,.jII()n~ l'10f,,';\Jonals

One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 2£lth Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 412 562 8800
F 4125621041

www.buchananingersolf.com

TOWN Of CHEVY CHlISE DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

JULY 13, 2014
0082984-000001
10648674

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

TOTAL FEES

TOTAL DUE

29,000.00

29,000.00

Callfunlia Df}!nWl1re :: Florida :: New Jersey.. New York :: Pennsylvania :: Virginia :: Washington, DC

TAX ID. 25-f3BI0J2:: INCORf'Ql\AHD IN I'ENNSYLVANIA



B.uchamm Ingersoll,,!!, Rooney PC

One Oxford' Centre
301 Grant Street 20th Floar
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-141 0

T 412 562 8800
F 4125621041

www.buchananingersolt.com

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

DATE ,
MATTER
INVOICE ,

AUGUST 8, 2014
0082984-000001
10657829

RE, TRANSPORT~TION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR AUGUST 2014

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH, 07/31/14

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES , .. $

*** MATTER SUMMARY ***

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES

29,000.00

0.00

29,000.00

29,000.00

PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF,

TOTAL BALANCE DUE

08/08/14

$

.00

29,000.00

THIS INVOICE MAY NOT INCLUDB DISBURSEMEN'rS AND
OTHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING 'rHE PERIOD SHOWN
BUT NOT YET REFLECTED ON OUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS.

INVOICE DUE: UPON RECEIPT

I 7

fl\X 10. 25- r 3810F:; INCORPOR.ATED iN PENNSYlVA/,IIA



,~, HJ)Oine:y PC

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE

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

T 4125628800
F 4125621041

www.buchananingersoll.com

DATE, AUGUST 8. 2014
MATTER, 0082984-000001
INVOICE : 10657829

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

TOTAL ,P'EES 29,000.00

rAJ, 10. 25-1JflT032:: INCQflf'OflATfD IN I)ENNS'(:.VANIA



·BuchananIngersoll A\ Booney PC
!\(1£)fney,';.'<: Governmem Hc!aiJom f'r[)!el~lOnals

One Oxford Centre
301 Grant S1reet, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 152.19~1410

T 4125628800
F 4125621041

www.buchananil'lgersolLcom

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

DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

SEPTEMBER J2, 20J4
0082984-000001
10668294

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

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR SEPTEMBER 20J4-

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 08/31/14

29,000.00

0.00

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

*** MATTER SUMMARY ***

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00

PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF:

TOTAL BALANCE DUE .

09/12/14

....... S

.00

29.000.00

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

Calif'ornia Delaware Vlol'ida .. New Jersey New York :; Pennsylvania :: Virginia ;: WashingtGn, DC

TAX ID. 25-1381032 ;; JNCORPORAIED IN PENNSYLVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll";, Rooney PC
Altl)'fI.!'1~ ;,',_ Governm;>rlf \111'Iali0I1> "fo:.l"s,iOnals

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

T 4125628800
F 4125621041

www.buchananingersorJ.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

SEPTEMBER 12, 2014
0082984-000001
10668294

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

TOTAL FEES

TOTAL DUE

California ,. Delaware ;: FlorIda ;; New Jersey.. New York

29,000.00

29,000.00

Pennsylvania ;; Virginia :: Wa.shlngtoH, DC

fAX 10. 25-131110.3l:: INCORf'ORATED IN PEN~IS'lLVANjA



Buchanan lngersoll'~Bonney PC
f-iUQfn~y" 'x Government fleliJtl(m~ f'ml.>ssIOl1dls

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

T 4125628800
F 4125621041

www.buchananingersoll.com

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

DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

OCTOBER 14, 2014
0082984-000001
10577168

RE: ~'Ri\NSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS " THE FEDERAL GOV' T

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR OCTOBER 2014

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 09/30/14

29,000.00

0.00

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES , ' $ 29,000.00

*** MATTER SUMMARY ***

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00

PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF: 10/14/14 .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 OUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS.

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

CaJifurnia :: DeLaware Florida NeV'l Jersey New York ~: PennsyIV30ia :: Virginia, :: Wa~hington, DC

TA:< ID. 25-1331032 JNCOflPOflATED IN PENNSYLVANIA



Buchanan Ingersoll A..\ Rooney PC
.4Itn(n~y~·';..(iovan1OHml i~('I,)tl<}'lS1'lOf"-'.liunab

One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floor
PIttsburgh, PA 152HH410

T 4125628'00
F 4125621041

www.buchananingersofl.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

OCTOBER 14, 2014
0082984-000001
10677168

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

TOTAL FEES

TOTAL DUE

29,000.00

29,000.00

ioridil

TAX ID )5-1381032:: INCORPORATED IN PENN,YlVANIA



nuchanan Inh"CrsollA Booney PC
f\llorney, ,," ('iovernmt>nt fle/il\lon~ I1rofl!s,lol1als

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

T 4125628800
f 4125621041

www.buchananingersoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE
43 01 WILLOW LANE
CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815

DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

NOVEMBER 7, 2014
0082984-000001
10684503

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

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR NOVEMBER 2014

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 10/31/14

29,000.00

0.00

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES .. $ 29,000.00

*** MATTER SUMMARY ***

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES

PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF: 11/07/14

TOTAL BALANCE DUE , .. $

29,000.00

29,000.00

58,000.00

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

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

California Delaware ;: Florida .. New Jersey;; New York :: Pennsylvania Vir/:,"inia ;: Wa:;ruIlglon, DC

fAX rD, 25-1:J810.OCZ INCORPORATED IN PENNSYlVI\NIA



Buchanan Ingersoll <I.' Hooney PC
,>\th)liW'I; ,',~ C,QVernmen't 1'"I'ili')T1' Proio"~lonais

One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219·i410

T 4125628800
F 412 562 1041

DATE
MATTER:
INVOICE :

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE
www.buchananingersoll.com

NOVEMBER 7, 2014
0082984-000001
10684503

RE: TRANSPORTATION MA~'TERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

TOTAL FEES

TOTAL DUE

29,000.00

29,000.00

California :: Delaw8t-e ;: Florida .. New Jersey New York ;; Pennl:lylvanii:li ,~ Virgiuia :: Washington, DC

TAX 10. 25-13(110::12 INCOflPOflATED IN l'ENN5YLVANJA,



Buchanan Ingersoll A\ !looney PC
i\l1l1,,111'l'·". Go,,~rnment ;l"'Jd~io(l> I'rMI'\,tQnal"

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

T 412562B800
F 412 562 1041

www.buchananingersoll.com

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

DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

DECEMBER 1, 2014
0082984-000001
10691523

RE: T~ISPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR DECEMBER 2014

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MAGE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 11/21/14

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ... c ••••. ,. $

*** MATTER SUMMARY ***

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES

PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF: 11/30/14

TOTAL BALANCE DUE $

20,000,00

14.00

29,014.00

29,014.00

29,000.00

58,014.00

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 ., Delaware !!lorida New Jersey.. New York :: Pennsylvania :: Virginia :~ Washington, DC

TAX 10. 25-1J~lQJ1 INCORPOf<A'IE:D IN PEN,\j5YlIiANIA



Buchanilll lngersoll A Rooney PC
'\It()((h~Y'i ,t.. COV€rr"mlHlt Ihll'I\iOI1~ l'rof~s~IOl'lah

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

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

r 4125628800
F 4125621041

www.bl.lchananingersoU.com

DECEMBER 1, 2014
0082984-000001
10691523

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

TOTAL FEES

DESCRIPTION OF EXPENSE ADVANCES

10/22/14 Local Transportation Expense - Petty Cash T.
Heubert cab fare

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES

'l'OTAL DUE

.',

29,000.00

AMOUNT

14.00

14.00

29,014.00

F!()i'idll Pennsylvania :; Virginifl :: W[1.9hill~toKB, DC

TAX 10. 15-1381032;: INCORPORATED IN PI;NN5YLVANJA



Bueh;:man Tngel"soU 1& Hooney PC
An<)rn1!y~c.. GQV~rllln('nt 11~latlor1~ l~rIlfe~~,OJ1,,15

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

T 4125628800
F 4125621041

www.buchananingersoU.com

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

DATE ,
MATTER
INVOICE:

JANUARY 8, 2015
0082984-000001
10700230

RE: ~'RANSPORTATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR JANUARY 2015

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 12/31/14

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES $

*** MATTER SUMMARY ***

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES

29,000.00

0.00

29,000.00

29,000.00

PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF: Ol/08/15 .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 OUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS.

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT---.....
c~][rOI'nia .. n~18ware :: Florida .. New Jersey:: New York ;; Pennsylvania :: llil'ginia :: Wallhington, DC

TAX 10. 25-1 3B 1032 ;: INCOIlPORAH'D IN PENNSYlVANIA



Buchanan Ingerson~Rooney PC
AttDrrll'V',;V GUV'H!lIl'Ilml ~",I.I\mfT~ i'rof"$SIOrtals

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE

One OKford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 4125628800
F 4125621041

DATE : www,lMllllJIJllll/1he6QII.<l>1lit5
MATTER: 00B29B4-000001
INVOICE : 10700230

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

TOTAL FEES

TO'rAL DUE

Californi.a .. DelawO,'re " Florida :: New Jersey,. New York ,. Pemu.ylvania

29,000.00

29,000.00

Virginia :; Washington, DC

TAX lD 25-13810.32:: INCORPORATED IN PENNSYLVANIA



Buchanan ingersoll.ll..\ Rooney PC
l\tltll'I1\~i'~'~GO\l~rnment Il~latllJl\S 1"<l{r:o-HlOI1.1'S

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

T 4125628800
F 412562 1041

www.buchananingersoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE
4301 WILI,OW LANE
CflEVY CHASE, MD 20815

DA"I'E :
MAT'fER
INVOICE

FEBRUARY 13, 2015
0082984-000001
1071.0943

FE rRAI\f,'':~POWI'7\TION iY1A'I"I'ER:3 i:lEFOnE C'ONCRES,S Ilc THE FI~DER/\L Gel!' '1'
__ --.;=:..:;;;:.-;c:;=-.:: __

MONTHLY RE'l'AINER FOl{ FEBRUARY 2015

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH, 0l/31/15

29,000.00

0.00

TOTAl', CURRJJNT CHARGES .. .... $ 29,000.00

*** MATTER SUMb~RY ***

TO'rAL CURREN']' C&'\RG8S 29,000.00

PREVIOUS BALANCE AS O~:

'rO'cAL BALANCE DUE ...

02113/1 :;

. . . . .. $

00

29,000.00

THIS INVOICE MAY NO'I' INC],UUE DTSBURSEMEN'I'S AND
OTHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING THE PERIOD SHOWN
BUT NOT Y"E1' REFLECTED ON OUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS.

INVOICE: DUE UPON RECEIP1'

Califurnia Delaware Florida .. New Jenley :: New York ;: Pennsylvanill ;; Virginia :; Washinp;ton, DC

TAX 10. 25·131)1032:: INCORPORATED IN PENNSYLVANIA



Buchanan [ngel'soU A\. Rooney PC
A,tnmf~V" (, (lQvcrnlYlent Hf'J.llhJO\~ rmt"~sjot'lBI!>

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

T 4125628800
f 4125621041

www.buchananingersoll.cotl1

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE :
MAT~'ER

INVOICE :

FEBRUARY 13, 2015
0082984-000001
10710943

RE: 1'RANSPOR'fATION MATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & T'HE FEDERAL GOV'T

TOTAL FEES

'rOTAL DUE

29,000,00

29,000,00

California .. Delaware Florida New lp-r,gey .. New York ;: Peml.<lylvania :: VIrginia :: Washington, DC

TAX ID. 25·13B1032 iNCORPORATEb IN PENNSYLVANIA



Buchanan llo,[lnt~yPC o~
One Oxford Ci~lltr'~

101 Gril1l{ Street. 20th Floo
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 4125628800
f 4125621041

www.buchananingersol).com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE
4301 WILLOW LAm:
CHEVY CHASE, ND 20815

DATE ,
MATTER
INVOICE ,

MARCH 16, 2015
0082984-000001
10119320

R13, TRANSPORTATION lVfATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS" THE FEDERAL GOV'T
===========================================~=========

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR MARCH 2015

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH, 02/28/15

29,000.00

0.00

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES ... $ 29,000.00

*** MATTBR SUMMARY ***

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00

PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF,

TOTAL BALANCE DUE

03/16/15

...... $

.00

29,000.00

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

u IJ



Buchanan lngersol! ~ tloollley PC
One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1410

T 4125628800
F 412 562 1041

www.buchananingersoll.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE ,
MPoTTER
INVOICE :

MARCH 16, 2015
0082984-000001
10719320

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

TOTAL FEES 29,000.00



Buchanan Ingersoll ~,HooneyPC
i\UOI'IWY'; '., ~;(l'!I~mmellt ,1,",I;jtlfJfI~ "r<:\jt!SSiOrlills

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

T 4125628800
F 4125621041

www.buchananingersoll.com

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

DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

APRIL 10, 2015
0082984-000001
10726272

RE' T~rSPORTATION ~1ATTERS BEFORE CONGRESS & THE FEDERAL GOV'T

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR APRIL 2015

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 03/31/15

29,000.00

0.00

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES . $ 29,000.00

*** MATTER SUMMARY ***

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES 29,000.00

PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF:

TOTAL BALANCE DUE .

04/10/15

.... $

.00

29,000.00

nTIS INVOICE NAY NOT INCLUDE DISBURSEMENTS AND
iYfHER CHARGES INCURRED DURING THE PERIOD SHOWN
BUT ~R)T YET REFLECTED ON OUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS.

INVOICE DUE UPON RECEIPT

California :: Delaware :: Florida ., Nf':w Jersey:', New YOI'I~ :, Pennsylvania :: Virginia :: Washington, DC

TA)( ID 2S-118I!B7 INCORPOI1AED IN 'ENNSYLVANIA



Huchamm fngersoll ~,HooneyPC
/\ttUfI!f)'{,'; & (iOW)fIll1ll'n\ i,ejiHion~ r>")I'!~";IOnal~

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

T 4125628800
F 4125621041

www.buchananlnge~soll.cQm

TOWN OF CHEvY CHASE DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

APRIL 10, 2015
0082984-000001
10726272

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

TOTAL FEES

TOTAL DUE

29,000.00

29,000.00

CaJifOl"nia :; Delaware ,. FloIida :: New Jerse:,l' New York :: Penu8ylvIlllla :: Virginia :: Wasbington, DC

TAX ID, 25-1381032;; INCORPORATED IN PENNSYLVANIA



13uehanan Ingersoll~, !looney PC
,~\t(lrlHl'tS ,'~ GOI!Nnrnent Ildil!I('l1'i "rorp~~i()'l1als

One Oxford C1!(I{r
30'1 Gran1 Street, 2""'"........­
Pitto;burgh, PA 152.19·1410

T 412 562 8800
F 412 562 1041

www.buchananingero;oll.com

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

DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

MAY 9, 2015
0082984-000001
10733688

RE: TRlINSPORTATION MAT~'ERS BEFORE CONGRESS & 'I'HE FEDERAL GOV'T

MONTHLY RETAINER FOR MAY 2015

TOTAL EXPENSE ADVANCES MADE
TO YOUR ACCOUNT THROUGH: 04/30/15

~'OTAL CURRENT CHARGES .,., ,. $

*** MATTER SUMMARY ***

TOTAL CURRENT CHARGES

29,000.00

0.00

29,000.00

29,000.00

PREVIOUS BALANCE AS OF: 05/09/15 .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 OUR ACCOUNTING RECORDS.

INVOICE DUE U~ON RECEIPT

California DeJa'ware :: Florida New Jersey New York :: Pennsylvalild :: Virginia :; Wfll:lhingtOll, DC

TAX 10. 2.5-1381032 INCOIlPORATF.D IN PtNNSYLI/AN'A



Buchanan Ingerson I~, Rooney PC
i"'(UHTl;;,/~ .~~ (;ClVe1I1IlW1H Hdtltwn~ j'rf)f".'<;lOnals

One OKford [entre
301 Grant Stfeet, 20th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219~1410

T 4125628800
F 4125621041

www.buchananingerso!l.com

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE DATE :
MATTER
INVOICE :

MAY 9, 2015
0082984-000001
10733688

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

TOTAL FEES

'l'OTAL DUE

29,000.00

29,000.00

California :; Dclawar~ :: Flortda New Jersey New York Pennsylvania Virginia :; W/l.<ihington, DC

TAX lD 25-1381032:: INt:ORPOflATED IN PENNSYLVANIA



AI Lang, Mqyor
Joh11 SidleDllan, Vice Mqyor
Vicky Taplin, Secretmy
Fred CeL:ere, lh:«Sl/Ter
Kathy SU'om, Communit;Y Liaison

June 23, 2015

Mr. Jame.s C. Wiltraut, Jr,
Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney, PC
1700 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20006

Dear Mr. Wiltraut:

The Town ofCJi~vyChase hereby provides the required s~ven day notice tp terminate its
contract, dated March 14; 2014, with Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney. The effective date of
tennination is June 30, 20t5.

'1301 Willow Lane' Chevy Chase, Maryland 20S[5' 301i654~7144'Fax 30l/7[S-963[ • rownoffice@townofchevychase.org
www.rownofchevychase.org



A1 Lang, M£fYor
John Bickerman, vice M,{yor
Vicky Taplin, Se'Tetary
Fred Cecere, 7TellSljrer
Kathy Strom, CommunifY Liaison

June 24,2015

Mr. Jamest. Wihraut, Jr.
Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney, FC
1700 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Wasnington, DC 20006

Dear Mr, Wiltraut: •

Thl' Town of Chevy Chase hereby provides the required five day notice to suspend its co~tract,
dated March 14,2014, with Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney. The effective date of suspension is
June 29, 2015.

4301 Willow Lane' Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815· 30116547144' Fax 301/718-9631' townomce@townofchevychase.org
www.townofchevychase.org



AI Lang, Mqyor
Jolin Blckennan, I'lce Mqyor
Vicky Thplin. 5ecret<Uy
Fred ~ecere. Treasurer
Kathy Strom, Communi!;y liaison

June 25. 2Q15

Mr. Jaines C.. Willr<lut. Jr.
Bu<;hanan Ingersoll & RooneY, PC
1700K Street, NW. Suite 300 .
Washington, DC 20006

Dear Mr. Wiltraut:

The Town of Chevy Chase hereby provides the required five day notice to suspend it;contract,
dated March 14. 2014, with Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney. The effective date of suspension is
June 30,2015.

~'I'f)I.i![...n ....-­
Todd Hofi'nian
Town Manager

4301 WUlow Une • Clievy Cbase. Maryland 20815 • 301/654-7144 • Fax 3011718-9631 • townofftce@townofchevycbase.org
www.townofchevychase.org



Kevin Karpinski

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Kate Sargent <ksargent@samschwartz.com>
Thursday, August 04, 2016 1:26 PM
Todd Hoffman
Harris Schechtman
SSE rate schedule
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
Sr hW:l ft?,

I I tun I'll I '''IIUn
(IIn"III'.II1" ,

ksargeill@~amschwaltl com
office: (212) 598-9010 x164
mobile: (917) 843-8642

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

THIS MESSAGE IS CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY
CONTAIN PRIVATe INFORMATION IT IS INTENDED
ONLY FOR THE INDIVIDUAl/51 NAMED HEREIN
IF yOU ARE NOT THE NAMED ADORESSEE[S] YOU
MUST DELETE THIS EMAIL IMMEDIATELY DO NOT
DISSEMINATE. DISTRIBUTE OR COPY
SAM SCHWARTZ IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ,'NY
DAMAGES OR OTHER ISSUES AR!SING FROM THE
UNAUTHORIZED USE OF THIS MESSAGE BY
UNINTENDED RECIPIEN"rS

Please consider the environment before
printing this e-mail

1



Management

Traffic Engineering

Transportation Planning

Transit & Rail

Civil Design

Construction Related Services

Community Outreach 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 If

Sr. Engineer I

Engineer II

Engineer I

Sr. Planner/Urban Designer II

Sr. Planner/Urban Designer I

Planner/Urban Designer II

Planner/Urban Designer I

Sr. Transit Planner II

Sr. Transit Planner I

Transit Engineer II

Transit Engineer I

Transit Planner II

Transit Planner I

Senior Civil Engineer II

Sen'lor Civil Engineer I

Civil Engineer II

Civil Engineer r

Sr. Civil Designer It
Sr, Civil Designer I

Civil Designer II

Civil Designer I

Senior Engineer/MPT

Engineer/MPT

Senior Resident Engineer

Resident Engineer

Office Engineer/SenIor Inspector

Inspector

Sr, Outreach Coordinator

Outreach Coordinator

Traffic Monitor

Sr, CADD Operator/Graphic Designer

CADD Operator/Graphic Designer

Sr. Technician

Technicfan

Sr. Project Coordinator

Project Coordinator

Administrator II

Administrator I

Hourly Rate

$650
$365
$310
$310
$260
$260
$235
$220
$180

$165
$145
$125
$100

$160
$135
$120
$95

$160
$135
$125
$100
$120
$95

$205
$165
$125
$100
$165
$125
$110
$80

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

$120
$105
$85

$115
$95
$70
$60

$95
$75
$65
$55

Confidential 7/1/16



Kevin Karp_in_s_k_i _

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Katie,

Harris Schechtman <hschechtman@samschwartz.com>
Friday, September 04, 2015 11:21 AM
'Shaver, Katherine'
RE: Follow-up Purple Line question

MTA's answer does not address the concerns we raised. Counting the entire population and employment of a TAl 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 TAl have a considerably lower number oftrips 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 TAl's in question. Here is an analogy for what they have done. Say a TAl had
some very high income areas and some very low ones. Their approach would be the equivalent of saying say that
everyone throughout entire TAl 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 TAl overinflates ridership. MTA's analysis included TAl's that
were near enough to have some walkers, but assumed that everyone in the TAl could walk. It is possible that they even
double-counted people. If they included everyone in the TAl 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 TAl would have been counted in both.

If MTA had come back and told you they modified the trip generation from these TAl's by saying for example "we know
that 40% of the population of this TAl is beyond walking distance, so we discounted the model's walking trips generated
for that TAl 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 03,20155:30 PM
To: Harris Schechtman <hschechtman@samschwartz.com>
Subject: Follow-up Purpie 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 TAls 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.

1



That makes sense to me as a lay person, but I 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:202-629-861S
@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
430 I Willow Lane
Chevy Chase, MD 20815
301-654-7144 (P)
301-718-9631 (F)
lhoITman@lownofchevychase.org

From: Shaver, Katherine [mailto:katherine.shaver@washDost.com]
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.

I'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 I 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

3



FY 2015 Federal Funding
".~"-~~,_.~,~-,,-,,.

.'-'~~

Consolidated and

FY IS President's House Senate
Further

Budget Appropriation Appropriation
Continuing

Appropriation
Act ofFY 2015

I 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 FYI5 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 FY15 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,
included advisory language accompanying the final FY 2015 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 30,2015.
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 ofthe Red and Purple Lines in FTA queue.
[t would be virtually impossible for MTA to select a concessionaire and negotiate
a FFGA by September 30, 2015.

Conclusion
There are zero federal dollars reserved for the Red or Purple Lines in FYI5.



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 20 14 enacted level and $809,000,000 below the budget
request.

The fiscal year 2015 recommendation provides $1,510,000,000 tor all current and on-going full
funding grant agreements (FFGA) as requested in ti,e hudget, plus another $25,000,000 for a
projcct (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 I'TA 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 Iixed guideway systems.
Eligible services include light rail, rapid rail (heavy rail), commuter rail, and bus rapid transit.
The program has long included funding for two categories of eligible projects authorized undcr
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 rccent reauthorization, MAP-21, added a third
category of eligible projects: Corc Capacity. The latter are defined as projects that will increase
capacity in an existing Iixed guideway corridor by at least 10 percent.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
For more than a decade, there has becn renewed interest in many parts of the country in rail
transit, especially in areas seeking to find solutions to road congestion, support economic
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 recommcnds a level of$2, 161,000,000 for capital investment grants. This level
fully funds all of the projects includcd in Dcpartment's request that are currently under
construction or cxpected to be so during fiscal year 2015.



Eagle,

FY 2015 Federal Funding

RECOMMENDED fiSCAL YEAR 2015 FUNDING FOR CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS-Continued

li_'t\S~11 year__-,-Pr",oi . .I eruL

CA San Francisco-Third Street Light Rail-Central Subway 150,000,0
Project ". , CA San Jose-Silicon 00
Valiey Berryessa Extcnsinll 150,000,0
......................" " " " ,......... CA los 00
Angeles, Westside Subway Extension-Section I 100,000,0
............... CO Dellver-RTD 00

Denver 150,000,0
M

CT New BritainHartford Busway
UI0.137.

.. """..................... .., ..... ,..... ,........ 63,221,5
HI Honolulu-High Capacity Transit Corridor 61
....... "... .. .. ".. , " ".,............. MN SI. 100,000,0

Paul-Min,,' Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project I~'"J:2lli
................... "".. " , " NC Charlotte, Blue lme
Extension-Northeast Corridor 120.0110.0
......",," ....... ""........ """. NY New York-

_"-,,,, n' • ' "" 'OJ (,

I Indicates Cllmpletion ,of FTAcolTInutmknt to the praiert... "
2 ndlcates tlrst time Included as a lundmg recom)ne'ndat,on on the PreSident s budget.

Final bill report:

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

Onhe funds available, $1,5 I0, 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 See. 168), arc 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 20 I5, $325,000,000 is
available. FTA is directed to give funding priority to projects requiring a 40 percent or less
Federal share. No specific funding is provided for the Purple Line.



From: POlmeO Pro Transportation [mailto:politicoemail@politicopro.com]
Sent: Friday, June OS, 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 16/5/15 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?"

CONFtDENTIAUPRIVILEGED 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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Gary R. AlcXllnder talDt"r.uz.

lames A CIC:l1verA(f,nr;:

Denise M_ Bowman-DC

Robert 1. GaragiolaHDOC

Todd K. Pounds""oc

lason A. DeLoach~Ot.·

Jwnes K. McOee",noc

Lorenzo M. BelllUDY.lU>/>C

Shara HendlerMI.I

Whitney Cleaver Smithl<Gtrt:~A

Eliot C Scbaefet.IA"'A

Camillco. t"eschcu>OCN/",

David N. Hrudal4>

ALEXANDER &: CLEAVER
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Profess/oMI Assoclatiofl

Maryland. District of Columbia. Virginia
Tele: (410) 9740-9000 Fax: (410) 974-9002

www.alexander-clcavcf.com
Toll Free: (800) 292-LAWS

April 14, 2015

54 State Circle
Annapolis, MD 21401

Offices:
Annapolis. MD
Rockville, MD

Cumberland, MD
La Plata, MD

Alelilandria, VA

Government Relations Consultants:
Casper R. Taylor, Jr,
Robin Fogel Shaivitz

Lyle: W. Fowlkes
Hannah Powers Garagiola

Kerry R. Watson, Jr.
Murray D. Levy

Tyler W. Bennett
Moira R. Moynihan

Secretary Peler K. Rahn
Maryland Department of Transportation
P. O. Box 548
720I Corporate Center Drive
Hanover, MD 21076

Re: Purple Line - Legal Challenges

Dear Secretary RaIm,

Alexander & Cleaver, P.A. represents the Town of Chevy Chase, which is part ofa 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.

~ iz.t7I oberl . araglUl·
!'reside ,( iove 1enl Relations Division

Enclosure



Mark. 1 Maryland Department of NaturaJ Resources
Bell R Maryland Deparunenl of the Envil'Ornnent
Cl'dig Williams, Staff, Governor Hogan
Mike Richard, Deputy Chief of Governor Hogan
Steve Crim, Director of Public Affairs, Governor Hoglill
Joe Getty, Chief Legislative Officer, Governor Hogan
Adam Dnbitsky, Director of Policy, Governor Hogan



Summary of Issues Relaled 10 Complaint
Filed Against tile Federal Tran.it Administration

In the DC Federal Disirlet Co"rt
Conce....ing III. Envi..onmenlallmpact SI"I"o,,,,,l

For ill" I"....pl" Line Project
By Ih. Friend. of lhe Clipillli Crescent Trail

1. ClIrre"t EIS i. 1I0t in compliance with the End"ngered Species Act (UESA"j. In the
complaint, the Friends of the Capital Crescent Trail (the "Friends") raised serious doubts about 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 earmot be removed from their existing habitats. A failure to comply with the ESA could halt the
project in its tracks.

2. Failure III lule'll.l:ltely examine Ihe alternatives. The lawsuit exposed a variety of
deficiencies in the Project EIS, including one critical omission - failure to adequately examine alternate
modes of transportation. As the material elements of the design continue to change and the costs
consistently escalate, opponents of the Purple Line argue that a supplemental EIS should be conducted to
ensure that all alternatives are exhaustively investigated before a linal decision is made.

3. Stormwaler nmllff alld compliance with the CICIUI Water 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. It is possible that the US Army Corps would require an entirely new ElS prior to Project
approval.

4. U.S. I)el'"rtmcilt of Justice answer reveals that further factual developmenl and
investigatioll needed. In answering the complaint, the United States Justice Department has sought to
dismiss only a few of the Friends' claims, which demonstrates a recognitioo that other allegations will
require factual development. and further investigation. This litigation could take many months and
possibly up to a year to resolve. Before proceeding with further state investment, it would seem that the
lacts regarding environmental Concems and the requirements of the US Army Corps stormwater
approval be resolved first.
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ALEXANDER &: CLEAVER
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Propss;o1101 Association

Maryland. District of Columbia • Virginia
Tele: (410) 9740-9000 Fax: (410) 974-9002

www.alexander-cleaver.com
Toll Free: (800) 292-LAWS

April 14, 2015

54 Slate Circle
AMapolis, MD 21401

----
Offices:

Annapolis, MD
Rodcvillc, MD

Cumberland, MD
La Plaia, MD

Alexandria, VA

Governmcot Relations ConsuItant:s:
Casper R. Taylor, Jr.
Robin Fogel Shllivitz

Lyle W. Fowlk<:s
Hannah Powers Gantgjora

KelT)' R. WIllSon, Jr.
Murray D. Levy

Tyler W. Bennett
Moira R. Moynihan

Secretary Peter K. Rahn
Maryland Department ofTransportation
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.

.~t7arauiol
(jnv~ lenl Relations Division

Enclosure



Cc: .L Eelton, Secretary, Maryland Department ofNatural Resources
Een II Grumbles, Secretary, Maryland Department of the Environment
Craig Williams, Chief of Staff, Governor Hogan
Mike Richard, Deputy Chief of SlafI:: Governor Hogan
Steve Crim, Director of Public Affairs, Governor .Hogan
Joe Getty, ChiefLegis!ative Officer, Governor Hogan
Adam Dubitsky, Director of Policy, Governor Hogan



SUlmmary of IsSUles Related 10 Compl~int

Filed Against the Federal Tran.it Administralion
In the DC Federal Distrid C,ml1

Concerning the E"vironmenlallmpad Statement
For Ihe Purple Lin. Projed

By Ihe Friend. Qf Ih. Capilol Cre.c.,,1 Troil

1. CUlr.-elil EIS ;s 1I0t ill "ompliance with Ihe Elidollg....d Species Act ("EllA"). In the
complainl. the Friends of the Capital Crescent Trail (the "Friends") raised serious doubts about whether
the Project is in compliance with the ESA due to three species that would potentially be affected by the
Project. All three species arc either downstream near Rock Creek Of 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 their existing babitats. A failure to comply with the ESA could halt the
project in its tracks.

2. Failure to adequately examine tile alternatives. '01e lawsuit exposed a variety of
deficiencies in the Project flS, including one critical omission - failure to adequately examine alternate
modes of transportation. As the material elements of the design continue to change and the costs
consistently escalate, opponents of the PW'P1e Line argue that a supplemental EIS should be conducted to
ensure that all alternatives are exhaustively investigated before a linal decision is made.

3. Stormw"ler nmoff ""d co"'pliance with tile Clean Water Act A thorough review of the
ElS and planning documents by the Friends and others reveal that Maryland failed to accounl for
stormwater runoff. The Clean Water Act requires the Project to obtain a peru,i! from the US Army Corps
of Engineers, and the current Purple Line plan may not qualify for an exemption from storrowater
requirements. It is possible that the US Anny Corps would require an entirely new EIS prior to Project
approvaJ.

4. U.S. OCl'arime"t of Justice a",wcr reveals tllat further factual develop",e,,' and
investigation needed. In answering the complaint, the United States Justice Department has sought to
dismiss only a few of the Friends' claims, which demonstrates a recognition that other allegations will
require factual development and further investigalion. This litigation could take many months and
possibly up 10 a year to resolve. Bdore proceeding with further slate investment, it would seem that the
facts regarding environmental concerns and the requirements of the US Army Corps stormwater
approval be resolved flrst.



Kevin Karpinski

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Matt Ginsberg <matt.ginsberg@cch-lIc.com>
Wednesday, February 11, 2015 1:33 PM
Todd Hoffman
Heubert, Terrence E.
Re: Letter to Mendez

This will 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 Hoffman
Town Manager
Town of Chevy Chase, Maryland
4301 Willow Lane
Chevy Chase, MD 20815
301-654-7144 (P)
301-718-9631 (F)
tho ffimll1@townofchevychase.org

<SKMBT_C22415021114390.pdf>
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Kevin Karp..;in..;s;,;k,;,;i _

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kate Sargent <ksargent@samschwartz.com>
Monday, February 09, 201S 2:29 PM
Todd Hoffman
Harris Schechtman
PL follow-up

Hello, Todd. So looking into the question you posed on Friday, here is what I 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 FEI5, 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%20FEI5 Vol­
I Ch%203%20Transportation.pdf

1
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Chapter 3. Transportation and Traffic

Table 3·1; Existing Transit Service

Routt I Terminal &. InfrrmOOiale Poinh

Melro Red Line I Shadv Grove - Glenmont
MellO Green Line GrCl:Tlbclt- ~nLl1ch Avenue
!I1etro Oraa I! Line I VieMalFairfv:lGMU New Carrolltoo
WMATAJI.J2.J3 Mont'ome MlIU - Bethesd;i - Sih'er Sorin Metro
WI>1ATA )4 Bethesda Metro - Silver Sorin Collel!.e Part Metro
WMATAC2 "-'heaton Metro - Greenbell Metro
WMATAC4 Twinbrook Metro - Prince Geo e'$ Plaza Meu-o
WMATA F4 Silver Sorine - New Carrollton
WMATA F6 Silver S riMt- New Cnrrollton
Ride On 15 Silver S rln Metl"o - Wllle Park
TheBus 17 Lanlllcv Park - UM -Col1t;jl;t; Park Metro
lIM Shunlc III UM - Silvn Sorinlf. Metro
UM Shunlt; 104 IUM CollCl!e Park Metro
MARC BI\l/15wiek Lin~ Washinl!.lon Rockville - Gllithcrs - Bruns..... ick
MARC Penn Line Washin210n - UWI Thur200d Marshall Airpon Ba.ltimore Pe ville
MARC Camden Line Wa.shin2ton - Baltimore
Amtrak Nonheast Corridor \\'ashln~lon New York and paints nOlth and south

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

~ ~

~
~ ~ .. ~-E'~ ;1 ~ • ~Route Terminal and Intermediate Points

~ ~ ~
~

:=J ~ " • •
~ ~ > • •

~ ~ '" ~
~

WMATAJI
Montilomery Mall-Medical Center-Silver .. 20 I .. 20 1-· .. -SIlr1n2 Mt;tro

WMATA12 Montgumef)' Mall·Bethesda-Sllver Sprinil
2. L7 2. 24 15 ,. "Mwo

WMATAJ)
Montilomery Mall-Bethtsda·Silver Spring - L7 .. 24 .. - ..
Metro

WMATA)4
Bethesda Metro·Silver Spring-College Park - ,. .. 20 - - -Metro

WMATAC2 Whealon M~tro.(Jl"l:enbdt Metro - " 3. 16 1 3. -
WMATAC4

Twinbrook Metro-Prince Gtorge'$ Plaza
10 22 3. 16 3. 3. 16

Metro
WMATAf4 SilVI.T S nnll. New Carrollton 12 12 4. I 15 3. 60
WMATA F6 Silvtr Sorin - New Carrollton - ,. 4. 3. - -
Ride On 15 Silvc:c S nn\!. Mctro-Lane.lev Part 15 4 12 1 4 3. 12 15
TheBus 17 Lan It;y Park·UM-Colle2e Park Metro 45 45 45 45 .. -
UM Shunle III UM-SilvcrS rin Metro - 35 15 145 30 .. -
UM Shuttle 104 UM - Colle.tle Park Metro 8 , 12 I 8 2. I 2. 2.

Thc Metrorail syslem opens al 5 AM on
weekdays and 1 AM on weekends. It operates
until midnight Sunday through Thursday and
Unlit 3 AM on Fridays and Saturdays.

Mea-obus 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 an three systems vary by time of
day. Table 3·2 lists the bus routes within the
corridor and their headways. Transit service to
the Nalional Nava.l Medical Center(NaliOllal
Institutes of Healtb area is provided from Silver
Spring and points CUt via the WMATA J I route,
while the Red Lint; Medical Celltcr Metro Station
connects to the enlire rait-bus netv.·orlc.

and a kiss-aod-ride facility. Construction
has begun on this facility i.md should be
complete by 20 IO. Provisions have been
made in the transit ccnter design to
accommodate the Purple Line. For the
TSM and Low Investment BRT the buses
would usc Ihe middle level bus facility.

TakomalLlIngley Park Transit Cenler- A
new trllllsil center will be built at lhe
northweSI comtr of the University
Boulevard and New Hampshire Avenue
imtThcction. It is expected 10 be
completed by 2010. The TSM and all the
Build allcmativcs would have a station al
this transit tenler. This project is being
funded by the State of Maryland and
Montgomery and Prince George's
Counties.

No Build alternative except for the Bethesda to
Silver Spring segmenl of the Purple Line.

Transit projects in the :v1aryland Consolidated
Transportation Program (FY 2007-2012) located
within the corridor, and eKpected 10 be in place
by 2030, include the following;

Soudlem Entrance to Bethesda Mea-o
Station - A nt"w entrance to the
mezzanine ofthe Bethesda Metro Station
at the southern end of the platform. This
second entrance was anticipated ~t the
time of the initial construction of the
M~a-o station, bUl left: unbuilt unlil
ridership required il. The design of this
project has been funded by MOnlgomery
County and is curreDtly underway.

Silver Spring Tn.nsit Centcr- This
project provides a fully integl'ated transit
center at the Silver Spring. It will includc
bus bays for Merrobus and Ride On, an
intercity bus facility, a \aXi queue area,

3.1. Public Transportatioo

},I.I. Nu BlI.ifd Alternative

Existing transit service in the corridor is provided
by WMAT A MClroraii and Melrobus,
Montgomcry County Ride On local bus, Prince
George's Counly TheSus local bus, the
Univer5ity of Maryland Shuttle:, 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

In !.his chapler, Ihe transportation and traftic
lmpllcu of the No Build, TSM, and six Build
allemativ~5 are <cvllluated. This chapter is
organized into sections that describe regional
lravel panems and potential impacts on public
tnmsport8lion, highways and roadways, parking,
bikeways, and major pedestrian palhways

ChlplCT) Tran!ipOrtalioR and T1"lI.ffic • PI'" )-1



Table 3-3: TSM Bus Headways (miolltes)

liII ~

I
~ -:

I
.. ~

~ •
Roule Terminal and Interml!1liate Poinn ~ ~ ~

., ~

~ ~ ~ ~
~I < ~ '"

TSM Bethesda - New C3.lTOUIon I. 6 I. 6 I. 20
WMATAJI Medical Cenler Silv¢r S rine - I 20 - 20 .. -
"{MATAn Eliminate: reoli!.cC with Ride On 15 se~icc - - - .. - -
WMATAC2

Terminate at l.3Rgley PllTk 3. 15 ,. " 3. 3.Lanl!lev Park Greenbelt
WMATAC4 Twinbrook Metro Prince GcOr2C'S Plaza McU'tl I. 8 15 1 8 20 20
WM/\TAf4 Silver S rin New Carrollton 12 I. 301 ). •• I 30
WMATAF6

Terminalc al Prince Geort\c's Plv.a - 15 3. 15 -- -Prince George's Plaza NewCmollton
Ride On 15 Bethesda. Lanutcv Park rell:tend to Bethesda) " " 15 15 30 I 15
TheBus 17 Lanjl.!ey Park UM--collcl!.e Park Melro 45 1 45 1 45 45 .- "

Purp/,!
LilJe

Since no changl:5 an: anticipated to the bus
network under the No Build alternalive, it is nOI
anticipated rhat current service levels would
charge sub5lanl;ally.

Tnt: No Build alternative would not include any
alterations to the existing Metrobus, Ride On, or
Th~Bus sysH:ms. It would not include addition of
a new mode or new exclusive right-oF-way. and
therefore is not anticipated 10 subsLaJ\lially
increase the reliability of !he existing transit
sysh:m. It is expected that increasing wlldway
congeslion will result in lengLhencd bus running
limes and longer travel times for all vchicles and
cominue to decrease the reliability of the bus
serv"ce, its adherence to its operational schedule,
and tbe predictability of expected headways and
tranSil I11Ivel limes

J./.1. TSM Altt:rntltillt

Tht: TSM alternative would include cnbaneed
bus service in the corridor and a new
through-route from Bethesda to New Carrollton
rcplacing the exisling 14 route and adding service
on ponions of the F4/F6 route" between College
Park and New Carrollton The TSM bus service

would consist of a limited-SlOp bus rOUle that
would make StOps consistent with those of the
Build alternatives. The core scrvie(
improvements under lhe TSM alternative include
limitcd-slOp bus service, selected interseclion
and sillnal preference strategies, and upgrades to
bus stop amenities. See Chapter 2 for a more
detailed description of the TSM allemative.

A principal difference between the TSM and the
Build alternatives is that thc TSM service would
operate on EaSl West Highway between
Bethesda and Silver Spring, rather than along a
new guideway along the Georgetown Branch and
Melropolitan Branch railroad rights-or-way
between Beth~da and Silver Spring, as wilh the
Build altcrnatives (except Low Investment BRT,
which runs along Jones Bridge Road.) Along
East West Highway, SlOpS would be localed at
Connecticut Avc:nue and at Grubb Road.

The TSM service would provide faster one-Se:at
rides between activity centers. including Medical
Center Metro Station, Bethesda Metro Station,
Silver Spring Transit Center, Takoma/Langlcy
Park Transit Center, Univcrsicy of Maryland,
College Park Metro Station, and New Carrollton

Metro Stalion. This route would also scrve
transfers to bus mUles operating on radial slrcclS,
including those on Wisconiin Avenue.
Connel::licllt Avenue, Colesville Road, Georgia
Avenue, New Hampshire Avenue, Riggs Road.
Adelphi Road, US I, Ketlilworth Avenue, and
Annapolis Road. It would serve the long-haul
lripS now earned by WMATA J2I13. Ride On 15,
and, to a degree, W~ATA C21C4, and it is
estimated to serve nearly 80 percent of the
pssiiengers now boarding the routes named
above.

Transit service to the Nlitionlil Naval Medical
CenterINational Institutes of Health area would
be provided from Silver Spring and poinls easl
through th~ enhanced WMATA J I service with
intersection. operatioQal, or service
modifications. The Red Line Medical Cenler
Station would continue to provide connectivity to
tne: entire rail-bus network.

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

The fare structure for lhe TSM service would be
the same as under Ihe ~o Build ahemative,
recognizing thaI fares would increase over lime
SmanCard, or some other means of clectronic
fare collection, may enable an integrated fare
structure and convenient transfer with other
transit services in thc corridors.

End-to-em.l, the TSM route is 16 miles long.,
requiring aboul 108 minu(es of running time with
an average round trip speed of 9 miles per hour.
Today, the bus routes along the aJignmem
operate in very difficult circumstances with a
wide rangc of times in tach direction and
between the AM and PM. Anecdolal rcpOI1S

from WMATA indicate that the J4 ri)Ule often
requires 50 pereent morc timc than is scheduled
on certain runs to complete its 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 rue today.

The TSM alternative includes modifications to
existing Metrobus rOUles intended to improve
reliability, including limited-stop bus service,
and imcrsection improvemenlS and signal
priority at cenain intersections. At intersections
where queue jump lanes and signal priority
would be implemenled. transit's rcliability 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 wdilis providing one-se<lt ride~.

However. there is only limited opponunity for
improving transit service reliability using signal
preference stralcgies in the corridor. The majot
radial roadways that cross the corridor, sucb as
Connecticut Avenue, Georgia Avenue, New
Hampshire Avenue. Riggs Road, Adelphi Road,
US 1, Kenilworth Avenue, and Annapolis Road,
are tile major sources of delay and Wlreliability.
Thc:se anctial roadways clUl)' vel)' heavy tralTie
flows into and Oul of Washington. DC <lnd uthcr
activity centers. There is very little opportunity
to introduce signal preferences at these
intersections without causing a major
exace:rbation of tranie congestion. Queue jump
lanes, however, do provide a travel lime
reliabilicy advantage enabling tranSit vehicles 10

get to the intersection and limit the dela)" to one
or two traffic signal cycles.

t'lI&C )·2 • ChaPlet' 3 Tr&IlSpOfliuioo and Traffic
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Table 3-4: Span of Service

Table 3-5: Year 20303 Build
Alternatives Headways (minutes)

The headways of the various Build aLternatives
would vary by time of day to reflect demand
requirements. Proposed headways are shown by
timc period in Table 3·5. Thc span of services of
the bus roules thaI feed the TSM and Build
alternatives would be adjusted to serve the
market nCl:ding extcnded service times.

:; ~
~

;-1 :;
O<lyof <

£1
• ~ ~

~
~ ~ = .w'"" " '" :;

~I• :; "'" ~ ~

Weekday» 10 6 10 6 110 10
Saturdays 20 NIA I. N/A I I. ,.
Sundays 20 NIA I. N/A I I. I ,.

7:00 AM - 3:00 AM
7:00 AM 12:00 AM

Hou~

S:OOAM-12:00AM
5:00 AM 3:00 AM

Diy of Week
Mondlv - ThLlrsdav
Fridav
Saturdav
~

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

The end-Io-end travel limes and average
estimated speeds for each build altemalive are
shown in Table 3-6. As expected. High
Investment LRT, with strategic grade scparalion
and mostly dedicated or exclusive right-of-way,
wouLd have the shonest running time and Ihe
highest average speed of all the alternatives.

Medium Investment LRT is a composite of
clements from Low and High Investment LRT.
This alh:rnative im.:orporatcs those lower cost
features for segments of Low Investment LRT
that pcrform reasonably and tbose of High
Investment LRT that provide reasonable benefits
relative to their higher costs. The principal
incremental change for Medium Investmcnt LRT
is the introduction of several grade separations at
major roadways and more dedicated sections
along roadways; however, ir docs 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 7 - Medium Investment LRT

A..Iternalin 8 - High Investment LRT

High Investment LRT is nearly idtlntical to High
Investment BRT, except that ;t only serves the
south entrancc of Ihe Bethesda Metro Station and
would not serve the bus lerminal.

Build alternatives Operations

The span of service for the Build alternatives
would mirror that for Ihe Melrorail system,
including extended hours on weekend nights. See
Table 3-4.

end platform arrangement). [t would operate in
shared and dedicated lanes witb minimal usc of
v~rtical grade separation and horizontal traffic
separation. At the Silvcr Spring Transit Cenler,
the light rail transit would enter on an aeriaL
structure parallel to, but at a higher level than,
the existing tr<lcks.

This altcrnative would incorporate signal priority
and/or queue jump lanes ar major intersections,
where possible to achicve substantial time
savings or reliability without overly adversely
affecting traffic at the intersections.

Investment BRT thai perform reasonably and
those of High Investment BRT that pro\~dc

reasonable benefits relative 10 the higher COSIS.

The major incremental change for Medium
lnvestment BRT is that between Bethesda and
Silver Spring the transit service runs in il.

guideway in the Georgetown Br-<Inch righl-of­
way instead of along Jones Bridge Road. 11
would serve both the. existing Btlthesda bus
terminal and the new south entrance to tne
Beth~da Metro Station beneath. the Apex
Building. At the Silver Spring Transil Center, the
buses would enter on an aerial ~trueture parallel
to, but at a higber level Ihan, the existing Metro
and CSX cracks. Along Univcnity Boulevard the
altemali\·e would be in dedicated lanes and Ihe
ahemative would leave Campus Drive in the
University of MMyland at Regent's Drivc to
proceed directly through the East Campus
development.

Allernalive 5· High Investmenl BRT

High Investment BRT is structured to provide the
fastest travel timc of the SRT alternatives.
TWlncls and aerial structures are proposed at key
locations to improve travel time and reduce
delay. When operating within or adjaccnt to
existing roads. th.is altemative would operate
largely in dedicated traffic lanes. Like Medium
lnvestment BRT, this al1emative would serve the
Bethesda Melro Station lit 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 Slarion for Low Investment LRT
would be the Bethesda Metro Station with a
conneclion to the southern end of lhe e,l(isting
station pLatform lthe LRT alternatives would
only serve the south entrance of the Bethesda
Metro Station and would operate there in a stub-

J.l.3. Build AJtt!rnaliv~s

Six Build alternatives are under consideration.
They include two transit modes, BRT and LRT.
Each mode is being analyzed with three potential
le\'els of investmem: low, medium, and high. All
of the Build altematives would ex.tend the full
l~ngth of the corridor bClween the Bethesda
Metro Station and the New CalTollton MetTo
Station with some variations in alignment
location. type of running way (shared, dedicated.
or ex.elusive), and amount of grade separation.
The decision 10 construct dedicated lanes is
dcpendent on tnC results of the operations
modeling (which assumes no dedicated lanes), as
well as construction cOSts and potential
environmental benefits and impacts Each of the
Build alternatives is delOCribed briefly below and
m greater detail in Chapter 2, AllerflaliwtS
C'()fl$idered.

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

Alternative 3· Low Investment 8RT

Low Investment BRT would primarily use
existing streets to minimize capital costs. It
would incorporate improvements to trallic
signals (including signal priori,y where possible),
slgnage, and travel 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 lllne~ would be
provided southbound aLong Kenilwonh Avenue,
and westbound along Annapolis Road. This is
the only Build alternative that would operate on
hnes Bridge Road (directly serving the NationaL
Institutes of Health and the National Naval
Medical Center) and that would use the bus
panion of the new Silver Spring Transit Cenler.

Alternative 4 - Medium Investment BRT

Cbaplcr] Tl'VIspMalioo IlId Tl'J.ffie • Page 3-3
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Table 3-7: Year 2030 Average Station-to-Station Travel Times (minutes)

Ridership

Ridership forctasts are used 10 gauge the
compllrative llllntctivenes:i of alternatives under
consideration. They are measured in leons of
daily passengers and daily boardings, aJso called
linked and unlinked trips. A passenger. or linked
trip, is defined as travel From lrip origin to trip

Road would have lower reliability Ihan Low
Inveslment LRT, which would operate in the
Georgetown Branch right-ot;way, an elt.c1usive
right..()f-way.

Note: Time lepres.cnt avetlllle of mominC sna aftemootl pes);. pffiod hve! times in the: ClSlboWid lind ",~bollnd dlrcCtlon.

reliability, Because of the terminal configuralion
of High and Medium Investment BRT at
Bethesda that involvcs 8 strcct-running loop,
tho~e two ahentath es would nOl be as reliable as
their LRT eounterpans. Similarly, Low
InvC:Slmcnl BRT with itS operations along Jones
Bridge Road bl:twc~" B~lhescla and Jones Mill

I
Low

I
Medium

I
High Low

I
Mediunl Hieh

SCifDr.-nt TS:\1 Investment Investment InVL'5UlIent Investment Inv~ltmcbl I Investmcnf
BRT BRT BRT LRT LRT LRT

Bethesda M~tro, Nunh eDlrance to Medtcal Center I N/A '.7 I N/A NIA NIA I NIA NIA
Metro
Bc:lhesda Metto, North enlrance to Bethesda Metro,

N/A NIA 5.2 5.2 NIA N/A NIASOLuh tmtrance
Medical Center Metro (0 ConnO:CliCUI Avenue I NIA 6.0 I NfA ~!A NolA 'N/A NIA
Bethesda MettO, Sourh entrance [0 Connecticut

to.8 I NIA 5.5 5.5 40 2.4 2'Avenue
Connecticut Avenue 10 Grubb Road 7.J N/A I NIA NIA NIA NiA NIA
Connccticlit A"cnue 10 Lvttonsville N/A '.2 I " J.I 2.J 2.J 2.J
Grubb Road to Silver S rinl!: Transit Cenler 132 NIA NlA I NIA N/A NfA NlA
Lvnonsville to Woodside/16th Street NlA 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.1 2.1 2.1
Woodsidcll6th Street 10 Silva 5 rine Transit Ccnter NlA 62 2.1 I 2.1 2.' 2.0 2.0
Silver Sprint Transit Center to Fenton Street 5.1 '.6 l.1 NIA l.l l.1 I N/A
Silver S nnli! Trznsit Center tn Dale Drive N/A N/A 'I:\/A 2.6 I NIA 'l:\IA J.6
Fenlon Sln:ct to Dale Drive 4' 2.' l.O I NIA l.' J.I N/A
Dalc Drive to Manchcner Road 2.' 2.J 2.J 21 1I 2.' 2.4
Manehester Road to Arliss Street .., ••• '.7 14 14 I., I.'
ArliSi Slretlto Gilbert Str«t 6.6 66 l.4 '.0 J.8 J.' I J.'
Gilben Street to TaJcomalLaM:lev Traruir Cenltf '.8 4.8 21 I 2.2 22 2.1 21
Takomallanll:lev Transit Center to Ril!l!:s Road " 5.6 I 2.7 J.7 24 2.4 1.7
Rill Road to Adel hi Road 6.0 5.7 I 5.6 J.l J.J l.J l.1
Adcl hi Road to UM Cam us Ccnter '.0 J.7 29 2.6 29 29 2.6
UM C.m us Center to UM East Cam us '.6 86 J.O 2.9 J.O J.O 2.'
UM U.S! Cam us to CoJlelle Puk Metro 2.0 2.2 J.O l.O J.O J.O l.O
Colic e Park Metro to River Road 20 I.' 19 19 I.' 19 I.,
River Road to Riverdale Park r 5.' 5.' OJ :U '.6 46 3.1
Rivcrdll.le Park to Riverdale Ruad 4.4 I '.0 4.7 2.' •.8 48 2.'
Riverdale Road to Anna lis Road 4.7 40 J.6 3.5 l.5 l.5 J.J
Annaoolis Road to New Carrolltun Metro I 4.6 44 " 3.5 r J9 J.9 J.6

Total Running TimLL
10' " 7J 59 62 " 50(ruunded up IU the nearest minute)

Table 3..(j; Yellr 2030 EDd-to-End
Travel Times

The .\1cdiwn Investment BRT variation via Jones
Bridge Road would have an end-Ie-end running
time of 76 minutes, which would result in an
average speed of 13 mph. The other variation,
:'vIedlllm Investment BRT Extended to Medical
Cenl~r. would have an endow-end running lime
of n minutes. which would also result in an
aVl:mge speed of 13 mph. Under lhis latter
variation, the time to downtown Bethesda. the
larger Irllvcl market than Mcdical Ccntcr, would
be 59 minutes compared 10 the 76 minutes via
th~ Jones Bridge Road alignmen(.

Rdiabi/ity

The overall reliability of any of the Build
alternatives would be higher than that for the No
Build or TSM alternadves because portions of
the service, depending on the alternative, would
operate in dedicated lanl;S ur exclw,ivc right..()[.
way, thus removing the vehicles from the
potential delays of roadway congestion In areas
where the Purple Line would operate in shared
lane~, it is anticipated that queue jwnp lanes and
signal prioritization would be implemented
whelc possible. The High Invcstmcnt alternativcs
would have the highest reliability, and lhe Low
Investment alternatives would have fhe lowest

Avelage station-eo-station lravel time estimates
for the Build alternatIves ate shown in Table )-7.

End-fo-End
RunniDt "'''traCt

Time Spel'd
(minutUI ImDb)

TSM 10' ,
Low lnwstmcnt BRT 96 10
Medium Inv~rmcnt BRT " 13
Hh,h InveStmenl BRT " 16
Low (nveSlmenl LRT " "Medium Investmenl LRT 59 16
Hill:h In"estrutnl LRT I 50 19
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Table 3-8: Year 2030 Total Daily Linked Transit Trips

I Typ~orTrip I No Build I TSM I
Low I.nit. Med.lnvt$L Higb Inyest. I Low Invest. Med. Invest. I High JO"nL

BRT BRT BRT LRT LRT LRT

B"
Work 236.139 nU73 229.096 226.89;6 225.970 I llS.R29 225.448 I 224.819
Non-work 211.141 214.772 I 207.301 205.934 2050403 I 205,)44 I 205.098 204.414

Mettorail Work 561.114 560.040 5S!l.14~ 558.299 557.668 I 558.423 558.377 I 558.446
Non-work 298.451 I 300.917 300.909 301.5113 301.852 302.331 302.523 I 303.011

Commuter IWork and I I IRaIl Non-work 47.944 48.93] 48.lJ22 48.937 48.984 48.934 48.9]0 48.956

Purple Line Work NA NA 1l.ll27 17.1196 20.759 20.444 21.377 22.953
NOll-work NA NA 11.570 I 11.169 12.413 12.307 12.849 13.41111

Total Transit Trips 1,355,395 I 1,363,585 I 1,366,773 I 1.370.704 I 1.373.059 1,373,612 1,374,602 1,376,167

New Transit Trips Rcl:ati~t to NIA 8.200 I 11.400 I 15.300 I 17,700 L8.200 19.200 20,500
No Build (Rounded)

Table 3-9: Regional Transit Trips

I Existing 2000 I 2030 i'lo Build I 2030 T5M I 2030 Rcprnocnuative
Build A1lcro:iIlive

Trips Associ~ICd with Purplc I 169.000 I 234.000 I ]02.000 I 334,000
Line: Corridor
Trips within Purple Line I 44,000 I 62,000 I 65,000 I 75.000
Corridor

Tolal Regional Trips I 1,778,000 I 2,711,000 I 2.727,000 I 2,749,000

All the Build allematives have a similar panem
of change in the travel patterns, but because they
have a similar alignmenl and station detinilions
and vary primarily by tr.l.vcl times. have different
amount of oew transit trips with High lovestmem
LRT ~enefll.ting the highest number of new
transit trips, and the Low lnveslmcm BRT
geocrating the lowest.

corridor grow by 43 percent to 62,000 trips.
Y/hile the general pattern llnd disaibution of
these transit trips would be simIlar to eUlTCllt
trips, the level of growth is substantial,
increasing the sevcrilY and the magniLude of the
mobility needs of Purple Line corridor travelcn>.

The TSM alternative would increase daily total
transit trips by 16,000 over the 2030 Future No
Build. Of theie new transit trips, 13,200, over 80
percent, are between the corridor and areas
OUl-iide the corridor; while the other 2.800 trips
art: within thc corridor. The TSM altemative
provides most of the bendits to corridor trips to
aecess the transit scrvic~ Ihat connect with the
rest of the region; rather than travel among
districts within the corridor.

nonh and nonheast 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 trdvel within the
Purple Line corridor, there is II greater number of
IripS associated with areas outside the corridor,
i.e., with Washington, DC and arens oonh along
the Metrorail Red, Green, and Orange Lines,
especially up IOWard the Shady Grove-Rockville
area and the Glenmont area. While the major
aClivity ccnters account for the majority of the
trips, a substantial number of trips are associated
with the wedge dislriCts, those areas not
presently served by Metrcrail and dependent on
slreet·running bus servicc operating in congested
mixed traffic, are linked with either one of the:
major activity centers or other areas llceessible
via the Mctrorail systcm, cspecially Washington.
DC.

Referring to Table 3-9. by the year 2030 under
tbe No Build, daily rransil trips arc forecast 10

grow by 953,000. 52 percent, for a 101al of
2.711,000.

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

To/al and New Transi/ Trip;;

The Build alternatives would generate
~pprOldmately a one percenl increase in tOlal
regional transit ridership over the No Build
~ltemative, while the TSM would generate
approximately one half percent increase in total
regional nnsit ridership. Detailed ridership
forecasts (Ire shown in Table 3-8. The resultS of
the ridership modeling would indicate that
forecast ridership on the Purple Line will not be
Ihe key determinant in selecting a preferred
alternative, but ralher the results of the
environmental, traffic, and cost-bencfit analyses.

Dislrict-lo-Distri,·c Travel P:Jllerns

destination, regllfdless of the number of lfansfers
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
tra.nsfel5. One linked trip from origin to
deslinalion could comprise multiple unlinked
trips.

Purple Line ridership forecasts were measured in
terms oftoLaI and new daily transit trips (linked),
peak period boardings and alighlings by slalion,
tnd by peak pcriod line volumes.

As discussed in Chapter I, and shown in
Figure 1-3 the Washington metropolitan area was
c.cfined as a sel of dislriets to enable a discussion
cf the current travel panerns. A sct of districts
are defined around the major activity cent,:rs of
Bethesda, Silver Spring, College PaTk, and New
Carrollton in the corridor. Threc additional
districts lire used to describe the "wedgc" areas
i, between the major activity cenlers,
Connecticut AvenueiLynonsville, Takoma ParkJ
Langley Park., and Riverdale Parle These seven
tiistric~ I.:onstitute Ihe Purple Line corridor.
Other districts are used to define major sl.:ctions
cf Washington. DC. and travel marleet areB.S
around the Metrorail lines (both branches of the
Red Line, Green Line, and Orange Line) running
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Table 3-10: Year 2030 Daily Purple Line Ridership

TnJlsit Ridership I I Low Medium Higb Lo. I Medium High
TSM Invut. In ...ell. In...eu. I Invest. lI'...esl- In ...est.

(dail) bO:lrdingl) BRT BRT BRT LRT LRT LRT

" Ie Line 12.700 2 .200 29.300 33.800 I ]2.500 ]3.900 I 36.100
?urple Line ... ia

2,100 I 16,700 I 21,100 I 23,700 25,300 27,200 ]0.500
MetrClrail
Purpl~ Lim.... ill. .. I 1,100 I 1,400 I 1.400 1,500 1,500 1,500
MARC

Total 14.800 40.000 I 51.800 I 58.900 I 59.]00 I 62.600 68,100

Table 3-11: Year 2030 Build Allernatives Daily Boardings

I TSM 1.0,," Inv, Med, In .... 1 Hil:h Inv I Low Inv, Med. Inv. I HI&h Inv.
Sq:ment BRT BRT BRT LRT LRT LRT

Bethesda Metro,
'00 1,400 5,600 6,000 I NIA r<;/A I NfA

North Entrance
Medical Ccmer Metro NIA .\,900 NIA NIA- NIA r-r.·'A NIA
Bethesda Me!To,

NIA N/A 2,800 3,000 11,300 12,700 13.300
South Entrante
Monte:omerv Avenue 100 NfA NIA "'A I N/A N/A NIA
Connecticut Avenue 100 400 SOO 500 900 90. I 1000

Grubb RO<td 500 N/A NIA I""/A I N/A N/A NIA
Lvtlonsvillc NlA 600 ,"0 700 I 800 800 900
Woodside/16'" Streel NIA 1.400 2.000 2.500 2.200 '300 2.400
Silver Spring Transit 1,200 :5,100 8,700 10,400 I 11,100 12,200 13,600
Centcr
Fenton Stre~t 600 I 600 I 600 NIA 700 700 NIA
Dale Drive 500 1,200 I IJOO 1,400 1.300 1.400 1,500
Manthcslcr Place 600 700 I soo 1,100 800 '00 1.200
Arliss Street 600 800 I 900 l.100 UOO I 1300 2.200
Gilben Streel 300 300 900 1.300 1.200 1.200 1.400
TakomalI...angley 1300 1,400 2,300 3,200 2,700 3,000 3,700
Tnmsit Caller
Ril!.2s Road 300 400 600 800 700 I 800 900
Ad~1 hi Rood '00 500 600 700 600 I 700 700
UM Camous CcntC£ 600 1.500 1.100 2.200 2.100 2.200 2,200

US, Easl Camous 700 01.400 4.400 4.700 4300 4.500 4.700
Collcl!c Park Metro I 2.400 1.000 8.600 9.100 8.600 8.600 8.900
Ri~·er Road SOO 1.500 1.500 1.500 I 1.500 1.500 1,500

Riverdale Park 600 1.400 1,500 1.600 I 1.600 1300 1.600
Riverdale: Road SOO SOO SOO 700 I 600 SOO 700
A, lis Road 500 I ,"0 1.100 1.200 1.000 1,000 !JOO
New Carrollton Metro I 1.700 3.100 3.800 4.50lt I 3.800 3.700 4.S00

Total BoardiuP5 ! 14..800 I 40.000 51.800 I 5!tRoo 59.300 I fi2.noo fill.lOO

at some bus stops, but additional kiss·and-ride
facilities arc being considered at Connecticul
Avenue at the Georgetown Branch right-of-way,
and at Lyuonsville.

Univt:rsiry ofMurylund Sludfml Trul'ff/

The tr..l~·el of University of Maryland employe<::~.
faculty, and stafT to and from the campus is
captured within the regional travel mood
forecasts and these trips are included In the

these connections are with existing services.
Some of the existing bus services would be
modifi~ co beller integrate with the Purple Line
service Some existing bus services that duplicate
the Purple Line scrvice may be cut back. While
parking facilities exist at Ibe four Metrorail
Slations Ihat conneel with the Purple Line. no
new park-and-ride facilities would be provided 8t
any of the Purple Line stations. Kiss-and-ride
could occur at some of sw.tions, as occurs today

Daily Station Boardings

Daily boardin~s, by station, for each of lhe Build
a1tematives are shown in Table 3-11. NOI
surprisingly given the shorter travel times, Ihe
highesl number of rido:!N is i1nrllcto:!d by High
Investment LRT, followed by Medium
Invcstmcnt LRT, and then Low Investment LRT
and High Investment SRT, which attract
approximately the same number of riders. All of
thc Build alternatives, except Low Investment
BRT, have Ihe same top three stalions for daily
boardings: the western terminus in Bethesda
(nonh or south), the Silver Spring Transit Centcr,
and the College Park. Metro Station. for Low
Investment BRT, Ihe top three stations for daily
boardings are the Silver Spring Transit Center,
US I and College Park Metro Station.

S/arion Mode ofA,·ceS.f

At all the stations along tnc Pllrple Line walk and
feeder bus aCCeSS would be the principal means
of !lCCCSS and egress. At thc Bethesda. Silver
Spring, College Park. and Ne:w Carrollton
Stations, transfer with Metrorail would be the
major connection. Wilh the exception of
Bethesda, MARC connections are available at
those stations. Mujor bus interfaces would occur
at Bcthesda. Silvcr Spring. TakomalLangJcy,
CoHege Park, and New Carrollton stations. All

Daily Line Haul Boardings

Table 3·10 ~hOW5 the total daily hoardings for
each of the allemalives. A boarding is when a
person uses the trunsit sCrYicc for all or pan of
trip. Tne boardings are shown for trips only using
the Purple Line (over half the hoardings), trips
primarily on Metrarail and using the Purple line
for pan or thaI trip, and trips primarily on MARC
and using Ihe Purple Line for pan of [hat trip.
High Investment LRT attracts the highest
nwnber of hoardings followed by the mher lRT
altematives and then the BRT alternatIves.

The !\i1edium lnvestment BRT variation via Jones
Bridge Road, with the addition of Ihe station at
Woodmant Avenue and St. Elmo Street, would
have total daily boardilll::S of 50,000, while Ihe
other variation, Medium Investment SRT
E)I;tended 10 Medical Centcr, also induding Ihe
sialion al Woodmonl Avenue and Sl Elmo
Streel, would have IOta.! daily boardings of
58,000. The Jones Bridge Road variation shows
that Ihe longer rouling (0 the larger Bethesda
travel market results In a loss of 2000 daily
boardings relalive 10 Lhl: original Medium
Investment BRT alternative. The variatLon
extending lhe st:lViee to Medical Center from
Bethesda increases tht daily boardings by 6.000.
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Table 3-12: Year 2030 Daily Transportation System User Benefits by Alternatin

Additional user benefits can accrue 10 users of
fixed guideway transit services due to attributes

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

158%
174~.

202%

SS%
1120/.
148%

Percent over TSM

632.500
696.000
810.600

222.500
450.000
593.000

The Medium Investment BRT varii1tion via Ihe
Jones Bridge Road, with the addition of ehe
station at Woodmont Avenue and St. Elmo
Street, would generatc daily USCr benefits of
976,000 minutes in the year 2030 with the mode
specific auributes inclUded, which would be
approximately a 575,OOO-minute daily increase
over the ISM alternative but approximalely
46.000 minutes daily less than the original
Medium Investment BRT alternative. The other
variatlon. Medium Investment BRT Extended 10

of these systems not reflected strictly in terms of
travel rimes and out-of-pocket COSts. These lilt

referred to as "mode specific auributcs" and
Il:eounl for perceiVed benefits thai uscrs 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 all the Build alternative users to
varying degrees, depending on the specific
atuibutes of the alternative. Table J·13 shows the
user benefits with the mode s~ific attributes
included.

Inerellst'in DlI1ly User
Benefin over TS!\1 (minutes)

Dally User Benefits
(minutes)
401.200
623.700
851.200
994.200

1.033.700
1.098.100
1.211.800

Low Investment LRT
Medium lnvC$lment LRT
Hi!h Inveument LRT

TSM
Low Investment SRT
Medium Inve~cmene SRT
Hil!h In~1:5!ment SRT

Transporlaliofl Sysrem Us~r Benefits

Transportation system user benefit is a measure
of benefits that would accrue to users of Ihe
transponatioD system as a result of implemenling
lin alternative. The users include borh existing
system users sueh as ex.isting lraJtsit riders who
might benefit from a faster trip or more
convenient access to the service, as well as new
transi1 users. These benefits include both lime
and monetary costs and are expressed in terms of
minutes saved. The user benefit is calculated
within the region's mode choice model for aU
alternatives and uses a measure of the traveler's
value of time to conven monelary and other costs
to their equivalence in time, which is added to
actual time savings. In this way, the measure
includes a mOre comprehensive accounting of the
totill costs ofU'llvd.

in the regional travel forecasting process.
Washington, DC is sire of many of special events
and special genenuors that occur with enou~h

regularity and frequency chat 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, Comeast Center, and
Clarice Smith Perfonning Ans Cenler. Byrd
Stadium scats 50,000 peoplc and hosts five to
seven hume weekend football games annually.
The UM Shuttle carries a total of 2,000 co 3.000
trips (i.e., 1,000 to 1,500 individuals) for each
game. This would meiln that bernleen 2 and 3
percent of the total attendance uses the Shullle.
For basketbalL, soccer, lacrosse, field hockey,
and events ae the Clarice Smith Performing Arts
Center, Shuttle ridership is relatively low. While
the University of Maryland docs nOI bave actual
records, on an annual basis the total number of
special event and special genel1ltor trips on the
ShunJe is between 40,000 and 50,000. NO! all
these uips 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 anractive,
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 OU1 over a
typical weekday, these trips would represent
about 170 trips, which is le~s than one percent of
the daily usage of the Purple Line alternatives.
So, while the Purple Line would provide an
improved and attractive means of accessing ehe
events ae the University of Maryland Gnd other
venues, the amount will be a relatively sma.ll
compared to the total usage.

forecasts for the Purple Line. Many of the 36,000
students live on campus or in nearby housing
within walking dinanct: of tht: campus. Olhers
live off campus and commute to school These
trips are not as concentrated in the pcak periods
as employee trips 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 Shuule, ThcBus and WMATAbus
s:-rvices The UM Shuttle provides connltCting
si:.rvices [0 the College Park lUld Silver Spring
Melro Stations. Many of these trips again occur
outside the nonnal commuting peak periods - in
evenings and on weekends.

The UM Shuttle provides a regular and relatively
frequent service between the campus and Ihe
Collcge Park Mctrorail station throughout most
oflhe day, carrying about 3,000 erips on a typical
day. The service connecting with Silver Spring
carries about 500 trips 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, these shuttle
s~rvices would be discontinued or re-routed and
these 1,700 would likely use the Purple Line.
Some ponion of these trips is likely already
included in the rel:lOnal model forecasls. As
noted earlier, the University facully and staff are
fully accounted for by the regional forcc8:'iting
model. For the purposes of the comparison of the
allematives, the analysis IIssumes that these trips
are included in the regional forecasls and would
be similar across all the altematives.

Future travel forecast 10 be developed for the
Locally Preferred Alternalive, once selected, will
include a. sepllrate student trip purpose forecast.

SpedlJ! Event und Special GellerulOr Trips

Venues such as span stadiums and arenas and
events. such as festivals or holidny fireworks
displays, generate tri~ chat may nol be included
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Year 2030 Daily Transportation System User Benefits with
Mode Specific Attributes

Fat'ebox Revenue

Medical Center with the addition of the station at
Woodman! Avenue and St. Elmo Screet, would
generate daily user benefits of 1,070,000 minutes
in the year 2030 with the mode specific anributes
included, which would be approximately a
669.000-minule daily increase over the TSM
allemative and an approximate 48.000 minutes
daily increase over the oliginal Medium
Investment BRT. This indicates the travel time
bene-filS of serving the major Bethesda market
directly while also providing a one-seat ridt: to
the Medical Center area.

Farebox revenues arc the fares collected trom
pass-=ngl::p'; using the transit services for making
trips. People usc? a variety of means to pay fares,
including cash, tokens, passes, and electronic
farecards. Passes and farecards for multi-trip, or
wee);]y and monthly periods 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 induding
WMATA, MARC, Ride On, and Tht:Bus. For the
purposes of this analysis, the operator of the
Purple Line would be the MTA.

The Purple Line would operate in a buill-out
urban area, and station locations were selected 10

maximize walk and bus transfer acce~5.

Additionally, no new park-and-ride facilities and
only Limited formal kiss-and-ride facilities are
being proposed as part of the ISM and Build
alternatives. Therefore, it is expected thai the
change in vehicle trips would provide the most
complele representation of Ihe overall change in
autumobik usage. Each trip removed from the
nerwork lS one less automobile traveling through
the corridor each day.

For Ihis project, the lotal number of vehicle trips
in 2030 would decrease from 25,806,975 10
25,803,544 (-3,421 Irips) from the No Build
allemativc to the TSM alternative. Low,
Medium, and High IDvestmeot BRT wouLd
further dlX:rease the total nwnber of whicle trips
compared to the No Build alternative. by 11,005;

Table 3-15: Year 2030 Regional Travel Impacts

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 ~1\VCOG, was used to generat\:;
the data. This data represents daily trip~ and
vehicle miles traveled for {he entire region
contained in the MWCOO model.

vehicle hours traveled (VHT), highway operating
speeds, intersection lcvcls-of-serviec (LOS), and
representative ITavel times.

Vehicle Trips

In a travel demand model. a vehicle trip
represents a vehiele traVeling from a unique
origin to a unique destination; a tabulation of the
total vehicle Irips account for neither the number
of passengers in a vehicle nor the length of the
trip.

I Daily Vehiclc Trip5 I Daily VMT
No Build I 25.806.975 I 261.054_037
TSJ\.1 25,803,554 261,040,445
Change over :-10 Build -3,411 ·13.592
% Chanee over \'0 Build -0.013% -0005....
Low Investme.nt BRT I 25,195,970 261,001,1\38
Charlgc over No Build -11,005 -51.1 \19
% Chanl!c over:\o Build -0043% -U 11::0".'"
MediuIJl Invl!stment BRT 25,792,838

I
260,940,475

Change over No Build ·1~,137 ·113.562
% Chanl:!c over No Build -0055% .(1044%

High Inveltme.llt BRT 25,790.959 260,878,947
Change over No Build ·16.016 . 75.090
% Chanl:!c over No Build 0.061% -0067%
lo~' Invcstmenf LRT 25,790,505 260,886,581
Clumge over No Build ·16.470 -6V·j6
% Chan2c over No Build ·0.064% -OU~%

Medium lnvestment LRT 25,789,722 260,870,434
Change over No Build -17.253 ·1~J.603

% Chanee over No Build -0067% -0070%
High Im'cstmern LRT

I
25,788,222

I
260,867,637

Change over No Build ·11(753 -\86.400
% Chanec ovcr No Build -0073% -0071%

75%
155%
214%
194%
225%
271%

53.423.000
S5.829.000
$7.500.000
SS,452.OOO
$8.921.000
~

$10.167.000

Percent Ol"er TSM

301.100
1i2l,oOO
856.800
779.400
902.600

1_088.400

Hil;!h lrlvestrnent BRT
Low lnvcstmcnt LRT
Medium Investment LRT
Hil!h In\,cstmerlllRT

3.1.1. Regiollal Effects 011 Tral'eJ a"d
COllgesrion

The Build alternatives have the potential ro
slightly reduce traffic congestion and slightly
improve regional air quality by prompting a shift
in the mode of travel from private automobiles to

public transit, either with SRT or LRT.

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

3.2. Highways and Roadways

Table 3·]4: Annual Change in
Systemwide Farebox Revenues by

Alternative Relative to 2030 No Build

With the increase in systemwide transit u,o;ep.;
forecasted for the alternatives, the increase in
systemwide farcbox revenues rt:lative 10 the 2030
No Build are presented in Table 3-14.

TSM
Low Investmem BRT
Medium InvcSlmenr BRT

[ncrease io Daily User
Benefits over TSM (minutes)

Daily User Dellefils
(minutes)

401.200
702.300

1.022.Z00
L2S8.000
1.180,600
1.303.800
1.489.600

Low Investment LRT
MedIum Investment LRT
Hj~h InV~{m.,nl LRT

Table 3·13;

TSM
Low Investment BRT
Medium Investment BRT
High lnVl:stml:nl BRT
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The f"",r dl$lrlCI$ cQmprisil\$ WlJllil\i\Ol'l. DC havc been combined.

Table 3-16: Year 2030 Reduction in Automobile Trips by District Compared to
No Build

L••

I
Medium High L•• Medium HiGb

Distrlcf hIve'!. Invesl. Invest. Invest. Invest. Invest.
.RT 'RT 'RT LRT LRT LRT

Bethesda '" 1.9R9 2.lnS 3.745 4.150 4.314
Connectjeut· Lvttonsville 49' '98 1.035 1.195 1178 1.283
Silver Sorine 2.777 4.305 4.\1311 5,152 5.527 S.!l64
Takoma· Lan I 1.251 2.432 3.3!l1l 2.986 3.2R5 U:50
Collell.e Park 5.522 6.346 6.917 6.540 6.601 7.092
Riverdale Park ,.... 2.605 2.890 2.675 2.640 2.949
I\ew Carrollton [.041 1.218 1.501 1.2R3 1.236 1.544
Shad.,. Grove 1.026 1.333 1.494 1.775 1.994 2.150
Glenmont 49. OZ. I.MI U57 1.377 1.4R2
Crccnbclt 723 '" 1.020 917 940 1.075
Vlashin~on DC rAil 4 DistrictS)· 2.172 2.754 3.306 3.277 3.447 3_946
Southwest Monteomerv Countv II. m 473 524 620 707
!\ol1h 96' 1.717 1.947 2.147 2.30~ 2.515
Soulh 94' l.01l3 1.206 1.19] 1204 1.308

E", 1.240 1.492 1.80] 1.561 LSlO 1.850
VleSI 88 121 IlO '" 133 151

14,137; and 16,016 trips, respectively. Low.
t-.1cdium, and High Investment LRT would result
ill a slightly larger decrease in tOlal vehicle trips
than the BRT Alternatives. Low, Medium, and
High lnvcstmcnt LRT would decrease total daily
vehicle trips by 16,470; 17,253; and 18,753 trips,
n~speetively. compared to the No Build
alternative. The reduction in daily vehicle trips
under the various Build alternatives represents
changes in magnitude of 0.04 to 0.07 percent
relative to the No Build alternative.

The change in vehicle trips was further broken
down into the ninctcen disuiets shown in Figure
1-3. This analysis provides lIduitional insighl inlO
the expecled reduction in tOl31 automobile trips
in the: areas immediately surrounding the Purple
line: corridor. Table 3-16 indicates Ihe: total
reduction in automobile lrips relalive to the No
Build a[temalive:.bolh 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 vllrious district~. The table shows that the
change in automobile tr.:Ivd is c:<pected to be
l!:rcatcst in the districts that surround thCl Purplc
Line corridor. The largest change in automobile
traffic is e.'(pected in the College Park district,
with a nct decrcllSl: in automobilc trips belWct:n
5,500 and 7,100 ~r day. The Silver Spring
disuict is expected to see a net decrease in
automobilc trips betwct:n 2.800 and 5,900 per
day The Build ahcmatives are also expected 10

reduec lhe number of trips made by automobile
in thc Bethcsda (900 to 4.300 trips per day),
Takoma-Langky (1,300 10 3.900 trips per day),
Riverdale Park (2,400 10 2,900 lrips per day),
ConnQClieut-Lytlonsville (1,000 to 1,300 trips
per day). and New Carrollton (1.000 to 1.500

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

Nole that all the values in Table 3-16 represent
trips which stan or end in these particular
districts; it is reasonable to expect Ihat the actual
reduction in automobile trips within a panicular
district would bc higher duc to It rcduction in
trips passing through the district. For example, a
Irip ftom Bethesda to Silver Spring is represented
in the Bethesda and SilvCf Spring values;
however, there is a high likelihood such a trip
would pass rhrough the Conneclicut·LyUOftsvillc
district, funher reducing the number of cars on
the road in that area.

A measurable reduction in aUlomobile trips is
also projected for districts Ihat do nOI directly
adjoin the Purple Line corridor; this trend is mOSI
pronounccd in those districlS thai arc scrved by a
direct \1elrorail cOllne\:tion. Within the Shady
Grove districi (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 Glcnmont
(Rcd Linc) and Grecnbelt (Green Linc) diSlriclS
are projected 10 see decreases in automobile
trips. A substantial reduction in automobile trips
(bctwccn 2.200 and 3,900) is alro projc<:tcd
within Washington. DC.

Vehicle Miles Tnveled (VMT)

A second parameter that can be used to cvaluate
the impact of transit alternatives on overall
automobilc usagc is the ovcrall V~1T in the
region. Vehicle miles represent the total miles
traveled during all of the vehicle trips within a
region. .....ithout regard to the number of
passengers in a "'chide.

In 2030, under the No Build altemative. a tolal of
261.054,037 vehicle miles would be traveled
each day in Ihe Washington meuopolitan area..
Under thc TSM alternative. that total would be
decreased slightly by 13,592 vehicle miles.

Purph
Line

Under Low [n\lestment BRT, the total VMT is
projected to dccrcase by 52.19Y vehicle miles
compared 10 the No Build alternative. Under
Medium Investment BRT. the lotal VMT is
projected to decrease by 113,562 rclative to thc
1\'0 Build alternative, and under High Investment
BRT the total VMT would be reduced by
175,090 vchich: miles relati\le to the No Build
alternative Low Investment LRT (-167,456
vehicle miles), Medium Investment LRT
(-183,603 vehicle miles), and High Investment
LRT (-186,4OU vchicle miles) would also
decrease total daily VMr, relative to the No
Build allemative.

For tBl1Sit facilities with park-and-ride and kiss­
and-ridc facilitics al many of the SLOps. Ihc
reduction in vebicle trips is often combined with
a morc substantial reduction (on a pcr~ntage

basis) in total VMT. This trend occurs because
not only do vehicle trips decrease, but some
portion of the remaining vehicle trips are
shortened as people drive to tl transit SlOp and
then Ira05fer to transit for the rcmainder of their
trip. Given the few kiss-and-ride and park-and­
ride facilities llssocialed with the TSM llnd Build
allcrnalivcs, thc daily VMT results could provide
a skewed picture of the impacts of Ihe Purple
Line on automobile traffie. The vehicle trip data
indicale thai lhcre is a small, but measurable.
decrease in the number ot' daily vehicle trips
associated with each alternative. Due to this
rcduction in vehicle trips. levels of congClstion
may slightly decrease on particular routcs, whicb
may lead lO some of the remaining vehicle trips
selecting routes that are longer in lerms of
distance (more vehicle miles travcled).

Roadway Ope,.ating Speeds

The avet1lge roadway speed represenlS Ihe
operating speeds in the region. For some
proje<:t.s. this can be used as a measurc of the
reduction in tIaffic congestion. However. given
the small magnitude of the reduction in lotal
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daily vehicle trips for the Build alternatives, the
chao5(': in tht: average roadway speeds is
projected to be quite small. For this project, the
average roadway speed in 2030 under the No
Build alternative is 24.5 mph. There would be no
measurable increase in the regional average
roadway speeds under any of the Build
alternatives.

Levels of Service on Key Highway Links

For this project, detailed peak hour naffic
analyses were conducted for numerous signalized
inter3ections along the roadways that the Purple
Line wouLd run par.ulel to or cross 3l grade. For
the pUIposes of these traffic analyses, the 2030
volume forecaSIS assumed that there would be no
change in these peak-hour volumes between the
No Build, ISM, and Build alternatives As was
disl.:L1ssed earlier, there are rerluc[ions in vehicle
trip~ projected for the TSM and Build
altcmativcs, so this assumption is sufficiently
conservative. However, due to this assumption of
constant traffic volumes between the No Build
and Build aJwmativcs, a comparison of the level
of st:rvice on a lillk basis was nOt expected to
reveal measurabk difference~ among the various
altcmalives. Instcad., a comparison of the levels
of service of signalized intersections in the
corrdor was developed.

3.2.2. Corridor Impacts ofAlternatives and
Operations

According to the 2030 CLRP, very few major
capacity improvcments are planned for the
<:xisting roadway m:Lwork in the corridor. In fact,
the two mOSt notable improvements: the
widening of Kenilworth Avenue from River
ROiK. nonh to Pontiac Street from four lanes to
six l.mes, and tnc widening of US 1 from [-95
SOUUl to College Avenue from four lancs ro six
lane~, are on north-south routes that would not
directly compete witn tne east-west Lravel service
proVIded by Ihe Purple Line. In the case of
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Kenilworth Avenue, tbe section to be widened ;s.
beyond the immediate vicinity of the Purple
Line. Nonetheless, these improvements werc
included in Lhc roadway networks for the No
Build, TSM, and Build alternatives..

No Build Altern:ltive

The No Build alternative includes several
improvements to the roadway system that have
been approved independently of the Purple Line
as of 2007. Design ycartraffic analyses for these
locations ,,-o;;swned these improvements would be
in place. These projects include, but are not
limited to, the following:

Intersection improvements at University
Boulevard and New Hampshire Avenue
to include a second northbound left turn
from New Hampshire Avenue to
westbound Univer:>ity Boulevard
(culTently under conSTruction)

Imersection improvements at University
Boulevard and Riggs Road La include a
second westbound left-tum lane and third
eastbound through lane on University
Boulevard (funded for Preliminary
Engineering only)

Intersection modifications at Colesville
Road and 2ll.1l Avenue Lo remove the
~xisting 1I0rthbound leli-turn lane with
traffic re-routed via Easl West Highway.
161M Street, Spring Street, and 2nd Avenue.

T8M Alternative

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

Spring, the primary TSM service would operate
largely along East West Highway where there is
no oppol'1unity for queue jump lanes or other
geometric changes withom substantial capital
costs Or propcny impacts. The TSM alternative
assumes no major geometric changes to the
intersC(;tions under analysis, beyond those
discussed for tne No Build alternative.

Build Alternatives

The .o\.AJDEIS includes the analysis of six Build
alternatives for the Purple Line. These
alternatives are differentiated by the two transit
modes being considered, ERT and LRT, as well
as by three leYcl~ of capital investment, Low,
Medium, and High. [n gener'll, the Build
alternatives follow the same route and would
require modifications 10 the existing roadway
network to construct and operate a transit
service. The Build alternatives differ in the
extent of the roadway widening required in
various 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
to existing traffic signals to accommodate the
BRT or LRT movements. Thc following scction
summarizes the various physical modifications
intended to improve the speed and reliability of
the transit service, minimize impacts to
autumobile traffic, and increase pedestriim and
vehicle safety that would be associated with each
of the Build alternatives. These modificalions
were included in Ihe traffic analyse~ for each
altemat.ive.

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

by the discussions of the original Medium
Investment BRT between New Carrollton and
Bethesda plus the discussion of lAw Investment
BRT for the section between Lhe Bethesda Metro
Station (oonh entrance) and th~ Medical Center
along Woodmon! Avenue and Wisconsin
Avenue/Rockville Pike.

Bethesda Metro 10 Silver Spring Melro

Starting fi'om the west, the Build altemati yes
would all originate at a connection with the
existing Bethesda Metro Station, located on thc
Red Line.

Low lnvesonent BRT would begin at tbe existing
Bethesda bus loop on Edgemoor Lane and then
enter mixed uaffic in the existing tTaveilanes on
Old Georgetown Road along Woodmont
Avenue. Approaching Wisconsin Avenue along
Woodmont Avcnue, Low Inve~trnent BRT would
tum onto II new parallel alignmem, wc:st of
Wisconsin Avenue, in front of the National
Institutcs of Health (NU I). This alternative would
then use the existing traffic signal, which would
be modified to include II new signal phase to
serve BRT movcmentS, al the inte~ectiun of
Wisconsin Avenue and Jones Bridge Road 10

tum onto Jones Bridge Road_ At that imersection,
a queue jump lane would be provided for
westbound BRT vehicles to bypass traffic
wiliting to rum onto Wisconsin Avenue. The
Low Investment BRT would then contInue east
along Jones Bridge in mixed traffic, using the
existing travel lanes and passing through the
signalized intersect.ions of Glenbrook Parkway,
Grier Road, and Plait Ridge Road. At the
intersection of Connecticut Avenue and Jones
Bridgc Road, a queue jump lane would be
pro\'idcd for westbound BRT. The altcrnativc
would then continue east along Jones Bridge
Road, passing rhrough the signalized inlersection
at Manor Road in mixed traffic in the existing
lT3vel lanes. All. eastbound queue jump lane
would be provided at the intersection wilh Jones



\olill Road to allow BRT to tum right onto Jones
.\1ill Road. The alignment would then
mmediatc1y tum easl onlO the Georgetown

Branch right-of-way and enter Rock Creek Park,
wbere it would tiC into the alignment followed by
the remaining alttmatives.

The remaining five Build alternatives would
tollow an alternate route between Bethesda
Metro Sianon and Rock Creek Parle The
Medium and High Investment SRT AltcmalLvcs
would follow a on~-way loop in downtown
Bethesda from the Georgetown Branch right-of­
way onto Pearl Street in the existing 1l1lvcl lanes,
Ihen west along East West Highw3y and Old
Georgetown Road in the existing travel lanes,
through the existing bus terminal on Edgemoor
Road, scum along Woodmom Avenue, and tben
tum back cast under the Air Rights building to
rejoin the Georgetown Branch right-of-way. All
live of tt\l: remaining alternatives would then
tollow the Gcorgewwn Brdnch right-of-way,
operating in an exclusive transit right-of-way
udjltCcnt 10 a new permanent hiker-biker trail,
cross under EliSI West Highway, and continue
east toward Connecticot Avenue Low
Invcstment LRT would includc an at-grade
croising 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
a\~rnativcs would cross Connecticut Avenue on
an aerial suucture with lhe hiker-biker trail also
crossing on a separate bridge. All live
alternatives then continue east, crossing under
Jones Mill Road along the Georgetown Branch
right-of-way and enTering Rock Creek Parle.

From Rock Creek Park, aU Sl.. Build alternatives
continue toward the east along me Georgetown
Hranch right-of-way. The alternatives would
cross under Lyttonsville Place, crossing Stewart
i\venue at gra.dc, and then tum and run parallel
10 lhe.: e.:xisling CSX railroad tracks; the Build

alternatives would be ll>Ciilted on the south side of
the CSX tracks. The altcrnatives would continue
easl along the CSX tracks crossing 16'" Street
and Spring Street. Low and Medium Investmenl
BRT, and Low Investment LRT, would cross
l6'" Street and Spring Street at grade. This
crossmg would be accomplished by the
lnst:tll:uion of new traffic signals on 16111 Street
and Spring Street TO accommodate crossings of
the transit vchicles. Medium and High
lnvl:slm..,.m LRT, and High Inveslmem 8RT
WQuld I:ro:>s both 16111 Street and Spring Street
below the existing street levels.

At Spring Sucet, Low [nvestmenl BRT would
tum noM from the CSX tracks and follow
Spring Sueet in mixed traffic in the existing
travel lanes, and then lurn east onto Second
Avenue, continumg to operate in mixed lraffic in
the existing travd lant:s bt:fore crossing
Colesville Road at the existing signalized
intersection at gnlde. Low In\'e~tment BRT
would men continue briefly on Wayne Avenue
before turning right OntO Ramsey Street and
accessing the Silver Spring Transit Center, which
is being constructed on the site of the existing
Red Line Silver Spring Mctro Slation.

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

Sill'er Spring Melro to Colfege Park Metro

From the Silver Spring TransiT Ccn{er, each of
the Build alternatives would use one of three
different roUtes to connCet to Waync Avenue and
continue eastward.

Low Invesunent BRT would exit the Silver
Spring Transit Ct:nter back onto Ramsey Srreet
and then tum right onto Wayne Avenue. This
alternative would continue cast, in mixed traffic
wilhin the existing travel lanes, crossing Dixon

Street, Georgia Avenue, Fenton Street, and Cedar
Street at Ihe existing traffic signals. This
alternative would then continue t:asl along
Wayne Avenue, operating in mixed traffic within
Ihc cxisling travel lanes, passing Through the
signalized imerseetions of Dale Drive, Mansfield
Road, and Sligo Creek PllrkwllY The alignment
would then continue east along Wayne Avenue
and up a steep grade to the signalized
intc:noeclion al Flower Avenue. Low Investment
BRT would Ihen tum right onto Flower A....enue
followed by an immediate left onto Arliss Street
at the existin~ unsignalizcd intersection.
Continuing to opernte in mixed traffic within the
existing travel l:mes, Low [nvestment BRT
would then tum left OlltO Piney Branch Road and
then right onto Universil)' Boulevard. Low
Investment BRT would eonlinue east along
University &ulevard in shared lanes, passing
through numerous existing traffic signals, before
turning onto Campus Drive, crossing Adelphi
Road, and entering the ellmpus of Ihe University
of Maryland. Luw Investment BRT would
operal~ in mixed traffic throughout the campus.
From Campus Drive, me alignment would tum
left along Presidents Drive 10 Union Lane, and
return to Campus Drive ncar Cole Field House.
Low (n....estment BRT would continue aLong
Campus Drive, pass through the roundabout at
Regents Drive, and continue toward US L This
alternative would cross US I at grade, using the
ex.isting traffic signal at Campus Drive and Paint
Branch Parkway. Aftcr crossing US I, Low
[nvestTnent BRT would tum east onto Paint
Branch Parkway where il would tie into the
alignmcnt of the remaining Build alternatives.

High Investment BRT and LRT would exil the
Silver Spring Transit Center and continue south
along the CSX traeks before entering 3. tunnel
section in the vicinity of Silver Spring Avenue.
This tunnel section would curve to mc nom
under Grove Street, and High Invcsoncnt SRT
and LRT would return 10 grade along Wayne
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Avenue between Cedar Street and Dale Drive.
To accommodate the lunnel ponal on Waync
Avenue and provide a higher level of transit
service, Wayne Avenue .....ould Ix- reduced from
two to one travel lane in each direction. The
second exiSiing travel lane would be convened to
trdnsit-only use. New eastbound i:lnd westbound
left-tum lanes would be provided at the existing
traffic signal at Dale Drive and the weSlbound
left-tum movement at the signalizt:d inlcrst:ction
al Mansfield Road would be restricted and lhat
traffic would be rc-roulcd to the Intersection at
Dale Drive. A ntw eastbound left-rum IlI\e
would be added at Sligo Creek Parkway. East of
Sligo Creek Parkway, Wayne Avenue would be
widened by lWO lanes to provide a dedicated
Iransit lane in the median in each direction At 3.

point 900 feel cast of Sligo Creek Parkway, High
Tnvestmenl BRT and LRT would tum from
Wayne Avenue and entcr a tunnel section
beneath PlymOUTh SlCeet. A new signal would be
required along Wayne Avenue to allow transit
vehicles {U enter ll.nd exil lhe median of Wayne
Avenue. The tunnel section would return to
grade along Arlin Street, just east of Flower
Avenue, where High Investment BRT lind LRT
would join with Low and Medium lnvcstmcnt
LRT and Medium Investment BRT, and the five
altt:mlltivt:.S wuuld continue eastward.

Low and Medium InvC$lment LRT and Medium
Investment BRT would exit the Silver Spring
Transil Center and tum onlO Bonifant Sueel
where they would operate at grade in dediealed
transil lanes on the north side of Bonifanl Streel
Under Medium Investment LRT, Bonifant Street,
between Ramsey Street and renton Streel, would
be convened from two-way operalion to one-way
operation (cither eastbound or westbound).
On-streel parking would remain along the soulh
eurb. The very low volume of weslbound or
eastbound traffic currently using Bonifant Stretl
between Fenton Street and Georgia Avenue
wou.ld be div~ned to Thayer Avenue, one block
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(0 Ihe south. Some minor widening of Bonifant
Street IS expecled between Ramsey SlrcCI and
Ge:t.ll'gia Avenue, where these alternatives would
cross a.t grade using the existing 1.riIffic signal
The slight modjfic3lion would accommodate Ihe
conv~rsion of Bonifant SlIce! to one-way
operation. Under Low Investment LRT two-way
Lr~mC would be maintained on Bonifant Street
between Georgia Avenue and Fenlon Street; this
would require the removal of on-streel parking
along: the soudl curb of Bonifam Street.

Approachinl: Fenton Street, these alternatives
would tum left and tie ima the exisling
signalized intersection of Fenton Street and
Wayne Avenue liS a new approach. The traffic
signal would be modified 10 incorporate a new
signal phase \0 accommodate transit movements.
Low and Medium Investment LRT and Medium
Investment BRT would th~n continue east,
passing through Cedar Street on Wayne Avenue
Way:l.~ Avenue: would be: widened by one lane
berweeo CedAr Street and Fenton Street to
accommodate an exclusive westbound left-tum
lane for trans;t vehicles II Fenton Street and a
new eastbound left-tum bay for automobile
traflic at Cedar Strect, under Medium Investment
LRT Under Low Invcstment LRT, an exclusive
westbound left tum lane for transit vehicles
would be provided at Fenton Strce!. Low
InveSlment LRT would share the existing inside
tra\'cl lane with left turning and through
autornobile traffic at Cedar Sueel.

LRT would funetion as a streetcar east of Ced#r
Sucet; the tracks for Low and Medium
Investment LRT would be constructed in the
exist ng inside travel lane in each direction along
Wayne Avenue; twO mvel lanes would be
malluained in each direction: the outside travel
lanes would carry regular traffic and the inside
travel lanes would e8JT)' mixed traffie (LRT and
automobiles). Under Medium Investment LRT,
al the existing signalized intersection at Dale
Drive, a new left-tum lane for automobile traftic
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would be provided in the eastbound and
westbound directions. If a station is provided to
the east of Dale Dnvc, then a westbound left-tum
lane would not bc provided due to property
impacls. Instead, a dedicated pedestrian palllway
would be coostructed in the median to allow
pede:otrians to safely access the station using the
signalized crossings at Dale Drive. Under Low
Investment LRT, the lighHail vehicles in both
dirutions would share the inside travel lanes
with left-turning and through traffic.

Continuing east, Low Investment LRT would
continue through the sigoalucd intersection at
Sligo Creek Parkway in the existing uavel lanes.
I::loth eastbound and westbound LRT vehicles
would share lanes with left turning traffic at
Sligo Creek Parkway. For Mediwn Investment
LRT new easlbound and westbound left rum
lanes would be provided at Sligo Creek Parkway.
East of Sligo Creek Parkway, Wayne Avenue
woulu be widened by two lanes to provide two
dedicated transit lanes in the medilln. At a point
approximately 900 feet east of Sligo Creek
Parkway, the Low and Medium Investment LRT
would tum off of Wayne Avenue into a lunnel
scclion beneath Plymouth StrceL A new traffic
signal would be required along Wayne Avenue at
this location to pemit light rail transit vehicles to
cnter and exit Wayne Avenue. The Low and
Medium Investment LRT return to gr3de along
Atliss Street, just east of Flower Avenue.

Meanwhile, Medium Invesanent BRT would
continue along Wayne Avenue in the existing
travel lanes, passing through the intersl;ction with
Sligo Creek Parkway, tunling right onto Flower
Avenue, and then left onto Atliss Street. Al this
point on Arliss Streel, Ihese three alternatives
would join the High Invesanent BRT and High
Inveslmem LRT aDd all five of these remaining
Build alternatives would continue eastward on
gencT1Illy the same alignment.

These five alternatives would tum left: onto Piney
Branch Road, which would be widened 10
accommodate one new dedicated transi! lane in
each direction; all the LRT Alternatives and High
Investment BRT wuuld opCrd!e in the median.,
while Medium Investmenl BRT would operate in
the curb lanes, which would be :ohared with right­
turning traffic along Piney Branch Road. The
exisling IWQ-Wtly left-cum lane between Arliss
Street and Barron StrUt would be removed, and
the unsignalized access poinLS along this segment
of Piney Branch Road would be convened to
right-in I right-out access.

At University Boulevard, these five alternatives
would tum right OntO University Boulevard,
which would be widened to accommodate onc
new dedicated transit lane in each direction. The
LRT Alternatives and High Investment BRT
would operate in a protectt:d mt:dian section;
while Medium Investmenl BRT would operate in
Ihe curb lanes, which would also ltel;ommodllle
right-rum movements. Along University
Boulevard, for automobile traffic, the lane
configurations at 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 turns al all
signalized intcrscctions would need to be
converted to protected-only phasing due to the
presence of the median-running transirwsy. A
number of existing unsignalizcd median breaks
along University Boulevard may need 10 be
dosed to aUlomobile traffic; new traffic signals
or active warning signing would also be
considered al the ~maining locations. The
treatment of these unsignaliu:d intersections
would be addressed in greater detail during the
Prelirninary Engineering phase.

At the intersection.s of University Boulevard and
New Hampshire Avenue, Riggs Road, and
Adelphi Road, graue-separated cros~ings for
transit vehicles would be provided for both High

Invesunent LRT IllId BRT. The:>e streets would
be crossed at grade using the existing traffic
signals for the remaining alternatives, with one
exception: all LRT alternatives would have a
below-grade crossing of Adelphi Road due to the
steep grade.

After crossing Adelphi Road, these five
alternatives would continue ea!irward through the
University of Maryland campus. Medium
Inve$lDIent BRT and Low and Medium
Investment LRT would follow the same general
alignment as Low Investmenl BRT through
Campus Drive until reaching the roundabout I1t
RegentS Drive. Under these options. however,
Campus Drive would be closed to through
vehicle traffie between Union Lane and the 'M·
Circle (except for other transit vehicles,
emergency services, and University st:rvice
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 Regents Drive roundabout would be
re-confib'Ured into a pair of T-intersections.
Medium Investment BRT and Low and Medtum
Investment LRT would tum slightly south and
enter a new exclusive right·of~way through the
parking lots adjacent to the Annory and on to
Rossborough Lane.

After crossing Adelphi Road, High Investment
BRT and High Investment LRT would continue
into a fulilUnnel section beneath the cenrer of the
campus. These altematives would return (0 grade
in a new ex.c1usive right-<lf-way to be constructed
along the south side of the existing campus
recreational fields through the parking lOiS
adjacent to the Annory and on co Rossborough
Lan._

This new tx.c1usive right·of-way would inte!1iect
US I at grdde as the fourth leg of the existing
intersection of uS I and Rossborough Lane.
which would be maintained as pan of the:



proposed East Campus Developm~n! All five or
th~se alternatives would then continue through
the EaSt Campus Developmenl, along
Rossborough Lane, in d~dicat~d uansit lanes.

Thes~ five alternatives would wen lurn right onto
Painl Branch Parkway, where lh.: alignment
WQuld be joined by Low Invcstment BRT. All six
alternatives would now continue ClIst along Paint
Hranch Parkway.

For Low and Mediwn Invt:sunenl BRT the
transil vehicles would operat~ in mixed traffic
within th~ existing travel lanes along Paint
Btllnch Parkway b~fore turning right onto River
Road and accessing Ihc: slalion adjacent IO the
e-ltisting College Park Metro Station.

High Im'eSlmenl ORT 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 existing College Park Metro Station. Thc
exisling traffic signal at the ictersection or Paint
Brd.och Parkw.l.y Illld the Metro pllrking gllrage
would be modified l.0 include an additional signal
phase for westbound tighl tllil ttansit vehicles l.0
Nm left onto Paint Branch Parkway.

ColIl!.gt: Park Me/rfJ If) Nt!.w Curn)lIwn
Metro

High Investment aRT and Low, Medium, and
High (nvestment LRT would all operale in new
exclusive right-of-way to be constrtlcted on the
south sidc of River Road. N~w craffic signals or
gate anns would be provided at the unsil;nalized
l!nVewDYS along the south side of River Road to
sCflaratc vehicle and pedestrian traffic from the
r:'lovements of the tnansit VehicleS.

High Investment LRT and BRT would tum from
River Road, cast of Rivenech Coun, and enter a
t'Jnncl that would pass underneath an existing
Jlark and slream. This tunnel would return to
grade in the median of East WeSl Highway, just

west of ilS existing signalized intersection Wilh
Kenilworth Avenue. Thesc alternativcs would
cross Kenilworth A\'enuc at glllde, using the
existing signal phasing, and continue east along
East West Highway in two new dedicall:rl uansil.
lanes construcled in the median. Thc existing
turning lane would be maintained at the
signalized intersections along East West
Highway; nowever, the signal phasing would be
modified along East Wesl Highway to conven
the eastbound and westbound left turns 10

prolectcd-only movements. The existing
overpasses at the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway would be lengthened to accommodate
dedicated lanes as pan of Hiih Investmcm BRT
and LRT, which would cominue Cll~t and l.hen
tum right inlO the median of Veterans Parkway.
These alLcrnatives would Ihcn conlinue cast in
new dedicated transit lanes constructed in the
existing median of Vetcrans Parkway and pass
undcr the existing signalized imcrsection of
Veterans Parkway ll.lld Annapolis Road. High
Investment BRT lI.nd LRT would Ihen mm left:
rrom the median of Vcterans Parkway ontO Ellin
Road: two new dedicated transit lanes would be
constructed on the south side of Ellin Road. A
new gale ann or traffic signal would be required
at Hanson Oaks Coun to separate automobile lind
transit movemenls Ilt this unsignalizc:d crossing.
These alternativcs would lhen tcnninal.e at thc
New CarrolltoLl Metro Stalion.

Ali:er depaning the Purple Line station adjaccnt
to the College Park Metro Station, Low
Invesrmenl BRT would operate in shared lanes
along River Road. Low Investment BRT would
then tum onto Kenilwonh A"enue, wnich would
be widened to provide one dcdieated trdnsit lane
in the southbound direction. Nonhbound blls
rapid tran~it vchicles undcr Low InvCSlment BRT
would operate in mixed traffic within the existing
northbound lanes on Kcnilwonh Avenue. This
alternativc would thee tum left: onto East West
Highway, where it would oper.1te in milr.:cd lraffic

within the existing lravel lanes, Ind pass through
the existing signalized intersccrions along the
conidor. Continuing in mixed lnlffic operations,
within the existing travel lanes, this alternative
would then rum right onto Veterans Parkway.
The alternative would then IlIrn 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
ttansil lane would be provided along Annapolis
Road between Harkins Road and Vctcr.ms
Parkway for westbound bus rd.pid tnnsit
vehicles. Low Invesunent BRT would continue
OD Harkins Road, operating in mixed traffic in
the existing U"llvellanes, before tenninating at the
New Carrollton Metro Station.

Medium Inveslment BRT would also operale in
mixed traffic along River Road. At the
interseclion of River Road and Kenilwonh
Av;;mue, Medium Inve:.1ment BRT would usc the
existing traffic signal 10 tum into two ncwly
eonsrructed dcdiealed lntnsil curb lancs (all
widening of Kenilwonh Avenue to accommodate
these lanes would occur west of the existing
western curb line) on Kenilwonh Avcnue. The
signal phasing along nonhbound Kenilwonh
Avenue would be modified to eliminatc potenlial
conflicls between northbound lhrough lr"me and
left-turnint: bus rapid transit vehicles. Medium
(nvestment BRT would lhcn continue south
along Kenilworth Avenue, operating in the new
transit-only curb lan~s.

Medium lnveslmem BRT would l.hen tum left
onto East West Highway lind operate in two
newly dedicated lransit curb lanes. The tum from
Kenilworth Avenue 10 East West Highway could
be accommodated with minor adjustments to the
signal phasing at lhe intcrsection and some minor
geomettic modifications (snifting of stop bars) to
accommodate the turning radius of the bus rapid
transit vehicle. Medium lnvestmenl BRT would
continue east along East WCSt Highway in

PurpF~
Line

dedicated transit lanes until reachmg the
diamond interchange al Ihc Baltimorc­
Washington Parkway. At the eKisting signalized
intersections or the nonhbound and soul.hbound
off-ramps, a new signal phase would be added 10

allow Medium Investment BRT to leave tts
dedicated transit limes lind enter th~ existing
travel lanes beneath l.he Baltimore-Washington
Parkway overpasses; thcreb)' not requiring any
lengthening of the overpasses. Alter eleliriny the
overpasses, Medium Investmenl BRT would then
re-enter two n~wly constructed dedicated lransit
lanes along the curb. Medium Inve~"tmellt BRT
would thim turn onto Veterans Parkway using the
cxisting signal phasing and would operate in
mixed traffic within the eKisting traffic lanes.
Medium Investment BRT would then cross
Annapolis Road at grade, using lhc existing
traffic signal, and would continue 10 Ellin Road
before using the existing traffic signal al Ellin
Road to tum into two newly constructed
dedicated transil lanes (aU widening along Ellin
Road would occur to the south of the existing
curb line). Medium Investment BRT would then
tenninate at the New Carrollton Metro Station.

Low and Medium (nvestment LRT would C:XiL
the College Park Metro Station and continue in a
new cxclLL~ive right-of-way paratlel to and soulh
of River Road. This exclusive right-or-way
would tum and continue parallel 10, and weSt of,
Kenilworth Avenue. The lracks for Low and
Medium Inves1ment LRT would cr015 the
weslern leg of the intersection of Rittenhouse
Street at grade, making use of Ihe existing traffic
signal 1.0 provide time separation; the SIgnal
phasing at Rinenhouse Strcet would be modified
to convert th~ northbound and southbound left
rums to protected-only phasing. Twn new 2&te
anns would be required 3.t Quesada Road and
Quintana Street to prohibit unstgnalizcd
automobile movements when lighl. rail vehicles
are approaching.
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low and Medium Inveslment LRT would then
rum left from Kenilworth Avenue inlo two
dedicated tranS;1 lanes in [he median of Ea~t

West Highway. To accommodate these two
dedicated median transit lanes, East West
Highway would be restriped to eliminate the
existing IWtrway left·turn lane and the existing
parking lanes along Ihe north and south curb
lam~s. The existing signal phasing al the
signalized intersections at Mustang Drive and
64

lh
Place would not be modified; however, the

left-Ium movements from East West Highway
would be made from the new median transit
lanes, which would be shared for a sbolT distance
ups[J"~am of these intersections. Low and
Medium Investment LRT would continue east
alont East West Highway in dedicated transit
lanes until reaching the diamond interchange at
Iho:: Baltimore-Washington Parkway. At the
existing signalized intersections of the
nonhbound aDd southbound MD 295 off-ramps,
a new signal phase w(Juld be added to allow Low
and Medium Investment LRT to leave the
dedicated median transit lanes lind enter the
existing crave! lanes beneath the
Baltimore-Washington Parkway overpasses.
After clearing the overpasses, Low and Medium
Investment LRT would then re-enter two new
dedicated median transit lanes. These alternatives
would then usc the existing signal phasing at the
intersection of East West Highway and VeteT'llns
Parkway and Riverdale Road to tum into IwO
new dedicated transit lanes with.in the median on
VelL",rans Parl:way. These alternalives would
continue along the same alignment until reaching
the signalized intersection at Annapolis Road.

AT that inle~ection, Low Investment lRT would
use a new signaJ phase 10 tum left from Velerans
Parkway into a new exclusive tranSit rigbt-or­
way ,m Ihe south side of Annapolis Road. Gate
arms would be ll:quired at several business
driveways along Annapolis Road, as well as at
n rJI

A\'enue and Garrison Road. The exclusive

r'l:C 3·J4 • Chapu:rJ. Trall5poruuion "lid Traffic

transit right-ot~way would tum right and parallel
to the southwcst side of Harkins Road, crossing
the IRS entrance across from West Lanham
Drive using the existing traffic signal. New gate
innS would be required at two business
driveways along the west side of Harkins Road;
howe\'er, volumes along Harkins Road are low,
so these gate anns are not e.t.pected to cause
operational problems. Low Investment LRT
would terminate at the Ncw Carrollton Metro
Station.

At the intersection of Veterans Parkway and
Annapolis Road, Medium Investment LRT
would use the existing traffic signal phasing 10

cross Annapolis Road and continue in dedicated
median transit lancs south along Veterans
Parkway. At EUin Road, a Dew signal pnase
would be added [0 allow Medium Investment
LRT 10 tum lelt from the median of Veterans
Parkway into a new exclusive tTatlsit right-of­
w!oly on the south side of Ellin Road. A new gate
ann would be required 31 Hanson Oaks Court to
sepiU!tte automobile and transit movements at
this unsigllalized crossing. This alternative would
then tenninate at the New Carrollton Metto
Station.

3.1.3. Impacts to Intersection OperRtions

A detailed analysis of the projected traffic
operations at existing signalized intersections
along the corridor was conducted for each of the
No Budd, TSM, and Build alternatives.
Interseclion capacities and lcvels of scrvice
(LOS) were determined based on the
methodology presented in the 2000 version of the
Highway Capacit)' Manual, published by the
Transponation Research Board.

It should be noted thaI the Pwplc Linc passes
Ihrough an area thai is already heavily congested
during peak periods. LOS t:: and F operations are
already occurring al a number of key
intersections along thc corridor. Typically, these:

intersections are expected to continue to operate
at unacceptable lcvels ofscrvicc (LOS f) in 20]0
under the No Build and Build ahemuives,

One of the key goals in designing the altcmatives
for tbe Purple Line; W;ti the minimization of
impacts 10 automobile traffic at existing
signalized inte~ections along the corridor, as
well as to minimize the number of new grade
crossings that would r~quire gate arms and other
measures, which would negatively impact traffic
flow on major roadways.

Rcgarding thc proposcd stations, no detailed
analysis was conducted to assess their impact on
automobile traffic since no new park·and-ride
facilities would be constructed as pan of this
project, almost all of the riden.hip 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
transfCTS from the existing tT3nsit network;
thercfore, the stations would Dot be expected to
promote measurable increases in vehicular rraffic
near the STations.

ehanies to Trame Volunu~s aCId
Inteneetion Level of Service

Tables ]-17 and 3-18 summarize the intersection
levels of service for tbe 64 signalized
intersections within the corridor in the AM and
PM peak hours under existing conditions. as well
as for the projected 20]0 No Build, TSM, and
Build alternatives.

No Build Altc:rnltlive

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
projccled 10 expericncc a substantial incrcase in
queuing and delay in 20]0.

TSM Alternative

Under the TSM alternative. which would provide
intersection improvements 10 increase travel time
reliability and slightly reduce tnlOsit travel times,
no intersections arc expected to experience a
decrease in (he overall intersection level of
scrvice. Isolatcd minor streCt approaches may
experience minor increases in delay due to the
provision of signal priority; however. this
increasc in delay would be balanced by decreases
in delay for the major street movements.

Build Alteroatives

The Build altemativ~ are generally expected to
maintain traffic conditions. The addition of left
tum lanes is expected fa improve traffic
congestion in some locations, while the use of
shared lanes by the Purple Line would degrade
conditions in othcr locations. Minor intcrsection
modifications would likely be needed at a
number of localions throughout the corridor.



Table 3-17: A..\1 Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service

I I 2030 12030 I 2030 BRT I 2830 LRT
InlersecoOfi [xisdng No

I BuUd TS)1 Low IMed !Hip Low "'.. Hieb

Betb~sdl IU SUver S rio
Woodmon! Av~nue at Old I H " " C B B " I H B
GeOrll.elOWn Rd
Woodman! Avenue at Edgemoor

A A A A A A A A ALao,
Old Georgetown Road II Edgemoor

A B B B B B B " H
L....
Waodmollt Avcnl.lC II ;';orfolk I A A A A A I A A A A
Avenue
Woodmonl A...enue alSt. Elmo

A A A A A I A A A I A
Avenue
Woodmonl A"cnue 81 Cordell

A A A A I A A A A A
Avenue I
Woodmanl Avenue II Banerv Lane I B B B BIB I B B B B
Jones Btid&:e Rd at Wisconsin - I".venuc

0 E E I E E E E E

.-4-,?nes Bridlle Rd at Gll;nbrook Pkwv A A A A A I A A A A
Jonci Bridll.c Rd at Gricr Rd N/A N/A N/A NIA NlA N/A NIA N/A NIA
Jones Bndue Rd at Pl~t1 Ridll:t Rd A A I A A A A A A A
Jones Brid c Rd llt Connecticut Ave r r I r r r I r r , r
J()n~ Btidllc Rd al Manor Rd A A A A A A A A A
Jones Bridll:e Rd II Jon<:$ Mill ReI E r r r r I r r r r
Conneclicul Ave al Ch..."VY Chase -, I A A A A I A B A A
lake Dr
16'" Slrt:et llt New Purple Line

N/A I N/A I N/A A A N/A I A N/A I N/A
Crossin
Silver S riD to CoUtee Park
2" Ave al Sprutll. St B B B B B B B , B B
11 Ave al Fenwiek Ave A A A A I A A A A A

2 Ave alCameron Ave A A A A I A A A A A
Colesville Rd at 2' Ave 0 C C C C C C C C
Wavne Ave II Ramsev Rd I C C C c I c c c c C
Wavne Ave al Dixon Ave I Unsil!:. A A A B A B B A
Wa ne Ave at Geonda Ave C 0 0 0 I 0 I 0 0 0 0
Ccor!!.i. Ave II Bonifanl 51 A A A A A A A A A
Georm Ave II "Thaver Avc A A A A B A B B A
WIVOC Ave II FenlOn 5t C C C IJ C C C C C
Wlvne Ave at Cedar 51 " C C C A C " B C
Wavne Ave II Dale Dr B C C 0 I B , B B .,
Wayne Ave al Mansfield Rd A A , A A A 1. A A U
Wa ne Ave at Sli 0 Creck Pkwy 0 E E E C C C ..

Purpli!
LIne

Wavm: Ave at Flo~r Ave B B B C B B H I B B
PiDeY Branch Rold at Arliss 5t A A A I A A A A I A A
Piney Branch Rd al BlI1TOn St B I B B B B B B I B B
Univ~r.;;jrv Blvd II Pin BflIJl(:h Rd E I r r F r r F I F I r
University Blvd at Carroll Ave E E F. E E E E I E E
Universily Bh"d at 5hoppini: Center I A B B B A A H B B
W~,

University Blvd II New HllITIPshire
E F r r r r F r r

Avenue
University Blvd al Shopping Center

A I " H B H B I B " B

""University Blvd at 15 Avenue , B B B I B B B B B B
University Blvd at Ri 11:5 Rd· E I 0 0 0 0 0 , 0 0 0
University Blvd ~12)'d AvClluc A I A A A A A B B B
Universitv Blvd at W. Park Drive A A A H A A B B B
University Bl..d II C us Drive H C C C C C C C C
Adel hi Rd al CII us Drive E E E ' , E E E E E
CamIlUS Or al Rcaents Driye 0 I 0 I 0 I c r c I c c c
US I al CamIlUS Drive 0 I E E r I I I I
us I al Rossboroueb Llnc" A B B B I B B B I B B
Paint Brun(:h Pkwv I1t Fire Academy B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Paint Bruneh Pkwv at Metro Parlein R R R B B B B R B
Paint Braneh Pkwv at River Road B B B B B B B' B B
ColI~e Plrk to Ntw Carrollion
Kenilwonb A"t II River Rd B C C C c I c c c C
Kenilworth Ave It Riltenhouse St A A A A A A A A A
Kenilworth A,'e II East WCSI Hwv E r r r r r I r r r
East West Hwv al 62"'" Pllce A A I A I A B B I B B B
Easl Wesl Hwv at 64'" Ave A A A A A A A A A
East West Hwy al Balcimore-

IWashinglon Pkwy Southbound B B B B C C C C C

"""".East Wo:st Hwy at Baltimore-

I IWashinglon Pkwy Nonhbound B B B B C C C C C
R.m,,,
wt West Hwv at 67'" Avc A I A I A A A A A A I A
EBsl Wesl H at Riverdale Rd C 0 I 0 I. 0 I 0 0 0 0
Annaoolis Rd lit Veterans Pkwv F r F r r F r r I r
Annaoolis Rd at Harki"s Rd A I A I A B A A A A I A
Harkins Rd at W. Lanham Rd A I A A B A A B A I A
Vclcrans Pkwv al Ellin Rd B I B I B B 1J 0 B 0" '0
Co:lI~ ~1u,J,.-u 111 blu..: indinlc all a.d\'~1'K Ir3ffic: clfc:.;t (Level:; rc:dUCl:d lO D. E. UT f) compal\:d 10 No Build
Cclls shlldcd in yellow indiClle I beneficial effecllimproved condilions) compared 10 No Uu;1d
• In 2030, Ri@SSRoa.ciineludC5liCcondwestbound left-tum l"lIc and I third e&Stbounrllhrollgh lane.
.. In 2030, a new leecu point wOl.lld be tdded 10 Baltimore AvclIue 10 liCfVe vchiclc movement!' from tile East CamplI~

Development. Ceruin Pllrplc Line alternatives would form the fowth leg at th;~ lICW inh'IlIlCUon,
NJA ~ 1'01 applicable
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<>t'>io: u-",IT" ~(f~-.:, It.~.~l~ '~"\IC\.-.;I1O D. E. Of" F) .....",1'.11 ..1110 '(f a",l"
Cells sh>Odcd in yellow indical':, bmcficial cITUCI (improwd comlilioru:) compa..oo 10 No Build
• 101030. Riggs ROlId include.!; a 5C(:ond westbound lcft-tum lane &lid. dlird eutbound thro"llIlane
... ill 2030, a I\t:W lICCt:SS poinl would be added. 10 BailimOl"C t\venue: to $CI'VC vetude moverncnu from the clSt CampliS

DevelopllK:lll Ccrt.iilin Pwplc Line alLemaLivcs would form the fourth lei'" lhls new inlerscetion
NtA - Not 'PpliC3ble

University Blvd itt New Hampshire , , , , , F , , ,
Avenue
University Blvd at Shopping Center a B B B R a I a a aE~,

Universitv Blvd ailS" Avenue C C C C C C C C C
Univcrsitv Blvd itl Ri2l!S Road' F , F , , I , , F ,
Universitv Blvd It 23'" Avenue R R R B R C C C C
Universitv Blvd at W. Part.: Drive B B B R B B a a a
Univcrsitv Blvd al CilI'TIllUS Drive C 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ad~IDhi Road at Camous Drive , , F , , F , , ,
Cam u.~ Drive at Reeents Drive , , , F F f E E , F
US I at Cam us Drive: 0 , , E E , E E I E
US 1 at Rossboroue:h Lane·' a I E E ,- f E E E E
Paint Branch Pl:wv at fire Acadcmv B I 8 a ! a , 8 R a a B
Paint Branch Pkwv at MetTo Parl:;in2 A A A I A I A A A A A
Paint Branch Pkwv at River Road 8 B B_1 a I 8 a a B a
CoU~e hrk 10 New CarrollfoQ
Kenilworth Avenue af River Road a a I B C B a a B B
Kenilwonh Avenue at Rittenhouse

A a B B • I B B B BSircet
Kenilworth Avenue II Eas! Wm , , , I , , I , F , ,
H~

East WCSI Hwv at 62"" Place B C C C C c :':JJ::
East West Hwv at 64" Av,:ml,: A A A A A I A A A A
Easl West Hwy at BallimofC-
Washington Pkwy southbound I C C C C I n I I "JUm.,

"r-;;- f .. 0EaS! West Hwy at Ballimore-
Washington Pkwy northbound B B B B ..
Ramos
East West Hwy III 6711\ Avenue I A a a c B a B B a
Easf West Hwv at Riverdale Road 0 , , F , F F F ,
Annaoolis Road al Veterans Pkwv I E , , , F , , , ,
Armaoolis Road al Harkins Road a a 8 B B a a a , B
Harkins Road at W. Lanham Road A A A B A A a A A
Veterans Pkwv at Ellin Road C B a B c c a c c
" ..1,.•~-..t,,·j ," ~I",. ;",1,._.....~ •••

Table 3-18: PM Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service

, _ 2030 1'030 I '030 BRT '030 LRT
lntersection t;nsUna: roioI Build TSM Low Me<! IHieh ILow Med High

Bethesda to Silver S rinE!
Woodmont Ave al Old Georgecown

B B a a a a a I a aRd
Woodmonl Ave at Edl!cmoor Lo A I A A A A A A A A
Old GtQreelown Rd at EdQemOOr Ln A A A A A A A A I A
Woodmont Ave at Norfolk Ave A A A A A A A A A
Woodmant Ave at St. Elmo Ave a a a a a a a a I R
Woodmool Ave at Cordell Ave A A A A A A I A A A
Woodmont Ave at Banerv Ln I a a a a a a a a B
Jones Beidee Rd at Wisconsin Ave E , , , , , , I , I ,
JonQ, Beidee Rd ill Glenhrook Plcwv R R R R R R R R R
Jones Beidee Rd at Grier Rd A a I B B a a a I B B
Jon~ Bridec Rd al Plett Rid!!c Rd A A I A A A A A A A
Jones Bridee Rd III Connecticut Ave , , , , , , , , ,
Joncs Brid2e Rd al Manor Rd a a a a a I • a a •
Jon~ Bridllt Rd al JonK Mill Rd , E E I E E E E I E
Conr.ecticut Ave aI Chevy Chalie

A B B B I a B c B BLake Dr
16'" SI at New Purole l.ine Cl"OS5inll NfA NfA NfA A A NfA A ~tA NfA
Silver Soria" 10 CoUtee Park
2'" Avenue at Sorine; Street I C I c c I c c c I c c C
2' Avenue at fenwick Avenue A A I A A A A I A A A
2'"' Avenue at Cameron Avenue A A A A A A A A A
Cole:iVi1le Road at 2"" Avenue 0 C C C C C C C C
Wayne Avenue lit Ramsev Road C I c c c , c c c c C
Wayne Avenue al Dixon Avenuc UMili. I B I B a B B B B B
Wavlle Avenue at Geore:ia Avenue C 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gt:onda Avenue Oil BoniCaat Stret:t A A A A A A A A A
Gcor;zia Avenue at Thavcr Avcnue a a B a a a a a R
Wayne Avenue at Fenlon Srreet C C C C C C
WaYne Avenue al Cedar Street C 0 0 0 C C 0 I 0 C
W. e Avenue at Dale Drive C E E I 0 0 0
Wa\llle Avenue al Mansfield Road A A A A A C A I A C
Wa\ol1e Avenue a, Sli2,o Creek P C E E f E E E
W,voe Avenu¢ at Flower Avenue B C C C C C C C C
P;ncv Branch Road al Arliss Strcci R B B 8 C C C C C
Piney Branch Road al BalTon SlrcCl B B B a a B B 8 a
Univ~rsirv Blvd at Pin Branch Rd , , I , , , , , I , ,
Univ:rsirv Blvd I.t Canon Avenue C C C C C C c I c C
Uni.. ~n;ity Blvd at Sl'Iopping eenler a I A A A I A I A a B BWest
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Mitigation or Adverse Traffic Efft<:ts

Th::: six Build altemalive~ would resuh in lIdverse
rffeclS to tnffie at up to four of [he 64 key
Intersections during the peak hours of operation.
The pOlential adverse effects of Ihe Build
a,lternative5 could in many cases be mitigated by
the addition or modificalion of turn lanes at
intersections

J.2.4. On-Strut Parking Impacts

Impacts to parking on private properly arc
di!>Cusscd in Chapter 4. The TSM alternative
would not require the removal of on-5treet
parking However, several of the Build
ahematives would require peak-hour restrictions
of on-sueet parking along cenain roadway
segmentS. Several of the Build alternatives would
also require Ihe complete removal of on-street
parking along several segmems.

Low Invutment BRT

Low Investment BRT would require the
r.:strietioD during the AM and PM peak periods
of all on-street parking in both directions along
Woodmont Avenue, between Old Georgetown
Road and Wisconsin Avenue. There an: currently
pellk~hour parking restrictions along this
s~gment, but those restrictions would need to be
cxpanded to accommodate. Low Investment
BRT

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

On-streCI parking would al~o need 10 bc
restricted during peak travel periods on Wayne
Avenue, bcl\\olXn Cedar Strcci and Mansfield
Road. to accommodate Low Investmem BRT.
There are currently peak-hour parking
restrictions along this segmenl, but those

restrictions would need 10 be expanded to
accommodate Low Investmcnt BRT.

Medium Investment BRT

On-street parking along the north CUl'b line of
Bonifant Street would need to be removed to
accommodate Medium Investment ORT. Parking
along the south curb could remain under Medium
Investment BRT if Bonifam Street is converted
to one-way usage

On-sueer parking would need to be restricted
during peak lIavel periods on Wayne Avenue.
bt:tween Cedar Street and Mansfield Road to
accommodate Medium Investment BRT. There
are currently peak-hour parking restriclions along
this scgmcnt, but those restrictions may need to
be modified or expanded.

Additionally, on-sucet parking along both the
north and south sides of East West Highway,
between 61>~ Place and 64lh Avenue would need
to be removed 10 accommodate the two nt:w
dedicated transit curb lanes proposed for this
segment.

High Investment BRT

On-street parking along Wayne Avenue betwecn
Cedar Strect and Mllnsfieid Road would need to
be removed to accommodate High (nvestment
BRT.

Additionally, on-street parking along both tho.
north and south sides of East West Highway,
between 61'1 Place: and 64tll Avenue would need
to be, aL a minimum, restricted during peak lr<lvel
periods to accommodate the two new dedicatcd
median transit lanes

Low investment LRT

On-street parking along the north curb line of
Bonifant Street would need 10 be removed to
accommodate Low Invcstment lRT. Parking
along the south curb would also need to be

removed to maintain Bonifant Streer as a two­
way strcct.

On-street parlring would need 10 be restrieted
during peak travel periods on Wayne Avcoue
beween Cewr Street \lnd Mansfield Road to
accommodate Low Investmenl LRT. There are
currcntly peak-hour parking restrictions along
this segment, but those restrictions would need 10

be expanded.

Additionally, on-stn:et parking along both the
nonh and south sides of Easl West Highway,
behvL':en 61" Place and 641~ Avenue would net:d
to be. at a minimum, restricted during the peak
travel periods 10 accommodate the lWO new
dedicated median Irdnsit lanes.

Medium Inveslment LRT

On-SlrCel parking along the north curb line of
Honifant Street would need to be removed to
accommodate Medium Inv~stmCnt LRT. Parking
along the south curb could remain.

On-street parking would need 10 be restricted
during pcak travel periods on Wayne Avcnue
between Cedar Street and Mansfield Road to
accommodate lhis alternative. There are
cWTcntly peak-hour parking restrictions along
this segment, but those restrictions wouJd need to
be expanded

Additionally, on-street parking 1Iiong both the
north and soulh sides of Easl West Highway.
betwt:en 61"' Place and 6411I Avenue would nced
to be, at a minimum, restricted during peal:: travel
periods to accommodate the two new dedicated
median transit lancs.

High In"esfment LRT

On-street parking along Wayne Avenue between
Cedar Street and Mansfield Road would need to
be removed to accommodale High lnvestment
LRT.

PurpFt!
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Additionally, on-!i1reet parking along both the
north and south sides of East West Highway
between 61" Place and 641& Avenue would need
LO be, ILt a minimum, restricted during peak travel
periods 10 accommodate the two new dedicatcd
median transit lanes.

3.3. Pedestrian and Bicycle Access

l'umerous pedestrian and bicycle facilities are
localed Ihroughout lhe corridor. Tho. Intcrim
Georgetown BC"'.l.nch Trail along the Georgelown
Brdnch righI-or-way, which extends frum
Bethesda to Silver Spring, is a heavily used
hiker-biker trail 00 an eAclusive a1ignmenl from
Bethesda to Lynonsville. At Lynonsville the lrail
lurns and runs parallel to Ihe CSX corridor on
exisling streets. All Build alternatives except
Low In\'estment BRT would include construction
of the Capital Crescent Tr<lil cxtension east from
its current terminus in Bethcsda at Wood mont
Avenue to the Sil~er Spring Transit Cenler. Low
InveStmCml BRT would include construction of
the trail from Jones Mill Road (Q the Silver
Spring Transit Center. The conceptual designs
for this Irail arc described in Chapter 2.

The Build alternatives would accommodate plans
for conneelion of tne Capital Crescenl Trail to
the Melropolitan Branch Trail and chc Green
Trail tit 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 eonneci the Sligo Creek Trail
with the Silver Spring TC"'dOsit Center, will follow
Wayne Avenue parallel to the Purple Line
surface alternatives. The MTA has worked with
the M-NCPPC to accommodate the trail. with
minimal impacls to adjacent properties. Couoty
guidelines pennil a combined sidewalk and lrail
eight feet wide outside of a central business
district. The trail would be on the north side of
Wayne Avenue, separaTed from the rransit\\'ay
and road by a fivc-footlandscaped buffcr.
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In accordance with SHA guidtlines, bicycle
lane, would be added 10 University Boulevard as
part of its reconsrruction uDder Medium and
High In ....estment BRT and all three LRT
Alternatives.

The corridor includes several areelS with
sub!tanrial existing pedestrian activity. Ex.isling
pedestrian volumes are in the modcnte to high
range in downtown Bethesda, downtown Silver
Spring, Takoma Park/Langley Park. and the
University of Maryland areas. BOlh BRT and
LRT systems operate safely today in comparable
environments.

Alltough the starion locations are Tebrarued as
conceptual and will be more specifically located
in tte subsequent Prelimina.ry Engineering phase,
[hey have been placed at suitable locations with
respect to walk and bus transfer access to the
sysll:m, including existing and planned
di:'o'dopment. other cransit services, especially
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thc Mctrorail stations, and the p[anncd tnnsi[
centers &1 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 cxisting bus
service to the Purple Line and would nOL
represent new pedestrians making use of the
facilities in the station areas. Therefore, thc nct
increase in pedestrians due to the Purple Line
could be less than the total ridership projections
would Indicate. Some increased cuncentrations
of pedestrian activity would be expeCted on the
approaches to the proposed station locations. The
magnirude of the changes in pedestrian volumes
is 8 function of the specific station and projected
levels of ridership at those locations. A
qualitative analysis of pedestrian facilities along
the alignment Indicates thai they arc likcly 10 be
sufficient to accommodate an increase in
pedeslTian activity. There is a well-developed

network of sidewalks and pedestrian pathways in
thc area. and pedestrian signals (including
pedestrian-acluated signals) are already provided
at the vast majority of signalized intersections
crossed by the Purple Linc. Additional mcasurcs
to accommodate any potential iocreases in
pedestrian volumes in and around the proposed
station areas could include: the widening of
existing crosswalks and sidewalks, the
instlillation of pedestrian-actuated signals at
those locations that lack them, the enhancement
of roadside signing alcning motorists of arcas of
increased pedestrian activity. Additionally, it
could be appropriate to install median fencing,
landscaping, or other measures al the station
locations to encoW1lge pedestrians 10 use the
marked crosswalks a[ the signalized
intcrsections_

3.4. Deliveries

Generally, High Investment BRT and the three
LRT Alternatives would operate in dedicated
transit lanes constructed in the median, or in the
case of mixed traffic operations, in the inside
trdvel lane. In most areas, there would be at least
two general purpose travel lanes in each
direction; which is sufficient to provide acces~ to
properties adjacent 10 the roadway alignment.

In the few instances where the alternative:,; would
limit g,meral purpose traffic to a single lTavel
lanc, such as Wayne Avenue between Cedar
Street and Sligo Creek Parkway under the High
Invesnnent alternatives, SlOpping would
generally nOI be pcnnitted. This configuration
may make access 10 and from driveways morc
difficult, though vehicles could encroach on the
trackway if nccessat)'.

Low Imd Medium Invesnnent BRT would
generally operate in the eurb lanes, in either
mixed naffie or dedicated transit lanes. These
curb lanes could be used by vehicles accessing
adjacent properties,

3.5. Emergency Vehicles

Emergency vehicles can b~ affected by a transit
project due to changes in traffic volumes or
opcrations along thc corridor. The ~uild

allernatives are gt:nerally l:xpeeted 10 maintain,
or in some cases, slightly improve the projected
traffic operations under the No Build condition.
Mioor signal modifications would be required at
a number of localions thruughout 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 Ihey would not impede or cre-dle a
barrier for emcrgcncy vehiclcs.

The Build alternatives would result in the
removal of a limited number of exisling buses,
which operate on routes that would duplicate
service. Additionally, the Build ahemalives
would typically operate in dedicated transit
lanes; the net effect would be [0 reduce the
number of transit vehicles operating in the
general purpose lanes, Ovenill, the Build
altcmatives arc not projected 10 substantially
affect emergency vehicles operating in the
conidor.

For the Purple Line, there is one major medical
facility located adjacent to Ihe proposed
alternatives. The Natiooal Naval Medical Center
is located along Jones Bridge Road. i1djllCc:nt to
Low Investment 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 center for area residentS, Access to this
facility would nOI be affected by Ihe presence of
BRT vehicles along Jones Bridge Road.

There is one fire station located adjacent to
Annapolis Road and Low Invesunenl aRT and
LRT i.o !be New CarroUton area. Tills ftrt station



CUJTenlly utilizes a dedicated traffic signal to
access Annapolis Road. Neither alternative is
expected 10 substantially impact the operations of
this station; the LRT would operate in a
oedicated rigbl-of-way, along tbe south side of
A..nnapolis Road in this area. However, due to tbe
length of the LRT vehicles (up 10 180 feet), there
would be increased potemial thai the exit from
L'le fire s13tion could be blocked by a slopped
Lght rail vehicle. This scenario is unlikely due to
t.r.ie provision uf a dedica1t:d lntnSil righl-uf..way,
but could be caused by another vchicle
encroaching Oil the tracks. The remaining Build
alrernatives do not use Annapolis Road and
would not aftect the access to this fire station.

There are fire s13lions on some of Ihe roads
crossed by the Purple Line, including
Conne<:tieut Avenue, Georgia Avenue. Riggs
Road, ;l.lId US I; the Purple Line would not
impede access from these stalions as it would not
be operating on the roads in frOOl of the stations.
Where the Purple Line is in dedicated lanes
emergency vehicles would beMfit by the
opportunity to travel in these: lanes.

3.6. Construction Impacts

The Build alternatives would be constnll.:ted in a
manner that would minimize potential negative
impacts to traffic, businesses, 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
shon-tenn detours Some ex.isting bus routes may
experience minor delays or be re·routed for shen
durations; however, no major service disruptions
arc expected. Prior to construction, a traffic
mana¥eme11l plan would be developed in
coordilllllion with SHA and both counties to
minimize potential traffic impact!>.

Public outreach would be conducltd to inform
motoristS about upcoming changes (0 traffic
patterns or detours. Emergency services would
be cunsulted during tbe develupment of the
Ullffic managemem plan, and such providers
would be kept up to date regarding any detours
or potential delays due to construction.

PUnK€!
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Kevin Karpinski

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Rob Garagiola <rgaragiola@alexander-c1eaver.com>
Thursday, January 22, 2015 3:27 PM
Heubert, Terrence; Brandi Cahn; Moira Moynihan; Robin Shaivitz
Todd Hoffman
RE: Hogan Letter

For now, send to Craig Williams, C05 at Cwilliams@hogantransition.com. They may have set up new e-mails, but I am
not 100%. Try also at Governor@gov.state.md.us and craig.williams@maryland.gov.

Robert J. Garagiola
President, Government Relations Division
Managing Attomey, Rockville Office
Cell: 301-801-9678
Alexander & Cleaver, P.A.
Attorneys at Law

Annapolis Address:
54 State Circle
Annapolis, MD 2140 I
p. 410-974-9000
f. 410-974-9002

Rockville Address:
5 1 Monroe Street
Suite 408
Rockville, MD 20850
p. 301-545-0100
f. 301-424-341B

www.aJexander-cieaver.com
Legal .. Lobbying .. Busines.· 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 -- If 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 5haivitz
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
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1700 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20006-3807
202 452 6041 (a)
2024948761 (c)
terrence.heubert bi JC.com

vCard I8ia I SIPC.cam ITwitter I Linkedln

Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney PC

KNOW GREATER PARTNERSHIP
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CONFIDENTIAUPRIVILEGED INFORMATION: This e-mail message (including any attachments) is a private communication sent by a law firm and may
contain confidential, 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 or copying of this communication is prohibited and may be unlawfuL Please notify the sender
immediately by replying to this message, then delete the a-mail and any attachments from your system_.
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ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1991

January 21, 2015

Governor Lawrence «Larry" Hogan
Maryland State House
100 State Circle
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 priorities. As you review the options, we
respectfully request that the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCl) 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 1-270 corridor.

The cornerstone economic impact of the CCT would be the development of the Great
Seneca Science Corridor (GSSC). The 1-270 corridor in the area around the Shady Grove Life
Sciences Center is already the third largest biotech cluster in tbe country. By the time the final stagc
of the GSSC Master Plan is implemented, this transit-oriented applied bioscience research
community would suetch across 900 acres, containing 17.5 million square feet of rni'Xcd 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
part-time science related jobs, $13 billion in annual goods and services for businesses, and $322
million in annual state tax revenues. However, as stated in the GSSC Master Plao, a prerequisite for
the commencement of stage two of development is the full funding of the CCT from the Shady
Grove Metro Station to Metropolitan Grove. Over time, the goal is for Montgomery County and
Maryland to continue to build on our reputation as a national leader in medical technology. If the
GSSC is to become the Silicon Valley of bioscience reseatch, immediate development of the CCT is
a necessity.

The CCT would provide faster, more direct transportation between residential and major
employment areas along the 1-270 corridor. In addition to the positive effects of economic
development gwwth, the CCT would increase 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 early as spring 2018, with a projected opening in 2021.

Support for the CCT is strong. Johos 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 foster 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 Maryland by building this very efficient and
cost-effective transit system.

All the best,

~~
Senator Brian Feldman,
Legislative District 15

Delegate Kathleen Dumais,
Legislative District 15

Delegate Arona Miller
Legislative District 15

(~
.ticg.\tc James Gilchrist
Legislative. Dhtrict 17

~'d~\k
l)t:leg:l(c Andrew Platt
Legislative District 17

Delegate Charles Barkley
Legislative District 39

~::l~---=
LI~gl$hlllV(" District 39

d~-
'OclcW,lc Shane Robinson
Legislative District 39

CC: Lieutenant Governor-elect Boyd Rutherford
Craig Williams, Chief ofStaff
Senator David Brinkley, Incoming Secretary, Department of Budget and Management
Senator Joseph Getty, Policy and Legislative Director
Montgomery County Executive Isiah uggett
Councihnember George Leventhal. Montgomery County Council President
R. Michael Gill, Incoming Secretary, Department of Business and Economic Development
Petet Rahn, Incoming Secretary, Maryland Department of Transportation



January 22, 2015

The Honorable Lawrence J. Hogan, Jr.,
Office ofthe 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 ofMaryland. 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 ofbuilding and maintaining the line, to the number ofprojected riders and the real
economic 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 ofhonest 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. Furthennore, 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.


