AGENDA ITEM #3
September 11, 2018
Briefing

September 7, 2018

TO: County Council

?

&
FROM: Glenn Orlin, Deputy Director
SUBJECT:  1-495 & 1-270 Managed Lanes Study

PURPOSE: Briefing

Last year Governor Hogan announced that the State Highway Administration (SHA) would initiate
a study with the maximum goal of widening both the entirety of the Capital Beltway (I-495) within
Maryland and the entirety of I-270 from the Beltway to 1-70 in Frederick, each by four lanes (two in each
direction). The lanes would be designed, constructed, and operated by a concessionaire under a public-
private partnership (P3) arrangement; revenue to pay for this effort would be derived by tolls on these
additional lanes.

The study proceeded earlier this year. Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process, the first steps were the preparation of a Purpose and Need Statement and identification of
preliminary alternatives. SHA held several public workshops in July, and the public comment time-period
closed effective Monday, August 27. SHA is currently reviewing the public input, which has come from
agencies, advocacy groups, and individuals:

The Planning Board was briefed on the study in mid-July. Subsequently the Transportation,
Infrastructure, Energy, and Environment (T&E) Committee was concerned that the Council had not been
kept sufficiently abreast of the progress of this study, and asked that this briefing be scheduled. SHA was
invited to make a presentation, but its staff indicated a preference to present late this year instead, once it
has had time to develop more details above what we presented at the July workshops and the Planning
Board briefing. SHA believes that once this work is completed it would allow for a more meaningful
discussion with the Council.

This briefing will be conducted in two parts. In the first part, Council staff will present a somewhat
abbreviated version of what SHA presented to the Planning Board in July. In the second part, Planning
Board and County Department of Transportation officials will describe their respective input into the
Managed Lanes Study to date.



Current County positions on improvements to 1-495 and I-270. The most recent positions on
improvements to these two roads are reflected in master plans, comments on earlier studies, and the
periodic State transportation priority letters co-signed by the Council and Executive.

Regarding 1-495, the County’s master plan calls for widening the Beltway by two lanes (one in
each direction) between the Virginia boundary and the junction with the I-270 West Spur. The plan calls
for these two lanes to be high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV) or high-occupancy-toll (HOT) lanes. In this
section of the Beltway the right-of-way is 300" wide, sufficiently wide to add two lanes without major
impacts to abutting properties. East of the West Spur, however, the right-of-way is generally about 200’
wide; the County has long believed that even widening this section by two lanes would result in very
significant property impacts, with the likelihood that scores of abutting homes would be taken.

There has been a Capital Beltway Corridor Study in the State’s Consolidated Transportation
Program (CTP) for two decades, but it was never brought to conclusion. The County’s priority letters
have given a relatively high priority to completing this study. The current Managed Lane Study essentially
succeeds the Capital Beltway Corridor Study.

Two decades ago SHA and the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) also initiated as major
project planning study: the [-270/US 15 Corridor Study, from 1-370 to north of the City of Frederick. That
study produced both highway improvement alternatives (widenings and new interchanges) and transit
improvement alternatives. The study was completed in 2009, at which time the Council and the Executive
recommended that, within Montgomery County, the State add two lanes to [-270 between 1-370 and the
Frederick County boundary. The two lanes would be operated in a reversible fashion: both lanes
southbound in the weekday morning peak and northbound during the weekday evening peak.
Furthermore, these lanes would be reserved as HOV or HOT lanes. There have been no recommendations
to add continuous through lanes on 1-270 south of 1-370. The I[-270 Innovative Congestion Management
Plan includes some spot widenings in this section which will provide measurable relief, but it will not add
more continuous through lanes above the 12 that have been in existence since the early 1990s.

Included in this packet are two sets of correspondence. On October 12, 2017 the T&E Committee
wrote to Secretary Pete Rahn of the Maryland Department of Transportation asking several questions
about the scope of what is now the Managed Lanes Study (©1-2); Secretary Rahn’s October 23, 2017
reply is on ©3-5. This past spring SHA announced that it was segmenting the Managed Lanes Study,
such that the segment of [-270 north of I-370 to the City of Frederick would be done later. The Executives
and Councils of Frederick and Montgomery Counties raised serious concern about this decision in a May
1, 2018 joint letter (©6); Secretary Rahn responded that this was a common practice for studies this large,
and that a separate study of the northern segment of [-270 would commence in 2019 (©7-8).

Briefing documents. The lead briefers are:

Glenn Orlin, Deputy Director, County Council

Chris Conklin, Deputy Director for Transportation Policy, County DOT

Carol Rubin, Acting Deputy Planning Director, Montgomery County Planning Department
(Other County DOT and Planning Departments staff will attend to address technical questions.)



The following information will be referred to during this briefing. The July presentation given to
the Planning Board is on ©9-59. The County DOT’s comments on Purpose and Need are on ©60-61, and
its comments on the preliminary alternatives and screening metrics are on ©62-65. While County DOT—
like the Council itself—is only a “participating” (commenting) agency and not a “cooperating”
(concurring) agency, the Planning Board has taken the stance that it will work with County DOT so that
they have the same positions.

The Montgomery County Planning Board staff’s comments on Purpose and Need are on ©66-121.
The Planning staff will begin focusing on the alternatives once they have come to conclusion with SHA
on the Purpose and Need. They have a meeting with the Federai Highway Administration (FHWA) on
September 25 to finalize the respective positions so the Planning Board can be assured that its
comments/issues make it into the final Record of Decision. Planning staff’s hope is to get very close and
take a staff recommendation to the full Commission (since they are working together with Prince George’s
County and County DOT) to reach concurrence with comment at the Commission meeting on October 17.

The Council should take this opportunity to develop an understanding and process by which the

Planning Board, County DOT, the Executive, and the Council will coordinate so that all are speaking from
the same page on forthcoming facets of the Managed Lanes Study.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND

QOctober 12, 2017

Peter K. Rahn, Secretary

Maryland Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 548

7201 Corporate Center Drive

Hanover, MD 21076

FROM: Roger Berliner, Chair, Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy & Environment Committee
Nancy Floreen, Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy & Environment Committee
Tom Hucker, Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy & Environment Committee

Dear Secretary Rahn,

Congestion in our community is one of the biggest detriments to our quality of life. Accordingly,
while we appreciate Governor Hogan's focus on this top priority issue with the release of the state’s
Traffic Relief Plan last month, we need to understand more clearly what the plan will do and will not do.
Please accept this invitation to join the Montgomery County Council’s Transportation, Infrastructure,
Energy & Environment Committee to discuss the Traffic Relief Plan on October 24 at either 9 a.m. to 11
a.m. or 2 p.m. to 4 p.m. at the County Council Office Building.

As you appreciate, 1-270 and [-495 serve as the backbone of Montgomery County’s highway
network — and by extension the county’s entire transportation system. In June, this Council and County
Executive Leggett submitted to you the attached Transportation Priorities Letter for consideration in the
development of the state’s next Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP). In the letter, the Council
and County Executive identify the need to complete the study of two reversible high-occupancy/toll lanes
on [-270 between Shady Grove Road and Frederick County as well as one high-occupancy toll lane in
each direction on 1-495 between the [-270 West Spur and Virginia in order to address traffic congestion.

Our Council also requested that the state advance the study of capacity and operational strategies
from [-270 and along 1-495 into Virginia that include transit, pedestrian and bicycle connections over the
Potomac River and that the state address traffic congestion on 1-495 east of the 1-270 spur “through other
spot improvements that are respectful of our natural resources and communities.”

It will be important for the Council to get answers to the following questions regarding the state’s
Traffic Relief Plan, which proposes four additional toll lanes on all sections of 1-270 and [-495 that run
through Montgomery County:

I) Does the state plan to regularly and substantially consult with Montgomery County in the
development and refinement of this plan? If so, what form will that consultation take? If not, why

not? @
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2)

3)

4

3)

6)

7)

8)

Please provide any studies or analyses done before proposing this plan.

What, if any, assumptions were made as to the pricing of tolls necessary to fund the infrastructure
contemplated in this plan?

The incomplete [-270/U.S. 15 Multimodal Corridor Study had focused on a multimodal approach
to traffic congestion. What is the state’s plan to implement the transit component of that study,
especially the Corridor Cities Transitway from Gaithersburg to Clarksburg?

Did the state consider the Council’s proposed solution to I-270 and [-495 west of the 1-270 spur?

What spatial and cost analysis was done that supports the ability to add four lanes to 1-270 and I-
495, especially on [-495 east of the 1-270 spur where neighborhoods, businesses and parkland are
in close proximity to the existing highway?

Does the plan include adding capacity to the American Legion Bridge, and if so, will that
additional capacity accommodate transit? If the plan does not include adding capacity to the
American Legion Bridge, has the state assessed the magnitude of the increased congestion at this
chokepoint?

Has the state considered high-occupancy toll lanes, which would tie into Virginia’s plans to extend
its existing high-occupancy toll lanes to the American Legion Bridge?

Please let us know if you or a representative would be able to join our committee to discuss these

questions and this important proposal. If you or a representative is unable to attend, we would appreciate
written responses to these questions before October 24. We look forward to your response.

CC:

Sincerely,

2

;ﬂ %Aw./%_/

Roger Berliner Nancy Floreen
District 1 At-Large

T

Tom Hucker
District 5

&

Gregory Slater, Administrator, Maryland State Highway Administration
Al Roshdieh, Director, Montgomery County Department of Transportation
Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Administrator, Montgomery County Council
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October 23, 2017
The Honorable Roger Berliner The Honorable Tom Hucker
Montgomery County Council Montgomery County Council
100 Maryland Avenue, 6 Floor 100 Maryland Avenue, 6™ Floor
Rockville MD 20850 Rockville MD 20850

The Honorable Nancy Floreen
Montgomery County Council
100 Maryland Avenue, 6™ Floor
Rockville MD 20850

Dear County Councilmembers Berliner, Hucker, and Floreen:

Thank you for your letter regarding the Governor Larry Hogan’s Traffic Relief Plan. 1
appreciate your concerns and interest in this key Maryland transportation initiative. I am very
interested in coming to Montgomery County to discuss the Governor’s plans with the County

Council’s Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy & Environment Committee. I am scheduled to
meet with you on November 16, 2017.

As you are aware, Maryland’s transportation needs far outweigh the available funding. The
Govemnor firmly believes that pursuing a Public-Private Partnership (P3) is the only way to
achieve significant congestion relief, 1 look forward to addressing all of your questions in our
meeting, but the following is a starting point to that discussion:

1) Does the State plan to regularly and substantially consult with Montgomery County in the

development and refinement of this plan? If so, what form will that consultation take? If not,
why not?

Once the Request for Information (RFI) stage is complete and MDOT moves to the

Request for Proposals (RFP) stage, coordination with partners and stakeholders will be a
regular part of the process.
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The Honorable Roger Berliner
The Honorable Tom Hucker
The Honorable Nancy Floreen
Page Two

2)

3)

4)

3)

6)

Please provide any studies or analyses done before proposing this plan.

The framework for the plan was developed based on previous studies including the
Capital Beltway Planning Study, West Side Mobility Study, I-270 Multi-Modal Corridor
Study, learned successes from other states across the country using P3s to tackle large
infrastructure needs, and requests from local partners 1o consider tolled facilities as a
long-term solution. These previous studies contain valuable technical information and
will provide insight as MDOT delivers transformative, innovative solutions.

What, if any, assumptions were made as to the pricing of tolls necessary to fund the
infrastructure conternplated in this plan?

No assumptions on toll pricing have been made at this stage. This issue will be analyzed
later in the process as RFPs are developed.

The incomplete 1-270/U.S. 15 Multi-Modal Corridor Study had focused on a multimodal
approach to traffic congestion. What is the State’s plan to implement the transit component
of that study, especially the Corridor Cities Transitway from Gaithersburg to Clarksburg?

The Corridor Cities Transitway has previously been broken out from the Multi-Modal
study. This is reflected in the Consolidated Transportation Program under the Maryland
Department of Transportation Maryland Transit Administration.

Did the State consider the Council’s proposed solution to 1-270 and 1-495 west of the 1-270
spur?

The approach we are taking, beginning with the RFI process, will leverage creative and
innovative ideas proposed by the private sector. The MDOT will evaluate the
alternatives proposed.

What spatial and cost analysis was done that supports the ability to add four lanes to 1-270

and [-495, especially on 1-495 east of the I-270 spur where neighborhoods, businesses and
parkland are in close proximity to the existing highway?

@



The Honorable Roger Berliner
The Honorable Tom Hucker
The Honorable Nancy Floreen
Page Three

The RFI and subsequent RFP phase will continue to prioritize accelerated project
delivery and innovation in the solutions. In preparation for this RFI, the team looked at
some innovative solutions developed in other states that greatly minimized impacts
through innovation. When thinking about this project, the State is delivering highway
solutions that are different than they ever have been. Thinking about this in a traditional
sense at this stage in the game should not be the assumption.

7) Does the plan include adding capacity to the American Legion Bridge, and if so, will that
additional capacity accommodate transit? If the plan does not include adding capacity to the
American Legion Bridge, has the state assessed the magnitude of the increased congestion at
this chokepoint?

The additional capacity proposed is for all of I-270 and all of 1-495 including the
American Legion Bridge. The details of that work will be examined through the RFP
process.

8) Has the State considered high-occupancy toll lanes, which would tie into Virginia’s plans to
extend its existing high-occupancy toll lanes to the American Legion Bridge?

The expectation is that Maryland’s managed lanes will tie into Virginia’s managed lanes
at the American Legion Bridge. All types of managed lane solutions are being
considered.

Thank you again for your letter. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact

Ms. Heather Murphy, MDOT Office of Planning and Capital Programming (OPCP) Director, at

410-865-1275 or hmurphy@mdot.state.md.us. M:s. Murphy will be happy to assist you. Of

course, you may always contact me directly.

Sincerely,

Pete K. Rahn
Secretary

cc:  Ms. Heather Murphy, Director, OPCP, MDOT

®



rederick County Govennment Maontgomery Couniy Government

12 East Church St 101 Momroe Street
Frederick, MD 21701 Rockyille, MI) 20850
301-600-9000 240-777-2500

May 1, 2018

The Honorable Lawrence J. Hogan, Governor Pete K. Rahn, Secretary

State of Maryland Maryland Department of Transportation

State House P.O. Box 548

100 State Circle 7201 Corporate Center Drive

Annapalis, MD 21401 Hanover, MD 21076

Re:  1-270 Corridor Needs in Montgomery and Frederick Counties
Dear Governor Hogan and Secretary Rahn:

On October 5, 2016 we wrote urging you to re-start the long-shelved 1-270/U.S, 15 Multimodal
Corridor Study. About a year later, you announced the Traffic Relief Plan (TRP) based on the concept of
Express Toll Lanes {ETLs) as the long-term solution for I-270 from the City of Frederick to the Capital
Beltway (1-495) and for the Capital Beltway itself. Recently, MDOT commenced a National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) study of the Capital Beltway and the southern end of 1-270 to determine
the environmental envelope that will define the range of feasible improvements for the Traffic Relief Plan.

While we are gratified that a portion of the [-270 corridor will be analyzed, we are very concerned
about the MDOT’s announcement that it intends to postpone - indefinitely — the study of improvements
on I-270 between 1-370 and the City of Frederick. Without changes to the northern portion of I-270, the
major expansion of southern I-270 will only exacerbate the severe congestion between Gaithersburg and
Frederick. This congestion resuits from the significant reduction in existing capacity (from 12 to 4 lanes)
that occurs as one travels north along I-270 between 1-370 and Frederick.

We also strongly urge you to incorporate in the study one or more transit elements to complement
your proposed the highway improvements. We have long believed that the solution to mobility in the
1270 Corridor is one that provides more options to travelers. Transit improves commutes for drivers by
taking cars off the road, moving more people per lane, and making the transportation network more
efficient. This is an essential component of the long-term solution for this corridor.

Sincerely,

Th€ Honorable Jan . Gardner

Frederick County Executive Montgomery County Executive
The Honorable Bud @tis, President The HMdorable Hans Riemer, President

Frederick County Chuncil Montgomery County Council




Ko
il

I
. Governor e

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT Boyd K. Rutherford Fria
OF TRANSPORTATION pét:K o Py
Oftice of the Secretary 45 BT A Secretary o
CECEWVET
June 6, 2018 S "Z'_Ef—_',j";‘.’ o ‘
The Honorable Jan H. Gardner The Honorable Isiah Leggett
Frederick County Executive Montgomery County Executive
12 East Church Street 101 Monroe Street
Frederick MD 21701 Rockville MD 20850
The Honorable Bud Otis The Honorable Hans Riemer
President President
Frederick County Council Montgomery County Council
12 East Church Street 101 Monroe Street
Frederick MD 21701 Rockville MD 20850

Dear County Executives Gardner and Leggett, and Presidents Otis and Riemer:

Thank you for contacting Governor Larry Hogan and me regarding the [-270 corridor needs in
Montgomery and Frederick Counties. The Governor asked that I respond on his behalf.

The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is committed to providing a
comprehensive transportation network that relieves congestion and effectively benefits its
millions of users. The Traffic Relief Plan (TRP) is a Statewide initiative to provide a “system of
systems” for users, including improvements for highways and transit. The TRP is not a single
project,

The 1-495 and [-270 Public-Private Partnership (P3) Program is the largest effort under the TRP
and includes the entirety of 1-495 in Maryland and 1-270 from 1-495 to [-70. The MDOT State
Highway Administration {SHA) recently initiated an environmental study as the first element of
the 1-495 and 1-270 P3 Program. The initial environmental study, known as“the 1-495 and [-270
Managed Lanes Study, includes [-495 from south of the American Legion Bridge to east of the
Woodrow Wilson Bridge and 1-270 from 1-495 to I-370 including the east and west spurs of
1-270.

The limits of the [-495 and 1-270 Managed Lanes Study were established based on federal
requirements including setting limits based on logical termini and independent utility. In
determining the limits of the study, MDOT SHA considered travel patterns and characteristics
and found that there are distinct differences south and north of [-370. The prior 1-270/US 15
Multimodal Study also reflected these differences.

)

7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, MD 21076 1 410,865,000 | B8B.7131414 | Maryland Relay TTY 410.8597227 @ mdot.maryland.gov



The Honorable Jan H. Gardner
The Honorable Isiah Leggett
The Honorable Bud Otis

The Honorable Hans Riemer
Page Two

The significant traffic congestion along 1-495 and 1-270 south of I-370 was also considered in
establishing the 1-495 and [-270 Managed Lanes Study limits. These sections of roadway are
among the most congested and unreliable freeway segments in Maryland. It is important to note
that the overall 1-270 corridor is currently being improved by the 1-270 Innovative Congestion
Management Contract. These near-term improvements, slated to be completed by the end of
2019, will provide significant reduction in travel times and improve reliability for travelers on
1-270. These improvements were strategically planned to ensure traffic along 1-270 can flow
while long-term improvements are being developed and delivered along the entire [-495 and I-
270 corridors.

To be clear, MDOT SHA has not indefinitely postponed a study of improvements along 1-270
from 1-370 to 1-70. We will complete a separate study for these limits, beginning in 2019.

We recognize that the extensive highway linkage of [-495 and 1-270 to other regional
transportation facilities causes these corridors to experience severe congestion and has a region-
wide effect on all transportation modes. As such, transportation improvements to provide
congestion relief on 1-495 and 1-270 will look to enhance existing and proposed multimodal
transportation services. The MDOT SHA will evaluate alternatives that will improve
multimodal connectivity and service, enhance trip reliability, and provide additional multimodal
travel choices for more efficient travel along [-495 and 1-270 during times of extensive
congestion.

Thank you again for contacting the Governor. We appreciate hearing from you. If you need
further assistance, please contact Ms. Lisa B. Choplin, MDOT SHA [-495 and 1-270 P3 Office
Director, at 410-637-3320 or Ichoplin@sha.state.md.us. Ms. Choplin will be happy to assist you.

Sincerely,

Gl

Pete K. Rahn
Secretary

ce: Lisa B. Choplin, DBIA, Director, [-495 and 1-270 P3 Office, MDOT SHA
Mr. Gregory Slater, Administrator, MDOT SHA




























































































































































DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Isiah Leggett Al R. Roshdieh
County Executive Director

MEMORANDUM

August 29, 2018

TO: Caryn Brookman, Environmental Program Manager
Maryland State Highway Administration, [-495 & 1-270 P3 Office

FROM: Christopher Conklin, P.E., Deputy Director for Policy%_%

Department of Transportation

SUBJECT: 1495 and I-270 Managed Lane Study — Inter-Agency Working Group
Reiterated Comments on the Purpose and Need

Thank you for the continued opportunities through the Inter-Agency Working Group
to provide input on the 1-495 and I-270 Managed Lanes Study. As stated previously in
correspondence and during the IAWG’s meetings, we continue to have reservations about the
Project’s Purpose and Need. Our reservations are primarily related to the focus on congestion relief
instead of a broader goal of mobility improvement for the area served by the highway corridors.
While we agree that these highways are subject to significant, recurring congestion, the Project
should incorporate solutions other than expanding and managing highway capacity.

The Purpose and Need should be modified to account for the mobility benefits of
transit and high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) alternatives that are additive to any impact they may have
on congestion. Additional language should be included to expand upon the prioritization of transit
and other high-occupancy vehicles serving the corridor. Metrics such as person-throughput,
household and employment center accessibility, and the Non-Auto Drive Mode Share (NADMS) for
these corridors are possibly more important than metrics related to highway congestion mitigation,
Expansion of the Purpose and Need will help ensure that the proposed solutions are in keeping with
the County’s master plans, programs, and policies that are broadly based on improved transportation
sustainability and expanding the range of travel options — including improvements to the highway
system,

With an improved Purpose and Need, we support inclusion of transit alternatives both
within the highway corridors and those that serve the travel markets of the highway corridors.
Stronger language in the Purpose & Need toward high occupancy vehicles would also help to ensure
that there is no reduction in HOV incentives from existing conditions, which currently help to
increase the capacity of I-270 and move a greater volume of people through the corridor. The
continued provision of HOV access may also be a component of equity considerations. Some
variation of priority access for HOV and transit must be maintained at least for [-270 and we urge it
be considered also for 1-495,

Office of the Director
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Caryn Brookman
August 29, 2018
Page 2

We also suggest that the study area be expanded back to I-70. While we recognize
that the State feels the area north of I-370 may not be as pressing a need, we feel that congestion in
the vicinity of MD 117 and MD 124 as well as near the northbound bottleneck north of MD 121 are
all issues that may benefit from this project’s evaluations.

Should you have any questions regarding our comments on the plan, please feel free
to contact me or Mr. Andrew Bossi, Senior Engineer, at 240-777-7200.

CC:ab

cc: Al Roshdieh, MCDOT
Gary Erenrich, MCDOT
Andrew Bossi, MCDOT
Casey Anderson, MNCPPC
Stephen Aldrich, MNCPPC
Glenn Orlin, Montgomery County Council
Craig Simoneau, City of Rockville
Ollie Mumpower, City of Gaithersburg
Vic Weissberg, PG-DPWT
Matt Baker, SHA.




Isiah Leggett
County Executive

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
AlR. Roshdieh

Director

MEMORANDUM

August 29, 2018

Caryn Brookman, Environmental Program Manager
Maryland State Highway Administration, I-495 & 1-270 P3 Office

Christopher Conklin, P.E., Deputy Director for Poli(%—-s

Montgomery County Department of Transportation

1-495 and 1-270 Managed Lane Study — Inter-Agency Working Group
Comments on Alternatives and Screening Criteria

Thank you for the continued opportunities through the Inter-Agency Working Group

to provide input on the I-495 and 1-270 Managed Lanes Study. We would like to offer the following
comments on the screening criteria shown at the Inter-Agency Working Group meeting on July 11,

2018:

1)

2)

Existing Conditions / Needs: Data collection and analysis should identify the current
needs and congestion points. While the I-270 corridor may be able to utilize past
studies and projects (including the ongoing ICM project), the I-495 corridor has not
had as much past study and could potentially benefit significantly from a similar
approach as the series of small treatments included in the 1-270 ICM project.

Transit Alternatives: We feel that potential transit projects serving the target areas
could score highly as potential alternatives, and urge that transit be thoroughly
considered as part of the solution to mobility needs on the I-270 and 1-495 corridors.
We suggest the following alternatives for consideration:

a. 14A HRT - 3" Track MARC and service improvements; ran MARC
trains two-way throughout the day the weekends
14A HRT - Extend Red Line to Metropolitan Grove
14A HRT —~ Extend Red Line to the Germantown Transit Center
14B LRT - A light rail alignment along MD 355
14B LRT — Extend Purple Line to Tysons Corner
14B LRT — Extend Purple Line to Largo Town Center
14B LRT - Extend Purple Line to National Harbor / Alexandria
14C BRT — The MD 355 North and South BRT corridors

TR Mo

Office of the Director
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Caryn Brookman
August 29, 2018
Page 2

14C BRT — The MD 586/MD193 BRT corridor
14C BRT — The Randolph Rd/North Bethesda Transitway BRT corridor
14C BRT — Provide BRT from Montgomery Mall to Tysons Corner
14C BRT - Provide BRT from New Carrollton to Largo Town Center

. 14C BRT - Provide BRT from New Carrollton to National Harbor /
Alexandria

n. 15 BRT - Bus on Shoulder

g e

3) Additional Alternatives: In addition to the transit alternatives noted above, we also
suggest that the State give consideration toward the expansion of alternative routes
around the DC region to shift traffic away from the 1-95/495 corridors. This
evaluation could build on past study of corridors such as:

a. I-97/US 301 to the east of the Washington D.C. region
b. US 15, I-66, VA 234 corridor to the west of the Washington D.C. region.

4) Screening Metric Comments:
a. ENGINEERING #1

Replace “Traffic” with “Travel Demand” to generalize vehicles to people.
b. ENGINEERING #2
Add “for all modes”
ENGINEERING #3
Expand to include options beyond highway travel, or add another metric
related to the availability of alternate modes to highway travel.
ENGINEERING #4
Consider combining this with general phrasing related to safety and
reducing the risk of collisions. Alternately, Safety might be a screening
metric in its own right.
€. HOMELAND SECURITY #1
How will the transit alternatives be measured against this criterion? To
what distance or destination is it deemed adequate to evacuate to for
purposes of this measurement, and under what conditions would an
evacuation be likely?
f. HOMELAND SECURITY #2
How will the transit alternatives be measured against this criterion?
Would this be given as N/A, or would it be a “Yes” presuming emergency
services have access to transit facilities/vehicles?
g. HOMELAND SECURITY #3 (NEW)
Does the alternative provide a redundant travel option in the event of a
disaster or attack on the highway corridor?

o
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Caryn Brookman
August 29,2018

Page 3

MOVEMENT OF GOODS & SERVICES #1

How will the transit alternatives be measured against this criterion? Will
it be “N/A” as trucks would not be on heavy rail or are unlikely to be
on LRT/BRT facilities? Or “No” for the same reason: trucks would be
barred from their facilities? Or “Yes” on a presumption that mode
shift would expand capacity for trucks?

FINANCIAL VIABILITY

What range of revenue tools is the state willing to consider — for
example a regional revenue model, like Northern Virginia, could
provide a revenue stream to substitute for P3 generated revenue to
support some alternatives?

ENVIRONMENTAL (ALL)

Consider rephrasing each metric into a response of Low, Med, High.

5) Additional Screening Metrics:

a.

b.

ENGINEERING — Consider an additional metric evaluating the
constructability / MOT impacts on a scale of Low, Med, High.
ENGINEERING — Consider an additional metric evaluating an alternative’s
ease of access to between the new lanes and the arterials directly
serving / served by 1-270.

HOMELAND SECURITY — Consider an additional yes/no metric “Does the
alternative provide adequate area for traffic enforcement to operate?”
This would particularly be affected by the loss of shoulders along the
left and/or right sides of any sections with 3+ lanes.

FiINANCIAL VIABILITY — Consider an additional metric evaluating each
alternative’s cost to the facility users by Low, Med, High.
Murti-MopatL ConnecTiviTy — Consider an additional metric related to
Engineering #3: Does the alternative increase or reduce the incentive
for users to utilize vehicles at a higher occupancy?

MuLTi-MopaAL CONNecTiviTY — Consider an additional metric evaluating
the alternative’s impacts on the NADMS goals of area master plans by
Low, Med, High.

ENVIRONMENTAL — Consider additional metrics relating to
environmental/social justice, such as equity, toll affordability across
socioeconomic populations, and access to the facilities by transit:
vehicles.

ENVIRONMENTAL — Consider an additional low/med/high metric “What is
the alternative’s scale of impact on adjacent properties?”
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i. ENVIRONMENTAL— Consider an additional low/med/high metric “What is
the alternative’s scale of impact on the tree canopy?”

J.  ENviRONMENTAL— Consider an additional low/med/high metric “What is
the alternative’s scale of impact on Vehicle-Miles Traveled?” [this
could potentially satisfy any interest in considering Fuel Consumption
and Emissions|

6) Individual Segments: Consider separate & distinct alternatives for each of at least
four segments, as noted below. There may not be a “one-size fits all” alternative, and
different options — minding transitions — may better fit some segments than others.

1-270

1-495 west of 1-270

1-495 between the 1-270 spurs

1-495 between 1-270 and 1-95

I-495 east of I-95

L R

Should you have any questions regarding our comments on the plan, please feel free

to contact me or Mr. Andrew Bossi, Senior Engineer, at 240-777-7200.

CC:ab

CCl

Al Roshdieh, MCDOT

Gary Erenrich, MCDOT

Andrew Bossi, MCDOT

Casey Anderson, MNCPPC

Stephen Aldrich, MNCPPC

Glenn Orlin, Montgomery County Council
Craig Simoneau, City of Rockville

Ollie Mumpower, City of Gaithersburg
Vic Weissberg, PG-DPWT

Matt Baker, SHA
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Lisa Choplin, Director, |-495 & 1-270 P3 Office
leffrey T. Folden, Deputy Director, 1-495 & 1-270 P3 Office
Caryn Brookman, Environmental Program Manager, 1-495 & 1-270 P3 Office

FROM: Carol 5. Rubin, Acting Deputy Director, M-NCPPC Montgomery County Planning Depanme@
Debra Borden, Principal Counsel, M-NCPPC Office of the General Counsel P&

RE: 1-495 and |-270 Managed Lanes Study Purpose and Need Statement
M-NCPPC Comments

At a meeting several weeks ago between Lisa Choplin and Jeffrey Folden on behalf of MDOT SHA, and
Mike Riley, Gwen Wright and Carol Rubin on behalf of the Montgomery County side of The Maryland-
National Capital Park and Planning Commission (MNCPPC}), we committed to send you a redline version
of the latest draft of the Purpose and Need Statement with consolidated comments from MNCPPC in
early August. As the Executive Level representatives to the IAWG on behalf of MNCPPC, we have
enclosed that document. Due to some vacation schedules, we expect a few more eyes on this draft, but
we do not expect much to change. The final comments will be submitted to you by the end of August.

MNCPPC strongly recommends three key changes to the 1-495 & I-270 Managed Lanes Study Purpose
and Need Statement to align it with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements and
best practices. This marked-up version of the Purpose and Need Statement with specific language (or
comments) addresses what we consider to be deficiencies in the document as presented by MDOT SHA.
The critical issues are that the Purpose and Need Statement must:

1. Delete references to managed lanes as this defines a solution rather than the problem or need;

2. Include a more-thorough analysis and explanation of the problems that are to be addressed:;

3. Establish and inciude more robust, measurable objectives; and

4. Emphasize equitable transportation solutions that address the mobility of all users by providing
a range of transportation options.

Consistent with NEPA, the Purpose and Need Statement should be an account of a transportation
problem, not a justification for a desired solution. As written, the Purpose and Need Statement appears
to be a rationalization for managed lanes. In fact, the detailed discussions in Section V which lists the
specific needs, three of those listed: “Accommodate Existing Traffic and Long-Term Traffic Growth,”
"Enhance Trip Reliability” and “Provide Additional Roadway Travel Choice” identify managed lanes as
the anfy solution. Since there are many possible solutions to the problems identified, an objective
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Purpose and Need Statement must either remove all references to managed lanes or give equal
consideration/discussion to other potential solutions.

To properly frame a Purpose and Need Statement, the document must demonstrate a comprehensive
analysis and understanding of the problem. To provide the foundation for effective design alternatives, a
few of the critical questions that need to be addressed and thoroughly analyzed are:

1. What are the regional travel patterns that contribute to the congestion now experienced on |-
495 and 1-270?

2. What type of congestion is occurring, where is it occurring and how frequently does it occur?

3. What is causing this congestion; whether it is link or merge and weaving capacity?

As presented, the Purpose and Need Statement does not raise or address any of these questions. if
analysis of regional travel patterns was conducted, it is not presented in the document or in the
appendices. The Purpose and Need Statement explains that congestion has been an increasing problem
over several decades, but specific basic conditions that contribute to the problem, such as times and
locations where congestion occurs along the corridor is glaringly absent from the document. Moving
forward without answering these questions makes MDOT SHA vulnerable to challenge and misses an
opportunity to build support for the ultimate alignment and design.

In February 2005, the Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit Administration issued
joint guidance to better connect the transportation planning and environmental review processes (23
CFR Part 450 - Appendix A}. This document identifies ways that transportation planning can be
incorporated into a purpose and need statement and states that “goals and objectives from the
transportation planning process may be part of the project’s purpose and need statement.”

Objectives are a critical part of any planning process because they define the problem, convey to all
stakeholders the standards and metrics by which the project alternatives will be compared, and they
ensure that the preferred alternative will mitigate the problems that the project is intended to address.
Therefore, MNCPPC strongly encourages the inclusion of quantifiable objectives for each of the goals in
the Purpose and Need Statement. At a minimum, the screening criteria that are proposed to refine or
condense the initial alternatives must be enhanced and incorporated into the goals of the Purpose and
Need Statement. MNCPPC believes that MDOT SHA must develop more rigorous objectives that better
differentiate among alternatives to appropriately address the needs of the project. In future
correspondence, MNCPPC will provide suggested objectives that are more detailed for the project
team’s consideration as discussed below.

By way of example, the Purpose and Need Statement from the ICC FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 1} includes
multiple objectives that were evaluated for both existing and future conditions, including:

¢ The existing and future (no-action 2030} traffic volumes at six screenlines across the study area.
* The existing and future (no-action 2030} levels of service at 51 key intersections in the study
area.

In addition, the ICC project also considered severa! other factors that addressed multimodal and
accessibility issues, including:

s Accessibility to jobs.
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¢ Ridership forecasts for transit service.
* The length of the congested period to identify whether the length of the peak period would be
reduced under some alternatives.

Transportation improvements that address the mobility needs of lower income residents and residents
without access to private automobiles are needed to ensure that sociai and environmental justice issues
are addressed in the Study. The criteria for selection of alternatives must include consideration of
equitable transportation solutions that address the mobility of all users, including public transit
accessibility and performance. Equity in investment decisions is critical to MNCPPC and the impression
that MDOT SHA it is solely focused on improving the mobility of those who can afford to pay a toll will
be unacceptable to the community.

MNCPPC recognizes there is pressure on the MDOT SHA to produce a concise Purpose and Need
Statement as an early step of an accelerated project timeline in keeping with Executive Order 13807.
However, refining this document is critical to the remaining steps of the Study, as all future analyses and
recommendations must align with and uphoid the goals established in the Purpose and Need Statement.
Unless a comprehensive analysis and well-defined understanding of the problem is provided, and robust
and measurable objectives are included, then cost and feasibility will be perceived as the only metrics
considered for the uitimate alternative selection and design, and the im partiality of the study will be
questioned.

MNCPPC seeks to cooperatively participate with the MDOT SHA and other stakeholders to identify a
solution, or salutions that improve safety and effectively and equitably mitigate the congestion resulting
from the region’s complex transportation challenges. This must be developed without significantly
impacting the trip mitigation programs established by Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties
{Transportation Management Districts, Master Plan Mode Share and Staging Targets, Countywide
Sustainability and GHG Emissions efforts, Vision Zero). Furthermore, MNCPPC has an expectation that
any improvements needed for this project will be done in an environmentally respansible manner that
minimizes impacts to existing resources, mitigates for unavoidable impacts at an equal or greater value,
and addresses storm water management of existing untreated portions of these highways in addition to
any new construction to the extent practicable. To do this, the Purpose and Need Statement, the
foundation of this Study must be non-prescriptive in the problem statement, must demonstrate a
thorough understanding of the problem through comprehensive analyses, and must provide
quantitative and objective metrics to measure its estimated outcome, and must commit to meaningful
environmental, cultural, and community responsibility and stewardship.

We look forward to discussing our comments and concerns in more detail in order to resolve our many
issues and ultimately reach a point where MNCPPC can concur with comments to the Purpose and Need
Statement.


































































































































































	a
	b
	c
	d
	h

