September 92008

MEMORANDUM

TO: Sue Edwardsl-270 Corridor Team Leader
Communitybased Planning

VIA: Dan Hardy Acting Chief
Transportation Planning

FROM: Katherine Holt Senior Planner ;.g/#
Transportation Planning

SUBJECT: Germantown Master Plan
Worksession #2
TransportatiorDiscussion Topics

Worksession #2 for the Germantown Master Plagseptember 2@ill provide an opportunity

for staff to solicit Planning Board guidance on several aebmag policy questions relating to
transpotation g/stem design, performance, and implementation. We will use the discussion at
Worksession #2 to inform subsequent worksessions in whicbpsitgfic transportation
recommendations will be addressed.

This memorandum summarizes the discussion topics fok&¥ssion #2:

How do we define and achieve an overall balance between land use and transportation?
How should the Corridor Cities Transitway serve the Plan area?

Are planned pedestrian and bicy&eilities sufficient?

How should the relationship betwekh83 and MD 355 be reflected in the Plan?

How should transportation performance be reflected in the staging plan?

arwnE

AttachmentD summarizes Public Hearing testimony on transportationsseuth brief
responses for items included in this memorandum.

1. TRANSPORTATION / LAND USE BALANCE

On September 4, the Planning Board focused on three basic questions from the public hearing
testimony that reflect the balance between land use and transportation:
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e Are the levels of forecast multimodal mobility in the Ralblearing Draft Plan sufficient
to support the recommended land use?

e Would greater levels of congestion or limited parking help reduce traffic volumes?

e Should the Public Hearing Draft Plan recommend changes to the mobility objectives
applied to Germantowh

The following paragraphgrovide affirmative recommendations onsbquestions

Each master plan adopted by the County Council in the past two decades has assessed

whet her or not the | and use and Therearbadagedr t at i o
has traditionally meant that the forecasted-stade land use in the plan area could be supported

by the enestate transportation system and satigtesAdequate Public Faciliti€s\PF)

requirements of the Growth Policy in place at time of planstaig analysis.

Transportation system capacity for master plans includes forecasting future travel demand, a
process that includes two levels of analgsiesistent with the current Growth Policy
transportation reviews

e Aregional travel demananalysiss used to developaselineconditions reflecting
planned land use and transportation changes outgdéermantown Master Plan area
This effort produces Relative Transit Mobil@i®TM) and Relative Arterial Mobility
(RAM) forecasts for the year 2036r along-range Policy Area Mobility Review
(PAMR)

e Alocal area modeinalysiss used to evaluate more detailed alternative land use and
transportation options within the Master Plan ar€his effort produces forecast
intersection volumdo-capacity (V/C)ratios for the year 203@sing the Critical Lane
Volume (CLV) techniqudor a comprehensive plan area Local Area Transportation
Review (LATR)

Policy Area Mobility Review

From a Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR) perspective,we conclude fromthe endstate
analysis that the proposed land use and transportation systeare in balance,due in large
part to implementation of regional facilities already in the master plan including

[-270 widening,

the Corridor Cities TransitwayGCT),

Midcounty Highway Extaded (M-83), and

MD 355 wideningo six lanes

As indicated irFigure 1 the Germantown master plan area includes portions of three Policy
Areas:

e Portions of the Germantown West Policy Area,



e The entire Germantown Town Center Policy Area, which is saded by the
Germantown West Policy Area and incorporated into Germantown West for PAMR
purposes,

e Portions of the Germantown East Policy Area

Master Plan and Policy Area Boundaries FIGURE 1
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Figure2 shows the results of the PAMR analysis, comparing condition®fi, 2011, and
Alternative 3 the working title for the highest amount of land use tested during alternatives
analysis Thep | arecorsmended land use is commensunatie, but slightly lower thanthat
tested as Alternative Figure2 uses the followig nomenclature to identify forecast Relative
Transit Mobility (RTM) and Relative Arterial Mobility (RAM) conditions:

e GTE refers to the Germantown East Policy Area

e GTW refers to the Germantown West Policy Area (including the Germantown Town
Center PolicyArea)



e 05 refers to year 2005 conditions
11 refers to forecast year 2011 conditions, per the-2009 Growth Policy

e 30 refers to forecast year 2030 conditions assuming Round 7.1 cooperative forecast land
uses

¢ 89 Plan refers to forecast year 2030 conditassuming the yield from the 1989
Germantown Master Plan, and

o ALT3 refers to the current staff recommendations.

The objective of the master plan balance assessment is to ensure thatstagéeeoahditions are
acceptable with either partial or full ngtition. In other words, the GTW ALT3 and GTE ALT3
markers both need to be fiabove the stairstepo
in Figure2. The PAMR analysiallows us to conclude that while the recommended land use and
transportatia system is slightly more congested than that in the 1989 Plan, that both the
Germantown East and the Germantown West Policy Areas have adequate mobility scores and

that the recommended plan therefore has a balance between land use and transportation.

FIGURE 2
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Local Area Transportation Review

Critical lane volume (CLV) is an analysis used for existing signalized intersections in the area to
determine the level of intersection congestion. CLV is a calculation for intersections that
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evaluates conflicting moweents such ahrough traffic and traffic turning left against oncoming
traffic. For the Germantown area, there are two different policy standards of congestion. The
Germantown Town Center area has a congestion standard of 1600, while the rest of Germantow
has a congestion standard of 1425. CLVs listed for the study area in existing conditions can be
seen inTable 1with a star noting CLVs congestion standards of 1600 and shading illustrating
over the congestion standard. The 2030 colénmi t h o u ts edpresents CIL\é& with future

year traffic volumes on the road, but did not include any localized intersection improvements.

2030 network 2030 network with
Table 1 Existing without turn lanes turn lanes
AM [ PM[VIC|AM | PM ]| VIC|AM | PM | VIC
Middlebrook/Crysal Rock* | 812 | 715 | 0.51| 2013| 1992 1602 | 1631 1.02
Middlebrook/GS HWY 795 | 984 | 0.69| 1104| 1317| 0.92 | 905 | 1317 | 0.92
GS HWY/WISTERIA 637 | 877 | 0.62| 1144| 1444] 1.01 | 930 | 1110 0.78
MD 118 /DOE* 880 | 1080 | 0.68 | 1521 1983! 1286| 1501 | 0.94
MD 118 /Crystal Rock* 887 | 1477 0.92[1864| 1790| 1.17 | 1540| 1645 | 1.03
Middlebrook/MD 118* 863 | 1288 0.81| 1559| 1905| 1.19 | 1406 | 1519 | 0.95
WISTERIA/MD 118* 843 | 1356 | 0.85| 1136| 1359| 0.85 | 888 | 948 | 0.59
MD 355/Middlebrook 992 | 1374 0.96 | 1258 1750 -@E-
Father Hurley/Middlebrok* | 684 | 720 | 0.45| 1471| 1404 | 0.92 | 887 | 825 | 0.55
Waring Station/Middlebrook| 959 | 1035 | 0.73| 1202| 1245| 0.87 | 1040| 1055| 0.74
MD 355/MD 118 1565 | 1390 | 1.10 | 1985| 1897 1637 1555 | 1.15
Observation/MD 118 636 | 863 | 0.61 [ 1571 1819- 1386 | 1509 | 1.06
MD 355/Shakespare 1269 | 1101 0.89 | 1629 1519 1.14 | 1516 1217 | 1.06
MD 355/Henderson Corner | 1088 | 854 | 0.76 | 1341| 1306 | 0.94 | 1341 | 1112| 0.94
MD 355/Ridge Rd 1011 | 1496 | 1.05 | 1666 1902 1364 ] 1616 | 1.13
Observation/Ridge 1160 | 1427 1.00| 1750| 1866 1172 ] 1409 | 0.99
Crystal RddFather Hurley 984 | 956 | 0.69| 2221 | 2111 1536 | 1492 | 1.08
Crystal Rock/Kinster 401 | 550 | 0.39] 1075| 1058| 0.75 | 1075| 1058 | 0.75
Crystal Rock/Cloverleaf
Center 620 | 546 | 0.44| 808 | 1173| 0.82 | 808 | 1173 | 0.82
MD 118/Bowman Mill 711 | 910 | 0.64 | 711 | 910 | 0.64

0-0.8=green; 0.8L.0 = yellow; 1.41.2 = orange; 1.2+ = red,

As shown inFigure 3 there are several locations where we forecast localized congestion
problems that are generally either related 230 access points or locations where major

highways interset. The proposed partial interchange-a70/Dorsey Mill and several new

master planned streets break up the superblocks, with additional connectivity supporting both the
distribution of vehicular traffic and accessibility by raato modesThe plan reemmends
interchangesireconstructed at the MD 355 intersections with Ridge Road, MD 118, and
Middlebrook Road and at the MD 27 intersection with Observation Drive.



The localized congestion problems showifrigure 3reflect the current growth policy
intersection congestion standardgigure4 shows locations where congestmuld be

alleviated with additional turn lanes, corresponding to the rightmost column in Table 1. The
only locations where a V/C ratio greater than 1.1 is forecast for a sceririnin lanes is at

the three intersections along MD 355 where giselgarated interchanges are recommended.

For those intersections where future interchanges are not recommended, full pedestrian
accommodation needs to be incorporated within any gexpceconstruction. Travel demand
management measures should be considered as the first priority for addressing congestion. In
the Plands urban areas and transit station ar
resort, as some trangtiented development will likely need to be implemented in advance of

full CCT implementation.

This plan does not explicitly recommend capacity improvements to achieve the current
growth policy intersection congestion standards$or three reasons:

A The balace between vehicular congestion and pedestrian accessibility should be made
on a caséy-case basis through subdivision cases or facility planning studies as needs
arise,

A The level of travel demand forecasting performedMasterPlan analysis is usefubff
assessing lonterm trends, but not for programming-£8ar needs on an intersection
specific basis,

A Current growth policy standards are evaluated on a biennial basis and are subject to
change during the lifetime of tiMasterPlan.The next update fdérowth Policy will be
2009

The concern regarding appropriate congestion standards for-tveiestied development in
Germantown was a topic of both Planning Board and County Council discussion of the Growth
Policy last year. The County Council adoptedisions to the CLV congestion standards for the
Germantown plan vicinity in the 202009 Growth Policy as follows:

e The Germantown Town Center Policy Area CLV congestion standard was raised from
1450 to 1600, reflecting that greater congestion levelsld be tolerated because overall
multimodal mobility will improve with anticipated CCT transit service, and

e The Germantown West and Germantown East Policy Area CLV congestion standards
were reduced from 1450 t o 14dgbhigherroadgway ect i n
mobility expectations (i.e., accept slightly less congestion) in much of the upcounty area.

More stringent congestion standards do not necessarily translate into wider roads. The Growth
Policy requires the Board to prioritize trangation impact mitigation in the development

review process by considering trip reduction strategiesanbm facilities, and transit service
provision in lieu of widening; a philosophy reinforced by the draft Germantown Ranwill

be reviewing all te Growth Policy recommendations during the next several months in
preparation fothe biennial review of the Growth Policy by tAanning Boaré&nd County

Council in late spring 2009. This review will provide the opportunity to consider and revise the



definition of adequacy in Germantown on par with adequacy elsewhere in the Gbargfore
staff does not recommend changing APF methodologies or standards at this time

The consideration of wider intersections in the realm of multiple, competing jpality goals

is not new tahis Germantown Plaamendmentsimilar guidance has been incorporated into the
analysis and recommendations ffecentmaster plans and sector plans for Silver Spring and
vicinity and Shady Grove. In each of these case<Ctuaty Council has found master plans
to be in balance based on areawide network performance, recognizing that some
intersections may experience greater levels of congestion than the current growth policy
standards The Germantown analysis is consistentwaitir historicpractice.

Page 22 of the Draft Plan states that it h
widened. 0Testi mony from the Department o
presentation of conditions with potential turn lanes is inisterst with the Plan guidance that

MD 118 not be widened. Staff does concur that the statement regarding MD 118 widening is
vague, and recommends changing the Plan guidance to:

ADi scourage further expansion of MBsnkedddl i nter
for pedestrian safety, improved bus access, o0

t he |
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Congestion Levels and Parking Restrictiongis Modal Shift Inducers

The Planning Board has asked whether or not relaxed congestion standards or more regimented
parkingmanagement strategies would help reduce the need for auto facilities. We do
recommend that where we have great transit seavideutilization it is appropriate to allow

higher levels of congestioniVe do notfoster the opposite approach, however, that

congestion should be a tool applied to force a modal shifor threereasons. First, it can take

a substantial amount of delay to induce modal, or temporal, shifts in commuter behavior. There
are many factors other than travel tiarel transit availabty that influence mode choicas
evidenced by the number of failing intersections documented in the past four editions of the
Highway Mobility Report. Second, many transit users in Germantown will rely on local bus
service in addition to, or in placé ¢he CCT, and roadway congestion adversely affects the
provision of transit service as well. Finally, the imposition of congestion on the arterial system
can have an adverse affect of diverting traffic to neighboring residential communities, a topic to
be discussed regarding providing the right balance between access and mobility along newly
proposed Arterial roadways such@isservation Drive in the Montgomery College District.

Parking policies can be a more progressive means to induce changesién balavior.We

believe more restrictive parking space requirements and incentives to pass the cost of

providing parking to the user should be explored in the comprehensive zoning ordinance

revision, rather than on a cags/-case basig each new zoneranaster plan We do not

recommend a Parking Lot District to manage public parking in Germantown because the CCT
transit station neighborhoodse fairly smallthere is little County land with which to leverage

parking structure construction, and mostael opment parcel s can dApark
unduly constraining site design.



Congested Locations FIGURE 3
per staff recommended network without additional turn lanes
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Congested Locations
per staff recommended network with additional turn lanes FIGURE 4
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2. CORRIDOR CITIES TRANSITWAY
The Planning Board Draft Plan should answer the following questions:

¢ Should the CCT bspecifiedas dight-rail transit (LRT) a bus rapid transit (BRT)
system or remain mode neutfal

e How, and where, should the eastern leg of the CCT fit into the master planned transit
service?

e To what extent will intermodal connections such as bus bays and commikieg e
needed to serve MARC and the CCT?

The Master Plan envisions a comprehensive transit system, includi@EtheJARC rail, and
continuation of express bus services serving the Germantown transit center (to be incorporated
within the Town Center CC3tation, provision of park and ride spaces at the Manekin and
Dorsey Mill stations with direct access fror270, and expansion of local circulator bus
services).With the CCT and a continuing focus on sustainable transportation initiatives we are
seekig an averagarea wideachievement of a 25% nauto driver mode share for employees
(compared to 16% today).

Staff has coordinated with bothdwlandTransitAdministration(MTA) and WMATA

regarding development throughout th2710 corridor. The MARCrad Red Line corridors have
sufficient linehaul capacity to accommodate planned growth in the corridor, but funding for
both capital improvements (including rail cars) and operating must continue to be committed.
The expansion of MARC is described in th&@ MGrowth and Investment Plan dated September
2007.

A modal decision (bus or rail) on the entire CCT will be discussed this autumn after the
Maryland Department of Transportation releases-2i8/CCT Environmental Assessment
(EA). To date, the mastptans have not specified a preferred mode for the CCT, as the linear
transit rightof-way and stations are designed to provide either bus or rail service.

The Planning Board has discussed this decision conceptuall\wMikhstaff in worksessions
earlier his year. Preliminary results from tNMeTA EA of 1-270 and the CCT suggest that the
CCT will be costeffective as a BRT facility, but not competitive as an LRT facility, due to the
higher costs associated with LRT. Based on current information, we ¢lxpdeA to reinforce
our current sense that BRT should be the preferred mode for the CCT. We recommend,
however,awaiting EA publication and public review prior to establishing a preferredCCT
mode in a Planning Board documentto facilitate a full vettig of the deliberative analysis and
public comment process.

The CCTas seen in FigureiS recommended as a bifurcated alignment between Germantown
Town Center and Dorsey Mill Road with alignments along both the west side (via Century
Boulevard) and easide (via Seneca Meadows Parkyvaihe western alignmerg under study

by MTA. The staging and operation of the eastern alignment will depend inrpé gelection
of either light rail or bus rapid transit for the CQhe primary purpose of theeasten

alignment is to connect transitoriented development to the Germantown Town Center
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7 .o "« Staffhasdetermined that a formal CCT
5 alignment serving Montgomery College would

not be practical considering the cost of each
é " s crossing of 4270, the topographic cHahges

2 in the vicinity of Middlebrook Road, the
, environmental resources along the western
> o edge of the college site, and the fact that the
: - KAK =" planned development of the college campus,
3 g e ¢ without a single transibriented development
~ node, facilitates local bugssice nut not line
\ haul service such as the CCT.
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N . Staff needs to consider the balance between
i BN @ adjacent land uses and multimodal transfer

A SO \ needs in each transit station area plan.

; MARC. Conceptual planning for the CCT has been

underway fomearly two decadesvith each

> %,
& 7, an

N T\ UK subsequent study (by4MCPPC, DOT, and
o g -.. ¢« MTA) refining prior planning efforts. All
. “ 3 studies have indicated a need for both bus bays
CCT alignment FIGURE 5 and some commuter parking within the
Germantown Plan area to serve both MARC
and the CCT stationsThe draft Gerrantown plan recommends a shift in priorities for the Town
Center CCT station, however, recommending that no commuter parking be designed explicitly
for this station, where adjacent development densities and local circulator bus services are
expected to bthe greatest. Instead, the Plan recommends establishing commuter parking at the
northern end of the Plan area at the two stations (Dorsey Mill and Manekin) adjacent to the
Dorsey Mill Road crossing 0f270, where a proposed set of ramps to and fromdhé on

270 will facilitate park and ride access for commuters from Clarksburg or points north.

3. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIONS AND FACILITIES

The focus of the Germantown bikeway plamn shared use path connections between the Town
Center, adjcent residential communities, and the greenbelt park sy$tesse proposed

bikeways connect to existing neighborhoods, MARC station, Montgomery College, the Town
Center, and the Transit Center as well as pankschoolsThese bikeways can be viewed in
Figure6. Off-road bicycle paths are recommended along every major highway and divided
arterial roadway in the plan area.
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FIGURE 6

On road cycling is also an important element of transportation in Germantown and bike
commuting can help reduce the prevalencautd travel.On slower speed streets within the
Town Center, bikes will be accommodated on shassroadways. The 2005 Countywide
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