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PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT

TPAR (current Policy Area adequacy test):

* Roadway Adequacy Test - must meet a minimum
Level of Service (LOS) of 40% (LOS E)

e Transit Adequacy Test - must meet minimum levels
of span of service and coverage, and maximum
headway for local bus service




PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT

Under TPAR

Currently all Urban policy areas are adequate for
roadway LOS with the exception of White Oak and
Bethsda Chevy-Chase

Within the Urban policy areas all MSPAs are exempt
from Transit Adequacy Test

Rural Areas are also exempt from the Transit Adequacy
Test

If either Roadway or Transit Test is inadequate, mitigation
equals 25% of the applicable impact tax



PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT
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Policy Area Adequate Transit

Accessibility
Friendship Heights exempt
PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT
Silver Spring CBD exempt
White Flint exempt
Grosvenor exempt
Twinbrook exempt
Wheaton CBD exempt
Glenmont exempt
Rockville Town Center exempt
Shady Grove Metro Station exempt
Silver Spring/Takoma Park adequate
North Bethesda inadequate
Bethesda/Chevy Chase adequate
Kensington/Wheaton inadequate
Rockville City inadequate
White Oak adequate
Derwood adequate
R&D Village adequate
Gaithersburg City inadequate
Germantown Town Center inadequate
Aspen Hill inadequate
Fairland/Colesville inadequate
Potomac adequate
North Potomac adequate
Germantown East inadequate
Germantown West adequate
Montgomery Village/Airpark adequate
Olney inadequate
Cloverly inadequate
Clarksburg adequate
Rural East exempt
Rural West exempt
Damascus exempt



PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT
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[ No Mitigation
I Full Mitigation
[ Partial Mitigation




olicy Area Categories

PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT Gren
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Policy Area
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TRANSPORTATION
RECOMMENDATIONS

Examples:

Silver Spring/Takoma Park
Under TPAR

* Adequate roadway level of service
* Inadequate transit service
* Mitigation payment = 25% of impact tax

Under Transit Accessibility Test

* No roadway adequacy test

* Adequate Transit Accessibility
* No mitigation required

Derwood
Under TPAR

* Adequate roadway level of service
* Inadequate transit service
* Mitigation payment = 25% of impact tax

Under Transit Accessibility Test

* No roadway adequacy test
* Adequate Transit Accessibility
* No mitigation required




TRANSPORTATION
RECOMMENDATIONS

Bethesda-Chevy Chase
Under TPAR

* Inadequate roadway level of service
* Inadequate for transit service
* Mitigation payment = 50% of impact tax

Under Transit Accessibility Test

* No roadway adequacy test
e Adequate Transit Accessibility
* No mitigation payment

Germantown Town Center
Under TPAR

e Adequate roadway level of service
* Inadequate transit service
¢ Mitigation payment = 25% of impact tax

Under Transit Accessibility Test

* No roadway adequacy test

* Inadequate Transit Accessibility - less than 30%
¢ Mitigation payment = 25% of impact tax




TRANSPORTATION
RECOMMENDATIONS

R&D Village

Under TPAR

e Adequate roadway level of service
* Inadequate for transit service
* Mitigation payment = 25% of impact tax

Under Transit Accessibility Test

* No roadway adequacy test

* Adequate Transit Accessibility
* No mitigation payment

Gaithersburg City

Under TPAR

* Inadequate roadway level of service

* Adequate transit service

¢ Mitigation payment = 25% of impact tax

Under Transit Accessibility Test

* No roadway adequacy test

* Inadequate Transit Accessibility — between 30%-40%
* Mitigation payment = 5% of impact tax




TRANSPORTATION
RECOMMENDATIONS

Aspen Hill

Under TPAR

* Inadequate roadway level of service

e Adequate transit service

* Mitigation payment = 25% of impact tax

Under Transit Accessibility Test

* No roadway adequacy test

* Inadequate Transit Accessibility — less than 30%
¢ Mitigation payment = 25% of impact tax

Clarksburg

Under TPAR

e Adequate roadway level of service

* Inadequate for transit service

e Mitigation payment = 25% of impact tax

Under Transit Accessibility Test
* No roadway adequacy test
* Transit Accessibility — N/A

* No Mitigation payment




TRANSPORTATION
RECOMMENDATIONS

Fairland/Colesville

Under TPAR

* Inadequate roadway level of service
* Inadequate transit service
* Mitigation payment = 50% of impact tax

Under Transit Accessibility Test

* No roadway adequacy test

* Inadequate Transit Accessibility — between 30%-40%
e Mitigation payment = |5% of impact tax

Germantown East

Under TPAR

e Adequate roadway level of service

* Inadequate transit service

e Mitigation payment = 25% of impact tax

Under Transit Accessibility Test

* No roadway adequacy test

* Inadequate Transit Accessibility — less than 30%
* Mitigation payment = 25% of impact tax




TRANSPORTATION
RECOMMENDATIONS

Damascus

Under TPAR

* Adequate roadway level of service
* Adequate transit service
* No Mitigation payment

Under Transit Accessibility Test
* No roadway adequacy test
e Exempt from transit test

* No mitigation payment

Rural East and Rural West

Under TPAR

e Exempt from roadway and transit tests
* No mitigation payment

Under Transit Accessibility Test
* No roadway adequacy test

e Exempt from transit test
* No mitigation payment




PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT
TESTIMONY

We strongly object to the proposed change to go to transit
accessibility as a new transportation adequacy test. The Board
should better address delays and queuing that result from
congested traffic congestion. A consequence of the proposal
would be a worsening of traffic conditions while planners
embrace a future and unfunded multimodal transit plan.

The Public Hearing Draft includes a framework for more
detailed review of the road network in a congested area than
exists under the current SSP process.

The transit accessibility test incorporates a metric — job
accessibility via transit — that measures adequacy in terms of
progress toward transit accessibility goals based on those
transit system assumptions that are funded.




PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT
TESTIMONY




PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT
TESTIMONY

There have been no substantial TPAR contributions made
since the approval of TPAR.Therefore, it may be premature
to draw conclusions on the effectiveness of the program
given how few new developments have yet utilized it.

The exclusion of TPAR as a regulatory tool in the 2016
Draft SSP is largely in response to its limitations with
respect to the evaluation the transportation adequacy
benefits of premium transit service. None of the existing
funding sources (Countywide Transportation Impact Tax,
Special District Tax, TPAR exactions, or PAMR exactions)
have at this point contributed a significant percentage of

the funds required to support expansion projects in the
CIP.




PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT

2040 (Production Side)
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PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT

Public Testimony

Concern with change in the rate for office use and
change in discount factors applied by policy area
categories.

Related concern is that some policy areas may have
higher rates as a result of the change in discount
factors




PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT

Transportation Impact Taxes

Public Testimony

Concern with change in the rate for office use and
change in discount factors applied by policy area
categories.

Related concern is that some policy areas may have
higher rates as a result of the change in discount factors




PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT
IMPACT TAXES

2016 Rates When
Applying 2007 Percentage
Adjustment to 2016
Calculated Rates

2015 (Current)
Rates - General
District

$14,613 $13,966

$8,351 $11,427
$9,250 $8,886
$6,607 $6,347
$2,643 $2,539




PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT

Multipliers for General District
Transportation Impact Tax Rates

- w

Red Policy Areas

Orange Policy Areas 0.75 1.00
Yellow Policy Areas .25 .25
Green Policy Areas 2.00 .25



PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT
IMPACT TAXES

istri New Rates in Public Hearing Draft After Factors
Szl DISt_rICt Current MISPA & Clarskburg Rates w . ! Uil 'ng .
Rate Comparison Applied to 2015 Current General District Rates
2015 (Current) 2015 (Current) 2015 (Current)
Rates - General Rates - Metro Rates - Core Corridor | Residential Rural
District Station Clarksburg
0.25 0.75 1.25 2.00
$13,966 $6,984 $20,948 S$3,492 $10,475 S17,478 $27,932
$11,427 S5,714 $17,141 $2,857 $8,570 $14,284 $22,854
$8,886 $4,443 $13,330 $2,222 $6,665 $11,108 $17,772
$6,347 S3,174 $9,522 $1,587 S4,760 $7,934 $12,694
$2,539 $1,269 $3,808 S635 $1,904 S3,174 S5,078
0.75 1.00 1.25 1.25
$12.75 $6.35 $15.30 $9.56 $12.75 $15.94 $15.94
$6.35 $3.20 S7.60 $4.76 $6.35 $7.94 $7.94
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$11.40 $5.70 $13.70 S$8.55 $11.40 $14.25 $14.25
S0.65 S0.35 S0.90
$1.05 S0.50 $1.35
$S0.00 $0.00 S0.00
S0.00 S0.00 S0.00
$6.35 $3.20 $7.60 $4.76 $6.35 $7.94 $7.94




PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT

Table 1: Recommended New Adjustment Factors to Tronsportation Impaoct Tox Base Rates

Policy Area Type  Residential HBW  Ratio of impact Proposed as Commercial HBW Ratio of impact Proposed as
VMT to County Policy NADMS to County Policy
Averapge Average

County Average

Core
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PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT
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PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT
IMPACT TAXES

Estimated Transportation Impact Taxes |

Example Current Tax Recommeded Tax Difference
Project Type p DU's  Office S Retail SF Structure Without Parking
Location Structure - From Current

Incentive Applied

425 Residential Units, 20,000 sf Retail Red 425 0 20,000 $1,462,950 $845,369 ($617,581)
425 Residential Units, 20,000 sf Retail Orange 425 0 20,000 $2,925,475 $2,251,106 ($674,369)
425 Residential Units, 20,000 sf Retail Yellow 425 0 20,000 $2,925,475 $3,656,844 $731,369

425 Residential Units, 20,000 sf Retail Green 425 0 20,000 $2,925,475 $5,679,950 $2,754,475




PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT
IMPACT TAXES

Estimated Transportation Impact Taxes \

Recommeded Tax .
. Example , . . Current Tax . . Difference
Project Type . DU's Office SF  Retail SF Structure Without Parking
Location Structure - From Current

Incentive Applied

425 Residential Units, 230,000 sf Office,
eIl B, cety R noiiies Red 425 230,000 40,000  $3,037,450 $3,215, 744 $178,294
40,000 sf Retail
425 Residential Units, 230,000 sf Office,
raential vl \ ' Orange 425 230,000 40,000  $6,085,975 $5,411,606 ($674,369)
40,000 sf Retail
425 Residential Units, 230,000 sf Office,
esiaential Units, S50, USTRUTHCE, 1 vellow 425 230,000 40,000  $6,085,975 $7,607,469 $1,521,494
40,000 sf Retail
425 Residential Units, 230,000 sf Office,
estaential Units, SoLLSTEINCE 1 Green 425 230,000 40,000  $6,085,975 $9,630,575 $3,544,600
40,000 sf Retail




PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT
IMPACT TAXES

Project Type

150,000 sf Office, 20,000 sf Retail

150,000 sf Office, 20,000 sf Retail

150,000 sf Office, 20,000 sf Retail

150,000 sf Office, 20,000 sf Retail

Estimated Transportation Impact Taxes

Example
Location

Red

Orange

Yellow

DU's  Office SF

0 150,000
0 150,000
0 150,000

150,000

Retail SF

20,000

20,000

20,000

20,000

Current Tax
Structure

$1,066,500
$2,140,500
$2,140,500

$2,140,500

Recommeded Tax
Structure Without Parking
Incentive Applied

$1,605,375
$2,140,500
$2,675,625

$2,675,625

—

Difference
From Current

$538,875
N
$535,125

$535,125
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PEDESTRIAN IMPACT

Expected Flows and Speeds
Pedestrian Avg. Speed, § Flow per Unit Width, v

LOS Space (ft’/p) (ft/ min) (p/ft/min) vic
A =35 260 0-7 0.0-0.3
B 25-35 250 7-10 0.3-0.4
C 15-25 240 10-15 0.4-0.6
D 10-15 225 15-20 0.6-0.8
E 5-10 150 20-25 0.8-1.0
F <5 < 150 Variable Variable

movements.

Fresssasss

e (® LEVEL OF SERVICE D
H Freedom to select walking speed and pass others is
@ ] restricted; high probability of conflicts for reverse or cross

LEVEL OF SERVICE E

Walking speeds and passing ability are restricted for all
pedestrians; forward movement is possible only by shuffling;
reverse or cross movements are possible only with extreme
difficulty; volumes approach limit of walking capacity.




BICYCLE IMPACT

" Luxmanor
5 DS |31 B Y

l
)I Wickford
|

I——Gafette,

For sites with significant bicycle trip generation f Park
* _1SmgtNate \

(100 non-motorized trips per hour plus
school/bikeshare proximity):

|dentify routes/improvements need to provide

/ Che‘ 'Y
LTS=2 (or “Low”) conditions to all Lone Oak| % / Chase Vjéw
destinations within 1,500 feet of site Stress Tolerance Levels
bOU ndaries | gf%';y fl-slsbggdulls will bicycle)

- \ High _—
L(_.‘ reen f (few adults will bicycle)
Trée Manor
(some adults will bicycle)
(many adults will bicycle)
Low _
(most adults will bicycle)

Very Low . o
(all adults & some children will bicycle)

(everyone will bicycle)



TRANSIT IMPACT

Passenger Load LOS

Load Factor Standing Passenger Area
LOS (p/seat) (ft2/p) (m?/p) Comments
A 0.00-0.50 >10.81 >1.001 No passenger need sit next to another
B 0.51-0.75 8.2-10.8t 0.76-1.00t  Passengers can choose where to sit
C 0.76-1.00 5.5-8.1t 0.51-0.75t  All passengers can sit
D 1.01-1.25* 3.9-54 0.36-0.50  Comfortable standee load for design
E 1.26-1.50* 2.2-38 0.20-0.35  Maximum schedule load
F >1.50% <2.2 <0.20 Crush load

*Approximate value for comparison, for vehicles designed to have most passengers seated. LOS is based on area.
tUsed for vehicles designed to have most passengers standing.




RESOURCE SLIDES




POLICY AREA CATEGORIES

TISTWG Meeting #4 g Policy Area Categorization for
December 3, 2014 Subdivision Staging Policy

Draft Context Map - Rural
Suburban

B vroon

Master Plan of Highways
Existing

—— Future
s Proposed BRT
- Road Code Urban Areas

Map of proposed policy area categories

Montgomery County
Transportation Policy Areas

2BEELFREEenonand

EOEREEERNREERS -

Map Produced by the Montgomery County Planning Department
formate & Oivision (IT)

March 10, 2016




ALTERNATIVE TRANSIT
ADEQUACY MEASURES

2040
2040 With  Effect of 2040No
2010 2040 Bas
PL/CCT PL/CCT PL/CCT -
8% 16.81%

16.75%

Bethesda/Chevy Chase ]
Damascus |
Derwood |

Damascus
Derwood
Gaithersburg City

|Germantownwest |
| 15|NorthPotomac |
Olney
| ioRocillecity | 3554
| 20[SilverSpringCBD |
| 21silverSpring/TakomaPark |
| 22|WheatonCBD |
| 24lGrosvenor |
| s|twinbrook |

sl

o
g

I

Glenmont | 6:
| 33Clarksbug | 207%
| 34|shadyGrove MetroStation | 39.35%
| 3S|FriendshipHeights |
| 36[Rockville TownCenter |

| a1]Fairland/Colesville , 35

= - 40.3.




ALTERNATIVE TRANSIT
ADEQUACY TEST

Policy 2040 Without 2040 With Purple | Effect of Purple
| wme | ow | ouetmecr | tmekcr | e
[ Slbethesda/ChewyChase | aaal sl e 01
| 35| Friendship Heights | 183 9] 000 93 0 00
[ o BethesdaceD [ 1eg] el a3 — od
| 21silverSpring/TakomaPark |  245] 152 @ 151 00
20| siverspingced | 206] 70 69l o0d
| 12/Kensington/Wheaton |  270] a8 0 a5 = od
| Wheatonced [ 244 0 w5 00 124 @ od

Nomhethessa | s3] s a0 od
| 24| Grosvenor | 0 239] 0 a4 000 13 00 09
a6 whieriwe |21l w04 w4 od
| 25| Twinbrook | 205 99 _E_I
|19
| 36| RockvilleTownCenter | 235 137 __I
| 6lDewood 000 | 00 274 0 209 @00 301 02
|34 ShadyGroveMetroStation | 236]  163] 161 0.
| 10[GermantownWest | | 02
| 11] Germantown Town Center | a3 @000 283 0000 02
| tJAspentin 0000 | 294 223 0 24 01
| 4[Cloverly | og
| S|pamascus | 01
| 8lGaithersburgcity | 285]  255]  255] = -0
| GermantownEast | | od
| 13[Montgomery Village/Airpark | 309] 303 -I_!J
| 15|NorthPotomac | 312
| 6[Oiney 00
| 17fpotomac 0| 305
-E-E_‘E_m
| 33Clarksburg |
| 37[Ruralwest |
| 38[RuralEast |
| aolwhiteoak [ 28a] 193] 190l 01
| 27 266 00




PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT

Friendship Heights
Bethesda CBD

Silver Spring CBD

White Flint

Grosvenor

Twinbrook

Wheaton CBD

Glenmont

Rockville Town Center
Shady Grove Metro Station

Silver Spring/Takoma Park
North Bethesda
Bethesda/Chevy Chase
Kensington/Wheaton
Rockville City

White Oak

Derwood

R&D Village

Gaithersburg City
Germantown Town Center

Aspen Hill
Fairland/Colesville

Potomac

North Potomac
Germantown East
Germantown West
Montgomery Village/Airpark
Olney

Cloverly

Clarksburg

Rural East
Rural West
Damascus

1,397,959
1,346,446
1,323,371
1,270,391
1,268,554
1,234,181
1,200,581
1,006,288
1,142,379

983,099

896,521
797,331
754,231
485,434
537,279
128,915
306,032
175,651
222,917
195,351

148,517
38,561
149,876
63,637
49,404
66,822
98,457
16,008
10,437
2,807

12,154
3,423
2,259

269,244
301,822
216,277
207,528
215,938
196,814
131,862
172,459
159,438
127,475

269,515
126,010
162,059
100,796
78,628
287,480
80,010
168,499
65,469
38,152

20,615
66,420
37,297
59,169
14,684
38,370
18,111

3,161
16,328

1,197

7,334
314
1,862

1,913,126
1,859,479
1,792,117
1,707,890
1,693,911
1,652,567
1,575,229
1,532,455
1,505,618
1,275,198

1,329,032
1,161,807
987,919
860,758
801,302
569,144
472,153
458,996
398,589
336,800

289,590
252,034
212,029
157,798
155,173
153,136
126,401
99,175
85,030
8,278

19,321
3,619
2,969

exempt
exempt
exempt
exempt
exempt
exempt
exempt
exempt
exempt
exempt

62%
35%
69%
27%
30%
65%
48%
59%
37%
27%

15%
31%
60%
63%
14%
44%
65%

4%
22%
22%

exempt
exempt
exempt



RESOURCE SLIDE

Comparison of CLV and HCM Delay
Thresholds
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RESOURCE SLIDE

Red (MSPAs):
Bethesda CBD
Friendship Heights
Glenmont
Grosvenor

Shady Grove

Rockyville Town Center
Silver Spring CBD

Wheaton CBD
White Flint

Orange:
Bethesda/Chevy Chase

Derwood

Germantown Town Center
Kensington/VWheaton
North Bethesda

R&D Village

Rockyville City

Silver Spring/Takoma Park
White Oak

Clarksburg Town Center
Chevy Chase Lake

Long Branch
Takoma/Langley

Yellow:

Aspen Hill
Clarksburg
Cloverly
Fairland/Colesville
Gaithersburg City
Germantown East
Germantown West
Montgomery Village/Airpark
North Potomac
Olney

Potomac

Green:
Damascus
Rural West
Rural East




RESOURCE SLIDE

policy area critical lane volume policy area critical lane volume
standard standard
26 Rural East 24 Rockville City 1,500
27 Rurol West 1250
19 North Bethesda 1,550
7 Domascus 1,400 4 Babando-Chaw Chose
5 Clorksburg 17 Kensington-Wheaton 1.600
11 Gaithersburg City 13 Germantown Town Center ’
12 Germantown Eas! 1,425 30 Silver Spring-Takoma Park
14 Germantown West
. 3 Bethesda CBD
18 Montgomery Villoge/Airpark 10 Friendshio Heiahts CBD
6 Cloverly 29 Silver Spring CBD
20 North Potomoc 32 Wheaton CBD
21 Olney 1,450 15 Glenmont MSPA 1,800
22 Potomac 16 Grosvenor MSPA
23 RAD Villoge 25 Rockville Town Center MSPA
v 28 Shady Grove MSPA
2  Aspen Hill
8 Derwood 1475 33 T Sutapat Nowh

9 Faidand/White Ock

33 White Flint MSPA




B AC K G RO U N D ITE Vehicle Trip Reduction Factors

Residential Office Retail
Aspen Hill S7% 98%
Bethesda CBD S ™% e% el% 6%
Bethesda/Chevy Chase 87% 81%
Cloverly 99% 100%
Damascus 100% 100%
Derwood S94% 94%
Gaithersburg City 88% 86%  74%
Germantown East 95% S0% S5%
Germantown West 93% 87% S2%
Germantown Town Center 85% 89%
Kensington/Wheaton 91% 92% 9%6%
Montgomery Village/Airpark 93% 100% 93%
North Bethesda 83% 87%_
North Potomac 97% 100% 100%
Olney 99% 100% 99%
Potomac S7% 98% S6%
R&D Village 89%
Rockville City 88%
Silver Spring CBD
Silver Spring/Takoma Park 83%
Wheaton CBD 85%
Grosvenor 81%
Twinbrook 81%
White Flint 79%
Glenmont
Clarksburg
Shady Grove Metro Station
Friendship Heights
Rockville Town Center
Rural West
Rural East
White Oak
Fairland/Colesville

L O U kR WNPE

FEUREUENRBLLENBEGERLGREDL
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BACKGROUND

Priority

Mitigation
Approach

Peak hour
vehicle trip
reduction

Public transit
capacity

Non-auto
facilities

Intersection

improvements

Roadway link
improvements

PAMR
Mechanism

Traffic
mitigation
agreement

(TMAg)

Service
provision

Project
implementation

Applicable if
required by
LATR

Project
implementation

LATR
Mechanism

Traffic
mitigation
agreement

(TMAg)

Not applicable

Project
implementation

Project
implementation

Project
implementation
only if site-
specific LATR
impacts are
addressed

Single
Mitigation
Action
Addresses

PAMR
impacts,
LATR
impacts if
applicable

Examples of
Mitigation Actions

Vehicle trip caps,
flex-time
/telecommute
programs, shuttle
services
Purchase of
RideOn bus with
12 years of
operation

Offsite sidewalks

Turn lanes,
change of lane
use configurations

Roadway widening

- Table from pre-2012 Guidelines as example of concept

M
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o, 7310 Bk Flllos 28 s, 124014 Lanes, Volumes, Timings C:\Synchro Projects\2014\Black Hills\EA.syn
CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY m 13: Aircraft Dr & MD 118 120/2014
for Montgomery County -—
E/W Road: Mdeorook Rd Date of Count: 9/10/2014 nd LI S
N/S Road: Feflock DriMd 118 Day of Count: Wednesday
. ) ] Lane Configurations WM A i LI A 4
Conditions: Total Traffic Analyst: Qiang Tian Volume {vph) 120 1273 58 113 1063 34 1 12 10 248 9 58
Idesl Flow {vpho) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1300
Storage Length (f) 20 0 2 00 %0 o 0 0
Siorage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1]
Taper Length (f) 100 100 100 100
Satd. Flow (prof) 1770 5050 0 1770 5085 1583 0 1820 2787 1881 1675 [i]
Fit Permitied 0208 0.140 0.917 0950 0.989
Satd. Flow {perm) T 0 261 5085 1583 0 1820 Z7ET 1681 1675 [i]
Right Tum on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) T 244 136 16
Link Speed (mgh) s s 3 3
Link Distance () 720 o3 a55 1686
Travel Time () 109 143 186 328
Peak Hour Facior 047 047 047 047 087 047 047 047 047 047 047 047
Shared Lane Traffic (%) 18%
Lane Group Flow (vpi) 133 1372 0 116 1096 3 0 23 10 210 27 0
Tum Type pmrpt N pmr+pt NA  Perm  Spit NA  Prot  Spiit NA
Protected Phases 5 2 1 & 4 4 4 8 ]
Pemitied Phases 2 6 6
Total Split {3} 19.0 550 190 55.0 55.0 110 11.0 110 350 350
Total Lost Time (s) 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 6.0 60
At Effict Green {s] 5.3 662 T4E 6.0 66.0 50 50 204 204
Actusted g/C Rafio 063 055 062 055 055 04 004 017 047
vic Ratio 0.38 049 0.42 039 0.4 [1k3) 004 0.74 070
Confrol Delay 124 67 149 109 13 666 03 621 550
Queuve Delay 0.0 00 [T] 0.0 00 0.0 00 0.0 00
Total Delay 124 67 149 108 13 66.6 03 621 550
LOS B A B B A E A E E
Approach Delay 72 a1 155 586
Approach LOS A A D E
IntersecbonSyoeney 00000000
Area Type: Other
Capacity Analysis Cycle Length: 120
Marring Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Thru Vaumes + Oppasing Lefs Thru Vaumes + Oppaosing Lefts m?}iﬁ‘?h R‘mlcmdim;:;m SERTE i ok Croen
VOL xLUF  =Toml | VOL xLUF =Totd | VOL  xLUF =Tosl | VOL xLUF =Todl Maximum vl Rafio: 0.74
0 a0 74100 174 0 om0 Intersection Signal Delay: 14.5 Intersection LOS: B
Intersecon Capacity Ufilzaton 65.0% ICU Leved of Service G
053 200 a0 053 Analysis Penod (min) 15
oy e Spiits and Phases:  13: Aircraft Or & MD 118
&5
053 56 | 15 1m 15
cwToTALs| 96t
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Figure 30: Travel Time Index on Selected Arterials during 8:00-9:00 am on Middle Weekdays in 2013
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Comparison of CLV and HCM Delay
Thresholds
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RESOURCE SLIDE

Red (MSPAs):
Bethesda CBD
Friendship Heights
Glenmont
Grosvenor

Shady Grove

Rockyville Town Center
Silver Spring CBD

Wheaton CBD
White Flint

Orange:
Bethesda/Chevy Chase

Derwood

Germantown Town Center
Kensington/VWheaton
North Bethesda

R&D Village

Rockyville City

Silver Spring/Takoma Park
White Oak

Clarksburg Town Center
Chevy Chase Lake

Long Branch
Takoma/Langley

Yellow:

Aspen Hill
Clarksburg
Cloverly
Fairland/Colesville
Gaithersburg City
Germantown East
Germantown West
Montgomery Village/Airpark
North Potomac
Olney

Potomac

Green:
Damascus
Rural West
Rural East
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policy area critical lane volume policy area critical lane volume
standard standard
26 Rural East 24 Rockville City 1,500
27 Rurol West 1250
19 North Bethesda 1,550
7 Domascus 1,400 4 Babando-Chaw Chose
5 Clorksburg 17 Kensington-Wheaton 1.600
11 Gaithersburg City 13 Germantown Town Center ’
12 Germantown Eas! 1,425 30 Silver Spring-Takoma Park
14 Germantown West
. 3 Bethesda CBD
18 Montgomery Villoge/Airpark 10 Friendshio Heiahts CBD
6 Cloverly 29 Silver Spring CBD
20 North Potomoc 32 Wheaton CBD
21 Olney 1,450 15 Glenmont MSPA 1,800
22 Potomac 16 Grosvenor MSPA
23 RAD Villoge 25 Rockville Town Center MSPA
v 28 Shady Grove MSPA
2  Aspen Hill
8 Derwood 1475 33 T Sutapat Nowh

9 Faidand/White Ock

33 White Flint MSPA




B AC K G RO U N D ITE Vehicle Trip Reduction Factors

Residential Office Retail
Aspen Hill S7% 98%
Bethesda CBD S ™% e% el% 6%
Bethesda/Chevy Chase 87% 81%
Cloverly 99% 100%
Damascus 100% 100%
Derwood S94% 94%
Gaithersburg City 88% 86%  74%
Germantown East 95% S0% S5%
Germantown West 93% 87% S2%
Germantown Town Center 85% 89%
Kensington/Wheaton 91% 92% 9%6%
Montgomery Village/Airpark 93% 100% 93%
North Bethesda 83% 87%_
North Potomac 97% 100% 100%
Olney 99% 100% 99%
Potomac S7% 98% S6%
R&D Village 89%
Rockville City 88%
Silver Spring CBD
Silver Spring/Takoma Park 83%
Wheaton CBD 85%
Grosvenor 81%
Twinbrook 81%
White Flint 79%
Glenmont
Clarksburg
Shady Grove Metro Station
Friendship Heights
Rockville Town Center
Rural West
Rural East
White Oak
Fairland/Colesville
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Project
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Mitigation Actions
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RideOn bus with
12 years of
operation
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Turn lanes,
change of lane
use configurations

Roadway widening

- Table from pre-2012 Guidelines as example of concept
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Figure 30: Travel Time Index on Selected Arterials during 8:00-9:00 am on Middle Weekdays in 2013
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