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MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL

ROCKEVILLE, MARYLAND

MEMORANDUM

January 16, 2004

TO: Albert J. Genetti, Ir., Director
Department of Public Works and Transportation
- )
FROM: Nancy \Qvgrﬁ Chair

Transpnﬁatian and Environment Commitiee
SUBJECT: MacArthur Boulevard Hiker/Biker Trail
On December 4, 2003 and January 15, 2004 the T&E Committee reviewed the results of

Phase 1 facility planning for the MacArthur Boulevard Hiker/Biker Trail project. The Committee
concurs with DPWT and the Planning Board in carrying the following alternative into Phase IL:

o Provide a continuous 8’-wide hiker-biker path and, generally, at least a 5* offset from the
edge of the roadway, and a barrier between the path and roadway where 57 is not
available.

e  Widen MacArthur Boulevard by 4’ (to 267) to provide two 10°-wide travel lanes a 3°-
wide striped shoulder on each side.

In addition, Phase IT should include the following evaluations:

e Prepare preliminary designs for the other spot improvements noted in the prospectus.

e Evaluate the Planning staff's concerns regarding bus stops and pedestrian crossings,
lighting, signing, and environmental impacts.

e Examine further means beyond striping to emphasize the demarcation between the travel
Janes and the shoulders.

« Divide the project into two or three logical segments, giving the Couneil the opportunity
to consider breaking what is likely to be a costly bikeway improvement into separaie
funding stages.

The Committee appreciates the work the Department of Public Works and Transportation
has completed to date, and we Jook forward to the completion of Phase II by early next vear so
fhat we can consider the project for funding as an amendment to the FY' 2005-2010 CIP.

oo Councilmembers
Trerick Berlage, Chair, Montgomery County Plarming Board
STELLA B. WERNER COUNCIL OFFICE SUILDING, 100 MARYLAND AVENUE, ROCKYILLE, MARYLAND 20B50
2A0/7T7-TR00 TY 240,/777-7014 FAXZay777-7089
WWWL SO, MDD MD US/CoUNTIL
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Douglas M. Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Albert J, Genett, Jr., P.E.
County Executive Prirector
MEMORANDUM
November 26, 2003

TO: Edgar A. Gonzalez, Deputy Director for Transportation Polic
Director’s Office
Department of Public Works and Transportation

VIA: Holger O. Serrano, Engineering Services Specialist |- )
Division of Capital Development -
Department of Public Works and Transportation

FROM: Yasamin K. Esmaili, Phase I Project Manager o -\ £
Division of Capital Development, Design Section /

Department of Public Works and Transportation

SUBJECT: Addendum to MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvements — Project Prospectus
C.LP. No. 509337

Addendum to
MacArthur Bivd. Bikeway Improvements
November 2003

The purpose of this addendum is to provide the list of recommended items to be
studied in Phase II for the MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvements (the recommended
alternative), as discussed with the Deputy Director at the November 14, 2003, project
presentation meeting. The following is the agreed list of recommendations.

qu:_ Gtﬁbaﬂc weealorewmeets
. iz along the length of the study area to measure the exact

width of the existing pavement.

s Widen the existing paving to provide 26 feet of paving (2 — 10-foot lanes and
2 — 3-foot shoulders) whenever reasonable in order to accommodate the needs
of on-road commuterbicyclist, . 4 ey periectced

e (Coordinate with traffic to reduce the spegd limit, specifically, in the areas with
a high rate of accidentsf as showw rw -Hu:, Hoecow

YKE:dbb
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Division of Capital Development * Design Section
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Douglas M. Duncan
Connty Mecutive

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

AND TRANSPORTATION Alberr | Generu, Jr., PE.
Lirector
MEMORANDUM
October 0, 2003
Al Roshdich, Chief . (
Dhvision of Operations ek // A ”

Holger Serrano, Engineering Services Specialist ,_*'“ '

Division of Capital Development b*’

MacArthur Blvd Bikeway Improvements

Phase [ Facility Planning — Prospectus Sign-OfT
Project No. 509337

I am pleased to submit the Project Prospectus for the MacArthur Bike-Path

Improvements, Phase [ Facility Planning Study. It is the resull of several months of internal
collaboration between DPWT and staff from other agencies including: M-NCPPC, ACOE, NPS.
This Memorandum will serve as the [inal sign-off for the DPWT divisions. Concurrence with
the content of this Memorandum will formally transition the project from Phase 1 to Phase [I
Transportation Facility Planning and, consequently, the project lead from the Division of Capital
Development, Planning Section to the Division of Capital Development, Design Section.

The Phase | Study Team recommends Alternative 2, consisting of the following:

e Upgrading the existing shared-usc path using AASHTO guidelines including a
mimmum five-foot open space separation where possible and physical barrier
where required

e Improving the overall safety of the shared-use path by adding siening and
pavement marking, lane designation, vehicular and bikeway approach and
CaLtion s N

e [mproving conneetivity between the Macarthur Boulevard shared use path and
other bikeways and paths within the Potomac sub-region and Bethesda-Chevy
Chase planning areas, meluding a dircet connection to the Little Falls shared-
use path, and the historical Canal tow-path.

Y
o ;

l‘r"'.l, N

M

Division of Capital Development

LT Monroe Street, Ninth Floor ¢ Rockville, Marviand 20850-2540 « 240/777.7220, FAX 2407777277



Al Roshdich
October 6, 2003
Page 2

In addition, spot improvements will improve deficiencies and immediate safety
concerns on Macarthur Boulevard at Old Anglers Inn, Clara Barton Parkway, [-495, Tomlinson
Avenue, Ericssen Road, Wilson lane and Union Station Arch Bridge, Walholing Road,
Sangamore Road and, finally, at Winward Drive, For more details, please see the Executive
Summary of Project Prospectus.

Please review the attached copy of the Prospectus and send your review
comments or approval by October 27, 2003,

Thank you for your assistance, If you have any questions, please contact one of
the team members as listed or Yasamin Esmaili at 240-777-7226.

YK E:dhh

Enclosurs

By signature below, I coneur with the recommendations of the October 2003
Macarthur Blvd Bikeway Improvements Phase I Project Prospectus.

M fepe

il e A
Wﬂﬁef ' Date
ivision of Operations

Department of Public Works and Transportation



Douglas M. Duncan
County Executive

FROM:

SUBIJECT:

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

AND TRANSPORTATION

MEMORANDUM

October 7, 2003

Daniel K. Hardy, Master Planner-Flash Supervisor

Albert ], Genettd, Jr., PE.
Director

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC)

Yasamin Esmaili, Project Manager
Drivision of Capital Development, Design Section
Department of Public Works and Transportation

MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway [mprovements — Final Prospectus

C.ILP. No. 509337

Enclosed is the final Project Prospectus for MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvements.
We are hereby requesting a written formal recommendation from the Planmng Board.

The draft of this project prospectus has been reviewed by our team members, Mr. Ki Kim
and Mr. Chuck Kines of M-NCPPC, and their conunents have been incorporated into the final
project prospectus.

Please let me know when the project will be scheduled to be presented to Planning Board. 1f

you have any question or additional information please contact me at 240-777-7226.

YK E:dhb

oo Richard Hawthorne w/o enclosure, M-NCFFEC

Enclosure

Division of Capital Development * Design

Section

101 Monroe Streer, Eleventh Floor ¢ Bockwville, Maryland 20850-2540 « 240/777-7221, FAX 240/777-7277




Donglas M. Duncan
County Fxechtire

TO

FROM:

SUBJECT:

&‘:‘/f?’ - {/;.wmfw el
ﬁf!l‘]r‘wﬁ/‘?é‘;g '.I';'(.'i-ll’.J-tr
I?A”f—'f-‘"fg - /}F}:.ﬂ'-'lj{u H:-c-

Elvd Bilwws -~
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS /fbﬁ_ Jz/’};j
AND TRANSPORTATION Atbert |, Genetti. e, P.E
Dirvector
MEMOBRANDUM

RECEIVED

November 7, 2003 NOY 10 2003

. . . DEVELOPMENT
Holger Q. Serrano, Engineering Services Specialist MCPWT CAPITAL ;
Division of Capital Development g
Emil J. Wolanin. Chief'z::j(’/ S
Traffic Engineering and Opefalions Section
MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements Prospectus g,

Attached, please find a copy of the memo indicating the concurrence of the

Division of Operations on the Project Prospectus.

EIW/je

Attachment

Please feel free to contact Pat Bradley at x-72160 if vou have any questions.

Wp/wolane/l&m/032614
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Division of Operations

101 Orchard Ridge Drive, 2nd Floor = Gaithersburg, Marviand 20874
2407776000, TTY 24077760135, FAX 2407776030



Douglas M. Duncan
Couty ixecnrive

TO:

FROM:;

SUBJECT:

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

AND TRANSPORTATION Albert [ Genett, Jr., PLE.

Dhrector

MEMORANDUM
October 6, 2003

Bruce E. Johnston, Chiel

Division of Capital Development JJL W‘/

Holger Sertano, Engineering Services Specialist /
Division of Capital Development

MacArthur Blvd Bikeway Improvements

Phase I Facility Planning — Prospectus Sign-Off
Project No. 509337

I am plecased to submit the Project Prospectus for the MacArthur Bike-Path

Improvements, Phase [ Facility Planning Study. Tt is the result of several months of internal
collaboration between DPWT and staff from other agencies including: M-NCPPC, ACOE, NPS.
This Memorandwm will serve as the final sign-off for the DPWT divisions. Concurrence with
the content of this Memorandum will formally transition the project from Phase 1 to Phase 11
Transportation Faeility Planning and. consequently, the project lead from the Division of Capital
Development, Planning Section to the Division of Capital Development, Design Section,

The Phase T Study Team recommends Alternative 2, consisting of the followmg:

e Upgrading the existing shared-use path using AASHTO guidelines including a
minimum five-foot open space separation where possible and physical barricr
where required

e [mproving the overall safety of the shared-usc path by adding signing and
pavement marking, lane designation. vehicular and bikeway approach and
caution signs

e Improving connechivity between the Macarthur Boulevard shared use path and
other bikeways and paths within the Potomac sub-region and Bethesda-Chevy
Chase planning areas, including a dircet connection to the Little Falls shared-
use path, and the historical Canal tow-path,

-Ad

PR ff,,}
= Margeanry U
- Lewaly E)

* W *
s L. "
Q-L:Mlg'."‘\-

Division of Capital Development

01 Monroe Sireet, Ninth Floor ¢ Rockville, Marvland 20850-2540 « 240,777-7220, FAX 240./777-7277



Bruce E. Johnston
October 6, 2003
Page 2

In addition, spot improvements will improve deficiencies and immediate safety
concerns on Macarthur Boulevard at Old Anglers Inn, Clara Barlon Parkway, [-495, Tomlinson
Avenue, Ercssen Road, Wilson lane and Union Station Arch Bridge, Walholing Road,
Sangamore Road and, linally, at Winward Drive, For morc details, please see the Executive
Summary of Project Prospectus.

Please review the attached copy of the Prospectus and send your review
comments or approval by October 27, 2003.

Thank you for your assistance. 1f you have any questions, please contact one of
the team members as listed or Yasamin Esmaili at 240-777-7226.

YKE:dbb

Enclosure

By signature below, T concur with the recommendations ol the October 2003
Macarthur Blvd Bikeway Improvements Phase [ Project Prospectus.

S
Bruce E. Johnslon, P.] -_
Division of Capital Qevelopment
Department of Publi¢ Works and Transportation




Study Team Members

Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT)

Bob Simpson 240-7T77-7193
Montgomery County DPWT. Division of Capital Development (DCD)

Bruce E. Johnston Chief 240-777-7236
Holger Serrano Engineering Services Specialist 240-777-7235
Yasamin Esmaili Project Manager 240-777-7226
Gail Tait Nour County Bicycle Coordinator 240-777-7243
David Adams Traffic Engineer 240-777-7215
Montpomery County DPWT, Division ol TralTic and Parking Services (DTPS)

Pat Bradley Traffic Engineer 240-777-2160
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC)

Ki Kim Community-Based Planner

Callum Murray Community-Based Planner 301-495-4733
Chuck Kines Bikeway Coordinator 301-495-2184
Larry Cole Transporiation Manager 301-495-452%
John Carter Community-Based Planner 301-495-2799
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)

David MacGregor Chief Engineer 202-764-2799
MNational Park Service Chesapeake and Olno Canal National Historical Park (NPS)

Kevin Brandt Park Superintendent 301-714-2202
URS Corporation

Janie Tiedeman Project Manager 410-T85-7220)
Valorie Hennigan Project Planner 410-785-7220
YRE:dbh

Enclosure



T&E COMMITTEE # 2
December 4, 2003

MEMORANDUM

December 2. 2003

TO: Transportation and Environment (T&E) Committee
FROM: Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Staff Director

SUBIJECT:  Facility planning review: MacArthur Boulevard Hiker/Biker Trail

The Council appropriated funds under the Facility Planning—Transportation project for
the Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) to evaluate means for improving
the 7.3-mile MacArthur Boulevard Hiker-Biker Trail between the District of Columbia (at the
Dalecarlia Reservoir in Bethesda) and the Old Angler’s Inn in Potomac, MacArthur Boulevard
1s an arterial roadway with two 11°-wide travel lanes. There is currently a bikeway along this
length, but it is generally substandard in width and in many places is indistinguishable from the
shoulder of inbound MacArthur Boulevard. The current bikeway is heavily used, in that it is a
popular commuter biking route and provides ready access to the C&0 Canal towpath and other
sites along the Potomac River,

DPWT has completed Phase T of facility planning for this project; the feasibility study
stage. This worksession 1s the opportunity for Committee members and other interested
Councilmembers to provide informal feedback to DPWT as to what it should study during Phase
I of facility planning: the detailed planning stage that will produce the precise project scope and
develop reliable estimates of cost and community and environmental impact, DPWT will
proceed to Phase Il immediately after this review, If Phase 11 stays on schedule, this project will
likely be proposed as an amendment to the FY 05-10 CIP in January, 2005.

Alternatives. In the project planning prospectus, DPWT identified three potential options
(see the Executive Summary on ©1-5):

e Altenative 1: the no-build option.

* Alternative 2: providing a continuous 8’-wide hiker-biker path and, generally, at least a
5' offset from the edge of the roadway, and a barrier between the path and roadway
where 5’ is not available.



* Alternative 3: the same as Alternative 2, plus a widening of MacArthur Boulevard to
provide 5’-wide striped bike lanes in each direction.

No detailed cost estimates are available at this stage, but Alternative 2 is believed to cost
generally in the $2-3 million range, while Alternative 3 would be considerably more, perhaps as
much as §10 million more, because the additional 10 feet would require more substantial land
takes and retaining walls.

The study has identified nine particular spot improvements along the trail, but the main
point of disagreement has been between the two build alternatives, Bike groups have advocated
Alternative 3, noting that most commuter bicyclists and adult recreational bicyclists want to—
and will continue to—ride on the roadway. They will do so in order to keep to a steady speed,
which is not likely while dodging pedestrians and slower bikers on the path, The Washington
Area Bicyclist Association (©6-7) and Montgomery Bicycle advocates (©8-9) are two of the
groups that expressed this perspective. On the other hand, neighborhood associations have
generally opposed Alternative 3, having concerns about the property impacts and the possibility
that vehicular speed will increase if the pavement is widened to 32° (two 11° travel lanes plus
two 5° bike lanes). The Mohican Hills Citizens’ Association (£10-11) and the Brookmont Civic
League (©12-13) are examples of the groups stating this position.

Although DPWT is responsible for improvements to and maintenance of MacArthur
Boulevard, the road was initially built and still belongs to the U.S, Army Corps of Engineers.
Beneath the road are two conduits. (MacArthur Boulevard was formerly called Conduit Road.)
The initial conduit built in the 1800s is beneath the centetline, and a second one built in the
1920s is beneath the current bike trail. The Corps has reviewed the general plans for Alternative
3 and has no major problems with it (©14-15). Presumably the Corps would have no major
problems with a lesser option such as Alternative 2, since it would have fewer impacts.

A new alternative. The Planning Board reviewed the results of the Phase | study at its
November 20 worksession. The Planning staff’s report (€1 6-24) summarizes the issues and
concerns about the design of the hiker-biker trail.

At the November 20 meeting DPWT unveiled a new alternative as a compromise
between Alternatives 2 and 3, This new alternative is similar to Alternative 3, except that
MacArthur Boulevard would be widened only by 4° (to 267) rather than by 10° (to 32"); its travel
lanes would be reduced from 11° to 10" in width, leaving a 3’-wide striped shoulder on each side
(see ©25). The 3’-wide shoulders would not be wide enough to be formal bike lanes, so they
would not be marked as such. Nevertheless, the understanding is that on-road bikers would
confine themselves to the shoulders as much as possible. By reducing the travel-lane width to
107 vehicle speeds would likely be reduced somewhat, enhancing the safety of bikers riding on
the shoulders.

The Planning Board endorsed studying this new alternative in Phase II. WABA has alco
endorsed it (€26-27). The cost of this new alternative will lie between Alternatives 2 and B4
although probably much closer to Alternative 2.



Council staff recommendation: Concur with DPWT and the Planning Board in
carrying this new alternative into Phase II. In addition, DPWT should perform these other
tasks as part of Phase II:

* Prepare preliminary designs for the other spot improvements noted in the
prospectus (©3),

¢ Evaluating the Planning staff’s concerns regarding bus stops and pedestrian
crossings, lighting, signing, and environmental impacts as described on ©19-21.

¢ Examine further means beyond striping to emphasize the demarcation between the
travel lanes and the shoulders.

¢ Divide the project into two or three logical segments, giving the Council the
opportunity to consider breaking what is likely to be a costly bikeway improvement
into separate funding stages.

E-vnriin'fe0d e e fy03 08ciph03 1201 e - macarthur klvd facility planning.doc



Douglas M. Duncan
County Executive

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
AND TRANSPORTATION

December 10, 2003

Meal and Lisa Martin, Co-Presidents
Mazza Wood Homeowners Assn
7201 Loch Edin Court

Potomac, Maryland 20854

Re: MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway lmprovemenl
Facility Planning Phase 1
C.IP. No. 509337

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms, Martin:

Albert |, Genetti, Jr., P.E.
Pirector

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation {(DPWT) has
completed Phase I Facility Planning (feasibility study) for the MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement

project.

Our recommendation is a compromise between alternatives two and three. These two
alternatives have been presented to the public via public meetings held by the County. The new
alternative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feet to ten feet, and add an additional 2
feet 1o both shoulders, which will result in a three-foot shoulder on each side. Please see the enclosed
DPWT Phase II Recommendation, for further details.

As this is a modification to what was previously presented to you, we are seeking your
feedback. Please note that the County Council’s T&E Committee will meet on January 15, 2004, In
order for us to present your opinion to the committee, please submit your written response no later
than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin K. Esmaili, Project Manager, at 240-777-7226 with questions or

Pivision of Capital Development

CONCETnS,
Sim:7cly, /—,
"“]:H{;}lger . Serrano, P.E.
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1011 Monroe Street, Minth Floor =

Division of Capital Development

Rockville, Maryland 20850-2540 =+ 240,777-7220, FAX 240/777-7277



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Douglas M, Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Albert . Genetrti, Jr.,

County Executive I Hrector
December 101, 2003

Eric Swanson, Vice President
Washington Area Bicyclist Association
{WABA)

733 15" Street, N.W, — Suite 1030
Washington, DC 20005

Re: MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
Facility Flanning Phase 1
C.LP. No. 509337

Dear Mr, Swanson:

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) has
completed Phase I Facility Planning (feasibility study) for the MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
project.

Our recommendation is a compromise between alternatives two and three. These two
alternatives have been presented to the public via public meetings held by the County. The new
alternative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feet to ten feet, and add an additional 2
feet to both shoulders, which will result in a three-foot shoulder on each side. Please see the enclosed
DPWT Phase 11 Recommendation, for further details,

Ags this is a modification to what was previously presented to you, we are seeking your
feedback. Please note that the County Council's T&E Committee will meet on January 15, 2004, In
order for us to present your opinion to the committee, please submit your written response no later
than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin K. Esmaili, Project Manager, at 240-777-7226 with questions or

CONCEerns.
HOS:dbb

Enclosures AME,
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Division of Capital Development

P.E:

101 Monroe Street, Ninth Floor * Rockville, Marvland 20850-2540 = 240/777-7220, FAX 240/777-7277 )



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Donglas M, Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Albert J. Genettd, Jr., P.E.

County Executive Prirector
December 10, 2003

Arrigo Mongini, President

Mohican Hills Citizens” Associalion
5541 Moehican Road

Bethesda, Maryland 20816

Re MacArthur Blvd, Bikeway Improvement
Facility Planning Phase |
C.LP. No. 509337

Dear Mr. Mongini;

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) has
completed Phase | Facility Planning (feasibility study) for the MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
project,

Our recommendation is a compromise between allernatives two and three. These two
alternatives have been presented to the public via public meetings held by the County, The new
aliernative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feet to ten feet, and add an additional 2
feet to both shoulders, which will result in a three-Toot shoulder on each side. Please see the enclosed
DEWT Phase [ Recommendation, for further details.

As this is a modification to what was previously presented to vou, we are seeking your
feedback. Please note that the County Council’s T&E Committee will meet on January 15, 2004, In
order for us to present vour opinion to the committee, please submit your written response no later
than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin I, Esmaili, Project Manager, at 240-777-7226 with questions or

CONCETTS.
Sincerely, -
Holgef O, Serranc. M E.
Divigion of Capital Development
HOS:dbb
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Division of Capital Development

101 Monroe Street, Ninth Floor * Rockville, Marvliand 208350-2540 = 240/777-72200, FAX 230,777-7277



Douglas M. Duncan
Conenty Execurive

Burton Gray, President
Cabin John Citizens Assn
P.O. Box 31

Cabin John, Maryland 20818

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
AND TRANSPORTATION

December 10, 2003

Re:  MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
Facility Planning Phase |

C.IP. No. 508337

Diear Mr. Gray:

Albert |, Goenettd, Jr., P.E

Dhirector

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) has
completed Phase | Facility Planning (feasibility study) for the MacArthur Blvd, Bikeway Improvement

project.

Our recommendation is a compromise between alternatives two and three. These two
alternatives have been presented to the public via public meetings held by the County. The new
alternative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feet 10 ten feet, and add an additional 2
feet to hoth shoulders, which will result in a three-foot shoulder on each side. Please see the enclosed
DPWT Phase 1T Recommendation, for further details.

As this is a modification to what was previously presented 1o you, we are seeking your
feedback. Please note that the County Council’s T&E Commitiee will meet on January 13, 2004, In
order for us o present your opinion to the commitiee, please submit your written responsc no later

than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin K. Esmaili. Project Manager, at 240-777-7226 with questions or

COnCerns,
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Douglas M. Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Abert J. Genetti, Jr., P.E.
County xecutive Dhvector
December 10, 2003

Ira Wagner, President

The Civic League of Brookmaont
6404 Broad Street

Bethesda, Maryland 20816

Re: MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
Facility Planning Phase T
C.LP. No. 509337

Dear Mr, Wagner:

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) has
completed Phase I Facility Planning (feasibility study) for the MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
project,

Cur recommendation is a compromise between alternatives two and three. These two
alternatives have been presented 1o the public via public meetings held by the County. The new
allernative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feet to ten feel, and add an additional 2
feet to both shoulders, which will result in a three-foot shoulder on each side. Please see the enclosed
DPWT Phase 11 Recommendation, Tor Turther details.

As this is a modification to what was previously presented to you, we are seeking vour
feedback. Please note that the County Council’s T&E Committee will meet on January 15, 2004. In
order for us to present your opinion to the committee, please submit your writien response no later
than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin K, Esmaili, Project Manager, at 240-777-7226 with questions or

CONCErnS.

Sincerely,

7 et
olgepd). Serrano, P.E.

Divihzién ol Capital Development
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Division of Capital Development
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Douglas M. Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Albert |. Genettd, Jr.,

County Executive Divector
December 10, 2003

MNorma D, Spiegel, President
Glen Echo Heights Citizens Assn
5305 Wapakoneta Road
Bethesda, Maryland 20816

Re: MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
Facility Planning Phase T
C.LP. No. 509337

Dear Ms. Spiegel:

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) has
completed Phase I Facility Planning (feasibility study) for the MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
project.

Crr recommendation is a compromise between alternatives two and three. These two
alternatives have been presented to the public via public meetings held by the County. The new
alterpative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feet to ten feet, and add an additional 2
feet to both shoulders, which will result in a three-foot shoulder on each side. Please see the enclosed
DPWT Phase IT Recommendation, for further details,

As this i1s a modification to what was previously presented to you, we are secking vour
feedback, Please noie that the County Council’'s T&E Committee will meet on January 15, 2004, In
order for us to present your opinion to the committes, please submit your written response no later
than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin K, Esmaili, Project Manager, at 240-777-7226 with questions or

CONCErns.
.
. Hn]g%ien’anu, P.E.
Difigion of Capital Development
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Douglas M. Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Albert J. Genett, Jr., PE,

Cownty Executive Dhirector
December 10, 2003

Barry Cohen, President
Palidades Citizens Assn
6708 Vendome Terrace
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Re: MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
Facility Planning Phase |
C.LP. No. 509337

Diear Mr. Cohen;

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) has
completed Phase I Facility Planning (feasibility study) for the MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
project

Our recommendation is a compromise between alternatives two and three, These two
alternatives have heen presented to the public via public meetings held by the County. The new
alternative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feet to ten feet, and add an additional 2
feet to both shoulders. which will result in a three-foot shoulder on cach side, Please see the enclosed
DEFWT Phase 11 Recommendation, for further details.

As this is a modification to what was previously presented to you, we are secking vour
feedback. Please note that the County Council’s T&E Committee will meet on January 13, 2004, In
order for us to present your opinion to the commitiee, please submit your written response no later
than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin K. Esmaili, Project Manager, a1 240-777-7226 with questions ar

COTCEITS.
Sincerely, 55
ger O, Serrfine. PE.
nsion of Capital Development
HO5:dbb

Enclosurcs

ce: Yasamin K. Esmaili

- Division of Capital Development

101 Monroe Street, Ninth Floor = Rockville, Marvland 20850-2540 = 240/777-7220, FAX J+U“"""2"‘



Douglas M. Duncan
Cionrily Execuifive

David Rebinson

Bon Air Heights Civic Assn
6207 Windward Place
Bethesda, Marvland 20816

LT -"’Q
J‘rvﬂcn r\,

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
AND TRANSPORTATION

December 10, 2003

Re: Mac Arthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
Facility Planning Phase 1

C.1.P. No. 509337

[ear Mr, Robinson:

Albert J. Genetti, Jr.,

Dhvector

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transporiation (DPWT) has
completed Phase I Facility Planning (feasibility study) for the MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement

project.

Our recommendation is a compromise between alternatives two and three. These two
alternatives have been presented to the public via public meetings held by the County, The new
alternative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feet to ten feet, and add an additional 2
{eet 1o both shoulders, which will result in a three-foot shoulder on each side. Please see the enclosed
DPWT Phase 1l Recommendation, for further details.

As this is a modification 1o what was previously presented to you, we are seeking yvour
feedback. Please note that the County Council’s T&E Committee will meet on January 15, 2004 In
order for us to present your opinion to the committee, please submit your writlen response no later

than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin K. Esmaili, Project Manager, at 240-777-7226 with questions or

CONCErns.
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Douglas M. Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Albert J. Genetd, Jr., P.E

County Execuilive LHrector
December 10, 2003

Jack Cochrane, Chair

Montgomery Bieyele Advocates (Mobike)
7121 Thomas Branch Drive

Bethesda, Maryland 20817

Re: MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Tmprovement
Facility Planning Phase |
C.1.P. No. 509337

Dear Mr, Cochranc:

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) has
completed Phase | Facility Planning (feasibility study) for the MacArthur Blvd, Bikeway Improvement
project,

Our recommendation is a compromise between alternatives two and three. These two
alternatives have been presented to the public via public meetings held by the County, The new
alternative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feet to ten feet, and add an additional 2
feel o both shoulders, which will result in a three-foot shoulder on cach side. Please see the enclozed
DPWT Phase Il Recommendation, for further details,

As this 15 a modilication to what was previously presented to you, we are sceking your
feedback. Please note that the County Council’s T&E Committee will meet on January 13, 2004. In
order for us Lo present your opinion to the committee, please submit your writlen response no later
than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin K. Esmaili, Project Manager. at 240-777-7226 with questions or
concerns,

Sincerely, e

HOS:dbb
Enclosures

S1o5 Yasamin K. Esmaili i,

Division of Capital Development
101 Monroe Street, Ninth Floor = Rockville, Marvland 20850-2540 = 240/777-7220, TFAX 240,777-7277




DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
Douglas M. Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Albert |, Genettd, Jr., P.E,

County Executive Director
Diecember 10, 2003

Madeleine Greenwald, President
Brookmont Civic League

6600 Broad Street

Bethesda, Maryland 20816

Re: MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
Facility Planning Phase [
C.LP. No, 509337

Drear Ms, Greenwald:

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) has
completed Phase | Facility Planning (leasibility study) for the MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
project.

Our recommendation is a compromise between alternatives two and three. These two
alternatives have been presented to the public via public meetings held by the County, The new
alternative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feet to ten feet, and add an additional 2
feet to both shoulders, which will result in a three-foot shoulder on each side. Please sec the enclosed
DPWT Phase IT Recommendation, for further details.

As this is a modification to what was previously presented to you, we are seeking vour
feedback. Please note that the County Council’s T&E Committee will meet on January 15, 2004, In
order for us to present your opinion to the committee, please submit your written response no later
than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin K., Esmaili, Project Manager, al 240-777-7226 with questions or

CONCerns.
Sincerely,
er (. Serranc, PLE
Tlnmmn of Capital Dave]opmenl
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DEFARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
Douglas M. Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Albert |. Genetti, Jr., PLE,

Cownily Bxeculive Lhirector
December 10, 2003

Bill Clarke, Chair

Polomae Pedalers Touring Club
10366 Democracy Lane, Suite B
Fairfax, Virginia 22030

Re: MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
Facility Planning Phase 1
C.LP. No. 509337

Dear Mr, Clarke:

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) has
completed Phase T Facility Flanning (feasibility study) for the MacArthur Blvd, Bikeway Improvement
project,

Our recommendation is a compromise between alternatives two and three, These two
alternatives have been presented to the public via public meetings held by the County. The new
alternative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feet to ten feet, and add an additional 2
feet to both shoulders, which will result in a three-foot shoulder on each side. Please see the enclosed
DPWT Phase II Recommendation, for further details,

As this i1s a modification to what was previously presented to you, we are seeking vour
feedback. Please note that the County Council’'s T&E Committee will meet on January 15, 2004, In
order for us 1o present your opinion to the commitiee, please submit vour written response no later
than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin K. Esmaili. Project Manager, at 240-777-7226 with questions or

CONCErNS.
Sincerely,
HOS:dbhb
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Douglas M. Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Mbert |, Genettd, Jr.,

Connly Executive Dhirecor
December 10, 2003

Lenore Clarke, President

Tulip Hill Citizens Association
5616 Bent Branch Road
Bethesda, Marviand 20816

Re: MacArthur Blvd, Bikeway Improvement
Facility Planning Phase |
C.1LP. No, 509337

Dear Ms. Clarke:

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) has
completed Phase | Facility Planning (feasibility study) for the MacArthur Blvd, Bikeway Improvement
project.

Our recommendation is a compromise between allernatives two and three, These two
alternatives have been presented to the public via public meetings held by the County. The new
alternative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feet to ten feet, and add an additional 2
feet to both shoulders, which will result in a three-foot shoulder on each side. Flease see the enclosed
DPWT Phase 11 Recommendation, for further details.

As this is a modification to what was previously presented 1o you, we are seeking your
feedback. Please note that the County Couneil’s T&E Committee will meet on January 15, 2004, In
order for us to present your opinion 1o the committee, please submil your written response no later
than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin K. Esmaili, Project Manager, at 240-777-7226 with questions or

CONCerns.
Sincerely, ~
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
Douglas M, Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Albert ). Genettd, fr,, P.E;
Cotnfy Exeeutive Director
December 14, 2003

Nancy Wieker, President

River Falls Community Center Assn.
7900 River Falls Drive

Potomac, Maryland 20854

Re: MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
Facility Planning Phase 1
C.LE, No. 509337

Dear WMs, Wicker:

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) has
completed Phase | Facility Planning (feasibility study) for the MacArthur Bivd. Bikeway Improvement
project.

Our recommendation is a compromise between alternatives two and three. These two
alternatives have been presented to the public via public meetings held by the County. The new
alternative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feel to ten feet, and add an additional 2
feet to both shoulders, which will result in a three-foot shoulder on each side. Please see the enclosed
DPFWT Phase IT Recommendation, for further details.

As this 15 a modification to what was previously presented 1o you. we are seeking vour
feedback. Please note that the County Council’'s T&E Committee will meet on Tanuary 15, 2004, In
order for us to present your opinion to the commitiee, please submit vour written response no later
than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin K. Esmaili, Project Manager. at 240-777-7226 with questions or

CONCErns.
Smuﬂrﬂ]v (/" S
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ivision of Capital Development
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
Diouglas M. Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Albert |, (renetd, Jr., P.E,

Cournty Executive Pivector
December 10, 2003

Wayne Ringlien, President
Carderock Springs Citizens Assn
8212 Lilly Stone Drive
Bethesda, Maryland 20817

Re: MacArthur Blvd., Bikeway Improvement
Facility Planning Phase |
C.I.P. No. 509337

Dear Mr. Ringlien:

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) has
completed Phase | Facility Planning (feasibility study) for the MacArthur Blvd. Bikeway Improvement
project,

Chur recommendation 1s a compromise between allernatives two and three. These two
alternatives have been presented to the public via public meetings held by the County. The new
aliernative will reduce the width of both travel-lanes from 11 feel 1o ten fect, and add an additional 2
feet to both shoulders, which will result in a three-foot shoulder on each side. Please see the enclosed
DPWT Phase II Recommendation, for further details.

A 1his is a modification to whal was previously presented 1o you, we are secking vour
feedback. Please note that the County Council’s T&E Committee will meet on January 13, 2004, In
arder for us to present your opinion to the committee, please submil your written response no later
than January 2, 2004,

Please contact Yasamin K. Esmaili, Project Manager, at 240-777-7226 with questions or

CONERnS,
Sincercly,
0. Serrano, P.E.
Digision of Capital Development
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. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
Douglas M. Duncan AND TRANSPORTATION Albert §. Generntd, Jr., PLE.

Connly Execulive I Mrectar

MEMORANDUM

January 27, 2004

To: Yasamin Esma}li ; . :
l....a{-"""f.fr __a..-

From: Carolyn Biggins

Subject; MacArthur Boulevard Bike Path / Lane ITmprovements

Regarding the Phase T Facility Planning Study Project Prospectus (October 2,
2003) these are the comments from Division of Transit Services:

1- Page 3 (Exccutive Summary), add at the end of first bullet:
“However, sufficient tadius has to be provided for bus turn movement at that location.”

2- Page 29:
"“However, the reduced radius must be able to accommodate bus tum movement.”

3- Page 37: Route 32: On September 2003, Ride On extended service to Woodrock
subdivision, located off MacArthur Boulevard cast of Clara Barton Parkway. So you may
want to change the wording to:

“Route 32; Bethesda Station to Woodrock, via Cabin John and Naval Ship Research and
Development Center, weekday only during peak hours. Stops along MacArthur
Boulevard between Wilson lane and Belfast Rd (near study limit).*

Please feel [ree to contact our planner Yael Klejman at 240-777 5828 if vou have
any guestion.

(.Y

b A,
i il
= ! frel '!r'
* |IT|‘I'|| *
rr \-'q.

B
Madn

Dvivision of Transil Services

2A0TTTHB00, TIMNY 240/777-5809, FAN 2407775801 = www.dpwi.com = email: transic dpwtittcomo.md. us
Located one block west of the Rockeille Metro Station
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WASHINGTON AQUEDUCT
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, BALTIMORE DISTRICT

5300 MACARTHUR BOULEVARD, M. W,
WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20018-2514

June 23, 2003

Planning and Engineering Branch

REGEIVED
* SyE
. . 1N 25 2003
Ms. Yasamin K. Esmaili ' d SM /<SS
Project Manager — Design Section g: FILE VIA

Department of Public Works and Transportation HCOPHAT EXGIEERING SERYICES DESKA SEVTION

Executive Office Building
101 Monroe Street, 9" Fioor
Rockville, MD 20850

Dear Ms. Esmaili:

We have reviewed the draft project prospectus for the MacArthur Boulevard Bike Path,
The recommended alternative (3) is acceptable to the Washington Agqueduct. The recommended
alternative appears to have no major effect on the operation and maintenance of our underground
conduit systems.

During the Phase II of the facility planning for the development of the 35 percent design
plans, please ensure the following issues concerning our underground structures are addressed:

a, Surface drainage impacts on the earth cover over the raw water conduits,

b. Structural impacts on the raw water conduit due to roadway re-alignments or
intersection Improvements.

Structural stability of the raw water conduits due to excavation for retaining
walls or any other improvements adjacent to the conduits,

Instailation of signs or traffic barriers on top of the underground conduits.
Vibration impacts on the conduits due to construction activities.

Ensure minimal environmental impacts are created due to the removal of
vegetation withmm the MacArthur Boulevard right-of-way.

(]

LT R =

We understand that citizens have requested additional parking along MacArthur
Boulevard at the Cabin John Bridge and at Walhonding Road. By expressing our concurrence
with the proposed bike path improvements, we are not committing at this time to any changes to
existing parking using land under our control.

@

150 Years of Proudly Providing Water to the Nation’s Capital
1853-2002



Thank you fer the opportunity to participate in the planning of this improvement project.
If you have any questions related to our facilities, please contact David MacGregor at 202-764-
2799,

Sincerely,

1ef, Washington Aqueduct



€3 MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK AND PLANNING

~

& THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAFITAL MCPB
FAFE AND PLANNING COMMISSION ltem No. 1

:Z.. - 11-20-03

z B787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 209103760

November 14, 2003

MEMORANDUM
TO: Montgomery County Planning Board
VIA: Jeffrey Zyontz, Chief

County-wide Planning Division

Richard C. Hawthorne, Chief W :
Transportation Planning

Callum Murray, Team Leader
Community-Based Planning

FROM: Charles S. Kines, 301-485-2184, for the Park and Planning Departmen

PROJECT: MacArthur Boulevard Bike Path/Lane Improvements
From District of Columbia line to Old Anglers Inn

REVIEW TYPE:  Project Prospectus

APPLICANT: Montgomery County Department of
Public Works and Transportation

APPLYING FOR: Agency Comments
COMMUNITY-BASED PLANNING TEAM AREA: Bethesda-Chevy Chase, Potomac

RECOMMENDATION: TRANSMIT COMMENTS TO DPWT

Staff recommends that the Planning Board transmit the following comments on
the proposed project (see Attachment 1: Vicinity Map and Selected Spot Improvements)

to DPWT: s

1. The study report needs to better explain why Alternative 2 is preferred over
Alternative 3 and how the particular details of Alternative 2 were decided,
including clearly identifying the trade-offs between hicycle accommodation,
environmental impacts and cost. Items needing clarification include:



|
a) Why actions to accomplish the stated project goal of improving on-road
bicycling are not included in the selected Alternative 2.

b) Why the proposed path width is less than the American Assoclation of
Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) standard.

c) Why the path would not be constructed to allow the future construction of
on-road bike lanes. The report should document all alternatives that have
been studied in this regard and the important trade-offs being made by

DPWT Staff.

d) The report should identify existing motor vehicle traffic conditions,
including volumes and speeds, and explain how these conditions affect

on-road bicyclists.

2. For all locations where spot improvements are recommended, the existing
conditions should be described and located on a map, and the need for
improvements should be explained. These comments pertain to particular
locations (See Attachment 1: Vicinity Map and Selected Spot Improvements):

a) At Spot Improvement #2, consider installing signs to warn motorists on
MacArthur Boulevard of bicycle crossings at Clara Barton Parkway.

b) At Spot Improvement #3, provide a bike-safe barrier where a substandard
landscape panel would exist under |-495.

c) At Spot Improvement #4, identify as part of Alternative 2 some measures
that would discourage patrons of Captain's Market from |ilegally parking

on the shared use path.

d) At Spot Improvement #7, ensure that crosswalks at the parking lot
entrance and exit are well designed and marked. Also, ensure a
landscape buffer is provided between the parking lot and the shared use

path.
e} At Spot Impruvement #9, coordination with park path planners and DPWT

traffic engineers will be required.

3. Provide the AASHTO-recommended vertical clearance of eight feet for the
shared use path throughout the project length.

4, Coordinate with WMATA and Ride-On to determine the safest crossing locations
for their patrons. Relocate existing bus stops within the project limits to these
locations and eliminate bus stops where safe crossings cannot be provided. The

maps in the prospectus should reflect these changes.
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5. Refer to the recently published Public Hearing Draft of the Countywide Bikeways
Functional Master Plan (October 2003) and identify all existing, proposed and
planned countywide bikeways that could connect to the MacArthur Boulevard
path and consider providing safe and convenient connections to these bikeways.

6. Evaluate the safety of all legal crosswalks, marked and unmarked, within the
project limits and provide improvements where necessary. Ensure that all
crosswalks cross streets at 90-degree angles, where feasible, particularly the on-
ramp for Clara Barton Parkway.

7. When considering bikeway and roadway widths, trade-offs between safety and
potential environmental impacts need to be explained, Including:

a) Stream crossings: Whether building to the typical section is desirable
where the path crosses a stream.

b) Steep slopes: Whether using fill to create additional surface area is
necessary at locations where the pathway is adjacent to steep slopes

c) Tree cover: Additional preservation measures that could be taken to avoid
the loss of tree cover along the road.

8. Evaluate the impact of the proposed improvements on County-listed historic sites
and districts.

PREVIOUS BOARD ACTION: None,

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This facility planning study is intended to result in a project that would improve
bicycling safety along MacArthur Boulevard between the District of Columbia line and
Old Angler's Inn, a distance of 7.3 miles. Improvements to both on-road and off-road

bicycling are goals of the study. '

Alternative 1 is the no-build alternative, essentially leaving existing conditions
unchanged. Only immediate safety concerns would be addressed.

Alternative 2, the selected alternative, recommends upgrading the existing
mostly substandard shared-use path and making select spot improvements throughout
the corridor. The path would be widened to eight feet. A five-foot minimum offset to the
roadway would typically be provided, Where this offset cannot be provided, a bike-safe
barrier would be installed between the path and the road.

Alternative 3 would upgrade the shared use path for less experienced bicyclists
and also provide bicycle lanes for more experienced bicyclists, The path would be
widened to eight feet. A five-foot minimum offset to the roadway would typically be
provided. Where this offset cannot be provided, a bike-safe barrier would be installed
between the path and the road. In addition, five-foot wide bike lanes would be provided
along MacArthur Boulevard to accommodate on-road bicyclists.
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Both build-alternatives would improve connections to existing, planned and
proposed bikeways and paths in the Potomac and Bethesda-Chevy Chase planning

dreas.

STAFF ANALYSIS

The project would greatly improve bicyclist and pedestrian accessibility and
safety between the neighborhoods of Potomac, Cabin John, Glen Echo and Bethesda.
It also would improve an important link to the District of Columbia bikeway system and
on to downtown Washington. The improved bikeway would provide better connections
to major park trails in Montgomery County including the C&O Canal Towpath, the

Capital Crescent Trail and the Little Falls Trail.

Alternative 2 would provide the shared-use path recommended in area master
plans and the 1978 Master Plan of Bikeways. The upgrading of the existing shared use
path would benefit all bicyclists, especially beginner and intermediate levels.

MacArthur Boulevard functions not only as the major recreational bicycling route
in this portion of the County, but also as the major commuter bicycling route, The
consultant's bicycle and pedestrian counts indicate much higher levels of on-road
bicycle use than off-road (see Attachment #2, 2003 Bicycle and Pedestrian Counts at
Four Locations Along MacArthur Boulevard™ from page 18 of the prospectus). The
report also states citizens attending the second public meeting in April 2003 clearly
were in favor of Alternative 3 (which includes bike lane improvements as called for in
the Public Hearing Draft of the Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan (CBFMP)
(October 2003). Although improving on-road bicycling conditions is stated as a major
goal of the study, bike lanes would not be provided as part of the selected alternative.
While staff recognizes that there are trade-offs in DPWT’s decision to proceed
only with improvements to the shared use path, DPWT needs fo explain more

clearly what those trade-offs are.

Pedestrian Accommodation

Since MacArthur Boulevard does not have sidewalks, the shared use path serves
as a de facto sidewalk. The path serves as the primary pedestrian facility along this
road. Therefore, measures to improve pedestrian safety and reduce potential conflicts
between bicyclists and pedestrians must be addressed. A wider path would improve
pedestrian accessibility and safety by reducing the likelihood of conflicts between

bicyclists and walkers.
Bus Stops and Pedestrian Crossings

Staff believes that it is important that the needs of the County's transit patrons
are well integrated into this project. Safe, convenient access to the bus stops needs to
be made part of the current plans. In addition to the need for marked crosswalks and
good lighting at intersections, ensure that users of both transit-and the path have safe

access across the road.
4



The report states that the location and type of bus stops were examined but no
recommendations to improve access to them are included. All bus stops should be
identified on a map in order to determine locations for improved and safer crossings.
Crossings at non-intersection locations that do not have marked crosswalks should be
discouraged. In areas where mid-block crossings are necessary or desired, measures
to enhance their safety should be identified.

Particular attention should be paid to the bus stops along MacArthur Boulevard to
ensure that they are in the safest places for transit patrons to cross MacArthur
Boulevard. Bus stops that are in locations where it would be unsafe to cross
MacArthur Boulevard from the shared use path should be eliminated. The bus
stops that are retained should be evaluated to determine whether shelters and/for
benches are warranted and whether the nearest crosswalks should be striped.

Lighting

Providing adequate lighting for the path should be included in the study. Better
lighting will help ensure that people can safely cross the side streets traversed by the
shared use path and to safely cross MacArthur Boulevard to get to the path. Good
lighting is also needed at bus stop locations. The existing lighting along MacArthur
Boulevard is poor. While the proposed lighting along the shared use path may be
sufficient to ensure users’ safety on the path itself, the intersections that they have to

cross to continue on or to access the path are poorly lit at present and the lighting
needs to be upgraded. These existing conditions must be addressed to ensure that the

proposed facility operates safely as a whole.
Signing

A signing plan should be created showing all proposed signage and all existing
signage to remain. The sign plan should address ways to minimize conflicts between
bicyclists and pedestrians using the path, and potential conflicts between bicyclists and
motorists, especially at or near intersections.

Environmental

Environmental Planning staff offers the following comments:

1. Montgomery County resources for floodplains and historic places should be
used as sources in addition to natural resources.

2. Streams in the Potomac Gorge are generally steep-sided and deeply incised.
For this reason, efforts to widen or make additional stream crossings will create
significant impact and cost, even if only for pathway crossings. Therefore, the
many stream crossings should be individually evaluated to determine the
improvements that are necessary for safety rather than meeting design

standards.

5

D)



|

3. In many locations, the existing pathway is along the edge of a steep drop-off ont
the south side of the road alignment. In these locations, efforts should be made

to avoid using fill to create additional surface area. Generally, it would be
preferable to place the path on a lower grade that is more widely separated from

the road.

4. Where possible the option that allows the grassed separation to function as an
infiltration trench to provide some water quality mitigation should be utilized.

5. Forest and tree impact should be evaluated, based not only on acres of impact
but also on the size and quality of individual specimens and on the nature of the
crown area. Additional preservation measures that reduce thermal impacts to
water quality should be taken where forest or individual ftrees provide a

significant overhang on the road.

Parks Impacts

Although briefly highlighted in Spot Improvement #9, improved access to the
Capital Crescent Trail (CCT) from the upgraded path would be desirable and thus
should be included as part of this project. The CCT Is one of the premier off-road bicycle

commuting routes in the County.

Historic Resources

The study report notes several National Register historic resources that are
within the study area, including Clara Barton Parkway, C&0 Canal Park, Cabin John
Bridge (which is a National Historic Landmark), Glen Echo Park Historic District, Old
Anglers Inn, Bonfield's Service Garage, Clara Barton School, and the Washington
Aqueduct. The study report needs to reference all County-listed historic sites and
districts as well. It appears, however, that none of these resources would be affected by

the proposed improvements.

PUBLIC OUTREACH

An open house-style public meeting was held on January 22, 2003 to announce
the project and solicit feedback from citizens on the scope of the project. A second
public meeting was held on April 23, 2003 to discuss and solicit feedback on various
alternatives. DPWT staff and consultants have also coordinated the proposed project
with the affected property owners and met numerous times with various homeowner

and community associations.

RELATED PROJECTS

Falls Road Bike Path (#509521). This project would fill in the missing gaps for a
continuous bike path from MacArthur Boulevard to the City of Rockville. The project
involves the acquisition of land, a retaining wall, a pedestrian bridge over a small stream

and an eight-foot wide hiker-biker path.
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Glen Echo Storm Drain (#509637). This project provides for design and
construction of a new storm drain system located along Bryn Mawr Avenue and the
replacement of the existing system on University Avenue to the outfall at Clara Barton
Parkway. The existing failing system is located within private backyards, without public
easements. The improvements will collect runoff from MacArthur Boulevard and redirect
it around the portion of the existing system where easements are not possible.

CK:kcw
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Mohilcam Hills Citizens’ Association

OPWT
DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

representing 250 families

STATEMENT OF THE MOHICAN HILLS CITIZENS® ASSOCIATION ON THE
MAC ARTHUR BLVD. BIKEWAY PROJECT IN SUPPORT OF ALTERNATIVE 2

At the June 3 meeting with the DPWT project manager and the bike facilities coordinator we
learned that the staff is close to recommending that Alternative 3 should be carried into the 35%
engineering design phase. Alternative 3 would add two new 4 to 5 ft. wide bike lanes, one on
each side of the MacArthur Blvd. roadway, rebuild the current § £t. “shared use path” on the river
side of the Blvd. and restore the grass strip separating it from the roadway. Those attending the
meeting, primarily residents of Mohican Hills, the Town of Glen Echo, and surrounding
communities, overwhelmingly favored Alternative 2. Only one or two speed cvelists, of the
25 or so people attending that meeting, favored Alternative 3. In an informal poll of Mohican
Hills residents, several of them cyclists, about two weeks prior to the meeting, none of those
responding favored Alternative 3. I believe these sentiments are also shared by the vast majority
of residents in adjacent communities. Therefore, we find it hard to imagine the basis for the
DPWT staff’s inclination to support Alternative 3. It surely cannot be public opinion. It surely
cannot be on the merits of Alternative 3, regardless of public opinion, for the reasons outlined
below,

I. The widening of the paved vehicle way on MacArthur Blvd, including the new 4 to 5 ft.
bike lanes, would probably result in increased motor vehicle speed violations, more
illegal passing movements, and an increased tendency for cars to pass left turning
vehicles on the right and encroach on the bike lanes.

2. The widening would result in encroachment on existing green space on both sides of the

Blvd. and, in some cases, the loss of trees and proper drainage. Encroachment on the

uphill side of the right-of-way could also result in interference with the steeply sloping

driveways,

The widening and striping of MacArthur Blvd. would alter the very nature of this road,

part of which has been officially declared a “scenic byway”, and would result in the

creation of something resembling a major arterial. We like the way it looks now,

4. [f the primary purpose of the new bike lanes is to gat the speed cyelists out of the way of

the motor vehicle traffic, we question the effectiveness of these lanes. Our own

experence in driving the Blvd. is that there is ample opportunity to pass cyclists safely
unless they are traveling in large platoons, as sometimes happens on week-ends. Even
then, the wider width will encourage more side-by-side cycling and encroachment on the
motor vehicle lanes. Furthermore, we question whether those speed cyclists will be
content to use the bike lanes when they accumulate the inevitable debris near the side of
the pavement.

Finalily, Alternative 3 will cost considerably more than Alternative 2, perhaps thres times

as much, because of the need for more pavement and retaining walls. These funds could

be put to better use on other projects, even bike-related projects, or even on maintaining
the existing or upgraded shared use path (see last paragraph below). Indeed the higher
cost of Alternative 3 will decrease the likelihood thar it could be included in a future

()
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budget in the near term. Spending 35% design money on Alternative 3 could, ironically,
result in no improvements at all. Putting down more pavement would also increase the
cost of maintenance. Why do this when the County is having trouble finding funds to
maintain even existing facilities?

Alternative 2 would provide for improvement in the shared use path and the restoration of the
green space separating that path from the vehicle lanes. We favor Alternative 2 but we also ask
the engineers to bear in mind the following principles as they work on designing Alternative 2,

ki

Sensitivity to the concemns of owners of houses and establishments located on the
Blvd.

Avoidance of blind application of AASHTO standards. In some cases, for example, it
may not be possible to maintain width without causing serious impacts to greenery.
Adequate signage, even flashing lights, at certain points such as the exits from the
Clara Barton Parkway, warning drivers to watch out for cyclists coming from BOTH
directions should be considered..

Particular attention to improvements at the sites of the water supply valves located in
the middle of the Blvd. These areas are not safe, particularly for children on bikes
using the shared use path.

Finally, we note that when some of those attending the June 3 meeting complained about the
debris on the existing bike path, the staff said “There is no money for maintenance and sweeping
of existing bike paths,” We recognize that it is not uncommon for public works agencies to be
rich in capital funds and poor in maintenance funds, particularly when State and Federal aid
tends to be largely for capital investment. This may not be a problem that the bike staff should
be asked to handle, but surely the leadership of DPWT, County Council, and the County
Executive, should be giving thought to a more creative way to allocate resources to make better
use of expensive infrastructure investments. For example, it would seem you could make a multi
year program of sweeping and other maintenance-like activities eligible for capital funding by
making it part of an “infrastructure enhancement program”.

Submitted on June 10, 2003
Arrigo Mongini
President, Mohican Hills Citizens’ Association



6600 Broad Street
Bethesda, MD 20818

June 24, 2003

Yasamin Esmaili, Project Manager

Gail Tait-Mouri, Bikeway Coordinator
Department of Public Works and Transportation
Division of Engineering Services

101 Monroe Street, 9th Floor

Rockville, MD 20850-2540

Dear Ms. Esmaili and Ms, Tait-Nouri:

Thank you for the opportunity for the Brookmont Civic League to provide comments on
the Facility Planning Study of MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements. Brookmont is a
community of approximately 200 families, many of whom are avid bicyclists. Many residents of
Brookmont use the MacArthur Boulevard bike path regularly to commute to work on their
bicycles and some ride on MacArthur Boulevard for commuting purposes and exercise. In
addition, many residents of Brookmont use the path for recreational and exercise use, many on
bicycle and many on foot, roller blade, and scooter. We, therefore, appreciate your efforts to
address the safety ssues associated with the bike path.

The Civic League voted on June 17" to support Alternative 2. While we generally
support this proposal, the Civic League believes that this alternative should be modified
somewhat to assure the safety of people using the bike path. In particular, we are concermed
that the rubbery bumpers that would be installed in several extremely dangerous places along
the bike path to warn drivers that they were encroaching on the bike path will be inadequate:
most of these locations involve places where the &' separation would not be possible, such as
two sharp curves near Brookmont and the traffic circle at Glen Echo. In the view of the Civic
League, hard barriers, such as Jersey walls, must be installed in these locations to assure that
people on the bike path are protected. Today, cars “cut the comer” on these curves to make it
possible to maintain speeds that are commeonly well above the posted speed limit. The present
situation is a death waiting to happen — and any future "solution” that fails to provide certain
protection to people on the bike path would be equally dangerous. The protection of pedestrians
and bike riders is of paramount importance in these locations! In addition, the plan for some
intersections needs to be reworked.

Although the Civic League recommends Alternative 2, the community recognizes that
Alternative 2 does not address the pressing need to improve safety for advanced riders, who will
continue to ride on the road, as they are legally allowed. Without improvements, MacArthur
Boulevard is too narrow for two cars and a bicycle. Our community is concerned that Alternative
3 will fail to address the safety needs of advanced riders, which Brookmont agrees is an
important goal of the project. By widening the road by approximately 4' in each direction,
Alternative 3 will likely increase traffic speed, endangering advanced riders, because cars will
see the bike lanes as making the driving lane wider and. therefore, easier to go fast around
curves. Moreover, a wider road with higher speeds could force some advanced riders to move
to the bike path in an effort to gain safety, creating a danger to other, slower users of the hike
path. Some experienced riders wha live in Brookmont also commented that the 4' aprons would
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tend to become debris-laden, forcing advanced riders back onto the traffic lanes unless provision
Is made for street cleaning. We feel that it is important to also address the safety needs of
advanced riders, but do not believe that the current Alternative 3 does that adequately and
without creating other problems, especially speeding by motor traffic on MacArthur Boulevard,

We would also like to raise a few issues and concerns for you to consider about the
value of adding the bike lanes on MacArthur Boulevard. At this time, it is not clear to our
community that the County has adequately established that a significant number of bike riders
will use the new bike lanes. |s there a study showing how many riders will use the bike lanes?
Are the bike lanes tied into a broader plan for increasing the level of bike commuting or
recreation in the County? Are the bike lanes designed only with the goal of protecting the
current level of on-road riders? Is there any information showing that bike lanes of this sort
actually achieve intended goals? Will Washington, D.C., work with the County to assure the
safety of commuters and other street riders once they arrive at the District line? Perhaps with
additional information, if any is available, we could help devise additional ideas for the final plan.
The County needs to show that there is a significant benefit to adding the bike lanes and that
potential problems with the overall wider road can be addressed if this solution is to be
implemented,

In summary, we wish to make two points about the Facility Flanhing Study of MacArthur
Boulevard Bikeway Improvements:

1. While we realize that Alternative 2 does not address the needs of all bicyclists in the
MacArthur Boulevard corridor, we believe that it is critical to improve the safety of the
bike path. We recommend Alternative 2, but note that it must be modified to add solid
barriers to separate people on the bike path from motor traffic at critical locations and to
rework plans for certain intersections.

2. We feel that it is important to also address the safety needs of advanced riders, but do
not believe that the current Alternative 3 does that adequately and without creating other
problems, especially speeding by motor traffic on MacArthur Boulevard,

The Brookmont Community would like to be involved further in the planning and
implementation process. Please feel free to contact me at 301-263-0301 or
madeleine_greenwald@hotmail.com.

Sincerely,
Madeleine Greenwald

President
Brookmont Civic League
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The Town of

GLEN ECHO

Chartered 1904
Town Hall & 6106 Harvard Avenue » Glen Echo » Maryland 20812 » (301) 320-4041

teovr e plonecino nry

January 6, 2004

Ms. Gail Tait-Noun

Director’s Office

Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation
101 Monroe Street

Rockville, Maryland 20850

Re: MacArthur Bike Path
Dear Ms. Tait-Noun:

| m wnting to convey the Town of Glen Echo’s comments to the MacArthur
Boulevard bike path proposal that will be presented for approval on January 15, 2004 Please
COmvey Our comiments to the appropriate persons.

In general, the Town continues to support Alternative 2 (Separated Shared Use Path
(south side)), as outlined in the notice of public meeting originally sent to the Town
While the full Town Council has not had the opportunity to review in detail the final
proposal, 1 wanted to request that the modifications cutlined below be considered.

First, as you may be aware, Glen Echo Park, which is under new management as a
public-private partnership operated by the Glen Echo Park Partnership for Arts and Culture
under a cooperative agreement with Montgomery County, lies immediately to the south of the
bike path. The Park has been substantially renovated, and there are plans to increase
visitation, including festival days, on the site. Parking problems already are a concern to
Town residents, and we are seeking ways to limit overfiow parking in the Town, along
MacArthur Boulevard (where parking is illegal) and on the bike path, which, in the past, has
served as a parking lot duning busy events, At times, illegal parking along MacArthur
Boulevard and the bike path has effectively blocked safe exit from Town streets onto
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Ms. Gail Tait-Nour Pape 2
January 6, 2004

MacArthur, since it is impossible for exating cars to get a clear view of the roadway when cars
are parked nght up to the edge of intersecting streets.

To prevent driving and parking on the portion of the bike path that runs in front of the
Town of Glen Echo, we request that you install flexible, reflective barners (sioular to those
installed in Cabin John at Persimmon Tree, Seven Locks, and the entrance to the Clara Barton
Parkway) at the mtersections of MacArthur Boulevard and the following Town streets
Comell Avenue, Bryn Mawr Avenue; Harvard Avenue, Princeton Avenue, and Oxdiord
Avenue The installation of these barriers will, by making it impossible to drive or park on the
bike path at the these intersections, help 1o insure a safe exit for Town residents, as well as
enhanced safety for bikers and pedestrians on the path.

Thank you for your consideration of this request. We look forward to a favorable
TESPOISE.

Sincerely,

THE TOWN OF GLEN ECHO

-

Deborah M. Beers, Mayor
(301) 229-7308 (home)
(202) 452-7919 (office)
(301)-320-4041 (town hall)

cc. The Hon. Howard Dennis
Montgomery County Council
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CABIN JOHN CITIZENS ASSOCIATION
P.O. Box 31, Cabin John, MD 20818

Organized 1919
Charter Member Montgomery County Civic Federation

Burr Gray - President Bruce Wilmarth - Treasurer
Larry Heflin - Vice President Gary Barnhard - Secretary
By Telecopy

December 3, 2003

Hon. Nancy Floreen

Chair — Committee on Environment and Transportation
Montgomery County Council

100 Maryland Ave., 6th Fir.

Rockville, MD 20850

Subject: MacArthur Blvd Bike Path Improvements
Dear Councilmember Floreen,

On behalf of the Cabin John Citizens Association (CJCA), | am writing in support of
the bike path proposal to be considered by your committee tomorrow (12/4/03). It is my
understanding that the County is considering the following option: add two feet of
pavement to each side of MacArthur Blvd and narrow the driving lanes by one foot on
each side, thus creating a three-foot bicycle lane on each side for the fast bicyclists. The
proposal also would create a five foot strip of green space between the fast bike lane on
the Potomac River side and the mixed-use 8-foot wide bike bath that currently exists. This
may entail moving the mixed-use bike path a bit further away from MacArthur Bivd in
certain sections.

While | have not had time to review the proposal in detail, CJCA has advocated
consistently for greater separation of the 8-foot mixed-use path from MacArthur Bivd. This
is critical to the safety of residents using the mixed-use path. We support the County’s
efforts and proposal.

Please feel free to call me (703-607-2740 (w)) if you have any questions,

Sincerely,

urton Gray
Cabin John Citizens Association - President



CABIN JOHN CITIZENS ASSOCIATION
P.O. Box 31, Cabin John, MD 20818

Chrpanized 1919
Charter Member Montgomery County Civic Federation

Burr Gray - President Bruce Wilmarth - Treasurer
Larry Heflin - Vice President Gary Barnhard - Secretary

December 26, 2001

Mr. Albert J. Genetti, Jr.

Director

Department of Public Works and Transportation
Montgomery County, Maryland

101 Monroe St. 10" Floor

Rockville, MD. 20850-2450

Re: MacArthur Blvd Shared Use/Bike Path in Cabin John Section
Dear Mr, Genetti,

On behalf of the Cabin John Citizens Association (CICA), we ask for a meeting with you
{or your staff if they have the authority to make decisions on the 1ssues described below) in the next
three weeks on the issues of the repaving and implementation of safety measures on the Cabin John
portion of the MacArthur Blvd shared use/bike path. Cabin John residents really feel that they are
at risk from car traffic along MacArthur Blvd. when they use the shared use/bike path. It is our
hope that any repaving this spring in that section will be accompanied by the implementation of
safety measures and that both projects will proceed simultaneously when spring arrives. I would
very much appreciate it if someone from your stalT could call me (703-607-2740 (w), 301-320-
2918 (h)) as soon as possible regarding scheduling the meeting.

We know that vour staff was awaiting completion of the agueduct re-lining work by the
Army Corps of Engineers but | would point out that we have been writing letters to the County for
years and vears (the earliest is dated 1993) about the safety issues and the needed repaving. (If
desired, | will provide yvou with copies of our earlier and numerous letters, including among others:
1993 letter on the safety issues, April 7, 1998 letter to Betty Ann Kranke, letter of Jan. 29, 1998 to
William Hussman (MNCPPC Chairman) regarding County Bikeways Master Plan, Jan. 12, 1998
letter to Ms. Gail Tate-Nouri Dept. of Public Works and Transportation, March 18, 1999 letter to
Ms. Tate-Nouri (with a copy to Doug Duncan), July 24, 2000 letter to Leroy Anderson of Dept. of
Highway Services.), plus recent letter to you of June 2001 from CJICA Vice President Larry
Heflin.) We have also met previously with your staff on these issues (June 13, 2000 in particular).
The onset of winter gives us all a moment to think about the safety issues in particular.



At two recent meetings, Cabin John residents determined that the following criteria

summarized our concerns and should be applied to any work done on the Cabin John section of the
shared use/bike path this spring. Some of these items are easy to implement, while others, such as
relocating portions of the bike path slightly further away from MacArthur Blvd, may take more

effort.

Criteria/Concerns
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Need barrier of some kind between road and shared use/bike path. Barrier should be
physical in nature but not larger or more substantial than is necessary to keep cars from
voluntarily going onto the Path. Barrier should be esthetically pleasing if possible, but
safety 1s of most importance. Barrier would be approximately mid-way between southern
edge of MacArthur Blvd and northern edge of bike path. Need to allow space on shoulder
of road for on-road bikers that use MacArthur, but don’t want barrier so close to shared
usc/bike path that users worry about running into it. The barrier should have openings so as
to allow for (1) access by people whose driveways empty onto MacArthur, (2) mail trucks
to access mail boxes, and (3) emergency pull-off area if there isn’'t an opening in the path
nearby. The feeling is that the Ride-on Buses and the School buses should not pull onto the
bike path to load passengers. (It might make sense to move the bike path closer to the
Potomac River in those areas so as to allow the buses room to pull off onto the shoulder of
MacArthur without encroaching onto the bike/shared use path.)

Prevent passing on the right hand side by cars traveling east-bound on MacArthur. Cars
traveling east often swing wide on the right hand side to go around cars turning left from
MacArthur Blvd. This is a source of major concern since the passing cars usually encroach
on the bike path in order to make their pass. The barrier mentioned above will probably
prevent this.

Make intersections of side streets with MacArthur safe, Worst locations are: (1) Persimmon
Tree (cars swing wide onto bike path when turning left onto MacArthur off Persimmon), (2)
Seven Locks Rd — same problem, (3) 79™ St intersection (south side) — same problem, also
have problem noted earlier of cars going onto bike path in order to pass on the right hand
side, (4) Community Center intersection — cars making turns to go onto Clara Barton
Parkway do not look for bicyelists or pedestrians that are crossing the road on the shared
use/bike path.

Grassy median strip. It would be very nice to have a grassy or bush-filled median strip
between the bike path and the MacArthur Blvd shoulder, such as is the case along much of
MacArthur Blvd. We recognize the grass at that location in the past has taken a beating, but
if the barrier mentioned above is implemented, this might keep cars off the grass and help
maintain it. We also recognize that there is not enough space in some locations for grass.
Perhaps the bike path can be moved a bit toward the Potomac River in certain locations to
create a bit more space to allow for the grassy median strip.

No parking on bike path. Often customers of the various merchants along MacArthur
{Captain’s Market, and MacArthur Plaza Shopping) and repairmen park on the shared



use/bike path. The barrier mentioned above will stop some of these, but more and clearer
signs as to the monetary penalties for illegal parking, plus occasional enforcement would
help reinforce the “No Parking™ aspect.

6. Allow for access on MacArthur Blvd, of on-road bicyclists. MacArthur should have a space
on the shoulder of the south side of MacArthur so that on-road bikers traveling east can pull
off onto that space to allow cars to drive by.

7. The two lanes of MacArthur Blvd. should remain exactly the same width as the present.
When the repaving is done, no effort should be made to make the lanes any wider at the
curves. Making the lanes wider around the turns will only tempt cars lo increase their
speed.

8. School bus stops should be safe from cars puling onto the bike path. The County should
take whatever means are necessary to ensure the safety of stops where school kids are
waiting in the morning. Here are the locations of bus stops in Cabin John located along
MacArthur Blvd: Bannockburn Elementary School stops - 82° St., 81% St., 79" St.. Seven
Locks Rd., and Wishbone Terrace, Pyle Middle School — 79" St., 78" St.. Wishbone
Tcrraci, and 75" St., Walt Whitman High School — Persimmon Tree Rd.. 712 gt T C (D 8
and 757 St.

9. Keep the shared use/bike path eight (8) leet wide.

10. A notice of some kind near Persimmon Tree Rd. intersection for cars going east on
MacArthur that they are entering a community and that the speed limit is enforeed.

11. Certain locations along MacArthur Blvd. in Cabin John should have crosswalks, including
among others (1) intersection near Clara Barton Community Center, (2) 77" St., (3) 79" St.
(across from the shopping plaza), (4) Tomlinson Avenue, and (5) Seven Locks Rd. We sent
a letter previously to DPWT on this issue.

It is important that you recognize the urgency of our concerns and the need to have a plan in
place when the spring arrives and the re-paving is ready to commence.

Sinc ky_',
.Z%/
Bérton/Aoray
CICA President

Ce:

Hon. Bill Bronrott

Hon. Steve Silverman

Hon. Howard Dennis

Mr. Leroy Anderson — DPWT - Dept. of Highway Services

Ms. Gail Tate-Nouri — DPWT - Chief of Operations — Bikeways

Mr. Tom Jacobus — Chief, Washington Aqueduct Division, Corps of Engineers

L]



CABIN JOHN CITIZENS ASSOCIATION
P.0O. Box 31, Cabin John, MD 20818

Organized 1919
Charter Member Montgomery County Civic Federation

Burr Gray - President Bruce Wilmarth - Treasurer
Larry Heflin - Viee President Gary Barnhard - Secretary

January 7, 2004
Mr. Holger Serrano, P.E,
Division of Capital Development
Department of Public Works and Transportation
Montgomery County, Maryland
101 Monroe St. 9" Floor
Rockville, MD, 20850-2450

Re: MacArthur Blvd Bike Path Improvements
Dear Mr. Serrano,

Thank you for the December 10, 2003 notification of the modified proposal regarding
improvements to the bike path that runs along MacArthur Blvd. The Cabin John Citizens
Association (CJCA) supports the proposal. While this letter is after your requested deadline of
January 2, 2004 for comments, we noted our support for the concept in a short letter (attached) of
December 3, 2003 to Councilmember Nancy Floreen. [ am also including a letter sent on
December 26, 2001 to Albert Genetti, Jr. that lists various other concerns of the Cabin John
community that are relevant to the bike path improvement in the Cabin John section. We hope that
your staff will consider these comments, most of them still relevant, as the process moves forward.

We have consistently advocated for separation of the bike path from MacArthur Blvd. In some
locations, I know that homeowners are sensitive about having the bike path moved closer to their
house even though the property on which the bike path is to be situated is still federal property. In
certain locations in Cabin John, it might make sense to keep the poles that the County put up this
past year as a means of separating the bike path from MacArthur Blvd (in front of the MacArthur
Plaza shopping center, for example), rather than relocating the bike path in that spot. [ hope that
we will have the opportunity to comment again on the real specifics of the plan as it moves
forward.

Finally, it is true that cars routinely exceed the speed limit on MacArthur Blvd. We hope that the
narrowing slightly of the two car lanes will serve to reduce average car speeds and that the vehicle
drivers will not perceive the 3-foot bike lanes as making the lanes wider for cars.

RECEIVED 7720 . /

E‘-urmn Gray
JAN 09 2003 CICA President

MICPWT CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT

Attachments



WASHINGTON AREA BICYCLIST ASSOCIATION (WABA)
733 15™ Street NW, Suite 1030
Washington, D.C. 20005

May 7, 2003 g%zgﬂn

Ms. Yasamin Esmaili MAY 1 22003
Facility Design and Planning -

Dept. of Public Works and Transportation ur}rrm:Ensm%;rfsli'snﬁﬂsﬁsemn SECTION

Rockville, MD 20850

Dear Ms. Esmaili,

I am forwarding the comments of the Washington Area Bicyclist Association
(WABA) on the proposed facility design for the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway
Improvements Project, WABA is a nonprofit organization committed to the
development of bicycle facilities, to improving safety for bicyclists and encouraging
greater use of bicycles generally. Founded in 1972, WABA now has 7,000 dues-paying
members regionally, of whom 1,500 reside in Montgomery County. Our comments
draw upon the extensive expertise of our members on bicycling transportation matters.

As any bicyclist using MacArthur Boulevard knows, the roadway is narrow, carries
heavy traffic entering and exiting several ramps to the Clara Barton Parkway and I-495,
Numerous visitors to the Potomac River, Great Falls, Mather Gorge, and the Billy Goat
Trail use the road. Parking on weekends overflows onto the road shoulder. No bike
lanes, as such, exist; the paved path is crumbling, unsafe, and has become an informal
shoulder used by motor vehicles to bypass cars stopped for left turns and traffic.
Nevertheless, MacArthur Boulevard remains heavily used by bicyclists of all types. It is
the principal route for bicyclists to access the C&0 Canal, Great Falls Park, Glen Echo
- Park, and all of Western Montgomery County. It is also a major commuting route into
the District of Columbia and the extensive bicycle trail network extending southward

into DC and Virginia.

Current master plans designate MacArthur Boulevard as a “scenic byway” which
should be limited to a 2-lane road. But the same plans appear to accept that
MacArthur is an “arterial” serving major commuting interests. Furthermore, the speed
limit on MacArthur is 30 mph, which means speeds in excess are common. The heavy
traffic, especially during rush hour and weekends, is incompatible with maintaining
MacArthur as a quiet, semi-rural byway. The master plans (Potomac Subregion and
Bethesda-Chevy Chase) focus principally on improvements to the existing “bikeway",

meaning the paved shared use path.



To its credit, the Montgomery County DPWT recognizes the needs of on-road
bicyclists in its planning document: “The purpose of the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway
project is to upgrade the existing shared use path to current standards to promote
usage and enhance safety for all bicyclists, and to improve the safety of bicycling on the
MacArthur Boulevard roadway to better serve the experienced bicyclist.”

WABA strongly endorses a total rehabilitation of MacArthur Boulevard to serve as
originally intended—as a scenic byway, with bike lanes and a separate shared-use path.
Its de facto status as an “arterial” highway should be lowered In priority. Unless these
steps are taken, MacArthur Boulevard inevitably will decline as a bikeable, community-
friendly roadway.

These are the key reasons why WABA supports both bike lanes and a separate
shared-use path on MacArthur Boulevard:

1. The current conditions on MacArthur Boulevard consisting of a totally
inadequate path often used by motorists as an informal shoulder, shortcut
around stopped traffic, and for parking, present real dangers to all users.

2. Many residents and their children use the shared-use path for strolling, dog-
walking, playing, jogging, casual biking and other activities incompatible with
bicycle speeds greater than 12-15 mph, which are routinely exceeded by on-
road bicylists.

3. Construction of only the improved, separate shared-use path would leave on-
road bicyclists to struggle with heavy traffic on a narrow, shoulderless
roadway.

4. To accommodate the many users of MacArthur Boulevard without dangerous
conflicts between motorists and bicyclists, and between pedestrians and fast-
riding cyclists, requires separate bike lanes and a separate shared-use path.

WABA recognizes that our recommendation costs more than less
accommodating solutions. Nevertheless, MacArthur Boulevard is a hugely
beneficial asset to Montgomery County and has been long neglected. The
MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements Project should be planned with an
eye to the best result possible.

Sincerely, t{
ERon AoV

Ellen Jones, Executive Director

©



Montgomery Bicycle Advocates
Jack Cochrane, Chair

7121 Thomas Branch Dr,
Bethesda, Md. 20817

May 7, 2003

Department of Public Works and Transportation
Division of Engineering Services

101 Monroe Street, Ninth Floor

Rockville, MD 20850-2540

Attention; Yasamin Esmaili

Re: Comments on Proposed MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements

Dear Ms. Esmaili’

I am writing to you on behalf of Montgomery Bicycle Advocates (MOBIKE), MOBIKE
is a grass roots organization committed to supporting the needs of cyclists of all skill
levels who ride in Montgomery County. In particular, we are working to promate the
creation of a network of bicycle-friendly roads and trails across the county.

The members of MOBIKE support DPWT's comprehensive approach to improving the
MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway through the addition of both on-road bike lanes and a

revamped shared-use sidepath.

MacAsthur Boulevard is important not only to bicyclists who live nearby, but also to
many others throughout the county. For some, MacArthur Boulevard's rare natural
environment makes it a cycling destination in and of itself. To others, it is a vital
transportation route providing access to Bethesda, Washington, D.C., and western
Montgomery County.

MOBIKE strongly supports Alternative 3, which includes both improvements to the
existing shared-use path and the addition of bike lanes to the motor traffic lanes of
MacArthur Boulevard. Considering the mix of users (pedestrians, motorists, and
bicyclists) it is necessary to provide accommodation so that all may use the facilities

safely and comfortably.

It is clear that there is widespread dissatisfaction among path users for reasons of safety
and utility. It is also clear that most road cyclists are not accommodated even by well-
designed shared-use paths, because the resulting mix of traffic (dog-walkers, joggers,
slower or timid cyclists) and the less smoothly-graded pavement are incompatible with
their needs. Nor do cyclists feel safe riding in the roadway as it’s now configured, due to
the difficulty that motorists often have navigating around cyclists in the narrow, windy

lanes.
®

1

cE o Jov
o ANFAHDOD HOPE BEESLSLTEE EP:ET EBBZ/ZB/GR



MOBIKE believes that Alternative 3 presents the best opportunity to preserve and expand
non-motorized use of the MacArthur Boulevard corridor, consistent with local, state, and
federal policies to improve safety, physical fitmess, and environmental quality. The
MacArthur corridor in particular has been maintained to preserve a small-town, natural
feel consistent with non-motorized transportation,

We will be following the progress of this project with great interest, and look forward to
improved cycling on MacArthur Boulevard.

Sincerely,

o Coloa s

Jack Cochrane
Chair, Montgomery Bicycle Advocates
Bethesda, Maryland

(9
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= === GETTING THERE BY BIKE

November 20, 2003

Dr. Glenn Orlin, P.E.

Deputy Council Staff Director
Montgomery County Council
Rockville, MD 20850

Dear Dr. Orlin,

I would like to bring you up to date on our interests concerning the MacArthur
Boulevard Bikeway Improvement Project listed for consideration by the Transportation
& Environment Committee on December 4.

Early this November, WABA, Potomac Pedalers Touring Club (PPTC) and
MOBIKE, the advocacy spin-off from the Montgomery County Bicycle Advisory Group to
DPWT, met with the Chief of the Capital Development Division at the Department to
express our concern that the Bikeway Project had to make MacArthur Boulevard safe
for on-road bicycling. We asked whether the proposal could include improved
shoulders on bath sides of MacArthur Boulevard. At present, a rough shoulder exists
only on the river side; no shoulder exists on the out-bound side. We pointed out that
bicyclists need maneuvering room in order to permit cars to pass without crossing the
center line. If this can happen, we think a lot of the road rage directed at bicyclists will
be ameliorated. We also documented with photographs the rapid deterioration of the
new pavement along the unprotected edge of the road.

Our presentation to DPWT was well received. At this morning’s meeting of the
Montgomery County Planning Commission the Department presented a modification to
its proposai for phase II to provide for 3-foot shoulders on both sides of the road
coupled with a narrowing of the travel lanes for vehicles from 11 feet to 10 feet. This
means only two feet of new pavement on each side of the roadway versus 10 feet for
dedicated bike lanes called for under Alternative 3. Today, to our great pleasure, the
Planning Commission voted to recommend the Department’s proposal as modified, that
is a shared use path, a greenway, and shoulders on both sides of MacArthur Boulevard.

We hope that you can support our request to the T&E Committee to approve

proceeding with the necessary engineering and cost studies as requested by DPWT,
including new shoulders on both sides of the roadway.

6
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MacArthur Boulevard is one of our county’s great resources. It serves unique
communities, wonderful parks, recreational facilities, historic places, the C&0 Canal,
and natural features such as Mather Gorge and Great Falls. It also serves as a major
transportation route and supports the aqueduct carrying our water. To accommodate
all these uses, while maintaining the character of the road, as “semi-rural arterial”,
takes hard work and wise planning. We are convinced that the Bikeway Improvement
Project, with the roadway modifications adopted today, can achieve this goal,

Sincerely,

Jon Fleming
WABA Volunteer
Montgomery County Advocacy Chair
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January 2, 2004 IAN 6 2004 /
Yasamin Esmaili OFLEVIA SSM/ O
Mm:tng];?nerymél:umy Department of CAEEWE%EM

Public Works and Transportation
101 Monroe Street 9% Floor
Rockville, MDD 20850

Dear Ms. Esmaili:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway
Improvement Project. The Washington Area Bicyclist Association (WABA) would like to express
its support for the “Alternative 2 — Modified” plan proposed by the Department of Public Works
and Transportation. This proposal would benefit cyclists of all abilities by adding two feet of
paving to each side of the road, which, when combined with ane foot taken from each motor traffic
lane, will vield a 3-foot wide area for road cyclists. In addition, the proposed 5 foot landscaped
bartier would be an improvement over current conditions.

We would, however, prefer that any decisions regarding markings and signage for the cycling
space be deferred until the detail design stage of the project. This would be consistent with design
processes described in the Draft Master Plan of Bikeways now under consideration.

The MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway project presents unigue circumstances in that it is already a
key established bikeway, yet the existing conditions are very constrained. We expect that DPWT
will apply creativity as well as engineering skills to meet these challenges, and that the best
possible solution may differ from standards accepted for new, unconstrained projects.

Thank you for your consideration. Please feel free to call if you have any questions.

?‘; (D
' III-

Eric G
Acting Executive Director
Washington Area Bicyclist Association

CC: Holger Serrano

733 15" 51 NW Sulle 1030 = Washingion, DC 20005-2212 * phone 202-628-2500 * fax 202-628-4141 * e-mail: waba@waba.org * webste: ww.wab.org



Page 1 of |

Esmaili, Yasamin

From: helen zitomer [nzitomer@yahoo.com)
Sent: Friday, January 02, 2004 3:02 PM
To: Esmaili, Yasamin

Subject: MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Project

Thank vou for the opportunity to submit comments on the Modified Alternative 2 for the MacArthur
Boulevard Bikeway,

MOBIKE wholeheartedly supports the new alternative, which provides much-needed road cycling
space, offers an improved side path, and still conserves the existing natural surroundings of MacArthur

Boulevard, MOBIKE thanks DPWT for the great effort it has made to consider suggestions from
diverse users and 1o develop a design which serves many interests.

We consider it very important that proper road markings and signape be incorporated into the final
design. to let drivers and eyclists know the purpose of the added space.

Also, we suggest that any decisions regarding the staging of construction take into account the potential

availabihity of matching funds (specifically, MDSHA-administered Transportation Enhancements
Funds).

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Helen Zitomer

11 McKay Circle

Cabin John, Md. 20818

for

MOBIKE (Monigomery Bicycle Advocates)
7121 Thomas Branch Dr.

Bethesda, Md. 20817

Do vou Yahoo!?
Find out what made the Top Yahoo! Scarches of 2003

1572004



Esmaili, Yasamin
——

From: Eric Gilliland [gilli@waba.org]

Sent: Friday, January 02, 2004 2:13 PM

To: Esmaili, Yasamin

Subject: MacArhur Blvd Bikeway Improvments

Dear Ms. Hsmailis:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Macdrthur Boulevard Bikeway
Improvemsent Project. The Washington Area Bicyelisk Associabtion {(WABA)D would like to
express its support for the "Alternative Z - Modified" plan proposed by Lhe Department of
Public Works and ''ransportation. This proposal would henefit cyclists of g1l abililias by
adding twe feet of paving to each side of the road, which, when combined with one foot
Laken From gach motor traffic lane, will wield a 3-Foot wide area for road cyclistas. In
addition, the proposed 5 foot landscaped barrier would be an improvement cwver current
conditions.

We would, however, prefer thal any decisions regarding markings and signage for the on-road
cyoling space be deferred until the detail design stage of the project.  This would be
consislent with design processes described in the Draft Master Plan of Bikeways now under
congsideration.

The MacArthur Boulevard Hikeway project presents unigue circumstances in that it is already
a key established bikeway, vet the existing conditicns are wvery constrained. We expect
thal DPWI will apply creativity as well as engineering skills to meet these challenges, and
that the best possible sclubion may ditfer from standards accepled for new, unconstrained
projecls,

I have sent hard copies of our comments via U2 mail. Thank you [or your consideratbion.
Mleage fasl free to call if veou have any gquesbions.

Sincercly,
Bric Gilliland
Acting EBxocubtive Director

Washinglon Area Bicyclist Association

CC Holger Serranno



XECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) Division of
Engineering has completed a Phase I Facility Planning Study for improvements to the MacArthur
Boulevard bikeway in southern Montgomery County. The limits of the study are from the Old Anglers
Inn near Stable Lane to the Montgomery County-District of Columbia line, a distance of approximately
7.3 miles. The Study, which was conducted from November 2002 through June 2003, provided for ample
public participation and meaningful dialogue with all project stakeholders. The Study Area is in the
Potomac Subregion and Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan Areas of Montgomery County. This study
included a statement of the project purpose and need; development of alternatives; and analysis of the
feasibility, benefits, environmental features, and impacts of the proposed improvements.

The Phase I study has included the following activities:
e (athering and assembling photogrammetric mapping

® Presenting the initial stage of facility planning and obtaining input from the community at a
public meeting held on January 22, 2003 at Bannockburn Elementary School

e Conducting field observations of the Study Area

* Inventorying environmental resources, including preliminary identification of wetlands,
parklands, and forest resources

* Evaluating horizontal alignments of the proposed bikeway for various alternatives

* Developing a typical section that includes bike lanes and a separated shared use path, but no
new travel lanes

® Analyzing cross sections to determine impacts

* Presenting alternatives at a public meeting held on April 23, 2003 at Bannockburn
Elementary School

e Reporting study results.

MACARTHUR BOULEVARD BIKEWAY PHASE I FACILITY PLANNING STUDY 1




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

These tasks culminated with the preparation of this Project Prospectus, which includes the study
recommendations and any elements of the project to be furthered for resolution in the 35% design phase.
This Project Prospectus concludes Phase I of the Transportation Facility Planning Process.

STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS

The Study, conducted by a team of representatives from the DPWT, M-NCPPC, the National
Park Service, and the US Army Corps of Engineers concluded with a recommendation that Alternative 2
be forwarded to Phase II of Facility Planning (35% design). This alternative consists of the following
features:

e Upgrading the existing shared use path using AASHTO guidelines including a minimum
five-foot open space separation from the road where possible and a 42-inch high physical
barrier where required

e Eliminating the crossover of the existing bikeway near Persimmon Tree Road. The proposed
alignment maintains the entire bikeway on the south side of MacArthur Boulevard

e Improving the overall safety of the shared use path by adding signing and pavement
markings, lane designations, vehicular and bikeway approach and caution signs

e Improving connectivity between the MacArthur Boulevard shared use path and other
bikeways and paths within the Potomac Subregion and Bethesda-Chevy Chase planning areas
including direct connections to the Little Falls shared use bike path, and the Chesapeake and
Ohio Canal National Historical Park Towpath. '

The MacArthur Boulevard shared use path would tie into the proposed parking lot across from
Old Anglers Inn to both the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and continued on-road
bicycling along MacArthur Boulevard to Little Falls Road. At the DC Line, the shared use path would tie
into the existing shared use path alignment in the District.

This alternative improves safety and accessibility for all experience levels of bicyclists and
pedestrians, and enhances connectivity with other bikeways near MacArthur Boulevard. In addition, spot
improvements proposed to improve deficiencies and immediate safety concerns on MacArthur Boulevard
have been included in the recommended alternative as follows:

e MacArthur Boulevard at Old Anglers Inn: coordinate with the NPS to terminate the
shared use path at the parking lot to provide a smooth and safe transition from the shared
use path to the shoulders.

MACARTHUR BOULEVARD BIKEWAY PHASE I FACILITY PLANNING STUDY 2




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

MacArthur Boulevard at Clara Barton Parkway: add roadway markings warning vehicles
of the approaching 3-way stop and add signage on Clara Barton Parkway warning
motorists of the MacArthur Boulevard bikeway. Reducing the turning radius of the
eastbound right turn onto Clara Barton Parkway will help slow traffic entering the
intersection.

MacArthur Boulevard at I-495: add appropriate electrical lighting under the bridge to
increase visibility, safety, and comfort of bicyclists and pedestrians.

MacArthur Boulevard at Tomlinson Avenue: reconfigure the parking lot in front of
Captain’s Market to alleviate congestion during peak periods and reduce parking on the
bike path.

MacArthur Boulevard and Ericsson Road: reduce the turning radius at the intersection to
slow traffic and keep vehicular traffic off the bikeway. Add signs warning motorists as
they exit the Clara Barton Parkway of the bikeway at MacArthur Boulevard.

MacArthur Boulevard at Wilson lane and Union Arch Bridge: reconfigure the parking
lot, bus stop and bikeway to separate bicycle and vehicular traffic. The parking lot would
provide a spur connection from the shared use path to the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal
National Historical Park Towpath at the parking area.

MacArthur Boulevard at Walhonding Road: reconfigure the parking lot with a defined
entry and exit to minimize potential vehicle / bicycle conflicts. The reconfigured parking
lot would provide a spur connection from the shared use path to the Chesapeake and Ohio
Canal National Historical Park Canal Towpath.

MacArthur Boulevard at Sangamore Road: install pedestrian signals and crosswalks to
provide a safer crossing for bicyclists and pedestrians. Add signs at the entrance to the
Little Falls Trail to warn motorists of potential conflicts with bicyclists as well as
designate the entrance for bicycle access to the trail.

MacArthur Boulevard and Winward Drive: create a five-foot minimum separation
between the roadway and shared use path. Additional “no parking” signs would be
installed to deter parking on the shared use path.

MACARTHUR BOULEVARD BIKEWAY PHASE I FACILITY PLANNING STUDY 3




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

IMPACTS

Table 1 below provides a summary of the potential impacts from the proposed construction of the
Recommended Alternative:

Table 1
Summary of Environmental,

Steep Slopes (acres) 2.08
Wetlands (acres) 0.05
Floodplain (acres) 0.41
Parkland (acres) 2:37

Forest (acres) 0.70 (Forest edge)
Specimen Trees 4
Streams (linear feet) 8’ (natural stream)
Number of Affected Properties 8
Right-of-Way (acres) 0.76

CONSIDERATIONS FOR PHASE II FACILITY PLANNING

If the Montgomery County Council approves funding for Phase II of Facility Planning, the
following activities should be included:

e Continued development of more accurate base mapping

e Refining engineering alignments and intersection improvements
e Determining more detailed impacts

e Determining more exact right-of-way requirements

e Conducting public meetings to update citizens on more detailed design

MACARTHUR BOULEVARD BIKEWAY PHASE I FACILITY PLANNING STUDY 4




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

e Preparing the project for County Council action

¢ Coordination with the National Park Service to tie the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway into

the proposed design of the parking lot across from Old Anglers Inn and transition to on-road
biking safely

* Coordinate with the ACOE to develop designs for the parking lots at the Union Arch Bridge
and at Walhonding Road as part of the recommended alternative.

MACARTHUR BOULEVARD BIKEWAY PHASE I FACILITY PLANNING STUDY 5
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ECTION I
PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

BACKGROUND

The Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) has initiated
a study of improvements to the bikeway along MacArthur Boulevard from the Old Anglers Inn near
Stable Lane to the Montgomery County-District of Columbia line (DC line), a distance of approximately
7.3 miles. The Study Area is shown in Figure I-1. The existing roadway and bikeway facility vary in
condition, cross section, and compliance with current shared use path standards. In some areas there is a
shared use path with a variable-width grass separation. In other areas, there is a bike path that varies in
width and also doubles as a shoulder to the adjacent roadway. Separation between the roadway and
bikeway consists of a double white line along the route with flex posts located in some areas. The study is
being conducted in accordance with the following documents:

e M-NCPPC% December 1993 Approved and Adopted General Plan Refinement of the Goals
and Objectives for Montgomery County (General Plan)

e M-NCPPC’% October 2002 Approved and Adopted Potomac Subregion Master Plan
®*  M-NCPPC’ April 1990 Approved and Adopted Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan
®  M-NCPPC’ June 1978 Approved and Adopted Master Plan of Bikeways.

The DPWT has met with concerned citizens, representatives of community associations, the NPS
and the US Army Corp of Engineers to discuss possible solutions for improving the bikeway. Several
community groups, including the Cabin John Citizens Association, the Brookmont Civic League, the
Bannockburn Citizens Association, and the Glen Echo Citizens Association, have expressed their needs
for the bikeway through correspondence with the County and local elected officials regarding the
condition of the bikeway.

]

MASTER PLANS

PoTOMAC SUBREGION MASTER PLAN

A portion of the MacArthur Boulevard Study Area, from the Old Anglers Inn to the Capital
Beltway lies within the Potomac Subregion of Montgomery County. The Potomac Subregion is a semi-

MACARTHUR BOULEVARD BIKEWAY PHASE I FACILITY PLANNING STUDY 6




PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

rural area northwest of Washington D.C., as described in the October 2002 Potomac Subregion Master
Plan. This plan classifies the bikeway along MacArthur Boulevard as an existing Class I Bikeway, one
that is physically separated from motorized vehicular traffic by an open space or barrier either within the
highway right-of-way or within an independent right-of-way. The transportation analysis performed for
the Potomac Subregion Master Plan concluded that a network of bikeways to improve bicycle
accessibility and safety between major community destinations points should be created. Bicycle safety
should be augmented by considering safety improvements that make bicycle use more compatible on all
arterials. Specific recommendations of the Master Plan include the following:

e Inthe interest of preserving the semi-rural character of the Subregion, a two-lane cross-
section for roads (including MacArthur Boulevard) should be maintained.

e MacArthur Boulevard is designated as a Scenic Byway between the Old Anglers Inn and the
Clara Barton Parkway.

o  Curb cuts should be limited on MacArthur Boulevard between the Clara Barton Parkway and
Falls Road, including consolidating driveways because of MacArthur Boulevard’s Scenic
Byway designation.

e Local intersection improvements should be allowed on a case-by case basis to address safety

and congestion issues.

e Class I bikeways are preferred within the subregion to accommodate the greatest number of
users. However, on-road cyclists may also be accommodated, but every effort should be
made to provide a continuous Class I — shared use path.

e A system of bike routes that serves riders with varying degrees of experience should be
created.

e Bike lanes should be marked with symbols to indicate their location on roads for drivers and
cyclists.

e The Class I bikeway along Falls Road from Wootton Parkway to MacArthur Boulevard
should be completed.

e  (Connect bike path along Persimmon Tree Road to MacArthur Boulevard
e Connect bike path along Seven Locks Road to MacArthur Boulevard

e Connect bike lanes along Wilson Boulevard to MacArthur Boulevard
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e Connect bike lanes along Goldsboro Road to MacArthur Boulevard.

BETHESDA-CHEVY CHASE MASTER PLAN

The portion of the MacArthur Boulevard Study Area between the Capital Beltway and the
District of Columbia Line lies within the Bethesda-Chevy Chase area of Montgomery County. The
Master Plan includes a recommendation for MacArthur Boulevard to maintain its profile as a two-lane
road with no widening to urban standards and maintain the one lane bridge at Cabin John. The Master
Plan does recommend that the intersection of MacArthur Boulevard and Sangamore Road be
reconstructed. The Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan also includes recommendations for implementing
the 1978 Master Plan of Bikeways and to improve and support pedestrian safety along arterial roadways.
The Master Plan recommends the expansion of the system of pedestrian paths and bikeways to link
residential areas with public facilities, commercial areas, and transit services.

MASTER PLAN OF BIKEWAYS

In addition, the 1978 Montgomery County Master Plan of Bikeways was developed to foster the
creation of a continuous, interconnected systems of bikeways to serve recreation and transportation needs.
This plan includes following goals for the Montgomery County Bikeway system and MacArthur
Boulevard:

® Provide for the development of a system of bikeways to encourage physical fitness and
healthful recreation

® Provide bikeways that provide for and enhance the safety of bicyclists
® Encourage bicycling as an alternative mode of transportation

® Provide bicycle facilities in areas where they will be of maximum benefit to as many cyclists
and potential cyclists as possible

® MacArthur Boulevard bikeway is designated as a 7.3-mile Class T shared use bike path from
the DC line to Old Anglers Inn.

The Montgomery County Master Plan of Bikeways will be updated in 2003/2004. Additional
bikeways may be identified as part of that planning process.
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THE STUDY AREA

MacArthur Boulevard serves a large number of communities and neighborhoods, and provides
access to major commuter routes between the District of Columbia, Virginia and Maryland by way of the
Clara Barton Parkway and the Capital Beltway (1-495).

Between the DC line and Falls Road, MacArthur Boulevard is classified as an arterial with a
minimum right-of-way width of 80 feet. From Clara Barton Parkway to Falls Road, MacArthur
Boulevard is designated as part of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park Canal Route
Scenic Byway with a posted speed of 35-mph. It serves multi-modal commuters via public transportation
(Montgomery County Ride On and Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority lines), bicycles,
pedestrians, and passenger vehicles. Within the corridor, the roadway varies from an open to a closed
section; however, the majority of MacArthur Boulevard is an open section with drainage ditches. The
adjacent bikeway is also improperly used as off-street parking in some locations. Several areas along the
roadway have a guardrail where MacArthur Boulevard is constructed along a hillside.

The right-of-way where MacArthur Boulevard was constructed is owned by the US Army Corps
of Engineers (ACOE) and the roadway itself is maintained by Montgomery County. In the 1800, the
ACOE constructed the Washington Aqueduct, a nine-foot diameter masonry conduit under what is now
MacArthur Boulevard. During the 1920, a nine-foot diameter, unreinforced concrete, horseshoe shaped
aqueduct was constructed, parallel to the first conduit, approximately 30 on center. Between 1975 and
1977, Montgomery County constructed the 7.3-mile shared use path along MacArthur Boulevard above
the newer conduit, with approximately two feet of earth cover. The ACOE restricts construction above
these conduits due to the shallow depth of cover, and any foundations that need to be constructed would
require a depth less than 20 to 24 inches. Figure I-2 shows a typical section of the ACOE conduit under
MacArthur Boulevard. There are several access points along MacArthur Boulevard, which the ACOE
uses to maintain the conduits.

Centerline of

MacArthur Boulevard Limit of Fill
/ Cver Conduit
1 71 ; AT TR
i . . ; jgmf i
i LA oo : CTTT F g 5 g
i B Wy v e i
R s o O S
i L. |
tasaonry Conduit Unrainforcad Conduit on
undsr Centerline South Side of Roadway

of Roadway

Figure 1-2: Typical Section of ACOE Conduits Under MacArthur Boulevard
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The shared use path was constructed with a five-foot-wide green space separating it from the
roadway. Over the years, however, maintaining the green space became difficult, and with each repaving
of MacArthur Boulevard, the green space in many locations was paved with asphalt.

The existing shared use path is a multi-use facility serving commuter bicyclists during the
morning and evening rush hours. Pedestrians use the bikeway throughout the day for recreational walking
and as a means of travel to community destinations. Recreational bicyclists use the bikeway daily. The
bikeway characteristics alternate between a standard and substandard shared use path (see Figures I-3
and Figure I-4). As the bikeway nears the Montgomery County/District of Columbia line, the shared use
path becomes a sidewalk with curb and gutter. The shared use path is located on the south side of
MacArthur Boulevard throughout the Study Area with one exception. The shared use path crosses, at
grade, from the south side of MacArthur Boulevard to the north side for a short length and crosses back to
the south side immediately west of Persimmon Tree Road. The westernmost portion of the Study Area
has pavement in very good condition, and it has been overlaid and re-striped recently. However, there are
areas throughout the Study Area that require overlay/patching, which the County is planning to complete
in 04 fiscal year.

Land uses for the Study Area include Single Family Residential primarily on the north side of
MacArthur Boulevard and Private or Public Recreation, Public Utilities/Federal Buildings and Single
Family Residential along the south side of MacArthur Boulevard. There are small daycare centers,
veterinary hospitals, general stores and independent restaurants primarily on the north side except for near
the District of Columbia line where there are commercial uses on both sides. In addition, Figure I-1
shows the eleven communities adjacent to MacArthur Boulevard. The Study Area is naturally vegetated
with several stream crossings and several wet ditches paralleling the bikeway and roadway. The Study
Area is forested and several existing parks have been identified as Forest Protection Areas in the Planning
Board Potomac Subregion Master Plan. The Study Area is not identified as a Forest Restoration Area in
the plan.

Figure I-3: Substandard Shared Use Path Figure I-4: Standard Shared Use Path
(Not Separated from Roadway) (Separated from Roadway)
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The Potomac Subregion Master Plan and the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan identify the Old
Anglers Inn, Cabin John Hotel Gas House, Glen Echo Chautaqua, Bonfield’s Service Garage, and the
Cabin John Aqueduct (stone bridge over Cabin John Parkway) as historic resources within the Study
Area. In addition, several national and regional parks and museums are located within the Study Area,
including:

e The Chesapeake and Ohio National Historical Park and Trail
e (Cabin John Regional Park

® Glen Echo Arts and Crafts Center

e Discovery Creek Children’s Museum

e (Clara Barton National Historic Site.

In addition to this MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Study, several other projects have either been
recently completed or are in the design process, including:

e Improvements to the entrance road of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historic Park

and Trail (National Park Service)

e The DPWT MacArthur Boulevard bikeway enhancement project at 79" Street through Seven
Locks Road and the intersection at Persimmon Tree Road (DPWT)

e Repaving of a portion of MacArthur Boulevard roadway and path (DPWT)

e Recent renovation of the Washington Aqueduct (ACOE) and the one-lane Union Arch
Bridge.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway project is to upgrade the existing shared use
path to current standards to promote usage and enhance safety for all users, and to improve the safety of
bicycling on the MacArthur Boulevard roadway to better serve the experienced bicyclist.
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NEED

Improvements to the MacArthur Boulevard bikeway are needed for several reasons. Users have
cited poor safety, lack of proper signage for cars and bicycles, poor condition of some areas of the riding
surface, lack of visible and effective barriers to prevent vehicles from encroaching on the shared use path,
illegal parking on the shared use path, and use of the shared use path by delivery and mail trucks, trash
trucks and buses, which interfere with bicycle and pedestrian operations and safety. The needs to be

addressed by this project are discussed in more detail in the following sections, and are summarized
below:

e Improve safety of the bikeway

® Develop a facility or facilities to be used by recreational and commuter bicyclists as well as
pedestrians

® Improve the connectivity of bikeway network in the Potomac Subregion and the Bethesda-
Chevy Chase area.

IMPROVE SAFETY OF THE BIKEWAY

A major consideration in the study is the need for improved safety of the bikeway. Many
conditions along the bikeway contribute to driver and bicyclist conflict at intersections due to a lack of
proper signage, illegal parking on the bikeway, lack of separation between vehicles and bicycles, and the
condition of the shared use path riding surface. The Cabin John Citizens Association prepared a report
identifying its concerns about the bikeway, including correcting and controlling run-off and erosion onto
the shared use path surface, illegal parking on the shared use path, and conflicts between motorists,
pedestrians and bicyclists. Other community associations, including the Bannockburn Citizens
Association and the Brookmont Civic League have identified other areas of concern. These include the
parking lots at Walhonding Road and the one-lane Union Arch Bridge; the sharp curves between
Walhonding Road and Maryland Avenue; the lack of signage at Clara Barton Parkway, Glen Echo Park,
and Cabin John Parkway; the lack of physical separation between the roadway and the shared use path;
and excessive speeds of vehicles.

Bikeway Signage

There is a lack of traffic control for the bikeway, including signing and pavement markings, lane
designations, and vehicular and bikeway approach and caution signs. Where bikeway signage exists, the
signage controls only one direction of traffic. For example, two small signs are located where the shared
use path crosses from the south to the north side of MacArthur Boulevard, but these signs face the path,
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and can only be seen by path users crossing at this location. Consequently, there are no signs warning
motorists of the crossing and no crosswalk markings across the roadway.

Figure I-5: Bikeway Lacks Marking and Figure I-6: Existing Bikeway Marking at
Signage throughout Study Area MacArthur Boulevard and Cornell Avenue

The 1999 AASHTO Guidelines for Bicycle Facility Design recommends that designated paths be
separated by a minimum of five feet from the roadway. Figure I-5 and Figure I-6 show the inconsistent
markings, lack of separation, and lack of appropriate signage along MacArthur Boulevard. The signage
should alert bicyclists and motorists where the bike path transitions to sidewalks. Signing helps control
driver and bicyclist operations at intersections, cautions bicyclists where the shared use path narrows or
widens, and alerts motorists and bicyclists to roadway and bikeway obstructions. Signing of the bikeway
and roadway would improve the safety of the bikeway along MacArthur Boulevard.

Vehicles Using the Shared Use Path

There have been complaints documented as far back as 1936 of motorists driving and parking on
the shared use path, buses stopping on the path, and delivery vehicles parking on the path to make
deliveries (see Figure I-7). There are several “No Parking” signs located along MacArthur Boulevard, but
parking on the path still occurs in some areas. One area is located between Windward Place and
Sangamore Lane because of the lack of on-street parking and off-street spaces. Parking also occurs
regularly on the path during special events at the Glen Echo Park and for other events, causing the grass
separation between the shared use path and roadway to deteriorate. Parking by residents, guests, and
service truck operators also occurs regularly on the path between 75" Place to Persimmon Tree Road
opposite Captain's Market and the Alpine Veterinary Hospital.
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Figure I-7: Vehicles Parking and Figure I-8: Parking Lot Across from Old
Driving on Bikeway Anglers Inn

There are several parking lots located adjacent to MacArthur Boulevard. The lack of defined
entrance and egress points at the Union Arch Bridge, Sycamore Island and the Old Anglers Inn causes
conflicts between vehicular and pedestrian/bicyclist traffic when vehicles cross over, back onto, and park
on the path (see Figure I-8).

Evaluating the shared use path alignment at locations where parking areas intersect with the path,
adding bikeway markings and “No Parking” signs could help eliminate illegal parking on the path and
improve the safety of the path for bicyclists and pedestrians. However, additional enforcement would be
needed to make these measures more effective.

Separation between Roadway and Shared Use Path

There are some locations where barriers have been erected to separate the roadway and the shared
use path (see Figure I-9). However, the majority of the path that is adjacent to the roadway is not
separated physically (see Figure I-10) which does not meet current AASHTO standards. MacArthur
Boulevard is unsafe for bikeway users at some of the curves where vehicles encroach into the path. There
are no physical barriers at many of these locations to keep vehicles from drifting into the path, and with
narrowed sight distances around the curves, vehicles do not see bicyclists ahead. Portions of the bikeway
near Maryland Avenue and at Glen Echo Circle are extremely hazardous for bicyclists because the shared
use path is narrower and constrained by the contiguous vehicle lane and guardrail on the other side. When
vehicles encroach on the path, the bicyclists have little opportunity to move away from traffic.
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Figure I-9: Flex Posts Installed to Figure I-10: No Physical Separation
Separate Bikeway and Roadway between Bikeway and Roadway

In many locations the shared use path is ten to twelve feet wide and is adjacent to the eastbound
(south side) travel lane. This wide path occurred primarily as a result of paving over the green space with
asphalt. To motorists, the shared use path appears to be another travel lane or wide shoulder and use it as
such. This condition makes the path substandard and unsafe, especially without a barrier separation.

The existing shared use path is designed for two-way bicycle travel. When the path is adjacent to
the roadway without physical separation, it requires one direction of bicycle traffic to ride against motor
vehicle traffic. This is illegal and creates an unsafe condition as motorists entering and exiting the
roadway often do not think to look for bicyclists approaching from either direction, as they are not
expecting two-way bicycle traffic adjacent to the roadway. Physically separating and signing the shared
use path will improve the safety of two-way travel for bicyclists. More than 50% of bicycle accidents that
occur in Maryland are “wrong way” cycling accidents.

The Potomac Subregion Master Plan recommends creating bikeways that serve riders of all
experience levels with a separated path and having a recommended width between eight to ten feet wide
to facilitate shared use by pedestrians and bicycles. This would be safer than the existing shared use path
as it provides a physical separation between motor vehicles and bicyclists and pedestrian.

Riding Condition

The shared use path surface in certain areas is uneven and has depressions in the pavement
allowing water to pond (see Figure I-11). Debris, gravel and obstructions in the path contribute to unsafe
riding conditions. Portions of the path have worn paving and cracked asphalt. These areas are not
widespread, but are unsafe for the rider (see Figure I-12). Stabilized shoulders were recently installed in
an attempt to eliminate gravel from falling on the path. However, these shoulders have deteriorated due
to vehicles driving on them, creating more gravel on the path. Off street parking lots and driveways,
constructed of gravel, contribute to the gravel debris on the shared use path.
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Figure [-11: Depressions and Ponding Figure I-12: Uneven Surface Condition
Water in Bikeway of Bikeway

The smoothness of the riding surface affects comfort, safety and the speed of bicyclists. Pavement
surfaces need to be smooth, and the pavement needs to be uniform in width. Depressions, debris, and
ponding water can cause a bicyclist to swerve into the path of vehicular traffic. Also, obstructions
causing bicyclists to decrease speed below a comfortable level results in less stability of the bicyclist.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Accident History

The Montgomery County Traffic and Parking Services Division provided accident data involving
pedestrians and bicyclists for the period of 1995 to 2001. For the period provided, there have been two
accidents involving vehicles and pedestrians and eight accidents involving vehicles and bicycles. None of
these accidents resulted in a fatality. Of the eight accidents involving vehicles and bicycles, five occurred
at intersections and three were near an intersection. The five intersections included were 79" Place, 79"
Street, Seven Locks Road, Oberlin Avenue, and Ericsson Road. Figure I-13 at the end of this section
indicates the location of each accident occurring in the six-year accident history period.

Five of the accidents occurred between Seven Locks Road and just east of 1-495. Another three
accidents are clustered between Ericsson Road and just west of 75" Place. One accident occurred
immediately adjacent to the Clara Barton Parkway intersection with MacArthur Road and another
accident occurred immediately to the west of Bannockburn Drive.

DEVELOP A FACILITY OR FACILITIES TO BE USED BY RECREATIONAL AND
COMMUTER BICYCLISTS AS WELL AS PEDESTRIANS

Bicyclists and pedestrians have the same mobility needs as other transportation users. However,
the skills, confidence and preferences of bicyclists ditfer dramatically. Some riders are confident riding

anywhere they are legally allowed to operate and can negotiate busy roads without any special bicycle
accommodations. Other bicyclists are less confident and prefer to use roadways with a more comfortable
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amount of operating space. Children may be confident riders, but have yet to develop the traffic sense and
experience of an everyday adult rider. Advanced or experienced riders generally use their bicycles as
they would a motor vehicle. They ride for convenience and speed and want direct access to destinations
with minor detours or delays. Basic riders prefer to ride on neighborhood streets and shared use paths
(Class I bikeways). Children, riding on their own or with parents, require access to destinations, well-
defined pavement markings, and bikeways in which they all may travel, without riding into major traffic
lanes. MacArthur Boulevard has an above average number of experienced bicyclists.

Pedestrians require a shared use facility to meet their mobility needs. Shared use facilities offer
opportunities not provided by the roadway. They can serve as recreational facilities or serve as direct
commuter routes. A physical separation between the roadway and shared use path is preferable to
provide a safe and comfortable path for pedestrians. The existing MacArthur Boulevard bikeway is
inconsistent in providing a facility for commuters, recreational bicyclists, and pedestrians. This
inconsistency limits the areas where pedestrians can travel safely without entering the roadway.

During the week of July 28 through August 1, 2003, Montgomery County conducted a bicycle
and pedestrian traffic study at four intersections along MacArthur Boulevard:

e  Fricsson Road and the spur from Clara Barton Parlcv;fay at MacArthur Boulevard
e Sangamore Road and Madaket Road at MacArthur Boulevard

e Wilson Lane at MacArthur Boulevard

e (Clara Barton Parkway at MacArthur Boulevard.

The counts were conducted for both on-road bicyclists, and users of the bike path, including pedestrians
and bicyclists. The counts were conducted simultaneously at the four intersections and thus indicate the
weekday usage at those intersections and not a cumulative total along the entire roadway segment in the
Study Area. However, the counts at these four intersections provide the most compelling evidence of on-
road and bike path usage at four of the most critical areas in the Study Area. Table I-1 summarizes the
counts for the 2003 bicycle and pedestrian traffic study. The counts separated the number of bicycles
riding on-road from the bicyclists and pedestrians using the bike path.
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acArthur qulevard

Monday On- Bike | On- Bike | On- Bike | On- Bike
7/28/03 Road| Path | Road | Path | Road | Path | Road | Path
Morning 29 T 15 13 35 28 20 6
Midday 19 21 17 21 24 15 21 0
Evening 13 35 18 9 0 0 9 5
Daily Total 61 63 50 43 59 43 50 11
Tuesday
7/29/03
Morning 16 59 26 21 4 5 20 2
Midday 26 5 45 18 33 31 32 0
Evening 42 14 77 24 49 42 23 5
Daily Total 84 148 148 63 86 78 75 7
Wednesday
7/30/03
Morning NC NC 28 17 74 35 28 4
Midday NC NC 73 42 99 42 65 0
Evening NC NC 27 50 81 24 30 0
Daily Total | NC NC | 128 109 | 254 101 | 123 4
Thursday
7/31/03
Morning 37 20 14 43 18 29 15 2
Midday 14 27 42 21 59 27 37 1
Evening 7 7 37 16 53 18 14 1
Daily Total 58 54 93 80 | 130 74 66 4
Friday
8/01/03
Morning 19 9 18 19 13 15 12 4
Midday 19 18 4 12 19 18 13 4
Evening 76 32 11 8 21 13 5 2
Daily Total | 114 59 33 39 53 46 30 10

The bicyclist and pedestrian traffic counts were limited to weekdays and did not include a
Saturday or Sunday count. The counts for Wednesday at the intersection of Sangamore and Madaket
Road were unavailable and are reflected in the above table as NC (no count). During the morning period,
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the daily average of on-road bicyclists was 88 compared to 68 bicyclists and pedestrians using the bike
path. During the midday period, the average of on-road bicyclists was 132 compared to 79 bicyclists and
pedestrians using the bike path. During the evening period, the average of on-road bicyclists was 119
compared to 61 bicyclists and pedestrians using the bike path. Both the averages and individual daily
counts indicate that the on-road and bike path usage peak period is during midday.

The existing bikeway alternates between a standard and substandard shared use path. This
inconsistency limits the destinations to which less experienced bicyclists and pedestrians can comfortably
and safely travel because the substandard portions of the bike path require travel adjacent to the roadway
without the safety of physical separation from motorists. A standard Class I bikeway (shared use path)
would serve a greater number of bicyclists as well as pedestrians. However, experienced bicyclists
(especially commuters) will still prefer to ride on the road and will be better served by a Class II Bikeway
(bike lanes or shoulders).

IMPROVING THE CONNECTIVITY OF BIKEWAY NETWORK IN THE PoTOMAC
SUBREGION AND THE BETHESDA~CHEVY CHASE AREA

The Potomac Subregion and the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plans recommend the expansion
of the existing bikeway system within the areas to accommodate the greatest number of users. The
Montgomery County Bicycle Route Map and the Potomac Subregion Master Plan identify the existing
bike lanes along Goldsboro Road, which intersects MacArthur Boulevard from the north. The bikeway
along MacArthur Boulevard should connect to this bikeway to provide a network of bikeways than can be
accessed and enjoyed by more people. Figure I-14 identifies the existing and proposed bikeways
connecting to the existing MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway.

Future connections to existing and proposed bikeways in the Potomac Subregion and Bethesda-
Chevy Chase area include:

® (Connection to existing shared use bike path at Falls Road
e Connection to Seven Locks Road shared use bike path

e Connection to Little Falls shared use bike path
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e Connection to Goldsboro Road bike path
e Connection to Wilson Lane bike path
® Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park Towpath.

Linking the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway to existing and proposed bikeways in the Potomac
Subregion and the Bethesda-Chevy Chase area would provide a comprehensive network of bikeways for
bicyclists, encourage more individuals to choose multi-model transportation options, reduce the
congestion on MacArthur Boulevard during the peak commuting hours, and would promote the health
and welfare of residents.

SUMMARY

The MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway is being studied as an important bicyclist and pedestrian
facility in the Potomac Subregion and Bethesda-Chevy Chase areas of Montgomery County. As part of
the study process, the improvements to the bikeway should be developed in coordination with pedestrian
and bicyclist needs, as well as with the various Master Plan goals and other projects in the area. This
study is being carried out in response to input from community representatives, as well as the general
public as obtained by the Transportation Facility Planning process conducted by the DPWT.

The purpose of the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway project is to upgrade the existing shared use
path to current standards to promote usage and enhance safety for all bicyclists, and to improve the safety
of bicycling on the MacArthur Boulevard roadway to better serve the experienced bicyclist.

Improvements to the MacArthur Boulevard bikeway are needed for several reasons. Users have
cited poor safety, lack of proper signage for cars and bicycles, poor condition of some areas of the riding
surface, lack of visible and effective barriers to prevent vehicles from encroaching on the shared use path,
illegal parking on the shared use path, and use of the shared use path by delivery and mail trucks, trash
trucks and buses, which interfere with bicycle and pedestrian operations and safety. The needs to be
addressed by this project include:

e [mprove Safety of the bikeway

* Develop a facility or facilities to be used by recreational and commuter bicyclists as well as
pedestrians

° Improve the connectivity of bikeway network in the Potomac Subregion and the Bethesda —
Chevy Chase area.
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These factors in combination — safety, usage, and network connectivity — demonstrate the need
for improvements to the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway. Providing a bikeway with a consistent width,
pavement markings, appropriate signing, and physical separation would make the MacArthur Boulevard
Bikeway safer and would serve recreational and less experienced bicyclists as well as pedestrians. The
need for bike lanes or shoulders on the MacArthur Boulevard Roadway to serve more experienced
bicyclists will also be evaluated. Planning for future connections to the other existing and proposed
bikeways in the Potomac Subregion and Bethesda-Chevy Chase areas would serve additional recreational

and commuter bicyclists as well as pedestrians.
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ECTION II
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING STUDIES

INTRODUCTION

A comprehensive, systematic approach has been used throughout the Phase I Transportation
Facility Planning process to develop a set of reasonable alternatives for improvements to the bikeway
along MacArthur Boulevard. The alternatives reflect the need to improve safety, develop a facility or
facilities to be used by recreational and commuter bicyclists as well as pedestrians and improve the
connectivity of the bikeway network in the Potomac Subregion and the Bethesda-Chevy Chase area. The
refinements of alternatives included involvement of the Phase I Facility Planning Study Team,
Community Associations, and the general public.

The DPWT has developed a systematic approach in its development of projects. This process 15
divided into two parts: the Transportation Facility Planning Process and Project Implementation. The
Transportation Facility Planning Process is subdivided into two phases. The first phase includes an
assessment of the need for the project and the conceptual elements of its implementation. The second
phase involves the development of plans to the 35% design level. After the second phase, a
recommendation is made to consider the project for inclusion in the Capital Improvement Program (CIP).
A flow chart for the entire Project Development process is shown below.

Montgomery County Project Development Process
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PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING STUDIES

The DPWT initiated a Phase I study to develop alternatives and recommendations for
improvements to the existing bikeway along MacArthur Boulevard. The Goals and Objectives for
Montgomery County were included in the Phase I Study of MacArthur Blvd as stated in the October 2002
Approved and Adopted Potomac Subregion Master Plan, the April 1990 Approved and Adopted
Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan and the June 1978 Approved and Adopted Master Plan of Bikeways.

The Study Team developed three alternatives to meet Purpose and Need of this Study. They were
based on the recommendations of the Potomac Subregion and Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plans, while
minimizing community, natural, and cultural resource impacts. As shown in Section I of this Prospectus,
the Study Team found that the existing bikeway, which is designated as a shared use path, is substandard
in many locations along MacArthur Boulevard. This contributes to the safety issues for bicyclists and
pedestrians using the existing bikeway. The following three alternatives were presented to the public:

e Alternative 1: No-Build

e Alternative 2: Upgrade existing separated Shared Use Path (south side) to meet AASTHO
guidelines.

e Alternative 3: Four-foot Bike Lanes (both sides) and Separated Shared Use Path (south side).

Based on the preliminary engineering studies described below, the Study Team has recommended
that Alternative 2 and all spot improvements developed as part of this study be forwarded for further
detailed engineering analysis. The Study Team believes that this alternative best meets the needs as well
as the vision of the Master Plan for the Potomac Subregion and the Bethesda-Chevy Chase areas, and the
established Purpose and Need Statement.

NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE

Alternative 1, the No-Build alternative would include no improvements other than routine
maintenance and attention to immediate safety concerns. This alternative would have no impact, yet
would not address the needs of the project.

DEVELOPMENT OF BUILD ALTERNATIVES

The Study Team considered various scenarios in the development of alternatives for the
MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway. To begin, the Study Team reviewed the history of the roadway and
bikeway, the Washington Aqueduct, the Potomac Subregion and Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plans,
the Montgomery County Bikeway Master Plan, and the Citizens Association’s desires to develop
alternatives that would meet the purpose and need of the project. Initially, three build alternatives were
considered: small scale spot improvements, upgrading the existing shared use path, and adding bike lanes
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on both sides of MacArthur Boulevard while eliminating the shared use path. Subsequent discussions
with the Study Team about the safety and operational needs of the bikeway users resulted in the
development of a premium bikeway concept that could accommodate commuter and recreational
bicyclists as well as other recreational trail users. This section combined bikes lanes with an upgraded
shared use path.

During the discussion of bike lanes, the Study Team considered incorporating narrower bike lanes
to potentially minimize impacts, but determined that based on the accuracy of planning level mapping
available, the property savings would not be accurately assessed and it was likely that five-foot bike lanes
could fit within the right-of way and illustrate the range of impacts anticipated. Therefore, the Study
Team developed a cross section with five-foot bike lanes, which are desirable, recognizing that the width
of the bike lanes could be reduced during the design phase, if needed to reduce impacts, when more
accurate survey information was available. Based on subsequent discussions with the Study Team and
after reviewing the potential impacts, it was determined that four-foot bike lanes along the open section of
the roadway and five-foot bike lanes along the closed section of the roadway would be more appropriate.

Next, the Study Team collaboratively developed a series of spot improvements to address the
ancillary needs of the project such as illegal parking, tie-in to parking lots, and intersection conflicts. It
was recognized that these spot improvements were needed regardless of which alternative was selected.
Therefore, the spot improvements were incorporated into the two build alternatives. Ultimately, the two
build alternatives were developed as follows:

® Alternative 2: An upgraded separated shared use path on the south side to meet AASTHO
guidelines with a five-foot minimum separation between the roadway where possible and
physical barriers where a five-foot open space cannot be accommodated

* Alternative 3: Addition of bike lanes on both sides and an upgraded separated shared use path
on the south side with a five-foot minimum separation between the roadway where possible
and physical barriers where a five-foot open space cannot be accommodated.

The development of the alternatives was focused toward minimizing impacts, improving safety,
and enhancing connectivity to other bikeways and trails along the corridor. The Study Team recommends
that the selected alternative also include appropriate traffic control for the bikeway, including signing,
pavement markings, lane designations, vehicular and bikeway approach, and caution signs. The surface
of the existing shared use path should be patched where necessary to eliminate ponding of water, debris,
gravel and obstructions in the path, which contribute to unsafe riding conditions.
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PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING STUDIES

As part of the development of the build alternatives, the Study Team developed six options for
the open space between the paved travel lane/bike lane and the shared use path to minimize maintenance
while providing an aesthetic improvement for the Study Area. The treatment options, which could be
applied to either alternative, would also help to maintain the character and visual effect of the corridor.
They include:

e Open Section, Graded Swale with Infiltration Trench

e  Open Section, Graded Berm with Infiltration Trench

¢ Open Section, Grass Pavers

e C(Closed Section, 24” Monolithic Curb with Infiltration Trench

e C(Closed Section, 8” Curb Graded Swale with Infiltration Trench

e C(Closed Section, 8 Curb with Graded Slope and Infiltration Trench.

The identification of a preferred open space treatment will be forwarded to Phase II Facility
Planning, when the appropriate open space treatment can be determined based on additional survey
information and specific site conditions. Also, during the design phase, coordination between
Montgomery County Division of Maintenance, Division of Traffic and Parking, and Division of Capital
Development should be maintained to ensure the appropriate open space treatment meets the goals of the
study. The open space treatment options are illustrated at the end of this section in Figures II-1 through
1I-6.

ALTERNATIVE 2: SEPARATED SHARED USE PATH

This alternative was developed to upgrade the existing bikeway to current AASHTO standards
for an eight-foot wide shared use path, including a five-foot minimum separation between the shared use
path and edge of roadway. The concept shown in Figures I1-7 through II-12 at the end of this section
was developed based on the existing roadway and bikeway alignments using the GIS data provided by
Montgomery County. In this alternative, the alignment of the existing shared use path was modified
where needed to create a minimum five-foot open space separation between the edge of roadway and the
bike path. Where the existing shared use path alignment provided an open space wider than five-feet, the
alignment was not changed. Based on the base mapping, a consistent minimum five-foot open space can
be maintained throughout the study area, eliminating the need to install a physical barrier between the
roadway and shared use path. The alignment of the shared use path required one retaining wall (150 feet
long) where the crossing of MacArthur Boulevard from the south to the north side was eliminated
(Station 2173+00 to 2174+50). The shared use path was realigned to the south side of MacArthur
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Boulevard at this location, thereby eliminating the cross over entirely. The alignment of this alternative
ties into the Union Arch Bridge and no impacts to the bridge are expected. There are several locations
where the existing alignment of the bikeway can remain, as it is today with the exception of overlaying
the existing asphalt if desired. These sections include between the District line and the Fremont building,
between Maryland Avenue and Wapakoneta Road, east of Oberlin Avenue, west of Tulane Avenue,
between Brynmawr Avenue and Cornell Avenue, west of Braeburn Parkway, between the Union Arch
Bridge and Persimmon Tree Road, west of Persimmon Tree Road, between Vendome Drive and Bolling
Lane, West of Mountain Gate Road and west of the Clara Barton Parkway.

The overall effect of implementing this alternative would include improving safety for users,
providing consistent separation between motor vehicles and recreational bicyclists and pedestrians, and
maintaining the overall character and visual effect of the corridor.

In addition to providing safety benefits, this alternative improves the connectivity of the
MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway to the existing connections from MacArthur Boulevard to the Chesapeake
and Ohio Canal National Historical Park Canal Towpath and the Capital Crescent Trail. These
connections are part of the proposed spot improvements described later in this section.

In summary, the benefits associated with this alternative include:
* Improving safety and accessibility for bicyclists and pedestrians

* Improving the connectivity of the bikeway network in the Potomac Subregion and the
Bethesda-Chevy Chase area.

ALTERNATIVE 3: BIKE LANES ON BOTH SIDES AND AN UPGRADED SEPARATED
SHARED USE PATH ON THE SOUTH SIDE

As noted previously, this alternative was developed with bike lanes on both sides of MacArthur
Boulevard and upgrades to the shared use path to meet AASHTO guidelines. To address anticipated
significant impacts to the north side of MacArthur Boulevard where there are numerous utility poles and
drainage ditches, the Study Team, including the ACOE, determined that it was acceptable to shift the
center line of MacArthur Boulevard to the south by three to five feet, where needed, which would not
impact the conduits. However, shifting the centerline to the south would require filling in steep slopes, so
a balanced approach was taken. For example, some areas of MacArthur Boulevard are constrained by
environmenta] features and a narrow right-of-way, such as at Eggert Drive and Goldboro Road, where the
two ACOE conduit maintenance facilities are located adjacent to steep slopes. The concept shown in
Figures I1-13 through II-18 were developed to match the existing roadway and bikeway alignment as
much as possible, using the GIS data provided by Montgomery County.
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In addition, the alignment of this alternative ties into the Union Arch Bridge and no impacts to the
bridge are required. However, due to the shifts in the horizontal alignment, three retaining walls are
required on the south side of MacArthur Boulevard. A total of approximately 1,600 linear feet of
retaining wall would be needed at the following locations:

e Station 147+50 to 155+50, near the Topographical Command Property
e Station 160+50 to 164+50, near the Sangamore Recreation Area

e Station 332+50 to 335+50, where the existing bikeway crosses MacArthur Boulevard from
the south side to the north side.

The shared use path alignment was modified where needed to provide a minimum five-foot
separation between the edge of the bike lane and the shared use path. There are four areas where the
distance between the roadway and the shared could not accommodate the open space, and a 42-inch high
barrier will be needed. The required length of physical barrier would be approximately 2,180 feet. The
locations of the physical barrier are as follows:

e Station 233+00 to 238+00, Goldsboro Road and Eggert Drive where the ACOE maintenance
facility is located in the intersection of Goldsboro and MacArthur Boulevard

e Station 356+00 to 360+00, under the Capital Beltway (I-495) overpass

e Station 369+50 to 477+00, Eggert Drive where the ACOE maintenance facility is located in
between the eastbound and westbound travel lanes of MacArthur Boulevard

e Station 491+00 to 458+50, just east of the Old Anglers Inn.

SpPoT IMPROVEMENTS

Spot improvements were developed to address many of the issues communicated by the public as
well as identified during a project tour conducted by the Study Team. A total of 10 spot improvements
were developed and are described and illustrated in the following sections. In addition, the locations of
the spot improvements are identified in Figures II-7 through II-18.

No. 1 MacArthur Boulevard at Old Anglers Inn

The existing bikeway terminates abruptly to a shared roadway at this location. The existing
National Park Service (NPS) parking lot across from the Old Anglers Inn currently lacks the capacity to
handle the volume of Park and bikeway users on the weekend, causing them to park on the MacArthur
Boulevard bikeway. The NPS is currently redesigning this parking lot. However, the NPS parking lot
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reconfiguration will not increase parking capacity. The proposed improvement for the MacArthur
Boulevard Bikeway is to coordinate with the NPS to terminate the shared use path at the parking lot while
providing a smooth and safe transition from the share use path to the parking lot (see Figure II-19). The
bike lanes would transition at the parking lot to on-road travel for bicyclists. Appropriate signing for the
shared use path, bike lanes, and “no parking” along MacArthur Boulevard would be installed.
Unfortunately, illegal parking on the bikeway transcends DPWT's ability to provide additional parking
capacity and will likely remain an ongoing issue.

PROPOSED ITEMS
® GATE FOR MAINTENANCE YARD

® MAINTENANCE YARD CLEARING

ENTRANCE
® 150' ASPHALT DECELERATION LANE, 50' TAPER
® BIKE TRAIL
® ENTRANCE ONLY, SIGN CONTROLLED

UPPER AND LOWER PARKING AREAS
® ONE WAY TRAFFIC, 5/GN CONTROLLED (NIC)
® GRAVEL WITH CONGRETE WHEEL STOPS
® TREES IN ISLAND
@ TRAWL TO LOWER AREA
© AISLE TO LOWER AREA, ALIGN WITH EXOST. CONCRETE PAD
® TREES IN ISLAND

PARKING COMPUTATIONS
71 SPACES'IN UPPER LOT
28 SPACES IN LOWER LOT
#7 TOTAL SPACES (INCLUDING 3 HANDICAP PARKING)

TRAVEL WAY

® AISLE BETWEEN PARKING LOTS ARE TO BE
24' FOR TWO WAY TRAFFIC

LOWER PARKING AREA

Y T SR

AP RENOVATE

WIF C2 OLD ANGLERS INN

e PARKING LOT AND

RELATED AREAS
CAO CANAL P

B4y /41 /07

[1]#

L8

Figure I1-19 Conceptual Plan of NPS Parking Lot at Old Anglers Inn
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No. 2 MacArthur Boulevard at Clara Barton Parkway

At this location, the stop signs are obscured by other signs and motorists unfamiliar with the
intersection do not see the stop signs until they enter the intersection, causing them the improperly pass
through the 3-way stop. There is no separation between the existing shared use path and the roadway.
Motorists currently use the paved bikeway as an additional traffic lane. Flex posts have been installed, but
the width of the paved area encourages vehicular access (see Figure II-20). The recommended
alternative will reduce the width of paved area to discourage vehicles using the shared use path as a travel
lane. The proposed spot improvement includes adding roadway markings warning vehicles of the
approaching 3-way stop and adding signage on Clara Barton Parkway warning motorists of the
MacArthur Boulevard bikeway. Reducing the turning radius of the eastbound right turn onto Clara Barton
Parkway will help slow traffic entering the intersection.

Figure I1-20: MacArthur Boulevard at Clara Barton Parkway Looking Eastbound
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No. 3 MacArthur Boulevard and I-495 Capital Beltway

Currently the underpass is not lighted, creating a dark stretch of roadway and bikeway. The
natural lighting levels under the I-495 overpass are not adequate due to the width of the Capital Beltway
above (see Figure ITI-21). The proposed improvement is the addition of appropriate electrical lighting
under the bridge to increase visibility, safety, and comfort of bicyclists and pedestrians.

Figure 21: Macarthur Boulevard at I-495 Capital Beltway Looking East

No. 4 MacArthur Boulevard at Tomlinson Avenue

During the lunch hours of 11:30 am to 1:30 pm, the parking lot at Captain’s Market overflows
onto the existing bikeway. The width of the paved shared use path at this location provides ample room
for trucks and delivery vehicles to park even though the shared use path in this area is signed as “no
parking.” The acute angle at which Tomlinson Avenue intersects with MacArthur Boulevard makes it
difficult for large trucks and delivery vehicles to turn left onto Tomlinson Avenue in order to enter the
Captain's Market parking lot from that entrance (see Figure II-22). Alternatives 2 and 3 reduce the
current width of the paved bikeway, but will not solve the lack of parking lot capacity at Captain's
Market. The proposed spot improvement, which would only be associated with Alternative 3, is to
reconfigure parking lot in front of Captain's Market to alleviate congestion during peak periods.
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Figure I1-22 MacArthur Boulevard at Tomlinson Avenue looking east from
the front of Captain’s Market

No. 5 MacArthur Boulevard and Ericsson Road

The intersection of Clara Barton Parkway and Ericsson Road is the location where the Clara
Barton Parkway exits onto MacArthur Boulevard. The radius at the intersection is expansive and vehicles
cross the bikeway to make a right turn onto eastbound MacArthur Boulevard (see Figure I1-23). The
proposed improvement is to reduce the turning radius at the intersection to slow traffic and keep vehicular
traffic off the bikeway. Additional signs warning motorists as they exit the Clara Barton Parkway of the
bikeway at MacArthur Boulevard will be installed.
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Figure II-23: MacArthur Boulevard at Ericsson Road

No. 6 MacArthur Boulevard at Wilson Lane/Union Arch Bridge

The current parking lot at the Union Arch Bridge is not paved. The existing shared use path
crosses the parking lot creating a conflict between motorists and bicyclists because vehicles cross the
bikeway to park. The gravel parking lot contributes to the debris on the bikeway and roadway. A ride-on
bus stop is located at the parking lot with buses pulling over onto the shared use path to pick up and drop
off passengers. The proposed improvement, which has been suggested by several citizens, is to
reconfigure and parking lot, bus stop and bikeway to separate bicycle and vehicular traffic. The parking
lot would provide a spur connection from the shared use path to the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National
Historical Park Canal Towpath at the parking area (see Figure I1-24).
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Figure I1-24 Conceptual Parking Layout at Union Arch Bridge

No. 7 MacArthur Boulevard at Walhonding Road

The parking lot at the intersection of Walhonding Road and MacArthur Boulevard is currently a
large expanse of asphalt pavement with no pavement markings. There is no clear entrance or exist, cars
pull in along the entire length of the parking lot. The existing bikeway crosses the parking lot adjacent to
the roadway creating conflicts between motorists and bicyclists as vehicles drive across the bikeway to
park. Several citizens provided their ideas for improving the parking lot for safety and accessibility of
bicycle and pedestrian users. The proposed improvement is to reconfigure the parking lot with a defined
entry and exit to minimize potential vehicle / bicycle conflicts. The reconfigured parking lot would
provide a spur connection from the shared use path to the C&O Canal Towpath (see Figure II-25).
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Figure I1-25: Conceptual Parking Lot Design at Walhonding Road

No. 8 MacArthur Boulevard between Walhonding Road and Windward Drive

This section of existing bikeway along MacArthur Boulevard between Walhonding Road and
Windward Drive is lined with overhead utility wires that may not have adequate clearance above the
bikeway. Several citizens provided their ideas for improving the parking lot for safety and accessibility
of bicycle and pedestrian users. The proposed spot improvement is to coordinate utility pole and
overhead line height adjustments with the local utility company (see Figure II-26).
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Figure I1-26 MacArthur Boulevard West of Windward Road looking West

No. 9 Sangamore Road at MacArthur Boulevard

The existing entrance to the Capital Crescent Trail at Sangamore Road is on the north side of
MacArthur Boulevard and not signed. The roadway intersection includes a free right turn from
MacArthur Boulevard to Sangamore Road making it difficult for bicyclists and pedestrians to cross
MacArthur Boulevard directly to the Capital Crescent Trail entrance. The proposed improvement to this
intersection is to install pedestrian signals and crosswalks to provide a safer crossing for bicyclists and
pedestrians. Additional signs at the entrance to the Little Falls Trail would warm motorists of potential
conflicts with bicyclists as well as designate the entrance for bicycle access to the trail.

No. 10 MacArthur Boulevard at Windward Drive

This area of MacArthur Boulevard is very commercial with numerous businesses and government
facilities fronting the roadway. The shared use path is adjacent to the roadway and is paved with no
separation between the shared use path and the roadway. The width of the shared use path is
approximately the width of the roadway travel lanes. Although the shared use path is marked with “no
parking” signs, vehicles park on the shared use path (see Figure I1-27). The proposed spot improvement
is to create a five-foot minimum separation between the roadway and shared use path. Additional “no
parking” signs would be installed to deter parking on the shared use path.
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Figure I1-27: MacArthur Boulevard at Windward Place Looking Eastbound

UTILITIES

For the Phase I Transportation Facility Planning Process, the Study Team performed preliminary
research via site visits/photos of potential impacts to existing utilities. From this investigation, it appears
that Alternatives 2 and 3 could cause the displacement of some utility poles. The effect that this utility
work would have on the construction costs could be significant. As can be seen in Figures II-7 through
II-18, in many locations the improvements can be accommodated within the existing right-of-way.
Considering that the overhead utility poles are most often located very close to the edge of the roadway,
the use of more accurate survey information in the design phase should help minimize impacts to utilities.
It should be noted also, that this study did not make use of utility plans, which should be obtained during
the design phase.

TRANSIT

MacArthur Boulevard is an important transit route for Montgomery County commuters to the
Washington DC Metropolitan area. MacArthur Boulevard is a heavily used commuter route by motorists,
transit riders, and bicyclists. For the Phase I Transportation Planning process, the Study Team looked at
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transit use in the corridor including the location and type of bus stops. There are four bus routes, which
intersect with the Study Area. Three of the bus routes are part of the Montgomery County Transit system
and one (D5) is part of the Washington Metropolitan Areas Transit Authority system. During morming
and evening peak hours the buses stop every twenty to thirty minutes.

Route 32 Bethesda Station to Cabin John weekday only during peak hours. Stops along
MacArthur Boulevard between Clara Barton Parkway to Wilson Lane

Route 29 Bethesda-Glen Echo-Friendship Heightsweekday and weekend all day. Stop at
the intersection of MacArthur Boulevard and Goldsboro Road

Route 23 Friendship Heights to Sibley Hospital weekday and Saturday only all day. Stops
along MacArthur Boulevard between Maryland Avenue and the D.C. Line

Route D5 MacArthur Boulevard to Georgetown Line weekday only during peak hours.
Stops along MacArthur Boulevard between Sangamore Road and the D.C. Line

Currently, buses pull over onto the shared use path to pick up and drop off passengers where the
paving is wide. While Alternatives 2 and 3 will not prevent buses from pulling on to the shared use path,
the addition of the open space and the relocation of the bus stop signs adjacent to the open space may
discourage bus drivers from pulling onto the shared use path.

PARKING AND VEHICLE ACCESS

Motorists illegally park on the existing shared use path even though the bikeway is signed “no
parking.” The existing bikeway does not prevent vehicles from parking on the bikeway and in several
intersections vehicles use the bikeway as an access lane entering and leaving MacArthur Boulevard. The
shared use path varies in width and where the width is greater than six to eight feet, cars and delivery
vehicles park along the bikeway. Enforcement of the “no parking” is difficult due to the inconsistent
signing of the bikeway. Alternatives 2 and 3 might discourage parking on the bikeway (south side) by
removing the excess asphalt pavement between the roadway and the shared use path and providing open
space adjacent to the roadway. Additional signing of the bikeway will be needed, but the alternatives
themselves do not prevent illegal parking. Alternatives 2 and 3 may increase illegal parking on the north
side, where the shoulder is wide enough for a vehicle, because the alternatives do not provide pull over
access for mail and delivery trucks on the north side.

CONNECTIVITY OF THE BIKEWAY NETWORK

One of the goals of the study was to enhance the connections between the Mac Arthur Boulevard
Bikeway and other bikeways in the Study Area. Therefore, alternative 2 and 3 were developed to provide
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connectivity to the spur trails linking MacArthur Boulevard to other bikeways and shared use path in the
area.

Alternative 2 provides direct access to:

e The Little Falls shared use bike path

e Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park Towpath

e The Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park Towpath.
Alternative 3 provides direct access to:

e The Seven Locks Road shared use bike path

e Little Falls shared use bike path

e C(Capital Crescent Trail

e Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park Towpath.

A direct connection to the shared use bike path at Falls Road would not be provided by either
alternative. Bicyclists and pedestrians wishing to connect to Falls Road must leave the Shared Use Path
and travel on-road 1.5 miles along MacArthur Boulevard to Falls Road. The spot improvement to the
Sangamore Road intersection will provide a better connection to the Capital Crescent Trail for both
pedestrians and bicyclists. Figures II-7 through II-18 show the existing spur trails between MacArthur
Boulevard and the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park Canal Towpath, which will be
maintained for both Alternatives 2 and 3.
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ECTION III
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

INTRODUCTION

The Study Team completed an environmental inventory, including a cultural resources inventory
and socio-economic analysis, for the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Phase I Facility Planning Study
Area. The purpose of the inventory is to provide the Department of Public Works and Transportation
(DPWT) with information on the existing conditions and environmentally sensitive areas that could be
impacted by improvements to the existing bikeway. The following potential resources and possible
constraints have been evaluated:

e Topography, geology and soils

e Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S.

e Forests

* Rare, threatened, or endangered species and their habitats
e Hazardous wastes

e Air quality and noise

e Cultural and historic resources

e Socioeconomics

e Americans with Disabilities Act

e Right-of-Way and land acquisition

The Study Team has reviewed available published documents and information, and conducted a
site reconnaissance to record existing conditions. A review of the materials listed in Table ITI-1 provided
preliminary information regarding natural resources, cultural and historic resources and socioeconomic
data. Results of these studies, as well as an evaluation of potential impacts for each alternative, are
presented below.
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Table III-1
Reference Materials

Document

Source

USGS topographic map for Falls Church and
Washington West, Maryland (1965, photo revised
1991 and 1983)

United States Geological Survey (USGS)

National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) map for Falls
Church and Washington West, Maryland

United States Department of the Interior, Fish and
Wildlife Service

Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panel 175 (1984)

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Hydric Soils of the United States (1991)

United States Department of Agriculture, Natural
Resources Conservation Service

Soil Survey of Montgomery County, Maryland
(1995)

United States Department of Agriculture, Natural
Resources Conservation Service

National Register of Historic Places: Maryland
Listings (Index by County)

Maryland Historical Trust website
(www.marylandhistoricaltrust.net)

1990 Approved and Adopted Bethesda-Chevy M-NCPPC
Chase Master Plan
1991 Approved and Adopted Potomac Subregion M-NCPPC

Master Plan

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

TOPOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY

The majority of Montgomery County is in the Piedmont physiographic province, where the
bedrock consists predominantly of metamorphic rocks of Paleozoic age called the Wissahickon Group.

Only a very small area along the eastern border of the County is covered by sediments of the Coastal
Plain physiographic province. Steep slopes exist throughout the Study Area with sleep slopes bordering
MacArthur Boulevard from the D.C. Line to the Capital Beltway. Between the Capital Beltway and the
0Old Anglers Inn MacArthur Boulevard is bordered by relatively flat to gentle slopes. The existing
bikeway does not traverse up and down these steep slopes. The bikeway does, however, follow a very
sinuous route for its entire length within the Study Area. There would be no impacts to steep slopes for
the No-Build Alternative; however, the build alternatives would result in impacts to steep slopes for
construction of the bike lanes and shared use path on the south side of MacArthur Boulevard. Alternative
2 would impact approximately 2.08 acres of steep slopes. Alternative 3 would result in approximately
4.62 acres of impact. Alternative 3 requires greater impacts due to the addition of the bike lanes on each

side of the roadway.
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SorILs

The Soil Survey of Montgomery County shows that soils within the Study Area consist of several
different soil series. The most dominant soil series present include the Gaila silt loams and the Elsinboro
silt loams. Both of these soils are deep and well drained. They have moderate permeability, moderate
available water capacity, and a moderate potential of frost. Also common within the Study Area are
Travilah silt loams and Glenelg silt loams. The Travilah silt loam is a moderately deep, somewhat poorly
drained soil, usually found on uplands. The Glenelg silt loam is a very decp, well-drained soil, generally
found on side slopes of uplands, but often dissected by small drainageways. A typical soil profile for
each of these soils is found in Table II1-2.

Also present within the Study Area, however not as prominent, are Wheaton silt loams,
Blocktown channery silt loams, Brinklow-Blocktown channery silt loams, Glenville silt loams, Baile silt
loams, and Watchung silty clay loams. The Baile and Glenville soils are mostly found within stream
channels, and the Blocktown soils usually border those streams. Urban land, both individually and mixed
with Glenelg soils is also found. Urban land exists when asphalt, concrete, buildings, or other structures
cover greater than 75 percent of the soil surface area. This Urban land is found at the eastern-most end of
the Study Area. Near the western-most end of the Study Area near the Potomac River and Great Falls
Park, there are the Rock outcrop-Blocktown complex soils. Exposed bedrock, detached boulders and
stones dominate these areas. Blocktown soils are found between the rocks.

Table III-2:
Typical Soil Profiles of the Study Area
Soil Series Depth Texture
(inches) Color
Gaila silt loam (1C) 0-8 Brown Silt loam
8-17 Strong brown Loam
17-20 Yellowish brown Loam
20-76 Yellowish brown Fine sandy loam
Elsinboro silt loam (41B) 0-37 Dark vellowish brown Silt loam
37-54 Dark brown Silt loam
54-60 Strong brown w/ strong brown Silt loam
mottles
Travilah silt loam (37B) 0-5 Dark grayish brown Silt loam
5-10 Light yellowish brown Silt loam
10-15 Yellowish brown w/ light Silty clay loam
brownish gray mottles
15-24 Dark yellowish brown w/ light Silt loam
brownish gray mottles
24-33 Yellowish brown and dark Silty clay loam
yellowish brown
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Soil Series Pepth ki Texture
inches =
Glenelg silt loams 0-8 Brown Silt loam
(2B, 2UB)
8-12 Strong brown Silt loam
12-16 Yellowish red Silt loam
16-28 Strong brown Silt loam
28-35 Yellowish red Silt loam
35-60 Yellowish red Loam

Source: United States Department of Agriculture. 1995. Soil Survey of Montgomery County, Maryland,
Sheets No. 26 & 27. Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with Maryland Agricultural Experiment
Station.

WETLANDS & OTHER WATERS OF THE U. S,

The Project Study Area falls within the Washington Metropolitan Area drainage basin along the
Maryland — Virginia border, divided by the Potomac River. All tributaries to the Potomac River,
including Rock Run and Cabin John Creek, within the Study Area are classified as Use I waters — Water
Contact Recreation and Protection of Aquatic Life. No instream work would be permitted in these waters
during the period of March 1 through June 15, during any year. Floodplain within the Study Area is
associated with both Rock Run and Cabin John Creek. The No-Build Alternative would not result in any
floodplain impacts, however, Alternative 2 would impact approximately 0.41 acres of these floodplains,
and Alternative 3 would impact approximately 1.19 acres.

The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps for Falls Church and Washington West identify
several wetland systems within the Study Area. The Falls Church map contains the majority of the Study
Area. It illustrates the westernmost end of the Study Area as having several wetland systems on the south
side of MacArthur Boulevard and down slope, not within the vicinity of proposed bikeway improvement.
A palustrine forested wetland is located near the intersection of Clara Barton Parkway and MacArthur
Boulevard. All other wetland areas identified on this map are located south of the C & O Canal, likewise
not within the vicinity of proposed bikeway improvements. The Washington West map illustrates only
the open water reservoir located at the easternmost end of the Study Area.

A site reconnaissance confirmed NWI wetland locations throughout the Study Area, as well as
several other potential wetland areas. The majority of wetlands within the project limits are characterized
as wet drainage ditches along the roadway. The majority of these ditches are maintained grass; however,
some ditches contain wetland vegetation. Twenty-five ditches have been identified in the field and are
located on the Alternative 2 and 3 plan sheets (See Figures II-7 through I1-18). Not all the ditches are
considered to be Waters of the U.S. Ten of these areas have been labeled as drainage ditches. They do
not contain any wetland vegetation within the ditch. Three of the areas have been labeled as ephemeral
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ditches, and are located adjacent to existing streams. Twelve areas have been identified as potential linear
wetland sites. These are the areas in which the ditches contained various wetland vegetation such as soft

rush (Juncus effusus), jewelweed (Impatiens capensis), cattail (Typha sp.), and sedge species (Carex sp.),
and soils displayed hydric conditions such as gleying.

Approximately six areas have been identified as potential wetland systems that are not linear wet
ditches. The forested wetland identified on the NWI map and in the field, at the intersection of Clara
Barton Parkway and MacArthur Boulevard, is located approximately 40 feet from the existing bikeway
on the south side of the road. The dominant species consists of tulip poplar (Liriodendron tulipifera),
sycamore (Platanus occidentalis), red maple (Acer rubrum), and spicebush (Lindera benzoin). The area
exhibited several drainage patterns, standing water, inundation, and soils were gleyed and saturated.

Another potential jurisdictional wetland area was identified at Vendome Drive, along the north
side of MacArthur Boulevard. The area was inundated and ponded in some locations. Again, species
include red maple, sycamore, and tulip poplar. This low area appears to be connected to a storm grate
system and an ephemeral ditch. Approximately 1,200 feet east of this area, just before Eggert Drive, is
Rock Run stream. The stream flows under MacArthur Boulevard. Surrounding the stream, on both the
north and south side of the roadway, are potential wetland areas. The area to the north side of the roadway
had standing water at the time of the field investigation and sandy saturated soils. Species were again
similar, with deer tongue (Panicum clandestinum) and jewelweed herbaceous cover. The south side of the
roadway is mostly fenced private property.

Further east of these wetlands is another location in which MacArthur Boulevard connects to the
Clara Barton Parkway, adjacent to Oberlin Drive. In between these two roadways is another potential
wetland site. Two potential wet areas are located there, one adjacent to the loop ramp onto the Parkway,
and one adjacent to a mowed maintenance path along MacArthur Boulevard. There were areas of standing
water and saturation. Species include those described above, along with cottonwood (Populus deltoides)
and Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica).

Approximately 19 streams were also identified within the Study Area, varying in size. Many of
the larger streams have steep slopes on either side of the stream banks. Bridges and culverts extend across
all of these systems for the existing trail. Refer to Figures II-7 through I1-18 for the locations of all these
systems.

The No-Build Alternative would not impact any wetlands or other Waters of the U.S. and wetland
impacts for all of the build alternatives would be minor. Alternative 2 would impact approximately 0.05
acres of wetlands. Linear wetland ditches along the roadway have been assumed to be five feet wide. The
majority of linear wetland ditches exist on the north side of MacArthur Boulevard, where Alternative 2
project limits do not extend. Alternative 3 potentially impacts a greater amount of wetlands due to the
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addition of the bike lane on the north side of the roadway, however, impacts are still minor,
approximately 0.58 acres.

Stream impacts would also result from construction of all of the build alternatives. Impacts have
been assumed for the entire length of the stream impacted, regardless if the stream is currently through a
culvert. Approximately 433 linear feet of stream impacts may result from Alternative 2, however, only
eight feet is natural stream. The amount of stream impacts would depend on whether construction
activities intrude upon the existing culverts and to the waters. Alternative 3 would result in approximately
1,679 linear feet of stream impact, 25 feet of which is natural channel.

Permits

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) contains the jurisdictional requirements for
permitting of wetlands. The CWA requires a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers be obtained
prior to placing dredged or fill material in wetlands or other waters of the U.S. An official wetland
delineation will need to be performed for the Study Area. A jurisdictional determination with the Corps of
Engineers would be required and a Joint Permit Application submitted to the Maryland Department of the
Environment (MDE). In addition, the Maryland Nontidal Wetlands Protection Act also requires that a
permit or letter of authorization be obtained for any impacts to nontidal wetlands or their buffers.

FORESTS

Forests are defined by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) as “a biological
community dominated by trees and other woody plants covering a land area of 920 meters squared
(10,000 square feet) or greater. Forests include areas that have at least 100 trees per 0.4 hectare (per acre)
with at least 50 percent of those having a five centimeter (two inch) or greater diameter at 1.3 meters (4.5
feet) above the ground and larger, and areas that have been cut but not cleared.” Additionally, forests are
areas that are at least 10.6 meters (35 feet) wide. A large portion of the Study Area consists of forest. In
some locations the forested areas are mixed with residential homes.

Upland deciduous forest is prevalent throughout most of the site. Dominant species include red
maple, tulip poplar, sycamore, beech (Fagus grandifolia), chestnut oak (Quercus prinus), white oak
(Quercus alba), black oak (Quercus velutina), and red oak (Quercus rubra). Co-dominant species include
cottonwood, sugar maple (Acer saccharum), and dogwood (Cornus florida). In areas with residential
communities in very close proximity to the roadway, shrubs and saplings create more of a brush area than
a forest. Although species diversity remains relatively uniform throughout the Study Area, there is an
obvious increase in the dominance of beech trees west of the Capital Beltway.

Forest impacts have been calculated from the drip line of all forested area within the limit of
disturbance for each of the build alternatives. Approximately 3.79 acres of forest impacts are estimated
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for Alternative 2, and approximately 7.32 acres are estimated for Alternative 3. By using the drip line of
the forest, a worst-case estimate of forest impacts can be calculated. Much of these areas may be avoided
during construction or may just involve minor pruning.

Montgomery County defines a specimen tree as a tree exhibiting a 30" diameter at breast height
(dbh) or greater. This preliminary review identified approximately 60 specimen trees located within the
vicinity of the proposed project. The estimated locations of these trees appear on the base map in Figures
I1-7 through II-18. The No-Build Alternative would not impact any specimen trees. Alternative 2 would
impact four specimen trees, and Alternative 3 would impact three specimen trees. Design measures will
attempt to avoid these specimen trees wherever possible.

Permits

As part of the Montgomery County Forest Conservation Law, if the proposed project will require
clearing of greater than 40,000 square feet of forest, then continuation of the project will require a Forest
Stand Delineation/Natural Resources Inventory and Forest Conservation Plan be prepared and approved
by the Planning Board or Planning Director. The requirements and methodology for the delineation are
contained in Trees: Approved Technical Manual, and plans would follow the guidelines found in the M-
NCPPC Montgomery County Planning Board Forest Conservation Regulations. Reforestation for the
forest removed would need to be provided at a 1:1 ratio. Edge trees are sensitive to many outside natural
and unnatural forces such as weather and growing development, as well as provide a unique ecological
niche, and therefore particular attention will be focused on impacts and survival of these trees. Special
protection devices may be needed during construction to assure that those species remaining are stable.

RARE, THREATENED, & ENDANGERED SPECIES

Coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has revealed that there are no
federally proposed or listed threatened or endangered species known to exist within the Study Area. The
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Forest, Wildlife and Heritage Service database
indicates that there are numerous records for species of concern known to occur in the area of the C & O
Canal, within the project vicinity. Although proposed improvements are anticipated to be localized within
the existing right-of-way and therefore only minimal impacts resulting, if any work is proposed near the C
& O Canal, more detailed project plans will need to be submitted to the DNR for further evaluation.

The Maryland DNR Environmental Review, Freshwater Fisheries Division, has not documented
any spawning activities of anadromous fish species in any tributary within the Study Area. These
tributaries do, however, support many fish species. The instream work prohibition period previously
mentioned, sediment and erosion control methods, and other Best Management Practices should provide
adequate protection for these species. Refer to Appendix A for agency correspondence.
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

A Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was conducted for the Study Area. The
objective of this investigation was to identify “recognized environmental conditions” that may exist
within the Study Area without actually entering the individual properties or interviewing property owners.
The two tasks conducted for this review included a records review and initial site reconnaissance. A site
reconnaissance of the Study Area was conducted in November 2002. The site reconnaissance confirmed
that several of the database findings identified along side streets and other areas are not within close
proximity to the bikeway and are not considered a potential hazard for the bikeway project.

The records review included an environmental database search by Environmental Data
Resources, Inc. (EDR). A Radius Map with Geocheck search identified government records for sites
within and surrounding the entire Study Area. Figure III-1 is a map of the area searched by EDR. Under
Federal ASTM Standards, one Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS) listing and one Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) listing
were identified. CERCLIS contains information on potentially hazardous waste sites that have been
reported to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) by states, municipalities, private companies
and private persons. These sites are either proposed to be or are on the National Priorities List (NPL) and
are in the screening and assessment phase for possible inclusion on the NPL. ERNS records and stores
information on reported releases of oil and hazardous substances. Additionally, six Resource
Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS) listings were identified. This database lists sites
which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste. These six listings specifically
refer to small quantity generators located on site.

Federal ASTM Supplemental government listings revealed one Hazardous Materials Information
Reporting System (HMIRS) listing, which contains hazardous material spill incidents that have been
reported to the Department of Transportation, and one PCB Activity Database System (PADS) listing,
which identifies generators, transporters, commercial storers and/or brokers and disposers of PCB's
(Polychlorinated Biphenyls) who are required to notify the EPA of such activities.

Under State ASTM Standards, 13 registered underground storage tanks (UST), and 48
OCPCASES were identified. OCPCASES are cases that are monitored by the Oil Control Program of the
MDE. These cases can be leaking USTs and other below ground releases, leaking aboveground storage
tanks (ASTs), spills, and inspections. State or Local ASTM Supplemental searches identified ten
Historical USTs, three Historical LUSTs (Leaking Underground Storage Tanks) and one permitted AST.
In 1999, the MDE stopped adding new sites to its Recovery Sites Database and, therefore, current LUSTSs
may be found in the OCPCASES database.
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Figure III -1
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

The following are the sites identified in the EDR search that are along or near MacArthur
Boulevard and the hazardous material information for each site:

Naval Surface Warfare Center — 9500 MacArthur Boulevard. The naval center is located
at the western end of the Study Area, on the south side of MacArthur Boulevard and
north of the Clara Barton Parkway. This site is identified as having more government
listings than any other within the Study Area. It is listed as having five USTs currently in
use, 28 Historical USTs either all removed or currently out of use, one Historical LUST,
22 ASTs, FINDS (Facility Index System), and OCPCASE records. (Listed Site #3 on
Figure ITI-1)

Clara Barton Recreation Center — 7425 MacArthur Boulevard. This school is located in
the approximate center of the Study Area. The site is identified on the UST and Historical
UST listing. Both listings refer to the same 6,000-gallon heating oil tank currently in use.
(Site #11)

National Park Service (Glen Echo Park) — 7300 MacArthur Boulevard. Glen Echo Park
is located on the south side of MacArthur Boulevard, north of Clara Barton Parkway. The
Park Service property is identified on the FINDS and RCRIS government listings for the
use of a small quantity generator. No violations have been identified. This site is also
listed as having three USTs, two for heating oil and one for gasoline, all listed as
permanently out of use. (Site #12)

Glen Echo Baptist Church — 2 Vassar Circle. The church is located south of MacArthur
Boulevard and is listed as having two USTs. One 550-gallon heating oil tank is listed as
currently in use, and one 1,000-gallon heating oil tank is listed as permanently out of use.
(Site #13)

National Park Service (Clara Barton House) — 5801 Oxford Road. This site is also
located south of MacArthur Boulevard. One 2,000-gallon UST is listed as containing

heating oil and is currently in use. The site is also listed under OCPCASES, although
with a closed status. (Site #14)

Brooke Park Apartments — 6307 MacArthur Boulevard. Located on the eastern end of the
Study Area, this site is listed on the UST and Historical UST government databases. One
2,000-gallon and one 7,000-gallon heating oil tank are listed as currently in use. (Site
#19)
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Exxon Gas Station — 6100 MacArthur Boulevard. The gas station is located on the south
side of MacArthur Boulevard at the eastern end of the Study Area. Six Historical USTs
and six USTs have been listed at this site. Both listings refer to the same tanks. Three
tanks are listed as currently in use, and contain gasoline and heating oil. The other three
tanks are listed as having contained heating oil and used oil and are permanently out of
use and have been removed. The site is also identified on the FINDS and RCRIS
government listings for the use of a small quantity generator. No violations have been
identified. (Site #21)

Benfield's Garage — 6124 MacArthur Boulevard. Benfield’s Garage is listed under the
Historical UST database as having had two gasoline tanks, one 550-gallon and one 1,000-
gallon, and both have been removed. Site reconnaissance revealed that this site is now a
part of the Wild Bird Center gift shop, and appears to no longer function as a garage.
(Site #21)

National Imagery and Mapping Agency (Defense Mapping Agency) — 6000 MacArthur
Boulevard. The site is also identified on the FINDS and RCRIS government listings for
the use of a small quantity generator. No violations have been identified. Two tanks have
been identified in the Historical UST listing. One 30,000-gallon and one 12,000-gallon
heating oil tank are listed as currently in use. (Site #22)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wastewater Treatment Plant & Washington Aqueduct —
5900 MacArthur Boulevard. This site is located at the eastern limit of the Project Study
Area, along the Maryland and Washington D.C. border. Historical USTs, USTs, and
OCPCASE databases all identified this site in their listings. Of the four Historical UST’s
identified, three are listed as currently in use (5,000-gallon gasoline tank; 2,000-gallon
diesel tank; 10,000-gallon heating oil tank), and one 550-gallon heating oil tank has been
removed. The site is listed as also having a total of eight USTs. Three tanks are in use,
one 5,000-gallon gasoline tank, one 10,000-gallon heating oil tank, and one 2,500-gallon
diesel tank. These three tanks may be the same tanks listed in the Historical UST
database. Four tanks are permanently out of use, one 550-gallon and one 10,000-gallon
heating oil tank, one 2,000-gallon diesel tank, and one 5,000-gallon gasoline tank. An
additional UST is listed at the site with an unknown status. Finally, the site also is listed
as an OQCPCASE for a tank removal/abandonment for motor/lube oil. (Site #23)

This preliminary review of environmental records indicates several UST’s located in the vicinity
of the Study Area. Although several sites have been identified, the area of disturbance for Alternatives 2
and 3 remain largely within the existing right-of-way, and therefore anticipated impacts are minor.
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Further investigation as to the exact locations and status of these tanks may be required for any
construction of the recommended alternative outside of the existing right-of-way.

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

AIR QUALITY

An air quality analysis was not deemed necessary for this planning study. There will be no
expansion of capacity to the roadway. The existing bikeway will be improved and/or shifted. Any
increase in use of the bikeway due to the proposed improvements would not lead to any impairment of air
quality.

Noise

A noise analysis was not deemed necessary for this planning study. The proposed land use will
not differ from the existing land use and activities along the bikeway will remain the same. Therefore, the
project should not increase noise levels along the corridor.

CULTURAL & HISTORIC RESOURCES

Several cultural and historic resources are located within the Study Area. Coordination with
Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) has revealed that numerous archeological sites exist within the general
vicinity of the Study Area. Additionally, research on MHT National-Register listings available online, and
coordination with the MHT, also identified the following architectural resources adjacent to MacArthur
Boulevard, which are identified on Figures II-7 through II-18:

George Washington Memorial Parkway (Clara Barton Parkway) — The George
Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP), a 7,200-acre national park, preserves the
natural scenery along the Potomac River. The Clara Barton Parkway portion of the road
parallels MacArthur Boulevard for the length of the Study Area. The only instance that
the Parkway may be impacted is at an intersection with MacArthur Boulevard.
Improvements to the bikeway may temporarily disrupt traffic at this location.

Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historic Park — The National Register-listed
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal operated from 1828-1924 as a transportation route, primarily
hauling coal from western Maryland to the port of Georgetown in Washington, D.C. Tt
borders the Potomac River from Georgetown to Cumberland. It also parallels MacArthur
Boulevard for the length of the Study Area. No disruptions to the Canal would occur
during construction of the bikeway improvements.
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Cabin John Aqueduct (Cabin John Bridge/Union Arch) — This one lane National
Register-listed bridge carries MacArthur Boulevard over Cabin John Creek and Cabin
John Parkway. Improvements to the bridge itself have recently occurred, and there will
be no further changes to the existing bridge crossing.

Glen Echo Park Historic District — The National Register-listed Glen Echo Park Historic
District is located south of MacArthur Boulevard, north of the Clara Barton Parkway, and
east of Oxford Road. Within this historic district are three additional historic resources,
all listed on the National Register of Historic Places. The Carousel at Glen Echo Park is
significant for its art and entertainment during the period of 1900-1924. The Chautauqua
Tower at Glen Echo Park is a late Victorian architectural style structure, significant
during the period between 1875-1899. Today it functions as a Museum in the Park. The
Clara Barton House, also located within Glen Echo Park, today functions as a museum in
the park. The house served as Clara Barton's home, headquarters for the American Red
Cross, and a warehouse for disaster relief supplies. Here she organized relief efforts for
victims of natural disasters and war. The historic district will not be affected by the
proposed bikeway improvements.

Old Anglers Inn — The Old Anglers Inn restaurant is located at the far western end of the
Study Area. This site has been previously surveyed but is not a National Register-listed
building. However, it is listed as a historic resource in the Potomac Subregion Master
Plan. Proposed bikeway improvements will exist south of this property and therefore no
impacts are anticipated.

Washington Aqueduct — The Washington Aqueduct was constructed by the Army Corps
of Engineers (ACOE) in the 1800 and is a National Register-listed site. It is a nine-foot
diameter masonry aqueduct running under what is now MacArthur Boulevard. During the
1920, a nine-foot diameter, unreinforced concrete, horseshoe shaped aqueduct was
constructed, parallel to the first aqueduct, approximately 30 feet away. As discussed in
Section I: Purpose and Need of this document, the ACOE places restrictions on
construction and weight over this aqueduct, therefore no impacts will result from these
bikeway improvements.
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Benfield’s Service Garage — Benfield's Garage, located at 6124 MacArthur Boulevard, is
a previously surveyed property for the MHT. It is now a part of the Wild Bird Center gift
shop, and appears to no longer function as a garage. The project will not extend outside
of the roadway right-of-way and onto this property. Bikeway improvements will only
enhance the aesthetics in front of this property.

Clara Barton School — What is now the Clara Barton Community Center was originally
the Clara Barton School. It was built in 1928 on the corner of First Street and Conduit
Road. Today, these roads are known as 75th Street and MacArthur Boulevard. In 1954,
Clara Barton was the first school in Montgomery County to integrate. To save money,
Montgomery County closed the Clara Barton School in 1974. Various agencies have
occupied the building ever since. The Montgomery County Department of Recreation has
occupied the building for since 1992. The department currently shares use of the space
with the Clara Barton School for Children and Bethesda Youth Service. Again, The
project will not extend outside of the roadway right-of-way and onto this property.
Bikeway improvements will only enhance the aesthetics in front of this property.

In addition to these listed and mapped sites, the MHT also lists seven additional surveyed or
National Register-listed sites, which are not adjacent to MacArthur Boulevard. These include the Cropley
Houses, the William Hill Houses and Store, the Carderock Historic District which houses the David W.
Taylor Model Basin and the Instrument House, the Cabin John Hotel Gas House, the Reading House,
Stonehaven, and the Cabin John right-of-way (or Brookmont Trolley right-of-way).

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has designated scenic byways throughout
the state. The C & O Canal Route Scenic Byway stretches 106 miles. Both the Clara Barton Parkway and
MacArthur Boulevard are roadway segments that are included as part of the C & O Canal Byway
(Potomac Subregion Master Plan, 2001). Although MacArthur Boulevard is designated as a Scenic
Byway, improvements to the bikeway will only enhance the aesthetics surrounding the road.

Although these significant historic resources all fall within the vicinity of the proposed Study
Area, impacts as a result of bikeway improvements are not anticipated to have any negative effect upon
them. The majority of improvements will all occur within the existing right-of-way limits for MacArthur
Boulevard, and there should be no negative changes to the viewshed from any of these resources.
However, if any federal or state funding is used for this project, it will be subject to review under Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. Further coordination with the MHT would be
required for both archeological and architectural resources. Refer to the agency letter in Appendix A for
more detailed information on future requirements.
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SOCIOECONOMICS

Socioeconomic conditions in the vicinity of the Study Area have been assessed to identify
potential impacts associated with the proposed bikeway changes and improvements. Federal and local
data, including local zoning and land use information have been reviewed.

LAND UsE & ZONING

The Land Use and Zoning Plan in the Potomac Subregion Master Plan has set principles designed
to preserve the subregion’s green and rural character, while creating a pedestrian and bicycle-friendly
environment. For example, one principle is to provide facilities that promote transit use, walking, and
biking as alternatives to car trips. Another is to create pedestrian and bike links to surrounding streets and
neighborhoods to encourage community access. Land use, although not specifically identified along
MacArthur Boulevard for that portion that falls within this Master Plan area, is residential and park land.
The Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan does, however, identify the areas along MacArthur Boulevard.
The entire Project Study Area is largely residential, with just a few small business areas scattered between
neighborhoods. Zoning is categorized as R-200 — Single-Family Detached, R-90 and R-60 — Single
Family, and R-30 — Multi-Family, Low Rise.

REGIONAL AcCESS, EMPLOYMENT CENTERS, AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Employment centers and community facilities within the socioeconomic Study Area consist of
small shopping plazas with local grocery stores and cafés, a veterinary hospital, bicycle shops, schools
and a children's museum, and other small businesses. The proposed project provides improvements to an
already existing bikeway along MacArthur Boulevard. These improvements will not provide any more or
any less access to neighborhoods, parks, shops, and other locations along the roadway. It will however
provide for greater safety in reaching many of these locations. This may then promote greater use and
desire to use the bikeway to access such places.

The Study Area has ten neighborhood communities adjacent to MacArthur Boulevard. Each
community has an active association. On the north side of MacArthur Boulevard, there is the River Falls
Community Center Association, Mazza Wood Homeowners Association, Palisades Citizens Association,
Bannockburn Civic Association, Tulip Hills Citizens Association, Mohican Hills Citizens Association,
Glen Echo Heights Citizens Association, and the Bon Air Heights Civic Association. The Cabin John
Citizens Association serves residents on both the north and south sides of MacArthur Boulevard while the
Civic League of Brookmont represents residents on the south side of MacArthur Boulevard.
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DEMOGRAPHICS

A demographic profile for the Study Area was assembled using 2000 U.S. Census Bureau data
from four Census Tracts: Census Tract 706008 (Block Groups 2 and 3), Census Tract 705800 (Block
Groups 1, 2, and 3), Census Tract 705902 (Block Groups 1 and 2), and Census Tract 705702 (Block
Groups 2 and 3). Each of these Census Block Groups border a portion of MacArthur Boulevard along the
Study Area. This data provides information on the existing conditions within the Study Area. The size of
the population, general income, and housing information may correlate to the community associations,
local and regional access to the surrounding areas, and the needs and desires of those in the area for such
improvement projects.

Demographic data (population, income, and housing) reported for Montgomery County in the
2000 U.S. Census were used for comparison against the Block Group data for the Study Area. This
provides more details for the immediate vicinity of the Study Area. Data for Montgomery County and the
Census Block Groups are presented in Tables ITI-3 through ITI-6.

Census Block Group data indicates that the greatest percentage of individuals residing in
Montgomery County within the Study Area are non-minorities between the ages of 45 and 64. The
median annual household income in the Study Area ranges from approximately $100,000 to $200,000,
much higher than the median income for the entire County at $71,551. Most owner-occupied housing is
valued at greater than $300,000 and in some locations greater than $500,000, also higher than the County
average. The Block Group data indicate that the Study Area is situated in a higher-income portion of the
County. ‘
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Table ITI-3
Demographic Data for Montgomery County and Census Tract 706008
Block Groups 2 and 3

POPULATION

Total Population | 100 J 933 I 100
0-19 32 327 35
20-44 22 188 20
45-64 36 366 39
65+ 9 52 6
'White 84 737 79
Black/African America 2 24 3
Asian/Pacific Islander 12 146 16
Other 2 26 3
Occupied Housing Uni 100 270 100
Owner-Occupied Units 914 95 259 96
Renter-Occupied Units 44 5 11 4

VALUE OF SPECIFIED OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS
<$99,999 20 2 0 0
$100,000 - $199,999 35 4 0 0
$200,000 - $299,999 7 1 8 3
$300,000 - $499,999 159 19 9 3
>$500,000 607 73 251 94
# OF HOUSEHOLDS 932 100 249 100
< $24,999 14 2 0 0
$25,000 - $49,000 93 10 0 0
$50,000 - $74,000 85 9 0 0
$75,000 - $99,999 46 & 21 8
$100,000 - $149,000 153 16 42 17
$150,000 - $199,999 117 13 32 13
> $200,000 424 45 154 62
MEDIAN
HOUSEHOLD
UNCOME $183,074 $200,001
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Table ITI-4
Demographic Data for Census Tract 705800
Block Groups 1, 2, and 3

POPULATION
Total Population | 2334 [ 100 2,530 | 100 914 100
AGE
0-19 671 29 684 27 244 27
20-44 616 26 573 23 327 36
45-64 828 35 818 32 254 28
65+ 219 9 455 18 89 10
RACE
White 1,995 85 2,328 92 861 94
[Black/African American| 74 3 44 2 15 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 207 9 101 -+ 21 2
Other 58 2 57 2 17 2
HOUSING
Occupied Housing Units 861 100 934 100 351 100
Owner-Occupied Units 765 89 861 92 290 83
Renter-Occupied Units 96 11 73 8 61 17
VALUE OF SPECIFIED OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS
<$99,999 0 0 0 0 0 0
$100,000 - $199,999 58 9 19 2 6 2
$200,000 - $299,999 122 19 82 10 40 15
$300,000 - $499,999 331 50 356 44 138 53
>$500,000 147 22 358 44 78 30
INCOME
# OF HOUSEHOLDS 890 100 914 100 337 100
< $24,999 62 7 22 2 2 1
$25,000 - $49,000 99 11 43 5 27 8
$50,000 - $74,000 125 14 141 15 49 15
$75,000 - $99,999 79 9 126 14 26 8
$100,000 - $149,000 194 22 135 15 100 30
$150,000 - $199,999 164 18 161 18 69 20
> $200,000 167 19 286 31 64 19
IMEDIAN
HOUSEHOLD
INCOME $113,714 $145,121 $124,253
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Table II1-5
Demographic Data for Census Tract 705902
Block Groups 1 and 2

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

POPULATION
Total Population 1,691 ’ 100 | 1,075 [ 100
AGE
0-19 465 27 289 27
20-44 402 24 225 21
45-64 532 31 354 33
65+ 292 17 207 19
RACE
'White 1,450 86 999 93
Black/African American 57 3 9 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 136 8 47 4
Other 48 3 20 2
HOUSING
Occupied Housing Units 618 100 422 100
Owner-Occupied Units 557 90 393 93
Renter-Occupied Units 61 10 29 7
VALUE OF SPECIFIED OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS
<$99,999 11 2 0 0
$100,000 - $199,999 25 5 0 0
$200,000 - $299,999 54 11 88 22
$300,000 - $499,999 239 48 207 52
>$500,000 166 34 101 26
INCOME
# OF HOUSEHOLDS 581 100 438 100
< $24,999 23 4 24 5
$25,000 - $49,000 28 5 22 5
$50,000 - $74,000 87 15 33 8
$75,000 - $99,999 78 13 74 17
$100,000 - $149,000 103 18 92 21
$150,000 - $199,999 108 19 83 19
> $200,000 154 27 110 25
\MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD
INCOME $135,429 $136,830
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Table III-6
Demographic Data for Census Tract 705702
Block Groups 2 and 3

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

POPULATION
Total Population | 2042 | 100 | 1,433 100
AGE
0-19 412 20 409 29
20-44 407 20 280 20
45-64 571 28 489 34
65+ 652 32 255 18
RACE
'White 1,898 93 1,376 96
Black/African American 17 1 11 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 82 4 27 2
Other 45 2 19 1
HOUSING
Occupied Housing Units 982 100 524 100
Owner-Occupied Units 764 78 503 96
Renter-Occupied Units 218 22 21 4
VALUE OF SPECIFIED OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS
<$99,999 0 0 0 0
$100,000 - $199,999 16 - 5 1
$200,000 - $299,999 a7 10 0 0
$300,000 - $499,999 78 21 31 7
>$500,000 235 64 426 92
INCOME
# OF HOUSEHOLDS 941 100 549 100
< $24,999 48 5 5 1
$25,000 - $49,000 96 10 39 7
$50,000 - $74,000 181 19 52 6
$75,000 - $99,999 136 14 25 5
$100,000 - $149,000 170 18 103 19
$150,000 - $199,999 94 10 74 13
> $200,000 189 20 271 49
\MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD
INCOME $96,632 $198,091
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AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT

Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 established accessibility
requirements for both new and existing transportation facilities operated by units of state and local
government. The final guidelines contained requirements for publicly operated transportation facilities
that ensure that such facilities are readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities in terms
of architecture and design, transportation, and communication. The recommended bikeway improvements
will strive for compliance with the standards set forth under ADA, Accessibility Guidelines for Buildings
and Facilities, and its amendments wherever possible. However, the eastern portion of the existing
roadway and bikeway are currently steeper than 5% and proposed improvements to the bikeway will
remain at the same grades as the existing roadway. The Proposed improvements to the bikeway do meet
the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Guide for the
development of Bicycle Facilities.

RIGHT-OF-WAY AND LAND ACQUISITION

Although the majority of the project will remain within the existing right-of-way, due to
engineering constraints and natural land features, there will be some locations in which the limit of
disturbance for the project will fall outside of the roadway right-of-way. The No-Build Alternative would
not require additional right-of-way or land acquisitions, however, Alternative 2 will require
approximately 0.76 acres of additional right-of-way, and Alternative 3 will require approximately 1.02
acres.

Alternative 2 impacts eight properties adjacent to MacArthur Boulevard. Alternative 3 impacts
33 properties adjacent to MacArthur Boulevard. The following tables (Table III-7 & III-8) provide the
parcel number, owner name, Liber, and Folio for each of the impacted properties. Figures II-7 through
11-18 include the parcel numbers, which identify these impacted properties as well.

Table II1-7
Alternative 2 Property Impacts

Owner ~ Liber Folio

CASPER, BARBARARJR & 16918 514
SCHAUFELD, JENNIFER S 17249 279
SHANLEY, CHRISTOPHER R ETAL 16437 430
UNITED STATES AMERICA 0 0
UNITED STATES AMERICA 0 0
CARLTON PL HMWNERS ASSOC INC 8231 383
CARLTON PL HMWNERS ASSOC INC 8231 383
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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Table ITI-8
Alternative 3 Property Impacts
Parcel # Owner Liber Folio

P780 CASPER, BARBARARIR & 16918 514
P786 SCHAUFELD, JENNIFER S 17249 279
P781 SHANLEY, CHRISTOPHER R ETAL 16437 430

P130 UNITED STATES AMERICA 0 0

P130 UNITED STATES AMERICA 0 0
B CARLTON PL HMWNERS ASSOC INC 8231 383
A CARLTON PL HMWNERS ASSOC INC 8231 383

P15 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

P784 WAKSMUNSKI, ALICE W TRUSTEE 12838 457
P86l GOSNELL, GREGORY F & CH 7873 549
000 LEAR, LINDA J 15494 636
TOZZI, JAMESE &P K 9089 39
P917 TAOIST CENTER 6632 537
Po17 TAOIST CENTER 6632 537
P959 TAUSCHER, WILLIAM Y 18327 21
000 DESPARD, ALICEH & 16041 112
000 DESPARD, ALICEH & 16041 112
P395 MARYLAND NATIONAL CAPITOL 562 354
P390 MONTGOMERY COUNTY 9453 611

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

000 BERGESEN, CA EET AL TR 13770 363
P026 PHILLIPS, LELANDH & SM 13342 522
P23 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
N606 MOHICAN SWIMMING POOL 2415 197
PTA UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 4732 497
PT9 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 4732 502
P644 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 542 40
P934 SDBA INC 19909 332
P935 OLSEN, MICHAEL J 20609 717
P956 CONRAD, GERARD T 20273 71
P957 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 1779 340
P921 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 0 0
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SUMMARY

An Environmental Inventory, including both a cultural resources inventory and a socioeconomic
analysis was performed for the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Phase I Facility Planning Study within the
Study Area in Montgomery County, Maryland. The purpose of the inventory is to provide the DPWT
with information on the existing conditions and environmentally sensitive areas that could be impacted by
improvements to the existing bikeway. An analysis of these potential impacts also provides a better
understanding of the alternatives proposed throughout this phase of the study.

Natural resources within the Study Area include steep slopes, wetlands, floodplain, and forests.
Because this is a bikeway improvement project, measures can be taken to avoid to the greatest extent
possible any sensitive natural resources. Minor shifts in the alignment during the planning phase and
during final design will accomplish protection of many resources. Several resources of cultural and
historical significance surround the Study Area as well. These resources can and be avoided throughout
all stages of the project. This project will have no impact to socioeconomic resources within the Study
Area, but will contribute to an improvement in the quality of life for those using the bikeway.

The following is a summary of environmental impacts that would result from the build
alternatives:

Table II1-9
Summary of Environmental Impacts

Steep Slopes (acres) ' 2.08 4.62
Wetlands (acres) 2 0.05 0.58
Floodplain (acres) 0.41 1.19

Forest (acres) 0.70 of edge 3.02 of edge
Specimen Trees 4 3

Parkland (acres) 2.37 4.95
Right-of-Way (acres) 0.76 1.02
Streams (linear feet) * 8’ of natural stream 25’ of natural stream

! Steep slopes have been calculated from areas with slopes > or = 25% within the LOD.

? A five-foot width was assumed for potential linear wetland areas.
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* Forest impacts have been calculated from the dripline of existing forest areas. These
areas may just involve pruning or may not be impacted, but have been included as a
worst-case scenario. Approximately 0.70 acre of the 3.79 acres of Alternative 2 is only
edge or dripline impacts, and approximately 3.02 acres of the 7.32 acres of Alternative 3
is edge or dripline impacts.

* Stream impacts have been assumed for the entire length of stream impacted, whether it
is currently culverted or not. For Alternative 2 the entire impacted stream length is 433
LF and for Alternative 3, 1,679 LF. The actual impacts to streams will depend on
whether construction activities intrude upon the piped areas. Alternative 2 has only 8
linear feet of impact to natural streams (not culverted) and Alternative 3 has
approximately 25 linear feet of impact to natural streams.
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ECTION IV
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Two public meetings were held for the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvement project, the
first one on January 22, 2003 and the second one on April 23, 2003. The purpose of the first meeting was
to introduce to the MacArthur Boulevard Communities the goals of the study, present the initial stage of
Facility Planning, and obtain input from property owners, residents, Community Associations, and
business owners. The purpose of the second public meeting was to present the alternatives for
improvements to the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway and get the public’s feedback on those alternatives.

FIRST PUBLIC MEETING

The first Public Meeting for the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Phase T Facility Planning Study
was held al Bannockburn Elementary School on Wednesday, January 22, 2003 from 7-9pm.
Approximately 40 citizens atlended this meeting. Most of those in attendance live along MacArthur
Boulevard or in the neighborhoods that use MacArthur Boulevard as their primary access. Many of the
attendees were bicyclists who use MacArthur Boulevard as their primary bike route, No elected officials
attended. The format of the meeting was an open-house workshop with a short presentation describing the
Study Area, Project Development Process, Project History, Master Plan Visions, Project Scope, and
Project Schedule. The community workshop portion of the meeting allowed participants to visit with staff
one-on-one at stations that were set up for each community.

Comments were received during the meeting as well through comment cards following the
meeting. In general, the comments focused on safety issues, bikeway improvement issues and general
planning process issues. The following issucs are based on the informal comments and ideas that were
offered to various staft present at the meeting:

* The bicyclists and citizens living along MacArthur Boulevard expressed concern for the
immediate need for remedies along the existing bikeway to slow traflic and provide bicyelists
with safer riding conditions,

¢ The majority of participants expressed the need to have a physical separation between the

bikeway and the roadway and to have designated bike lanes along both directions of
MacArthur Boulevard,
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

s Several intersections were identified by many participants as dangerous to both bikers and
motorists including the intersections of Macarthur Boulevard and Clara Barton Parkway,
Ericsson Road (exiting and entering Clara Barton Parkway), and Seven Locks Road.

e A few participants indicated that the existing signing of the bikeway was inadequate to keep
motorists from driving and parking on the bikeway.

The following public meeting materials are included at the end of this section:
# Brochure

e PowerPoinl presentation

¢ Summary of citizen comments and DPWT response.

SECOND PUBLIC MEETING

The second Public Meeting for the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvement Phase I Facility
Planning Study, held at Bannockburn Elementary School on April 23, 2003 from 7-9pm, focused on the
results of the Alternatives developed for the MacArthur Boulevard bikeway improvements.
Approximately 25 citizens from the adjacent neighborhoods attended this meeting. The format of the
meeting was an open-house workshop where participants could visit with staff one-on-one at stations
organized by community, In addition, the Study Team prepared a brochure for citizens 1o review during
and after the meeting. Photo visualizations of existing conditions and the proposed build alternatives were
prepared and presented at the public meeting for review by the citizens. The following stations, staffed by
members of the Study Team and stocked with graphic displays, were set up around the room:

The informal set up provided the maximum interaction between interested citizens and the Study
Team. Comments from citizens were also received after the meeting. The brochure and summary of
citizen comments are included at the end of this section.

The majority of comments received were in favor of Alternative 3 as the best option for
accommaodating on-road bicyclists as well as pedestrians and recreational bicyclists on the separated

shared use path.
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The following public meeting materials arc included at the end of this section:

. Brochure
" Photo visualization
. Summary of citizen comments
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FIRST PUBLIC MEETING
January 22, 2003
BROCHURE






MacArthu_r

Bikeway

Improvement Project
From the Old Angler’s Inn to the District Line

|+ Public Meeting
January 22, 2003

Douglas M. Duncan
County Executive 7:00})“1 = 9:00}]“’]

Moty Cosiits Bannockburn Elementary School
Drepartment of Public Works and Transportation

Albert ). Genen, Jr., Director

Edgar Gonzalez, Deputy Director for Transportation Policy

W ( N
Elﬂﬂme ® The purpose of tonight’s meeting is Ag d
to oblain community input on the Montgomery County enaa

Department of Public Works and Transportation’s (DFWT) For Tonight’s Mﬁﬁﬁﬂg
Phase [ Facility Planning Study for the MacArthur Boulevard
Bikeway Improvement Project. Tonight, the Study Team will
present an overview of this study, listen to your feedback, and
answer questions. First, vou wall hear a bnief presentation that
highlights the Study Area, master plan recommendations, the
project purpose and need, guidelines that will be used to
develop alternatives, and the next steps in DPWT's process. - Cﬂmmunit},i' Wﬂﬂmh{)p
Then, you can participate in a community workshop where
you will have the opportunity to give specific feedback on the = Wrap Up
bikeway in your neighborhood. The Study Team will use this
feedback to develop bikeway alternatives that meet your needs. k J
These alternatives will be presented at a public meeting n

Spring 2003,

= Welcome and Introductions

> Brief Presentation

Thank you for your participation in helping to shape your
transportation system,




THANK YOU FOR COMING!

As the County's Project Manager for the
MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Study, | am very
interested in your comments. Shown in the flowchart
to the night is the project development process.
Throughout the process, DPWT provides
opportunities for public input. The Study Team
will consider this input along with its technical
analysis in making its final recommendations to the
County Council for proposed bikeway
improvements. DPWT's recommendations will
address both local and regional needs for the
proposed transportation facility, opportunities and
constraints, project impacts and mitigation, and the
alternatives. Should you have questions about this
project, please feel free to call me at 240-777-7226

or email me at yasamin.esmaili(@co.mo,md.us.

Yasamin Esmaili

DPWT Project Manager

STUDY TEAM

MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT

OF PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION
Bruce Johnstan, Chief, Division of Engineering Services
Holger Serrano, Engineering Services Specialist

Yasamin Esmaili, Project Manager

Gail Tait-Noun, County Bicyele Coordinator

Far Bradley, Traffic Engineer

Bob Simpson, Director's Offiee

U5, ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
David MacGregor, Chief Engineer

MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL
PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
Lartv Cole, Transportation Planner

Chuck Kines, Bikewsy Coordinator

Callum Murray, Commuonite-Bazed Planner

John Carter, Community-Based Planner

LIRS CORPORATION
Janie Tiedeman, Project Manager

Valore Hennigan, Project Planner

™) T
PHASE I
FACILITY PLANNING
Haold Public Meeting
Collect Backaround Data
Define Master Plan Vision
Develop Concept Plans _;;:] 0
Analyze Preliminary Effects ﬂ% E
Hold Second Public Meeting s E3
Cumplr_-ll;: Projeet Report E 2
=
=1 b7
> 2 [l
|
"\
PHASE II
Develop 35% Detailed Design
J
| o
Submit o Cuunt}r Council lor % )
Merit-based Approval on Inclusion mU E
in Capital Improvement Program g1z
J &
| T+
If included in CIR
Complete Detailed Design
J 2l
| g
=
If included in CIP
Bemn Construction
WE WANT YOUR FEEDBACK!

There are many ways in which vou can give
18 Vour comments;

=+ Fill out the comment card provided and hand
it in tonight or mail it within the next few days

=+ Send a letter or e-mail to the project manager

at Mantgomery County DPWT

= All comments or questions will be recorded
during the meeting




FIRST PUBLIC MEETING
January 22, 2003
SUMMARY
CITIZEN COMMENTS






MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments

January 22, 2003

COMMENTS

STUDY TEAM RESPONSE

General Do we have usage numbers per day on Yes from August 1997 at one

bicyclists? location on MacArthur Boulevard.
Bicycle and pedestrian counts will
be conducted in the Spring.

General Who owns the tracks next to Glen Echo? Will talk to town manager
{Owner looking to sell it to the National regarding who owns this property
Park System) {(possibly WMATA). Will also

work with SHA,

General What is the likelihood of obtaining funding? | Considered in future Facility

Planning Phases.
| General What is the timeline of construction? Determined in future Facility
' Planning Phases.

General Sangamore road—why is there double Will consider in Alternative
guardrail-metal or wooden? Check out the development.
walkway from Sanagmore to Little Falls. _

General How do you choose which site gets the Will consider in Alternative
satety divider? | development.

General Is AASHTO the minimum guidelines and do | Yes
we have to follow them? .

General Is the County applying for enhancement ' Once 35% design is complete will
funding—need 35% design required to go investigate enhancement funding
after funding? | opportunities.

General Are there priorities established already? | Safety and Bike movement.

General Should include NPS as a partner. Will contact NPS.

General Glen Echo is currently closed. Can you Some small-scale improvements
address problems in this area now? are underway. Study will address

; short-term improvements in the
alternatives development.

General Is it illegal to park on bikeway? Are there Yesitis illegal. Currently difficult
legal remedies? to enforce.

| General Ignoring the pedestrian—must consider Pedestrians are considered in all
pedestrian in solution. phases of the study including
. alternatives development,

General | Integrate all short-term fixes, which are Some small-scale improvements

needed immediately. are underway. Study will address
short-term improvements in the
alternatives development.

General Transportation cyclists are another entity to | Will consider transportation
consider. We use bikes to do shopping in cyclists throughout the study and
this and surrounding areas. alternatives development.
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MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments

January 22, 2003
_TOPIC i COMMENT 0 0 STUDY TEAM RESPONSE
General | Willing to donate portion of his property for | Thank you. The County would like
| road/bike improvements. - to find out more about this.
General | Town of Glen Echo who owns right of way | Will contact Town of Glen Echo.
fronting town? Call Debbie Beers (Mayor)
General Used path many years-really enjoy using it | Thank you.
forwalking. |
General I am lucky enough to have the option of Thank you.

driving and parking downtown if [ need to. 1
prefer to ride a bicyele to work for the
exercise, to avoid the stress of sitting ina
traffic jam, and to help contribute to our
environment by taking a car off the road. |
wish that Montgomery County and DC
would worlk harder to consider the needs of
cyelists and the benefits that encouraging
commuting by bicycle could bring to

; ongoing traffic and pollution control efforts.
| General Young children and their parents ride on the | Thank you. |
- bike path. !
General Many recreational bicyclists elect to use the | Thank you, |
C and O Towpath instead of the MacArthur
Bike Path. S
General Commuter bicyclists and those riding at Thank you.
faster speeds use the roadway and not the
cxisting path.

MacArthur Boulevard is heavily trafficked Thank you.

|
-

General

General It may be instructive to project the increased | Thank you.
vehicular accidents, which might be
expected if the vehicular road surface was
narrowed by reducing or eliminating road
shoulder area.

" General Signs saying, “share the road™ have been Will forward comment to Division
vandalized. of Traffic and parking for further
| investigation.
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MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments

January 22, 2003

COMMENT

General

Multi-use path, by their nature, are not well
suited for road-ready cyclists because the
other traffic on the path tends to behave
chaotically and unpredictably. Although
serious cyclists often use multi-use paths
such as the Capital Crescent and W&OD

distinguish them in a good way from the
MacArthur Boulevard namely: 1) They do
not run along an existing roadway, but
provide an alternative route not easily
available on a roadway. 2) They are wide
and separated (visually and physically) from
the roads. 3) They have few or no
uncontrolled intersections with roadways or
driveways. 4) There are many signs on each
path telling all users their responsibilities. 5)
The often have a dividing line down the
middle to mark each travel lane. 6) The have
excellent sight lines. 7) They rarely get
covered with runoff in the way the
MacArthur path does.

Trails, these paths have characteristics which

STUDY TEAM RESPONSE
Will consider in Alternative
development.

General

Concerned about the statement that the
Master Plan stated, *“preserving the semi-
rural character of the roadway” — This one
requirement might prevent any real
improvements from being made to

{ MacArthur Boulevard.

Study will balance alternatives
development with master plan
goals.

General

| Don’t understand spending funds to improve
a facility that is not used. Especially from

| Persimmon Tree Road West, Plus by you

own admission at the public meeting there is

no statistical information about the number

of users.

Bicycle_ and pedestrian counts will
be conducted in the Spring,

General

Urgently request that more consideration be
given to walkers and pedestrians.

Pedestrians are considered in all
phases of the study including
alternatives development,

Ceneral

Strongly support recommendation that both
sides of the road accommodate bikes.

Will consider during alternatives
| development.
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MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments
January 22, 2003

COMMENT STUDY TEAM RESPONSE
Aqueduct | Aqueduct — Can it be moved or relocate Too expensive to completely
- alignment on roadway on top to shift traffic | relocate conduits. Will look at
_ and create more room for bikes? | alternatives.
Safety | Motorists harass cyclists who choose not to | Will consider in Alternative
Issues | use the bike path, development.
Safety It is illegal and dangerous to ride a bike | Thank YOuL
Issues - against traffic on the shoulder, and yet this is |
what the county is encouraging cyclists to
do.
Safety Intersections with driveways and other roads | Thank you.
Issues are much more dangerous for cyclists on the
| path. Especially when traveling against
traffic, because motorists tend not to look
both ways when trying to get onto
' MacArthur Boulevard, ey
Safety Most dangerous spot is where Clara Barton | Will study safety issue as part of
| Issues exits onto MacArthur Boulevard and Circle | this study.
. | at Glen Echo. - .
| Safety Add a reduced speed sign as motorists exit County will look into signage.
| Issues Clara Barton Parkway so they know that
speed transitions from 50 to 35 mph.
Motorists don’t know there is a stop sign at
Clara Barton Exit and MacArthur
| Boulevard. Sign bikeway.
Safety The parkway (Intersection of Clara Barton at | Will send comment to Division of
Issues MacArthur Boulevard) entrance to Traffic and Parking for review.
! | MacArthur—3 way stop sign no one stops.
Safety Cars-turning right existing Clara Barton Will consider in Alternative
Issues Pkwy — biggest Issue is not making development,
transition. 1s there a speed limit?
Safety Entrance to Clara Barton Parkway — need Will consider in Alternative
Issues better signage and crosswalk. development.
Safety Meed signs to notify people during peak Will consider in Alternative
Issues period that speeding won’t help because of | development.
intersection of MacArthur Boulevard at
Ericsson Road.
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| Safety Issues

TOPIC |

MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments

January 22, 2003

COMMENTS
Two crossings over roadway plus 45
degree move and up hill to roadway
(Encsson Road) are difficult.

. STUDY TEAM RESPONSE
| Will consider in Alternative
development.

Safety Issues

Very awkward traffic pattern up hill to
tratfic light at Ericsson Road.

Will consider in Alternative
development.

Safety Issues

79" Post Office—2 vehicles were seen
driving on the bikeway. Also, have
observed cars 79™ to Alpine Dog Clinic
driving down bike path.

Will consider in Alternative
development.

Safety [ssues

Need fence on main curve at 79™ St.

Will consider in Alternative
development.

Safety [ssues

79" Street to Parkway is used as an [-495
Bypass during commuter hours when I-
495 is congested.

Thank you.

| Safety Issues

Double white lines do not keep cars off
the bikeway. 7200 block of MacArthur is
a hazard.

Will consider in Alternative
development.

_Safcty Issues

There are white wands between travel lane
and bike path—instead of preventing
parking they (motorists) now consider it

_ de facto parking area.

Will look into different methods of
separation.

problem.

Safety [ssues | MacArthur at Persimmon—In 1964 Will consider in Alternative
pressured County to fix pathways for baby | development,
carriages to walk. . _

Safety Issues | MacArthur Blvd Persimmon Tree — Eggert | Will be considered during
this is a problem area alternatives development.

Safety lssues | Parallel parking at western end is a Will be considered during

alternatives development.

Safety [ssues

Bikers traveling west at Anglers on path
often continue up MacArthur on shoulder
against traffic...very dangerous. Traffic
coming in and out of Old Anglers Inn and
park parking lot make this curve very
hazardous - speed is too high.

Will consider in Alternative
development.

_Safcl}' [ssues

| Speed coming down the hill toward Old

Anglers Inn for bicyclists will too fast to
be on a bike path —15-20 mph. Okay to
allow parking and provide walking path
for those parking so they are not in the
roadway.

- Will be mnsidercdﬁuring
alternatives development.
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MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments

January 22, 2003

COMMENT

STUDY TEAM RESPONSE

Safety Issues

Traffic from Parkway and Inn isa
problem. Keep Inn patrons from parking
on the path.

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Safety [ssues

Bikes crossover MacArthur Boulevard to

' use bridge. Move light back to Wilson
' Lane. You can see light from Wilson

| Lane,

Will send comment to Division of
Tratfic and Parking for review.

Safety Issues

Drain grates on bridges are right under
foot. Can they be moved?

Will send comment to Division of

| Traffic and Parking for review.

Safety [ssues

Bike path should run between parking lot
and woods rather than between lot and
road at one lane bridge,

Will be considered during
alternatives development,

Safety lssues ]

Where bikeway goes across Boulevard to
the north side, some professional bikers do
not ride on path, they ride on road. They
also ride side by side sometime 3 astride,
When you drive around bend at speed
limit you either enter oncoming lune or hit
cyclists.

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Safety Issues

The most common examples are where the
roadway curves and vehicles "cut the
corner" coming a few inches or several
feet onto the bike path. There are a
number of curves between Walhonding
and Sangamore on MacArthur where (1)
the bike path is at its narrowest on a curve,
(2) leafy branches of trees obstruct the
view around the curve, (3) a large
percentage of vehicles "cut the corner”. |
almost suffered a front end (certain to
have been fatal) collision last November
on a beautitul Sunday afternoon when I
came around one of these corners, riding
on the bike path, to face a young driver
speeding through the curves who was
"cutting the corner" to stay at his desired
near-raceway speed. But this driver was
not exceptional. A large percentage of
drivers encroach on the pathway through
these curves.

Will look at signage as part of
alternatives development.
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MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments
January 22, 2003

COMMENTS - STEUDY TEAM RESPONSE

| Safety Issues At Seven Locks heavy left turn Will be considered during
movement in morning hours, cars use | alternatives development,

: bike lane as bypass. ]
Safety Tssues Drivers cannot wait patiently for Will be considered during
someone to tumn left off of | alternatives development.

MacArthur, but instead cut into the
bike path area. There are plastic
posts to prevent this at Seven Locks
Road, but nowhere else. Such posts
are needed at ALL of the streets
where a left turn is possible from
MacArthur heading east. 1 have
faced drivers who swerve into the
path and zoom along, nearly hitting
me as they return to the road. This
has happened at several streets just |
south of Seven Locks Road. Itis
incredibly common at Wilson Lane.
Safety Tssues The "double white line" does little or | Will be considered during
no good, especially without further alternatives development.
signage and enforcement, and some
physical separation of the main
roadway from the bike path. Indeed,
since the second white line that was
added when the road was repaved
appears to be painted further outside
of the roadway than the previous
single white line, this has actually
widened the area that cars consider
their own, and pushed cyclists further
to the side. 1 would be welcome
ANY proposed real separation -- a
raised curb, more plastic posts like at
Seven Locks and Goldsboro, or a
grassy strip of even a foot of width,
just please do something and dont
wait for months or years before
acting, My life and others depend on
1t.
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TOPIC
Safety lssues

MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments

January 22, 2003

COMMENT
The posted speed limit along
MacArthur is 30 MPH. The actual
speed is much, much higher,
Between Persimmon Tree and the
Cabin John entrance to the Clara
Barton Pkwy, the average is closer to
40 MPH. At least this stretch offers
good visibility and so the speeding
does not seem an extreme danger.
Between Walhonding and
Sangamore, the posted speed is still
30 MPH, but the actual speed of
drivers is often well over 40 MPH
{hence the extreme anger when stuck
behind a cyvclist peddling along at 20-
22 MPH). Worse, the road has
numerous twists, there is no shoulder
on one side, and often limited
_visibility around the curves.

STUDY TEAM RESPONSE

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Improvements |

~markings with “No Passing™ signs.

Bikeway Carderock, Glen Echo, Cabin John— | Will be considered during
| Improvements no traffic controls, striping, or alternatives development.
I crosswalks.

Bikeway 2-way bike traffic on one side of Will be considered during

Improvements road—opposing traffic needs option | alternatives development,

for west bound traffic on roadway

Bikeway Serious problem with shared use path | Will be considered during

Improvements going against tratfic 1s more | alternatives development,

dangerous, |

Bikeway Need spaceflane westbound for bike | Will be considered during

Improvements lane, alternatives development,

Bikeway White wands do give some safety— | Will be considered during

Improvements need better posts. alternatives development.

Bikeway Does not want to see flex posts used | Will be considered during

Improvements on the bike path. They lean in alternatives development.

different directions and are unsightly.

Bikeway Supplement double yellow pavement | Will be considered during

alternatives development.
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MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments

January 22, 2003

COMMENTS

STUDY TEAM RESPONSE

Improvements

pylons, would have the effect of
narrowing the vehicular pavement
surface by eliminating any vehicular
shoulder area.

Bikeway Stop bar.. .crosswalk on both legs Will be considered during
Improvements double check alternatives development.
Bikeway I am not sure if there are any Will be considered during
lmprovements proposals for more stripping alternatives development.

between the road and path. The

material used for these strips is very

slick when wet and cyclists have to

keep well clear of them when the

road is wet.
Bikeway Additional structures, such as Will be considered during

alternatives development.

Bikeway
Improvements

Parking on path is a problem

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

| Bikeway
| Improvements

Bikewé};_ o
[mprovements

Barriers are insufficient between
road and path. Path and road are too
narrow. Consider trolley trestle as
hike path.

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Add barriers

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Bikeway
Improvements

No single-sided metal guard rails
between trail and roadway

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Bikeway
Improvements

Double whites lines dividing road
from path are confusing.
Recommend different
marking/color,

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Bikeway
Improvements

Remove pavement between roadway
and path,

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Bikeway
Improvements

Grass strip 1s invisible

Will be considered during
alternatives development,

Bikeway
Improvements

Separation by open space (as shown
in the photo in your notice just
above the project schedule) would
probably eliminate the shoulder

vehicular road surface.

problems attendant to narrowing the |

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Bikeway
Improvements

Raise the area between road and
bike path

Will be considered during
alternatives development.
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MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments
January 22, 2003

- TOPIC COMMENT . STUDY TEAM RESPONSE
Bikeway Clean debris from Mohican Hills to | Will be considered during
Improvements combat problem at the source. | alternatives development.
Bikeway Need police enforcement for Will be considered during
[mprovements | motorists violating white lines. alternatives development.
Bikeway Elevate bike path to differentiate it | Will be considered during
Improvements from the roadway or place a barrier | alternatives development.

between path and road for clear
l distinction
| Bikeway 15 year cyclist-does not believe that | Will be considered during
Improvements widening MacArthur Blvd roadway | alternatives development,
will improve situation for bicyclists;
it will encourage autos to speed
o g more
Bikeway Concern about property impacts- Could be a possibility.
Improvements | bikes closer to houses
Bikeway ' Path is not utilized enough for big Bicycle and pedestrian counts will
Improvements l expenditure | be conducted in the spring,
Bikeway | West of David Taylor-abandon path | Path is needed here will not be
Improvements and improve road surface instead eliminated. B
Bikeway The only things that will make Will be considered during
Improvements MacArthur Boulevard suitable for alternatives development.

recreational bike traffic are: 1)
Physical separation from MacArthur
Boulevard-fence, guardrail where |
grass strip was paved over. 2) A
dividing line painted down the
center of the path to make path
traffic more orderly. 3) Wamning
signs to drivers turning onto
MacArthur Boulevard to look for
path traffic both ways, 4) Signs or
pavement markings warning path
users to watch out for traffic
crossing the path at intersections. 5)
Some way to reduce the amount of
debris that collects on the path, or a
commitment to clean it up ina
timely manner. 6) A clear warning
at the western terminus. 7)
Enforcement of the no parking rule
on the path. 8) Signs telling path
users to keep right and pass left.
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| Bikeway

[mprovements

MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments

January 22, 2003

. COMMENT =

' Need a paved shoulder on both sides

| of MacArthur (NOT part of the

| path) where possible or slightly

| wider travel lanes to allow more
room to pass cyclists.

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

- STUDY TEAM RESPONSE

Bikeway
[mprovements

| Signs along the road in both
| directions saying “bikes on road™ or

| “share the Road”.

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Bikeway
[mprovements

| Concerned about rumble strips on
MacArthur Road to keep motorists
from leaving roadway. Rumble
strips are not a pleasant or safe
surface for cyclists to ride on and
will further reduce amount of room
for bike travel.

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Bikeway

Ilmprovements

Bikeway
Improvements

Completely remove the parking lot

| at the one lane bridge.

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Should have a separate bike lane for
both sides of the road.

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Bikeway

Improvements

Suggest separate bikeway from
roadway.

Will be considered during
alternatives development.

Bikeway
Improvements

If' T choose to ride in the roadway I
place myself at risk to automobiles.
This I can accept (though [ would
appreciate commeon courtesy from
the 10% or so of drivers who
become aggressive and angry if
slowed for even a few seconds by a
cyclist). What I and other cyclists
really need 1s an option that permits
us to avoid this nisk by affording us
some reasonable separation from
automobiles.

Will be considered during
alternatives development.
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MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments

January 22, 2003
COMMENTS . STUDY TEAM RESPONSE
Bikeway The bike path is nearly impassable | Will be considered during
[mprovements for long periods in the winter, as the | alternatives development.

car traffic on the roadway quickly
pushes salt, sand/gravel etc off of
. the road after snow and road .
i treatment, and this material sitson |
the bike path. This pushes me and
other eyelists to either (1) risk our
lives by niding n or at the very edge
of the roadway, or (2) get into our
cars, Montgomery County should
have a standard policy of sending a
street sweeper along the bike path
within a few days after snow/ice that
requires the roads to be treated.

| Bikeway Eastern end of MacArthur Blvd not | Will be considered during ,
Connections good connection to Capital Crescent | alternatives development. |
: Trail. Consider connecting along
L gravel road or in close proximity to |
tunnel. | - B ‘
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SECOND PUBLIC MEETING
April 23, 2003
BROCHURE






aomulas b Doncan
Connty Execunys

Adbert 1 Geneth, Jr
Thipeciol

Nt 3P
Ay t}__:"

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION

Division of Engineering Services

MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway ay Improvements

~ Public Meeting. Apnl 23, 2003

Praj ec‘l Upda'le 2

r"l I:"
You are IF'I'u"ITE:d Tu a public meeting for the
flacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Praject, The meeting
will be held at the Bannockburn Elementary School

on Wednesday, April 23, 2003, ot 7:00 p.m,
: Iri'sfj,:_'_.;;;:.:'

To update you on our progress with the facility
planning pracess for MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway
Project and to obtain community input and
preferences for this project.

BACKEROUMD

As part of the approved Capital Improvements
Program for fiscal years 2001-2006, the County
Executive and the County Council have appraved the
undertaking of facility planning for the imprevement
of MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway from Old Anglers
Inn near Stable Lane to the Montgomery County -
District of Columbia (€ line, a distance of
approximately 7.3 miles,

CIPI:N EH.ﬂ-Hrn U3E
LANE LANE SPACE PATH
¥ 0l o' bla

SORDUIT
CORDUT
2 BELOW GRADE 2 BELOW GRADE

Allernative 2 Typical Section

Spring 2003

Class IT;

Bike Lane: designu-re by s’rriing,
signing, and pavement markings,

PREPARATION OF PRELIMINARY CONCEPTS
Based on input fr‘am Tha first publlc meeting, the
Study Team, working with the Army Corp of
Engineers and the National Park Service, is
considering three alternatives to address the needs
of this project. The alternatives include:

Alternative 11 MNo-Build

Alternative 2: Separated Shared Use
Path (gouth side)






SECOND PUBLIC MEETING
April 23, 2003
PHOTO VISUALIZATION
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West of Persimmon Tree Road Looking West
Alternate 7 with No Treatment

Proposed



Wild Bird Center Looking EasT

Alvernate 7 with Closed Section Curb and Graded Slope

Proposed



EqGgert Looking WesT

Alrernate 2 with Open Section Grass Pavers

-,

Proposed



EgGert Looking WesT

Alternate 7 with Monolithic Curb




Goldsboro Looking East

Alrernate 2 with Open Secrion Grass Pavers

Clay

Nationa

Glen




Goldsboro Looking East

Alrernate 7 with Open Section Grass Pavers

EXisTiNG

Proposed



Union Arch Bridge Looking East

Alrernate 2 with Open Secrion Graded Berm

Proposed



Union Arch Bridge Looking East

Alvernate 7 with Open Section Graded Swale

Wie

Proposed



SECOND PUBLIC MEETING
April 23, 2003
SUMMARY OF
CITIZEN COMMENTS
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TOPIC

MacArthur Boulevard

Public Meeting Comments
April 23, 2003

COMMENTS

STUDY TEAM RESPONSE

General Bicyclists fare best when they act and arc treated as Different bikewavs serve different
drivers of vehicles. Side paths are the least safe type | groups.
of bikeway. - 2 _
General Reduce the posted speed along MacArthur Boulevard | This comment will be forwarded
to 25 MPH and tell fast drivers to use the parkway. to the Montgomery County
Division of Traffic and Parking
Services for further evaluation.
General Alternative 3 still has bikers at risk crossing Thank you for your comment,
; | driveways and intersecting streets. _
Open Space Can the Open Space be planted with shrubs rather This is a design issue and will be
| than only grass? Cars may not drive over shrubs, as | considered in design phase.
they WOULD grass.
Lighting A major benefit to my use of the roadway would be This issue will be considered
the addition of the streetlights to sections of further in Phase IT of Facility
MacArthur, notably west of Persimmon Tree Road Planning.
L and just west of Sycamore Lane,
Signing Also adding “share the road” signs would be better in | Thank you for your comment.
my opinion then adding bike lanes, especially if they
e are added 1o the new grassy median on the south side.
Improvement | Make sure bike lane at Union Arch Bridge merges | Bike lanes will be accommodated |
Union Arch with traffic lane before stopping line at traffic lipht to | at the Union Arch Bridge to allow
| Bridge | allow road cyclists to ride with traffic across the bicyclists to cross in the travel

| bridge.

lane.

Alignment of

1s there any possibility of moving the eastern most

This issue is beyond the scope of

Shared Use portion of the multi-use path to the old trolley line? our study. It will be kept open for
Path This would leave more room for on-road bike lanes. negotiation for future projects.
Oppose entire | Improving the MacArthur Boulevard bike path is a Thank you for your comment,
project complete waste money because it is used by a limited

number of families who are cautious about their

safely. All serious bikers ride on the main road

without exception and | believe no improvements, no

matter how substantial, will change that.
Support Mo First choice would be the no build alternative. . Thank you for your comment.
Build

| Alternative

MACARTHUR BoULEVARD BIkewAyY PHASE [ FACILITY PLANNING STLDY 1



TOPIC
Support both

Alternative 2
and 3

MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments
April 23, 2003

COMMENTS

In general I support the proposed improvements to Thank you for vour comment,
MacArthur Boulevard with the exception between

Sangamore Road and Windward Place. This length

of road is adjacent to the Bon Adr Heights

Subdivision, which contains five houses that either

front or back up to MacArthur Boulevard., All of |

these homes have necessary patking areas in the area |

of the proposed new open space and shared use path.

These homes are greatly impacted by an increase in

the existing paved area.

Support
Modified
Alternative 2

Due to the current County finances, I would urge spot | Thank you for your comment,
improvements to the bikeway rather than constructing
the entire Alternative 2. T doubt that money to
implement Alternative 2 will be available for quite a

while, and T would rather shoot for the possible now,

Support The Town of Glen Echo supports Alternative 2, Thank vou for vour conunent.
Alternative 2
Support The Mohican Hills Citizen’s Association officially Thank you for your comment.

Alternative 2

supports Alternative 2. A meeting was held on June
3 with residents from Mohican Hills, Town of Glen
Echo, and surrounding communities overwhelmingly
favored Altemative 2

Support The Glen Mar Park Community Association supports | Thank you for your comment.
Alternative 2 Allernative 2,
Support Tulip Hills Citizen Association support Alternative 2 | Thank you for your comment.

Alternative 2

provided adequate signage waming drivers to watch
out for cyclists. Also improvements may be needed
at the sites of the water supply valves located in the
middle of the boulevard.

Support
Alternative 2

The Brookmont Civic League generally supports Thank you for your comment.
Alternative 2. The Brookmont Civic League
recognizes thal Alternative 2 does not address the
pressing needs to improve safety for advanced riders,
who will continue to ride on the road. Our
community is concerned that Alternative 3 will fail to
address the safety needs of advanced riders, which

Brookmont agrees is an important goal of the project.

Support
Alternative 2

Alternative 2 should be selected with low shrubs in
the open spaces as an crosion control and a vertical
reminder for cars that the hiker/biker path is not part
of the road.

Thank vou for vour comment

Suppaort
Alternative 2

Allernative 2 is an excellent minimalist approach that | Thank you for your commen.
will fix problem areas and provide residents and

riders with clear henefits.

MacArTHUR BOULEVARD BIKEWAY PHASE I FACILITY PLANNING STUDY 2
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TOPIC
Support
Modified

Allernative 3

MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments
April 23, 2003

COMMENTS
1t would be possible to support a 3" shoulder
extending past a painted line. This would provide a
hike-able roadway, but would not constitute a
designated bike lane. It may offer some advantages
in cost and in safety, since on-road bicyclists would
be aware that they are nol riding i a “protected” lane
and would therefore need to be alert to right turning
traffic crossing the line of travel.

STUDY TEAM RESPONSE
Thank you for your comment.

Support
Modified
Alternative 3

We would like to see a bike lane,

Thank you for your comment.

Support
Alternative 3

The Photo Rendering at Union Arch Bridge Looking
East Alternative 3 looks best.

Thank you for your comment,

Support
Alternative 3

The PPTC (Potomac Peddlers Touring Club) strongly
supports adoption of Alternative 3, which includes
both improvements to the existing off-road multi-
purposed path and construction of five-foot wide bike
lanes on both sides of MacArthur Boulevard. The
enjoyment and safcly afforded by the multi-purpose
path to both cyclists and other users would be
cnhanced by the County’s proposed improved
separation between the path and the roadway,
However, improvements to the off-road multi-
purposed path alone would not meet the needs of
faster cyclists, including those who participate in
most of our club’s group rides, who cycle at sustained
speeds of up to 14-25 MPH. This type of cycling
cannot reasonably be supported by a single eight-foot
wide off-road path that supports many uses in both
directions, including, in addition to cycling, hiking,
roller-blading, dog-walking, and baby strolling.

Thank you for your comment,

Support
Allernative 3

The PPTC feels that improvements of MacArthur
Boulevard for bicycling would also be consistent with
the County’s policies to promote smart growth and
transportation alternatives. An improved cycling
corridor along MacArthur Boulevard would allow
more cyclists from the region’s urban areas to cycle
from their homes, rather than transport their bicycles
by automobile to distant ride starts. As the region
attempis (o avoid Federal transportation sanctions due
to poor air quality, enhancing bicycle access to and
Irom those urban centers should be a priority.

Thank you for your comment,

MACARTHUR BOULEVARD BIKEWAY PHASE T FACILITY PLANNING STLIDY 3




Support
Alternative 3

MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments
April 23, 2003

COMMENTS

As the Montgomery County Bike Advocate for
WABA and a user of MacArthur Boulevard, | favor
Alternative 3.

STUDY TEAM RESPONSE

Thank you for your comment.

Support
Alternative 3

My vote is for the 5-foot bike lane on both sides of
MacArthur Boulevard, That will gel the Olympic
bicyclists off the recreational path used by mothers
with strollers and elderly residents out for a walk.
The 5-foot wide minimum strip of grass will be
absolutely wonderful,

Thank you for yvour comment.

both improvements to the existing off-road multi-
purposed path and construction of five-fool wide bike
lanes on both sides of MacArthur Boulevard. The
enjoyment and safety atforded by the multi-purpose
path to both eyelists and other users would be
enhanced by the County’s proposed improved
separation between the path and the roadway.
However, improvements to the off-road multi-
purposed path alone would not meet the needs of
faster cyclists, including those who participate in
most of cur club’s group nides, who cycle at sustained
speeds of up to 14-25 MPH. This tvpe of cyeling
cannol reasonably be supported by a single eight-foot
wide off-road path that supports many uses in both
directions, including, in addition to cycling, hiking,
roller-blading, dog-walking, and baby strolling.

Supporl As the Montgomery County Bike Advocate for Thank you for your comment,
Alternative 3 WABA and a user of MacArthur Boulevard, T favor

Alternative 3.
Support The Washington Area Bicyclist Association supports | Thank you for your comment,
Alternative 3 Alternative 3,
Support Team Snow Valley supports Alternative 3, | Thank you for your comment.
Alternative 3
Support The Montgomery Bicycle Advocates support Thank you for your comment.
Alternative 3 Alternative 3,
Support The PPTC (Potomac Peddlers Touring Club) strongly | Thank you for vour comment.
Alternative 3 supports adoption of Alternative 3, which includes

MACARTHUR BOULEVARD Brkewiay PHASE T FACILITY PLANNING STUDY 4




TOPIC
Supporl
Alternative 3

MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments
April 23, 2003

COMMENTS
The PPTC feels that improvements of MacArthur
Boulevard for bicycling would also be consistent with
the County’s policies to promote smart growth and
transporlation alternatives. An improved cycling
corridor along MacArthur Boulevard would allow
more cyclists from the region’s urban arcas to cycle
from their homes, rather than transport their bicycles
by automabile to distant ride starts. As the region
attempts to avoid Federal transportation sanctions due
Lo poor air quality, enhancing bicyele access to and
from those urban centers should be a priority.

STUDY TEAM RESPONSE
Thank vou for your comment.

Support
Alternative 3

My vote is for the 5-foot bike lane on both sides of
MacArthur Boulevard. That will get the Olympic
bicyclists off the recreational path used by mothers
with strollers and elderly residents out for a walk.
The 5-foot wide minimum strip of grass will be
absolutely wonderful.

Thank you for your comment.

Support
Allernative 3

MacArthur Boulevard is the most critical Maryland
Roadway for bicyclists who live in DC and Northern
Virginia. Alternative 3 is the only acceptable one. It

will also improve the safety, capacity and

maintenance of the roadway for motorists.

Thank you for your comment.

Support
Alternative 3

I feel that Alternative 3 is the best solution to current
problems. The on-road bike lanes may need to be
narrower than five-feet, but are needed to be separate
from the multi-use path. The multi-use path definitely
needs to be well separated from the road. I would
strongly recommend considering a barrier between the
on-road path and the multi-use path, which is low
maintenance and truly prevents cars from driving over
it. Perhaps a row of slow growing small bushes
spaced 8 to 10 feet apart and set in mulch would
satisfy both objectives better than a grass strip. Salt
and sand would be swept and absorbed into the
mulch, Maintenance would be annual or semi-annual,
There must be a budget for maintenance of the multi-
use path (surlace and tree-trimming).

Thank you for vour comment.

MACARTHUR BOULEVARD BIKEWAY PHASE I FACILITY PLANNING STUDY 5




MacArthur Boulevard
Public Meeting Comments
April 23, 2003

COMMENTS STUDY TEAM RESPONSE

Support As a recreational off-road biker, I prefer the C&0O Thank you for your comment.
Alternative 3 | Towpath over a paved bikeway. However, a riverside
loop consisting of the Towpath and the MacArthur
Boulevard bikeway would be even more attractive,
especially for families and groups — if proposed '
improvements were in place. The beauty of the

' Potomac River, Montgomery County’s most scenic

| attraction, should be exploited whenever reasonably
possible. Alternative 3, which includes both
improvements to the existing off-road path and five-
foot wide bike lanes on both sides of MacArthur
Boulevard, would do so. -
Support The existence of an off-road path fosters a false belief | Thank you for your comment,
Alternative 3 | by motorists that all cyclists are required to ride on the
path, resulting in animosity toward and potential risk
to on-road cyclists. These conditions render cycling
on the road less safe than is desirable especially at
times of heavy automobile use.

Support The PPIC recognizes that Alternative 3 is the most Thank you for your comment.
Alternative 3 | expensive of the options under consideration by the
County. However, we believe that MacArthur
Boulevard’s regional importance to the cycling
community should make MacArthur a high priority
for expenditure of funds that the Countly may in the
future have available for bicycling improvements.

Support Alternative 3 is the best option Thank you for your conunent.
| Alternative 3
Support By widening the roadway to provide bike lanes for Thank you for your comment,

| Alternative 3 | cyclists, the needs of motorists and the safety of

cyclists will both be met. -

Support As an established and well-used cycling route, it is i Thank you for your comment.

Allernative 3 | unlikely that road cyclists will willingly cede |

MacArthur Boulevard to motorists, no matter what

improvements are made to the shared-use path.

MacArthur Boulevard presents an excellent

opportunity as a model for multi-mode transportation, |

. I strongly favor Alternative 3. e

| Support WABA (Washington Area Bieyelist Association), MacArthur Boulevard is
Alternative 3 | strongly endorses a total rehabilitation of MacArthur  functionally classified as an

Boulevard to serve as originally intended — as a scenic | arterial highway

byway, with bike lanes and a separate shared use path,

Its de facto status as an arterial highway should be

lowered in priority.

MacArRTHUR BoutEVARD BIkEwAY PHASE I FACILITY PLANNING STUDY 6



TOPIC
Support
Alternative 3

MacArthur Boulevard

Public Meeting Comments
April 23, 2003

COMMENTS
At present there is little shoulder room for hieyeles.
While much of the study area currently has a side
path, this side path is moderately to severely
degraded, has unusual shifts, and is too narrow to
accommodate the pedestrians, dog walkers, baby
strollers, roller bladders, and bicyclists that all use it.
Alternative 2 partly addresses this problem, but still
15 inadequate for a large portion of the cyeling
community, due Lo the narrow shared path separated
from the roadway.

STUDY TEAM RESPONSE
Thank you for your comment.

Support
Alternative 3

Omn behalf of Montgomery Bicycle Advocates
(MOBIKE) the members of MOBIKE support
DPWT’s comprehensive approach 1o improving the
MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway through the addition
of both on-road bike lanes and a revamped shared-
use path,

. Thank you for your comment,

Supporl
Alternative 3

I am in favor of Alternative 3. Marked bike lanes
are needed to provide a safe designated spaces for
bicyclists and should reduce motorist objections.
Striping a bike lane will minimize the appearance of
a wider road and hopefully not encourage increased
traffic speeds.

Thank }r;cuu for your comment.

Support
Alternative 3

This section of Monlgomery County is highly used
for recreation. With the completion of Glen Echo
Park not too far away, | believe that Alternative 3 is
by far the best choice. I believe walkers,
rollerbladers and bikers to and from Glen Echo Park
will much more heavily use the current bike path.
Alternative 3 will get the faster cyclists off the path
and onto the road where they belong. [ also believe
that local businesses will benefit since a safe, level
bike lane in such a scenic arca will be quite a draw
to serious road cyclists,

Thank you for your comment.

Oppose
Alternative 3

The bike lanes will, 1 think, be more of a danger than
the current situation in that they will at times
disappear due 1o narrow parts of the roadway, This
creates an unsafe requirement where cyclists nmust
suddenly merge with traffic afler having been
separate from the traffic pattern.

Thank you for your comment.

Oppose
Allernative 3

Motorists, in my experience, are more abusive when
they think eyclists have an alternative. This means
that bike lanes will result in cyclists being targets of
greater harassment when they deviate in the slightest
from the bike lane.

Improvements to MacArthur
Boulevard should be less reason

for motorists to be harassing

i bicyclists,

MACARTHUR BOULEVARD BIKEWAY PHASE T FACILITY PLANNING STLIDY
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TOPIC
Oppose
Alternative 3

MacArthur Boulevard

Public Meeting Comments
April 23, 2003

COMMENTS
The addition of the five-foot bike lane on the
existing roadway would add little benefit in my use
of the road and actually as the dangers that currently
exist on the south side of the roadway. Asa
roadway user, I value the orderly flow of traffic and
that T am a part of that traffic flow. I find safety ina
predictable traffic pattern, which I think would be
lost with the addition of bike lanes. Cars turning
right and left would always be a greal danger (o
cyelists in the bike lanes more so than now.

i Oppose

Alternative 3

STUDY TEAM RESPONSE |
Thauk you for your comment,

I am unalterably opposed to the widening of the path
as shown in alternative 3.

Thank you for your comment.

Oppose Alternative 3 as it would be very expensive
and would destroy the semi-rural nature of the

corridor.

Thank you for }r:j*r-l.j-r_u_umman,

MacArTHUR Bout FVARD Brkeway PHASE I FACILITY PLANNING STUDY 8
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Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr.
Governor

Michael S. Steele

Lt. Governor

Victor L. Hoskins
Secretary

Shawn S. Karimian
Deputy Secretary

May 7, 2003

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
& ComMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Ms. Joanna Hiebler

URS Corporation

4 North Park Drive, Suite 300
Hunt Valley, MD 21030

RE: MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvement Study
Montgomery County, Maryland

Dear Ms. Hiebler:

Thank you for notifying the Maryland Historical Trust (Trust) regarding the construction of the proposed bikeway
along MacArthur Boulevard. We are writing in response to your request for information on historic standing structures
and archeological resources within the project area for the above referenced project.

Archeology:
The Trust’s Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties records numerous archeological sites in the vicinity of the

general project area. However, according to your letter the project would entail improvements to the existing bikeway
along MacArthur Boulevard. If the project proposes construction outside of previously disturbed areas, it may have
the potential to affect archeological sites and archeological investigations may be warranted.

Historic Built Environment:

Using the general location map included with your letter, the Trust has reviewed our files to determine the presence of
historic structures in the vicinity of the project. This project area encompasses numerous previously surveyed historic
resources, including properties listed on the National Register. The following resources are located in the vicinity of
the project area:

M:12-46 C&O Canal National Historical Park (NR-listed)
M:29-31 Old Angler’s Inn
M:29-32 Cropley Houses
M:29-34 William Hill Houses and Store
M:29-49 Washington Aqueduct (NR-listed)
M:29-52 Carderock Historic District (NR-Eligible)
Within the Carderock Historic District:
M:29-47 David W. Taylor Model Basin (NR-listed)
M:29-53 Instrument House — Building 106
M:35-23 Cabin John Hotel Gas House
M:35-24 Reading House (Oakdale Villa)
M:35-25 Clara Barton House (NR-listed)
M:35-31 Cabin John Right-of-Way (Brookmont Trolley R-O-W)
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M:35-37 Cabin John Aqueduct (NR-listed)

M:35-41 Glen Echo Park Historic District (NR-listed)
Within the Glen Echo Park Historic District:
M:35-26 Chautauqua Tower (NR-listed)
M:35-39 Carousel at Glen Echo Park (NR-listed)

M:35-44 Stonehaven

M:35-51 Clara Barton School

M:35-5 Benfield’s Service Garage

M:35-1 George Washington Memorial Parkway.

If the proposed project entails any federal or state agency involvement (including financial assistance, permits or
licenses), it will be subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, or
Sections 5-617 & 5-618 of Article 83B of the Annotated Code of Maryland. Both historic preservation laws require the
involved federal/state agency to consider the effects of the proposed project on significant historic properties, including
architectural and archeological resources. Part of the review process involves consultation between the agency (or its
designee) and our office to identify and evaluate historic properties that may be affected by the project and to develop
measures to avoid, reduce or mitigate any adverse effects on significant historic properties.  Your correspondence did
not indicate whether or not there will be any federal or state agency involvement in this undertaking.

Should the project be subject to review under the federal or state historic preservation laws referenced above, the Trust
will need additional information to continue the consultation process. Specifically, any future submittals must address

the following issues:

e Future correspondence must provide a thorough description of the project action and include project plans
illustrating the existing bikeway and proposed improvements.

e Please state the nature of any federal or state agency involvement in the project (funds, permits, or licenses).

e The Area of Potential Effect (APE) must be justified and clearly illustrated.

o In addition to the previously inventoried resources listed above, all historic resources fifty years old and older
must be identified within the APE.

e If historic resources are located within the APE, a qualified cultural resources professional will need to
complete additional work in accordance with the Trust’s Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and
Historical Investigations in Maryland. Determinations of eligibility need to be prepared for all resources not
already listed in or determined eligible for the National Register. Please refer to the Trust’s General
Guidelines for Compliance-Generated Determinations of Eligibility (DOE) for guidance in determining
appropriate survey treatments. These guidelines, along with electronic database forms and guidelines for
completing  determinations of  eligibility, can be accessed at the Trust’'s website
www.marylandhistoricaltrust.net.

s If the APE contains any properties listed in or recommended eligible for the National Register, please provide
an assessment of the project’s effects on those resources.
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Once we have received the additional information requested in this letter, if applicable, the Trust will continue its
review of the undertaking and provide appropriate comments and recommendations.

For future reference, please note that the Trust encourages consultants to compile general cultural resources
information as part of project planning by using the resources available in the Trust’s library. To schedule an
appointment to use the library, please contact the Librarian - Mary Louise de Sarran, at 401-514-7655. Given our
current staff shortage in the Project Review & Compliance Unit, we are not able to conduct research and provide
general information for projects in which we have no regulatory involvement. ‘

If you have questions or require additional information, please call Tim Tamburrino (for historic built
environment) at 410-514-7610 or me (for archeology) at 410-514-7631. We thank you for your cooperation and
assistance and look forward to assisting you to complete the historic preservation responsibilities for this undertaking.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth J. 2
Administrator, Project Review & Compliance

EIC/TJT

200300902

ce: Don Sparklin (SHA)
Linda Morrison (COE)

Gary Setzer (MDE)
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Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr. C. Ronald Franks

Goveriior Secretary
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Michael S. Steele Tawes State Office Building W. P. Jensen
Lt. Governor 580 Taylor Avenue Deputy Secretary

Anunapolis, Maryland 21401

March 19, 2003
Ms. Yasamin Esmaili :
Montgomery County Department of
Public Works and Transportation
101 Monroe Street, Ninth Floor
Rockville, MD 20850-2540

RE: Environmental Review for MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvement
Study, from DC/Montgomery County Line to the Old Anglers Inn at 10801
MacArthur Boulevard, Montgomery County, Maryland.

Dear Ms. Esmaili:

The Wildlife and Heritage Service’s Natural Heritage database indicates that there -
are numerous records for species of concern known to occur in the area of the C&O
~ Canal within the vicinity of the project site. If the trail improvements are confined to the
existing bikepath on the road side of the C&O Canal, then only minimal impacts to the
rare, threatened and endangered species (RTEs) are anticipated. However, if any work is
proposed for the river side of the C&O Canal bed, then more detailed project plans
- should be submitted to this office for further evaluation of potential impacts to the RTEs

in the area.

If you should have any further quesnons regarding this information, please contact me at
(410) 260-8573 or at the above address.

Sincerely,

ﬁp&d@@%

Lori A. Byrne,
-Environmental Review Specialist,
Wildlife and Heritage Service
ER# 2002.2545.mo :

Ce: R. Wiegand, DNR

TTY via Maryland Relay: 711 (within MD) (800) 735-2258 (Out of State)

Toll Free in MD#: 1-877-620-8DNR ext.
03/719/2003 01:59PM
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Parris N. Glendening Maryland Department of Natural Resources " I, Charles Fox
Govarner ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW Secretmy
Kathleen Kennedy-Townsend Tawes State Office Building " Karen M. White
Lr, Govarrior Annapolis, Maryland 21401 Deputy Seeratary
December 11, 2002
‘ REGEIVED
M’ Yasamin Esmalll ' wlonclpsire
Montgomery County Ve G
Depattment of Public Werks and Transportation DEC \1157 002
101 Morwoe Street, Ninth Floor - mglv %9
Dear M' Esmaill:

This letter is in respouse to your letter of request, dated December 6, 2002, for information on the
presence of finfish species in the vieinity of Montgomery County Department of Public Works and
Transportation’s proposed Improvements to the existing bikeway along MacArthur Boulevard.

The proposed improvements to the bikéwa,y could impar.f tributaries to the Potomac River, including

Ré¢k Run and Cabin John Creek (Washington Metropolitan Area). All tributaries to the Potomac River that conld
be impacted by the proposed. work are classified as Use I waters (Water Contdct Recreation and Protection of
Aquatic Lifs). Generally, no instream work is permitted in Use I streams during the period of March | through

June 13, inclusive, during any year.

Qur Freshwater Flsherles Division has not documented any spawning activities of anadromous fish
" species in any of the tributaries within the project area. However, these streams supports many resident fish
species. Table V-2 (attached) lists fish species documented by our Fisheries Service In the Washington
Metropolitan Area Basin. Many of these specles could potentially be found near your project site. These species
should be protected by the Use [ instream work prohibition period, .sediment and erosion control methods, and

other Best Management Practices rypically used for protection of stream resources.

If you have any questions concermning these ¢omments, you may contact me at 41 6-260-833 1.

Sincerely,

TRE, ¢ Dédowa),
Ray C. Dintaman, Jr., Director
Environmental Review Unit
Ko Taar s B0 e L ew P
Aftachment

AN FJAO FANNN ~
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Table V-2. Fish Speeles Collected in thie Woshington Metropolitan Aves Moz
1974 chrough 1984. (New specias collected in 980 ro TOBL - <Ly
designatead by *¥.)

'Salmonidaa ;
Brook trout Salvelinus fontinalis (Mitchill)
Brown trout Sglme trutta Linnaeus
Rainbow trout " Salme gairdoeri Richardson
Cyprinidae
Stoneroller Campostoma anomalum (Rafinesque)
Blacknose dace Rhinichthys atratulus (Hermann)
Longnose dace Rhinichthys cataractae (Valenciennes)
Cutlips minnow Exoglossum maxillingua (Lesueur)
Creek chub Semotilus atromaculatus (Mitchill)
River chub Nocomls micropogon (Cepe) °
Fellfish Ssmotilus corporalis (Mitchill)
. Rosyside dace Llinostomus fundulgides GCirard
Common shiner Notropis cornutus (Mitehill)
Bluntnose minnow Fimephales notatus (Rafinesque)

Golden shiner

Spocfin shiner

Spottail shiner

Silverjaw minnow

Swalluwtail shiner

Satinfin shiner
Catostomidae

Northern hogsucker

White sucker

Creak chubsuckasr
lctaluridae

~ Margined madtom

Brown bullhead

Yellow bullhead
Cotridae . _

Motrled sculpin
Percidae

Tessellated darter

CGreanside darter

Fantail darter
Centrarchidae :

' Bluegill sunfish
Smallmouth bass
Largemouth bass

. Greenside sunfish

Pumpkingeed sunfish

Red breasted sunfish

Rock bass
Angu;llidae

American esl

Notemigonus crysoleucag (Mitehill)

Norropis gpilepterus (Cope)
Notropis hudsonius (Clinton)
Ericymba bucecara Cape

Notropis procne (Cope)

Notropisz analostanus. (Mitechill) ®

Hypentelium nigricans = (Lesueur)

commersoni (Lacepede)

Catostomus
Erimyzon oblongus (Mitchill) ®
Noturus insignis (Richardson)

ctalurus nebulosus (Lesueur)
Ietalurus nastalis (Lesueur) *

Cottus bairdi Girard

olhst=di Storer
blannicides Rafinesqua
flaballare Rafinesque

Lepomis macrochirus (Rafinasque)
Micropterus dolomieui - Lacepede
Micropterus salmoides. (Lacepede)
Lepemis cyanellus Rafinesque

,Eﬁheustama
Ethecstoma
Etheostoma

Lepomis gibbosus (Linnaeus)
Lapemis guritis (Linnaeus)

Ambloplites rupestris (Rafinesque)

Anguilla rostrata (Lasueur)

V=t

1271872002

- 01:16PM
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United States Department of the Interior
" FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chesapeake Bay Field Office

177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
. Anmapolis, MD 21401

O

January 2, 2003 ;L .-

i

g !

. Montgomery County Dept of Pubhc Works and Transportanon 1
Division of Engineering Services, Design Section j

Attn: Ms: Yasa.rmn Esmaili : ‘

101 Monroe Street, Ninth Floor
Rockw.lle, MD 20850~2540 .

RE: MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvement Stuaﬁ; Montgamery C’ounty,

Dear Ms. Esmauh.

This responds to your letter, rece1ved December 12 2002, requeslmg mformauon on the presence
of speeigs which are federally listed or proposed for listing as endangered or threatened within -
the vicinity of the above reference project area. We have reviewed the information you enclo sed "
and are providing comments in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87.

Stat. 884 asamended 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.)-

Except for occasional transient individuals, no federally proposed oi: listed endangered or
threatened species are known to exist within the project impact area, Therefore, no Biological
Assessment or further Section 7 Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is required. -
Should project plans change, or if additional information on the distribution of listed or proposed
specles becomes available, this determmatlon may be reconsidered.

This response relates only to federally protected threatened or endangered species-under our
- jurisdiction. For information on the presence of other rare species, you should contact Lori ‘ [
Byrne of the Maryland Wildlife and Heritage Division at (410) 260-8573, . :

An additional concern of the Service is wetlands protection. Federal and state partners of the |
Chesapea.ke Bay Program have adopted an interim goal of no overall net loss of the Basin’s

remaining wetlands, and the long term goal of i increasing the quality and quantity of the Basin’s

wetlands resource base. Because of this policy and the functions and values wetlands perform, :
the Service recommends avoiding wetland impacts. All wetlands within the project area should i
be identified, and if construction in-wetlands is proposed, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, - S|
Baltimore District, should be contacted for permit requirements. They can be reached at (410) P

962-3670.

03/14/2003 01:57PM - _




3—14-03; 2:47PM;

;4102820832

We afpreciate the opportunity to provide infc;rmaﬁon relative to fish and wil;:ﬂifé issues, and
thank you for your interests in these resources. If you have any, questions or need further
assistance, please contact Charisa Morris at 410-573-4550. '

Sincerely, ' . _ o

Mary: i Y$PhD- T £, %
Program Supervi_sor, Threatened and Endangered Species _
' p
!
[
j y
[ ’
-
j.
|

__03/14/2003

01:57PM
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MEMORANDUM

TO: All in Attendance and the File

FROM: Jane L. Tiedeman, PE
URS Corporation

DATE: November 8, 2002

REFERENCE: MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements
November 6, 2002 Kick-off Meeting
Meeting Summary

A meeting of the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Team was held on Wednesday, November 6,
2002 at 11:00 am in the Montgomery County Executive Building in Rockville, Maryland. The

purpose of the meeting was to kick-off the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway project. The
following individuals were in attendance:

Yasamin Esmaili MC DPWT Engineering Division
Gail Tait-Nouri MC DPWT Engineering Division

Jerri Cauthorn MC DPWT Engineering Division
Holger Serrano MC DPWT Engineering Division

Bob Simpson MC DPWT Director’s Office

Pat Bradley MC DPWT Traffic and Parking Division
David MacGregor  U.S. ACOE

Larry Cole MNCPPC

Chuck Kines MNCPPC

Janie Tiedeman URS Corporation

Valorie Hennigan ~ URS Corporation

Yasamin Esmaili began the meeting by introducing the project and the team members. Next,
Janie presented an overview of the project, the project limits and the general conditions observed
within the study area. Community groups associated with the project include the Cabin John
Citizens Association, the Brookmont Civic League and the Bannnockburn Citizens Association.
The communities have concerns regarding the safety and maintenance of the bikeway.

Gail Tait-Nouri provided a brief history of the existing bikeway including the following;:

e The original bikeway pavement was not thick enough to withstand vehicular and truck
traffic.
The bikeway had more green space separating the roadway from the bikeway than today.

Over the years maintaining the green space became more difficult and more of the green
space has been paved over.

Pat Bradley added that flex posts have been added recently at a few locations to help improve

safety. The community has requested a more visual barrier separating the bikeway and the
roadway.
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Dave MacGregor contributed information regarding the aqueduct. There are two conduits: one
under the roadway and one under the bike lane. The one located under the centerline of the
roadway was built in the 1800’s of masonry materials and is about 9 feet in diameter. The
conduit has an average of three feet of cover. The conduit under the bikeway was constructed in
the 1920’s of un-reinforced concrete. It is a horseshoe shaped conduit with an average cover of
two feet. The distance between the two conduits is roughly 30 feet. There is a weight limit of six
tons gross on the roadway. The road is owned by the ACOE and maintained and policed by
Montgomery County. Dave provided construction drawings of the aqueduct and bike path.

Next, the team discussed other projects in the area including the C&O Canal Entrance Road
Improvements at Falls Road and related DPWT projects. Pat Bradley discussed a DPWT project
on MacArthur Boulevard from 79™ Street through Seven Locks and the intersection of
Persimmon Tree Road. The project includes adding rumble strips to warn vehicles approaching
intersections and adding plastic curbing with flex posts to separate the existing bike path from
the roadway. At the intersection of Persimmon Tree Road, the bike path width may be reduced to
eight feet to provide more on-street space for commuter bicyclists. Pat indicated that he expects
final plans within the next few weeks and will forward them to the Study Team.

Next, the team discussed the data needs for the project. The data needed and team member
responsible for requesting/collecting it are listed below:

Above ground utility information — Yasamin

Zoning and property owner information — Yasamin

As-built drawings for Clara Barton Parkway entrance — Gail
Pavement condition reports — Yasamin

Accident history, including bicyclists, pedestrians, and vehicles — Jeri
Traffic data — Pat

Valorie Hennigan then presented the Project Purpose and Need outline. Discussion included the
following;

¢ Include the bikeway history in the section on evolution of the project through the public

process

Add other communities (i.e. Glen Echo)

It was suggested that appearance and safety be changed to usability and safety.

Rank the issues of need by order of importance.

Gale Tait-Nouri and Chuck Kines will identify other bikeways including the Capital

Crescent, Proposed Persimmon Tree and Seven Locks bikeways that connect to this project.

e Bob Simpson suggested that the generic term bikeway be used until we know what the
preferred alternative will be to avoid confusion over terminology.

¢ Include bike route signing and connector bike route signing as part of the study.

e Safe transition from the bikeway to the roadway shoulders should be given consideration at
the Old Angler’s Inn.
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Yasamin requested that the project team review the outline and provide any additional comments
to her by next Wednesday, November 13, 2002.

Next, Janie presented the scope of the alternatives based upon the information gathered to date,
the master plan recommendations and the citizen group information. Bob Simpson recommended
that an additional alternative be added — a bike lane in addition to a shared use bike path. The
four potential alternatives for the project are:

No-build

A small-scale improvement to the existing bikepath/lane along the project length
A fully separated shared use path for the full project length

Bike lanes and a shared use bike path along the project length

Next, the team discussed public involvement strategy. At a minimum, there will be two public
meetings. The first meeting, expected in the second week of January, is to introduce the citizens
to the project. Alternatives will not be presented at this meeting. The second meeting, possibly in
March, is to present alternatives to the public and solicit comments to incorporate into the
preferred alternative. Holger Serrano recommended that additional meetings with the individual
community associations might be more effective for this project given its length and the number
of neighborhoods involved. Therefore, DPWT will review the project schedule, considering the
additional community meetings.

In summary, the following actions will be taken with regard to the Project Purpose and Need and
the Base Mapping:

e The project team will submit any additional comments on the Project Purpose and Need
outline to Yasamin by Wednesday, November 13, 2002.

e Gail and Chuck will provide the name and location of other bikeway projects to be included
in the study.

e Copies of the Town of Glen Echo letters regarding MacArthur Boulevard will be provided to
URS

e DPWT will provide additional data to URS to complete the Purpose and Need Statement.

e Pat will provide final plans of his MacArthur Boulevard Project when completed (expected
within the next few weeks).

e The DPWT will review the schedule internally and provide any revisions to the project team.

The meeting was adjourned at 12:10 PM. If you have any questions or suggestions for changes to

this meeting summary, please contact Janie Tiedeman at (410) 785-7220.

JLT: jpk



MEMORANDUM

TO: All in Attendance and the File

FROM: Jane L. Tiedeman, PE
URS Corporation

DATE: January 9, 2003
REFERENCE: MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements

January 8, 2003 Team Meeting
Meeting Summary

A meeting of the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Team was held on Wednesday, January 8, 2003
at 1:00 PM in the Montgomery County Executive Building in Rockville, Maryland. The purpose
of the meeting was to prepare for the upcoming Public Meeting, discuss alternatives
development, and review the project schedule. The following individuals were in attendance:

Holger Serrano DPWT Division of Engineering Services
Yasamin Esmaili DPWT Division of Engineering Services
Gail Tait-Nouri DPWT Division of Engineering Services
Jerri Cauthorn DPWT Division of Engineering Services
Bob Simpson DPWT Director’s Office

Pat Bradley DPWT Division of Traffic and Parking
David Adams DPWT Division of Traffic and Parking
Nathan Cole U.S. ACOE

Chuck Kines MNCPPC

Janie Tiedeman URS Corporation

Alan Straus URS Corporation

Holger Serrano began the meeting by introducing the project and the team members. Next, I
reviewed the plans for the Public Meeting scheduled for January 22, 2003 at Bannockburn
Elementary School. First, the Team reviewed the brief (10-15 minute) PowerPoint presentation
that will be used at the beginning of the meeting to introduce the project to the attendees. The
presentation will be revised slightly to emphasize the short and long term components of the
project and reflect the following outline. The speakers for each segment of the presentation are
also noted:

Introductions/Presentation Overview (Holger Serrano)
Study Area/Project History (Gail Tait-Nouri)

Master Plan Visions (Chuck Kines or Callum Murray)
Facility Planning (Holger or Yasamin Esmaili)
AASHTO Guidelines (Holger or Yasamin)

Next Steps/Process (Holger or Yasamin)

I will e-mail a copy of the revised presentation to each of the presenters. In addition, URS has
prepared a brochure to hand out at the Public Meeting. It was distributed to the Team for review
and comments are requested by Friday, January 10, 2003. Next, the Team reviewed the
displays for the community workshop portion of the Public Meeting. The aerial mapping will be
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on display at a central location during the workshop to provide a reference for the attendees. In
addition, there will be four stations where various communities can work with staff to express
their thoughts about the bikeway in their neighborhoods. The stations will be comprised as
follows (staff is noted for each station):

e Welcome Table — DPWT Staff

e Station 1: Old Angler’s Inn through the Palisades (River Falls, Cropley Falls, Mazza
Woods, Carderock, and Palisades) — Holger

e Station 2: Congressional Country Club Estates and Cabin John — Gail

e Station 3: Town of Glen Echo and Bannockburn — Yasamin

e Station 4: Tulip Hills, Mohican Hills, Glen Echo Heights, Brookmont, and Bon Air
Heights — Janie

In addition, other Study Team members will attend the Public Meeting and be available to
answer questions and work at the stations as needed (David Adams, Bob Simpson, Dave
McGregor, and Valorie Hennigan). The Study Team will plan to meet for dinner around 4:30
(location to be determined) and arrive at the elementary school by 6:00 PM to set up.

Next, we discussed the development of alternatives. I presented a sketch of a new bike lane
combined with an improved shared use path to represent the ultimate vision of the bikeway. The
Team would like to participate in a field walk to better understand some of the constraints of the
project. I will develop a tour of those locations and make arrangements for the group to drive
through the Study Area and view them together. URS will also begin to look at incorporating the
five-foot-wide bike lanes on both sides of the roadway using the base mapping to determine the

impacts. We will also look at the various existing cross sections and determine appropriate
solutions by segment.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 PM. If you have any questions or suggestions for changes to
this meeting summary, please contact Janie Tiedeman at (410) 785-7220.



MEMORANDUM

TO: All in Attendance and the File

FROM: Valorie Hennigan
URS Corporation

DATE: February 10, 2003

REFERENCE: MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements
February 10, 2003 Team Meeting
Meeting Summary

A meeting of the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Team was held on Monday, February 10, 2003
at 10:00 AM in the Montgomery County Executive Building in Rockville, Maryland. The
purpose of the meeting was to review the public comments from the first public meeting, build
consensus on alternatives development, schedule a tour of the project area, and review the
project schedule. The following individuals were in attendance:

Holger Serrano DPWT Division of Engineering Services
Yasamin Esmaili DPWT Division of Engineering Services
Gail Tait-Nouri DPWT Division of Engineering Services
Bob Simpson DPWT Director’s Office

Pat Bradley DPWT Division of Traffic and Parking
David Adams DPWT Division of Traffic and Parking
Callum Murray MNCPPC

Janie Tiedeman URS Corporation

Valorie Hennigan URS Corporation

Janie Tiedeman began the meeting by introducing the project and the team members. The Team
began with a discussion of Alternative 4: Bike Lanes (both sides) and separated Shared Use Path
(south side) which represents the premium bikeway envisioned by the Team. It was noted that
the north side of MacArthur Boulevard has existing drainage problems and this alternative may
have significant drainage impacts. It is anticipated that the bike lanes on both sides would be full
depth, load-bearing (10” to 14”) pavement. The Team discussed impacts to the north and south
side of MacArthur Boulevard including drainage issues, steep slopes, utility poles, impacts to
adjacent property and the need for mitigation measures i.e. retaining walls. The team reviewed
cross sections illustrating the five-foot bike lanes on each side of the Boulevard and the Shared
Use Path on the south side with a minimum open space separation of five-foot between edge of
pavement and path. In developing Alternative 4, URS will investigate mitigation measures such
as retaining walls to reduce impacts to properties, steep slopes and eliminate extensive grading.

The Study Team discussed the Shared Use Path alignment. There was consensus for the Shared
Use Path alignment to be as far away as possible from the bike lane/roadway, while meandering
through the natural topography. The minimum open space should be five-feet wide so that no
physical barriers would be needed. This alignment may require the addition of lighting to the
Shared Use Path due to its distance away from the roadway streetlights.
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Next, the Team discussed the bike path alignment for Alternative 3: Separated Shared Use Path
(south side). The team recommended upgrading the existing path with a constant five-foot wide
separation from the roadway and meeting current AASHTO guidelines. Where five feet cannot
be reasonably maintained due to impacts, URS will reduce the cross section by using a barrier
between the road and the bike path.

Next, the Study Team discussed adding another alternative. Alternative 5: Three-Foot Paved
Shoulders with Separated Shared Use Path (south side) using as much of the existing path as
possible. Where needed, URS will shift the centerline of road to the south to minimize the need
for additional pavement on the north side of MacArthur Boulevard by using as much of the
existing bike path pavement as possible. URS will check with the ACOE on how far the
centerline of MacArthur Boulevard can be shifted to the south without impacting the conduits.

The summary of the five alternatives to be developed are:
e Alternative 1: No-Build
e Alternative 2: Spot Improvements (short term)

* Alternative 3: Separated Shared Use Path (south side) to upgrade existing path to
ASSTHO guidelines including a five-foot minimum open space separation between the

Shared Use Path where possible and physical barriers where five-foot open space cannot
be maintained.

* Alternative 4: Five-foot Bike Lanes (both sides) and Separated Shared Use Path (south
side) as far away from bike lanes as possible.

o Alternative 5: Three-Foot Paved Shoulders (both sides) with Separated Shared Use Path
(south side) using as much of the existing path as possible. Where needed, shift the
centerline of road to minimize need for additional pavement on the north side of
MacArthur Boulevard.

Next, we discussed Alternative 2: Spot Improvements. The Study Team discussed the
maintenance concerns of the five-foot open space between the roadway and Shared Use Path.
Examples of soil stabilization products were distributed and discussed. A mounded open space
section was discussed as an alternative to the existing ditch section along the south side of the
roadway. The mounded section would discourage cars from leaving the roadway and tearing up
the open space. It would also provide a planting area for shrubs. Examples of barriers were
presented including fences, guardrails, and planters.

Next, we discussed the project tour, where the Study Team will observe existing conditions in
the Study Area to develop Alternative 2: Spot Improvements. Friday March 14, 2003 has been
set for the project tour with a March 19, 2003 “snow” date. We will meet at the Montgomery
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County Executive Office Building in the morning for a briefing on Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 and
then proceed to MacArthur Boulevard.

The project schedule was updated to reflect the time required to develop the alternatives, visit the
site, and prepare for the second public meeting. It is anticipated that the public meeting will be
scheduled for April 23, 2003. The revised project schedule is as follows:

Team Meeting — Alternatives Development 2/5/03

Team Meeting — Alternatives Review March 14, 2003
Project Tour March 14, 2003

Team Meeting — Public Meeting Preparation Week of April 7, 2003
Public Meeting #2 April 23, 2003

Team Meeting — Alternative Recommendation May 2003 (7)

Draft Project Prospectus June 2003 (7)

Final Project Prospectus July 2003 (?)

Yasamin Esmaili will work with the Consultant Team to revise the project schedule.

Finally, the Study Team discussed the public comments received since the January 31, 2003
DPWT meeting. The public comments were distributed for review; the Team formulated a
response to each new comment, which URS will incorporate into the project prospectus.

The meeting was adjourned at 12:20 PM. If you have any questions or suggestions for changes to
this meeting summary, please contact me at (410) 785-7220.
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TO: All in Attendance and the File

FROM: Valorie Hennigan
URS Corporation

DATE: March 18, 2003

REFERENCE: MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements
March 14, 2003 Team Meeting
Meeting Summary

A meeting of the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Team was held on Friday, March 14, 2003 at
9:00 AM in the Montgomery County Executive Building in Rockville, Maryland. The purpose of
the meeting was to review the alternatives, discuss the next public meeting scheduled for April
23, 2003, review the project schedule and conduct the project tour to develop the Spot
Improvement Alternative. The following individuals were in attendance:

Holger Serrano DPWT Division of Engineering Services
Yasamin Esmaili DPWT Division of Engineering Services
Bob Simpson DPWT Director’s Office

Pat Bradley DPWT Division of Traffic and Parking
David Adams DPWT Division of Traffic and Parking
David MacGregor =~ Army Corps of Engineers

Kevin Brandt C&O Canal National Historic Park

Janie Tiedeman URS Corporation

Romaine Kesecker =~ URS Corporation
Valorie Hennigan URS Corporation

Janie Tiedeman began the meeting by introducing the project and the team members. The
meeting began with a brief discussion of the alternatives.

e Alternative 1: No-Build
e Alternative 2: Spot Improvements (short term)

* Alternative 3: Separated Shared Use Path (south side) to upgrade existing path to
ASSTHO guidelines including a five-foot minimum open space separation between the

Shared Use Path where possible and physical barriers where five-foot open space cannot
be maintained.

o Alternative 4: Five-foot Bike Lanes (both sides) and Separated Shared Use Path (south
side) as far away from bike lanes as possible.

Valorie Hennigan presented the features of Alternatives 3 and 4. The 100-scale plans prepared
by URS show both alignments and selected cross sections for the entire project corridor
including the impacts to utilities, topography, natural resources, physical barrier separation and
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retaining walls. For both alternatives, the trail would remain on the south side of MacArthur
Boulevard, eliminating the trail crossing to the north, near Persimmon Tree Road.

For Alternative 3, impacts included 14 utility poles and grading impacts, which would require
installing approximately 150 linear feet of retaining wall. For Alternative 3, a minimum five-
foot separation between the edge of roadway and the bike path can be maintained for the entire
project length, eliminating the need to install a physical barrier between the roadway and bike
path.

For Alternative 4, the centerline of MacArthur Boulevard was shifted, where needed, to
minimize the impacts to the north side of the roadway. Impacts include 29 utility poles, and
grading impacts, which would require installing approximately 1,500 liner feet of retaining wall.
Because of the additional five-foot bike lanes on both sides of the roadway, the overall width of
the roadway section is greater than the existing section, which would require the installation of
approximately 2,180 linear feet of a physical barrier between the roadway and bike path.

For both alternatives, transition at Old Angler’s Inn from bike lanes and shared use path to on
road bicycle travel will be required. Coordination with the National Park Service (NPS) project
at the parking lot across from Old Angler’s Inn may provide a good transition from bike path to
on road travel for bicycles. The County will continue to work with the NPS to develop the
transition at this location.

The next team meeting will include discussion of the possible types of median or grass
separation of the bike path and roadway. Yasamin Esmaili will set up this Team meeting for the
beginning of April. Two plan sets for Alternatives 3 and 4 were provided to Montgomery
County DPWT. Comments for Alternatives 3 and 4 need to be submitted to Yasamin by
Wednesday March 26, 2003.

Next, the Team discussed the second public meeting scheduled for Wednesday, April 23, 7:00
pm - 9:00 pm, Bannockburn ES. The purpose of the public meeting is to present the alternatives
to the public and solicit their comments. The public meeting will be set up using the same
format as the first public meeting. Staffing of each station will be as follows:

Station 1 — Welcome and Sign-in — DPWT Staff

Station 2 — Study Background — Valorie Hennigan

Station 3 — Alternatives, River Falls, Cropley Falls, Mazza Woods, Carderock, The Palisades —
Holger Serrano, Callum Murray

Station 4 — Alternatives, Cabin John — Gail Tait-Nouri, Pat Bradley

Station 5 — Alternatives, Glen Echo, Town of Glen Echo, Bennockburn — Yasamin Esmaili,
Bob Simpson

Station 6 — Alternatives, Mohican Hills, Glen Echo Heights, Tulip Hills, Brookmont, Bon Air
Heights — Janie Tiedeman, David MacGregor
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Station 5 — Comments — DPWT Staff

In addition, other Study Team members are needed to help staff the workshop stations as
floaters.

The project schedule was updated to reflect the time required to develop the alternatives and
prepare for the second public meeting. The revised project schedule is as follows:

Team Meeting — Public Meeting Preparation Week of March 31, 2003
Public Meeting #2 April 23, 2003

Team Meeting — Alternative Recommendation May 2003

Draft Project Prospectus May 2003

Final Project Prospectus June 2003

Next the Study Team conducted a project tour to develop the Spot Improvement Alternative.
Spot improvements include:

MacArthur Boulevard at Windward Drive: Large expanse of paving with no separation
between roadway and bike path. Signed for no parking, but parking all along path. Need
to create separation of roadway and sidewalk/path. Not possible to connect MacArthur
Bike Path to Capital Crescent Trail due to steep topography.

MacArthur Boulevard at Walhonding Road: Parking lot conflicts with bike path. There
is no clear entrance or exist, cars pull in along entire length of lot. Possibly narrow down
entry to improve safety. Provide connection between bike path and canal path behind
parking lot. Electrical overhead wires may be too low between Windward Drive and

Walhonding Road along bike path. May need to increase clearance between wires and
bike path.

MacArthur Boulevard at Goldsboro Road: On Road Bike Path may be confusing in this
intersection. Consider locating the bike path in the Town of Glen Echo right-of-way.
Possibility of narrowing bike lane on roadway from 5’ to 3°, if necessary.

MacArthur Boulevard at Wilson Lane/One Lane Bridge: Parking lot is basically the bike
path. There is a bus stop locate here. Consider redesigning or eliminating the parking lot
to clear conflict between cars and bikes. Add open space to separate bike path from
roadway.

MacArthur Boulevard and Ericsson Road: Radius at intersection is too large. Reduce the
width of the intersection right turn lanes to slow traffic and keep vehicles off bike path.

MacArthur Boulevard at Tomlinson: Illegal parking on bike path — many trucks

observed. Consider reconfiguring parking of Captain’s Market. Can a single entrance be
established?
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e MacArthur Boulevard and 1-495 Capital Beltway: Consider adding lights under bridge
for safety. Steep slopes just east of bridge — consider narrowing bike lane on roadway
from 5’ to 3°.

e MacArthur Boulevard at Clara Barton Parkway: Reduce pavement width and increase
open space. Stop signs are not seen until right up on them. Consider pavement markings
to alert drivers of approaching 3-way stop. Maybe add small amount of curb and gutter
to keep cars on roadway at hot right onto Clara Barton Parkway when traveling
eastbound on MacArthur Boulevard to keep vehicles off bike path. Signage at
intersection is important to direct both vehicles bicycles and pedestrians.

e MacArthur Boulevard at Old Anglers Inn: Need proper signage and markings to indicate
end of bike path and shared shoulder for on road bike traffic. Coordinate with C&O
Canal National Historic Park’s reconfiguration of parking lot for a better terminus of the
bike path.

During the tour, the Study Team decided that all spot improvements would be incorporated into
Alternatives 3 and 4 instead of developing a separate spot improvement alternative.

In summary, the following actions will be taken with regard to the next Project Team meeting
and the second public meeting in April.

Yasamin will schedule the next team meeting for the beginning of April.

Comments on Alternatives 3 and 4 are due to Yasamin by Wednesday March 26, 2003.
Kevin Brandt from the NPS will provide a copy of the preliminary design of the C&O Canal
Historic Park parking lot across from Old Anglers Inn to facilitate coordination between the
parking lot and the terminus of the bike path.

URS will incorporate the spot improvement suggestions in the final plans for alternatives 3
and 4.

Pat Bradley will have the Division of Traffic and Parking look at the intersection of
MacArthur Boulevard and Tomlinson Road to see if the parking can be reconfigured and a
single entrance established for Captain’s Market.

The project tour ended at 2:30 PM. If you have any questions or suggestions for changes to this
meeting summary, please contact me at (410) 785-7220.



MEMORANDUM

TO: All in Attendance and the File

FROM: Valorie Hennigan
URS Corporation

DATE: May 19, 2003

REFERENCE;: MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements
May 13, 2003 Team Meeting
Meeting Summary

A meeting of the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Team was held on Tuesday, May 13, 2003 at
1:00 PM in the Montgomery County Executive Building in Rockville, Maryland. The purpose of
the meeting was to review the Second Public Meeting comments, recommended the preferred
alternative, and review the schedule to complete the study. The following individuals were in
attendance:

Holger Serrano DPWT Division of Engineering Services
Yasamin Esmaili DPWT Division of Engineering Services
Gail Tait-Nouri DPWT Division of Engineering Services
Bob Simpson DPWT Director’s Office

David Adams DPWT Division of Traffic and Parking
Ki Kim M-NCPPC

Janie Tiedeman URS Corporation

Valorie Hennigan URS Corporation

The meeting began with a brief discussion of the comments received to date from the Second
Public meeting held April 23, 2003. The Team reviewed each comment and formulated an
official response. The comments will become part of the project prospectus. The majority of
comments were in support of Alternative 3: Five-foot Bike Lanes (both sides) and Separated

Shared Use Path (south side). Yasamin briefly summarized the comments received by her office
including;

* 13 letters in favor of Alternative 3

o 2 letters against the entire project

e Phone call from the Mayor of Glen Echo in favor of Alternative 2

e Several of the area bicycle groups have sent email and letters in favor of Alternative 3

¢ To date no neighborhood citizen groups have officially commented on the project
alternatives.

The Study Team discussed the interaction with citizens at the second public meeting, the impact'
for both Alternatives 2 and 3, and discussed ASSHTO guidelines for designated bike lanes ar
shared use paths. The Study Team discussed the possibility of a three-foot, four-foot, and a fis
foot widening to MacArthur Boulevard (each side).

The Team discussed whether a three-foot paved shoulder would be a better solutior
MacArthur Boulevard, given the impacts associated with a five-foot bike lane. Hov
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because the base mapping is based on GIS five-foot contour intervals, it was decided that the
width should be determined during the later phases of detailed design. To address the impacts
due to the widening, the Study Team proposed a four-foot bike lane (each side) in the open
section roadway, which is the minimum allowed by AASHTO. In addition, the Study Team
confirmed that as much of the existing shared use path would be preserved to minimize impacts
on the south side. Only substandard sections would require the bike path to be on a new
alignment. Therefore, the cross section could remain consistent for the entire corridor.

From the discussion, The Study Team came to consensus and will forward a modified alternative
3 in the prospectus. The modified alternative will be:

Alternative 3 (modified): Four-foot Bike Lanes (both sides) along the open section of the
roadway and Five-foot Bike Lanes (both sides) along the closed section of the roadway and
Separated Shared Use path (south side) with a minimum five-foot separation between the bike
lane and the shared use path where possible and a 42-inch barrier if not possible.

The recommended alternative will also include all of the spot improvements presented at the
Second Public Meeting. One additional spot improvement was identified, a better connection to
the Capital Crescent Trail at Sangamore Road. There is an existing entry to the Capital Crescent
Trail at the Sangamore Road intersection, but it is not signed and may not be paved all the way to
the trail. Gail Tait-Nouri will work with the NPS representative for the trail to see if
improvements to the connection at Sangamore Road are being considered. Improvements to the
intersection including signs, signals and crosswalks will be included in this spot improvement to
provide safer access for bicyclists and pedestrians crossing MacArthur Boulevard to access the
Capital Crescent Trail.

Yasamin will contact Dave MacGregor to get the ACOE recommendation before finalizing the
Team’s decision. A copy of the draft prospectus will be forwarded to the National Park Service
for review and comment.
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In addition, the following issues will be noted in the prospectus for consideration in the future
project phases:

NPS Parking Lot: DPWT will work with NPS to coordinate their parking lot across form Old
Anglers Inn to transition to on-road biking safely.

Additional Parking

Lots: DPWT will work with the ACOE to develop the spot improvements as
part of the recommended alternative.

URS will develop the 1% draft of the project prospectus for the Study Team’s review by May 27,
2003. All comments must be returned to Yasamin by June 10, 2003. Gail will assist Yasamin in
consolidating all of the Team’s comments before returning them to URS for any modifications.

URS will then provide the final prospectus by July 24, 2003. The project prospectus schedule is
as follows:

Draft Prospectus (10 copies) May 27, 2003
Review (comments to Yasamin) June 10, 2003
Final Prospectus (10 copies) July 24, 2003

In summary, the following actions will be taken with regard to the next Project Team meeting
and the second public meeting in April.

e Yasamin will call Dave MacGregor with the Army Corp of Engineers to get consensus on the
recommended alternative.

e Qail Tait-Nouri will contact the person responsible for the Capital Crescent Trail regarding
proposed improvements at Sangamore Road and MacArthur Boulevard.
Prospectus 1 draft to Yasamin by May 27, 2003 for distribution to the Study Team.
Study Team review comments to Yasamin by June 10, 2003.

e Final Prospectus to Yasamin by July 24, 2003.

The Team meeting ended at 3:00 PM. If you have any questions or suggestions for changes to
this meeting summary, please contact me at (410) 785-7220.
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TO: All in Attendance and the File

FROM: Valorie Hennigan
URS Corporation

DATE: August 28, 2003

REFERENCE: MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements
August 14, 2003 Team Meeting
Meeting Summary

A meeting for the MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Study was held on Thursday, August 14, 2003
at 1:30 PM in the Montgomery County Executive Building in Rockville, Maryland. The purpose
of the meeting was to review the Study Team recommendation for the study, review the draft
project prospectus comments, and discuss the project prospectus schedule to complete the study.
The following individuals were in attendance:

Holger Serrano Division of Capital Development
Yasamin Esmaili Division of Capital Development
Gail Tait-Nouri Division of Capital Development
David Adams Division of Capital Development

Pat Bradley Traffic and Parking Services Division
Chuck Kines M-NCPPC

David MacGregor ACOE

Alex Negron NPS

Ryan Peabody NPS

Janie Tiedeman URS Corporation

Valorie Hennigan URS Corporation

The meeting began with a status update of the on-going spot improvements which include the
installation of flex posts, rubber curbing, and crosswalks at Persimmon Tree, Seven Locks, and
Clara Barton Parkway at Ericsson Road. The traffic counts recorded at five intersections along
MacArthur Boulevard should be available next week. The user counts were done for five
consecutive days, and did not include weekend counts. The user counts will be incorporated into
the Purpose and Need Section of the prospectus. WASA is in the process of designing scrubber
facilities at four or five locations along MacArthur Boulevard to deal with air quality. Kevin
Brandt will be contacted to provide a contact name at WASA so that the locations of the
scrubber facilities can be coordinated with future phases of this project.

Next, the Study Team discussed the two build alternatives for the study as follows:

e Alternative 2: Separated Shared Use Path (south side) to upgrade existing path to
ASSTHO guidelines including a five-foot minimum open space separation between the
Shared Use Path where possible and physical barriers where five-foot open space cannot
be maintained.
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e Alternative 3: Four-foot Bike Lanes (both sides) along MacArthur Boulevard and
Separated Shared Use path (south side) with a minimum five-foot separation between the
bike lane and the shared use path where possible and a 42-inch barrier if not possible.

The Study Team revisited the recommendations for the study based on costs, community input,
and Study Team comments received for each alternative. The discussion of which alternative
would be forwarded to Phase II began with a review of the purpose and need of the study and
how each alternative addresses the needs. Some of the determining factors included cost,
environmental impacts, connectivity and enhancement of the existing roadway. The difference
between the costs of Alternative 2 and 3 is significant and therefore Alternative 2 might be more
acceptable to the Council and the public.

Chuck Kines suggested that Jim Sebastian be contacted regarding plans for MacArthur
Boulevard bike lanes from the Montgomery County Line into Washington DC. Most likely, DC
will not be adding bike lanes to MacArthur Boulevard within the District. This discontinuity

could create an abrupt change for bicyclists from Montgomery County to the District if
Alternative 3 is constructed.

The Traffic and Parking Services Division suggested that whichever alternative is selected be
constructed throughout the Study Area considering continuity and safety. It was suggested that
Alternative 2 include a wider path with striping and signing. Alternative 2 currently includes an
eight-foot width path. A wider path of ten to twelve feet might facilitate more use by commuter
bicyclists as well as recreational bicyclists and pedestrians.

The US Army Corp of Engineers supports either Alternative 2 or 3. The Study Team has
coordinated the proposed parking lot reconfiguration for the Walhonding and Union Arch Bridge
parking lots with the ACOE during the Study. The ACOE has not committed to the
reconfiguration concepts for these parking lots, but will continue coordination during phase II.

Alternative 2 does not address the commuter bicyclists concerns of having on-road designated
bike lanes. The public comments confirm that commuter bicyclists will not use the shared use
path and prefer to ride on the road for speed. They feel the shared use path is unsafe because of
conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrian users. However, the existing commuter bicycle
volumes do not warrant the new bike lanes included with Alternative 3.

The Study Team selected Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative for the study. The Study
Team discussed the possibility of phasing the project and the option of combining Alternative 2
and 3 where appropriate along MacArthur Boulevard. However, the Study Team decided to keep
the alternatives separate and, during presentation to the Montgomery County Council, suggest
the options of phasing the construction and improving portions of the roadway to include a wider
shoulder to allow bicyclists more room for on-road cycling.

Chuck Kines will confirm with Ki Kim at Maryland National Capital Park and Planning and
Alex Negron and Ryan Peabody will confirm with Kevin Brandt at the National Park Service
that they support Alternative 2 as the recommended alternative.



MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements
August 15, 2003 Meeting Summary
Page 3

Next, DPWT and URS staff discussed the review comments for the Draft Prospectus received so
far. The general comments received to date will be incorporated into the final prospectus.
However, some of the comments were made based on Alternative 3 being the recommended
alternative, so Gail Tait Nouri and Holger Serrano will review these comments to see if they still
apply to Alternative 2. Yasamin Esmaili will send these comments to URS on Monday August
18, 2003.

Finally, the Study Team discussed the schedule for completing the Project Prospectus. The
recommended alternative is scheduled to be presented to Montgomery County Transportation
and Environmental Subcommittee on September 18, 2003. The final Prospectus will be delivered
to Montgomery County Division of Capital Development for review prior to the presentation to
the Montgomery County Transportation and Environmental Subcommittee.

Montgomery County DPWT will create the PowerPoint presentation for the T&E presentation.
URS will send graphics from the first public meeting PowerPoint presentation, the typical
sections from the plan sheets, the photo rendering and the open space treatments for Alternative
2,

In summary, the following actions will be taken with regard to completing the project
prospectus.

e Holger and Gail will review the Draft Prospectus comments and determine which ones
are still applicable

e Yasamin will send the comments to URS on Monday, August 19, 2003.

e Chuck Kines will confirm the recommendation of Alternative 2 with Ki Kim at Maryland
National Capital Park and Planning.

e Alex Negron and Ryan Peabody will confirm the recommendation of Alternative 2 with
Kevin Brandt at the National Park Service.

e Based on comments received from DPWT on August 19, 2003, URS will prepare the
final prospectus and deliver 10 copies on September 3, 2003.

The Team meeting was adjourned at 3:15 PM. If you have any questions or suggestions for
changes to this meeting summary, please contact me at (410) 785-7220.
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