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RECOMMENDATION: Approve the Public Hearing Draft of the Intercounty Connector
(ICC) Limited Functional Master Plan Amendment (LFMPA) as the Planning Board Draft and
transmit to the Montgomery County Council.

Summary of Proposed Plan Recommendations

The ICC Limited Functional Master Plan Amendment (LFMPA) recommends selected changes
to the shared-use path identified as the ICC bike path (SP-40) in the Countywide Bikeways
Functional Master Plan. The ICC LFMPA also amends ICC roadway alignment and interchange
recommendations to reflect the selected highway alternative now under construction.

Staff recommends that the Planning Board approve the following changes to the Public Hearing
Draft Plan:

e Specify the retention of both hard surface and natural surface trail options in the Upper
Paint Branch Park as subject for a future facility planning study

e Specify and include graphics showing the areas where the future master planned rlght -of-
way for the Intercounty Connector will exceed the as-built right-of-way in order to
accommodate future shared-use path construction and Midcounty Highway interchange
connections
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I. Summary of Public Testimony and Planning Board Issues, Staff Responses

On July 10, 2008, the Montgomery County Planning Board hosted a public hearing on the plan
amendment. Twenty three people testified, including representatives from the Washington Area
Bicyclist Association, Montgomery Bike Advocates, Trail Conservancy and several community
and/or civic groups. This is in addition to the over 200 letters or e-mails sent to the Planning
Board prior to the public hearing. The written testimony is summarized by general topic area in
Exhibit 1. Attachment A contains a summary by correspondent and we have posted the actual
written testimony on the Department’s ICC LFMPA webpage:
http://www.mcparkandplanning.org/Transportation/icc/icc_bike path.shtm

Exhibit 1 summarizes the primary categories of both oral and written testimony and provides
brief staff responses to each set of comments. This memorandum expands upon concerns in the
following categories:

e Opposition to the plan amendment in its entirety and support for SP-40 as currently
envisioned in the 2005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan;

e Support or opposition to only specific recommendations in the plan amendment, and
particularly opposing the recommendation to remove a hard surface trail from passing
through Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley Park/Special Protection Area; and

e Opposition to detours due to safety and driveway crossings

Opposition to the Plan Amendment in its Entirety

Many correspondents requested that the entire shared use path be constructed within or along the
current master-planned right-of-way for the Intercounty Connector. The detailed comments
focused primarily on concerns in the Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley Park and this staff
memorandum addresses those concerns in detail.

Alternative park trail alignments in the Rock Creek/Mill Creek Stream Valley Parks are not
described in detail in this memorandum because:

e During the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process for the ICC in 2004-2006, the
state selected a roadway alignment (Rock Creek Option C) that required several
residential property displacements in the Cashell Estates community primarily due to the
natural resource value along the master planned alignment. In addition to being
biodiversity areas recognized by the Planning Department, the Redland Spring area is
recognized as an Ecologically Sensitive Area by the Maryland Department of Natural
Resources.

e The Rock Creek Option C alignment does not have sufficient right-of-way as it passes in
a tunnel beneath the Winters Run community to accommodate a shared use path.

e During the EIS review process in 2005, the Planning Board, County Council, and County
Executive all concluded that the western terminus of the shared use path being built along
the ICC should occur at Needwood Road rather than Shady Grove Road.

e During the mandatory referral review process in 2006, staff discussed the ICC roadway
crossings of the Mill Creek tributaries and recommended that no paved trails should be



constructed in these sensitive areas (despite guidance in the Shady Grove Sector Plan
suggesting asphalt trails might be appropriate).

Supporting details on these points are contained in the several staff reports for prior Planning
Board actions reviewed during 2004 through 2006, most notably in the staff review of the ICC
Draft Environmental Impact Statement that was considered by the Planning Board on February
3, 2005.

In the Northwest Branch Stream Valley Park we find that the testimony summarized in Exhibit 1
suggests that there is some consensus that a shared use path that literally follows the ICC (on
high bridges) is not as effective as one that more directly connects to Bonifant Road and the
Trolley Museum.

We concur with the Executive Branch comment that the Public Hearing Draft Plan should:

e specify the reservation or dedication of additional transportation right-of-way for those
sections where SP-40 is recommended but not being implemented as part of the current
ICC construction project, )

o clearly identify parcels to be reserved for the future Midcounty Highway extension
interchange, and

e specify that no additional right-of-way beyond that used during the construction process
need be acquired.

Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley Park/Special Protection Area

The majority of comments ask that the Planning Board reject the plan amendment (routing the
trail around environmentally-sensitive resources) and to keep the current master plan alignment —
along the ICC highway — as official county policy. Most oral testimony focused on the proposed
recommendation to remove SP-40 from passing through the Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley
Park and the Upper Paint Branch Special Protection Area. In light of the extensive testimony
opposing our recommendations for Paint Branch, the Board asked staff to quantify the
environmental impacts of a potential trail through this area, and identify the key constraints.

Over the past week, staff from transportation planning, environmental planning and park
planning has examined the issue from a master plan perspective. The Public Hearing Draft Plan
recommends that the Parks Department conduct facility planning studies for the most
environmentally sensitive portions of trails within both the Northwest Branch Stream Valley
Park and the Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley Park. However, during these conversations,
staff developed a compromise solution for studying a hard surface trail through Paint
Branch Stream Valley Park that may satisfy both the Planning Board as well as those in
the bicycling community who opposed our prior recommendation. The compromise
involves the following:

e Removing SP-40 from the Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan, from New
Hampshire Avenue to and through U.S. 29; while

e Retaining and reemphasizing the Countywide Park Trails Plan recommendation on page
36 regarding Park Trail Corridor 7/Eastern County to “provide a hard surface trail in the



vicinity of the Intercounty Connector (ICC) right-of-way, whether or not the highway is
built....staff recommends a trail throughout the length of the ICC (with or without the
highway). However, its exact location and design should remain flexible in order to
minimize its environmental impact.”

These recommendations address multiple issues. First, it removes SP-40 from passing through
Paint Branch, consistent with prior Planning Board guidance and decisions made as part of the
highway project. Second, it “keeps the line on the map” (referring to a hard surface trail),
something that the bicycling community has requested since the beginning of this planning
process. Third, it defers further detailed study to the future, under the auspices of the
Department of Parks, and allows planning staff to adequately study potential alignments and the
related impacts before making a final decision on whether to build as either a hard surface or
natural surface trail. It is important to note that a trail along the ICC route outside the right-of-
way would have additional impacts resulting from the amount of clearing and grading necessary
to accommodate a trail in the hilly terrain. Attachment B to this memorandum contains
Appendices A and B from the Countywide Park Trails Plan, “Balancing Recreational,
Transportation and Environmental Concerns”; and “Hard Surface Trail Planning Guidelines”.

A concern of the biking community is how a park trail would connect to the rest of the
countywide bicycle network, while recognizing park boundaries and sensitive natural areas
within the Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley Park shown in Exhibit 2. Staff examined this issue
and recommends the following route shown on Exhibit 3.

Within the park system, the trail from west to east could begin with a trailhead on Cape May
Road, follow “people’s choice” trails to the southern boundary of Dr. Charles R. Drew
Elementary School, and follow the park boundary to the Gum Springs tributary utilizing an
existing, unpaved, stormwater management pond maintenance road that will be realigned in parts
as part of the highway project. The trail would need to cross the Gum Springs tributary and the
Paint Branch to access Countryside Drive, where access to an ICC stormwater management pond
is provided. This alignment appears to minimize stream buffer impacts, but alternative
alignments would need to be studied as part of a future trail corridor planning study.

From the park’s eastern boundary, the park trail could connect to the hard surface trail passing
through Countryside Park connecting to Nees Lane. The Countryside Park and Countryside
Drive serve as the “Paint Branch Connector” trail (PB-58) recommended in the Fairland Master
Plan. The bike lanes along Briggs Chaney Road would take users to Old Columbia Pike (bike
lanes), U.S. 29 (future shared use path) and connect to the shared use path along the south side of
Briggs Chaney Road east of U.S. 29.

If this issue is to be studied further, it should be done in the context of Trail Corridor Study for
Corridor 7: Eastern County of the Countywide Park Trails Plan (CPTP). See Exhibit 4 for a map
of the CPTP’s Corridor 7: Eastern County. As directed by the CPTP, the planning process
would:

e Identify the character and quality of environmental resources in the corridor



e Identify how a hard surface trail would contribute to the mobility and recreational
opportunities in the corridor

o Identify the potential impacts of a hard surface trail on sensitive features

e Identify opportunities to avoid, minimize and mitigate negative impacts to high quality
resources

e Propose trail recommendations that best achieve an appropriate balance among
environmental, recreational and mobility objectives

Once the ICC LFMPA is approved and adopted, the Planning Board will develop a
recommendation for further study of the trail alignment for consideration in a future fiscal year
budget. This trail corridor study will recommend a hard surface trail, a natural surface trail or no
trail at all. If a trail is recommended, more detailed studies will then be done in the context of a
facility plan prior to the Planning Board approving the trail for construction. The facility plan
includes a more rigorous analysis of environmental impacts and cultural resource impacts,
recommends the specific type trail surface (boardwalk, asphalt, etc), analyzes community
connection opportunities, analyzes engineering feasibility, estimates construction costs and
estimates future maintenance and police needs. The Planning Board reviews the facility plan and
determines whether to proceed with constructing the trail.

Concerns about detour safety and driveway crossings

Some testimony expressed concerns about the safety of the detours, in particular the number of
driveway crossings. Staff analyzed the driveway crossings, and developed a table for both
driveway crossings and cost estimates. See Exhibit 5§ summarizing driveway crossings for the
recommended new alignment for SP-40.

For driveway crossings, it is important to distinguish between residential and commercial.
Residential driveways experience only a few motor vehicle crossings per day; whereas
commercial driveways can experience over a hundred crossings per hour depending on the
location. As you can see from the table, the recommended segments along Muncaster Mill Road,
New Hampshire Avenue, Randolph Road and Fairland Road all feature numerous driveway
crossings. With the exception of the commercial area near the intersection of E. Randolph Road
and New Hampshire Avenue, nearly all these driveways are residential.

It is also important to emphasize that the plan amendment recommends improvements to existing
roads where needed; the plan is not relying on existing conditions. For example, along Fairland
Road, bike lanes current exist but this plan amendment proposes to add a shared use path to the
south side to accommodate hikers and family cyclists.

Some testimony also expressed concern that the trail would pass through commercial areas, and
the conflicts with motor vehicles are the primary characteristic of a trail serving a commercial
area. That’s a matter of personal perspective, preferences, and intended use of the trail. These
commercial areas are also destinations for the transportation cyclist. Long distance recreational
cyclists may (or may not) find this to be a problem. Some cyclists may find value in passing
through commercial areas, because these areas not only offer retail opportunities, but also service



opportunities. It is a matter of perspective, and these perspectives vary widely within the cycling
community and often vary by bicycling ability levels.

II. Background Materials Requested by the Planning Board

At the ICC Status Report #14 on May 1%, the Planning Board asked staff to be prepared to
discuss several issues at the ICC plan worksession. Staff included responses to a few of these
issues in their memorandum to the Board for the May 22nd worksession. This memorandum
provides information on the final two topics: trail pavement types (and pervious
pavement/surfaces) and cost estimates.

Hard surface trail pavement types

In anticipation of public testimony on the plan following the public meetings in March and April,
we determined that the Board would likely require additional information on trail pavement
types, particularly pervious pavement, as part of their deliberations on the plan and ultimate
recommendations to the County Council, an in particular with regard to the portion of SP-40
passing through Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley Park and the Upper Paint Branch Special
Protection Area. During the public meetings—and reflected now in public testimony on the
plan—residents and cycling advocates opposed removing the master-planned hard surface trail
that passes through Paint Branch without first knowing the specific environmental impacts of
constructing a trail suitable for all trail user groups. Of specific interest was the use of pervious
pavement and boardwalks, the latter of which was used for segments of the Matthew Henson
Trail that likewise passes through environmentally-sensitive resources.

During June and July, transportation planning staff met with environmental planning and park
planning staff to discuss these pavement types/materials and the extent to which environmental
and natural resource planners are comfortable with their application on parkland, with a
particular focus on the Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley Park and the impervious impacts. For
shared use paths (aka bike trails) there are a number of surface type alternatives to conventional
hard surfaces such as asphalt and concrete, in addition to the better known and more commonly
used options such as natural surface, wood chips, and crushed stone. The less frequently used
options include boardwalks and porous pavement.

Boardwalks

Boardwalks that are raised above the ground surface are generally used for conveyance over
sensitive areas such as wetlands. Typical applications include trail access through sensitive
natural areas in golf courses and parks. If installed properly, there is usually no significant
construction-related soil compaction underneath the boardwalk. And because the boardwalk
itself is raised above the ground, there is minimal load-related soil compaction due to the weight
of the boardwalk and its users. Because of these factors, and also due to the fact that, if the
boards have some space between them, precipitation can generally make its way to the soil
beneath the boardwalk through the spaces between the boards, boardwalks are generally
considered to have much lower general impacts on natural areas than hard surface trails,
including lower impacts due to lower precipitation infiltration and associated increases in runoff.



Unless the boardwalk is elevated high enough to allow significant light underneath, there is
usually, however, a complete loss of vegetation beneath the boardwalk.

Because of their acknowledged usefulness in managing impacts to sensitive areas, a boardwalk
option could be considered for a sensitive forest or watershed such as Paint Branch. Feasibility
aspects associated with a boardwalk option for Paint Branch, however, may be come into play
considering the length of the potential trail, including construction costs, maintenance
requirements, security issues and suitability for all users. In addition, construction-related
impacts will generally be higher for a boardwalk option in a natural area compared with a natural
surface trail, due to a larger area of disturbance needed for construction equipment. As a result,
construction-related impacts for a boardwalk are typically intermediate between those associated
with natural surface and hard surface trails.

The length of boardwalk is a significant factor for perceived and actual public safety. To meet
impervious cover restrictions in the SPA, the entire trail from New Hampshire Avenue to U.S. 29
would need to be nearly continuous boardwalk. And because this is such an isolated area with
few access points it’s questionable whether trail users would feel safe using such a long facility.
How park police patrol and respond to emergencies along long lengths of boardwalk also is an
issue since boardwalks limit some emergency vehicle access. And maintenance staff may not be
able to adequately patrol long lengths of boardwalk as well. That’s not to say it’s impossible, but
challenging.

Porous Pavement

Porous pavement is another option that has been used as an alternative to hard surfaces. The
County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) has recognized pervious sidewalks as
appropriate to meet stormwater management (SWM) quality control and groundwater recharge
requirements, including those in Special Protection Areas (SPAs). However, there are
problematic factors with its use, especially through wooded areas. These factors include
construction impacts, maintenance requirements, long-term performance, and cost-related
considerations. These limitations are summarized below:

Construction-Related Issues:

Construction of a porous pavement trail would involve comparable lateral disturbance and soil
compaction impacts because of a similar need to accommodate the heavy equipment required to
construct the trail. In addition, construction of a porous pavement bike trail would involve even
more construction-related impacts than a conventional hard-surface trail due to the need to
excavate a suitable sub-base to receive and hold rainwater for infiltration. To adequately-support
maintenance equipment, the sub-base would need to be at least 12 inches deep. In areas with
less permeable soils, such as Montgomery County, the sub-base excavation requirements, and
resulting impacts, would be even greater. This additional excavation could be expected to have
higher negative impacts in natural areas where tree root networks generally extend to the ground
surface.



Interlocking grid paver systems could also be used for a bike trail. Although the need for heavy
construction equipment would be less, the same construction impact concerns regarding the sub-
base would apply. Disruption of the grid pavers by tree roots resulting in an uneven surface,
however, would make its use in forested areas problematic.

Maintenance-Related Issues:

For porous pavement systems to function they require much more rigorous and frequent
maintenance compared to conventional pavement. EPA recommendations for typical (urban)
porous pavement applications include vacuum sweeping at least four times a year (with proper
disposal of removed material), followed by high-pressure hosing. Potholes and cracks can be
filled with patching mixes unless more than 10 percent of the surface area needs repair. Spot-
clogging may be fixed by drilling 1.3 centimeter (half-inch) holes through the porous pavement
layer every few feet. The pavement should be inspected several times during the first few
months following installation and annually thereafter. Annual inspections should take place
immediately after large storms, when puddles will make any clogging obvious.

The maintenance requirements for porous pavement trails through forested areas such as Paint
Branch would be significantly greatly than in urban settings. The large quantity of tree-derived
organic debris such as leaves, seeds, nuts, bark, and twigs, as well as the tendency of foot and
bike traffic to break up this debris and push it into the surface pores and into the aggregate itself,
would pose major long-term maintenance issues.

Performance-Related Issues:

As with other stormwater BMPs, porous pavement performance over time usually degrades, even
with proper maintenance. In the case of porous pavement, even regular vacuuming cannot
remove 100% of the debris that finds its way into the pores at the pavement surface. Over time,
this gradual accumulation of debris can cause an increasing decline in the ability of the porous
pavement to infiltrate rainwater. In wooded areas, the additional organic debris accumulation
and breakup due to normal use mentioned above would pose additional serious long-term
effectiveness issues. Tree root invasion of the sub-base after trail construction could also
compromise the functionality of a porous pavement trail in a forested area.

Experience with a 500-foot porous pavement path through a wooded area in U.S. Forest Service
site in Pennsylvania showed that because of the plentiful organic debris, there were serious
overall feasibility issues with regard to maintenance and effectiveness. Preservation and
resource management staff at the site indicated that based on their pilot application, they would
not recommend the use of porous pavement in wooded areas. In addition, the product manager
of a company that designs and installs porous pavement has recently indicated that using porous
pavement in a wooded area would be a questionable application.

Economic-Related Issues:

The extra design, construction, and special materials required for porous pavement systems such
as sub-base excavation, stone fill, filter fabric, and porous pavement aggregate, all add to the



overall costs of porous pavement compared to conventional pavement types. Likewise, the extra
maintenance requirements described above are also accompanied by higher yearly costs.

Cost Estimates

The Planning Board asked for cost estimates of the alternatives proposed in the plan in order to
better understand the financial benefits and/or trade-offs involved with selecting one alternative
over another. Exhibit 6 is two-part table comparing cost estimates for the old and new
alignments for SP-40, breaking down the trail corridor into 16 segments for the old SP-40
alignment and 26 segments for the newly proposed SP-40 alignment. Each segment assigned a
level of implementation difficulty ranging from “0” to *“3”, with “0” indicating it is already built
or programmed, “1” indicating that the ROW is present and level, and trail construction would
likely have minimal utility/resource protection issues, “2” indicating some ROW acquisition is
needed, and that construction would have moderate utility/resource protection issues; and “3”
indicating that ROW is not present, and that construction would have extensive utility/resource
protection issues likely requiring bridges and/or retaining walls. For planning purposes, we
assume an average shared use path will cost approximately $2.5M per mile to design and
construct. For the more customized approach to this project, we assigned three cost ratings to
different trail sections based on assumed design constraints. A rating of 3 is estimated to cost
$5M per mile (about the same as the Rock Creek Trail bridge over Veirs Mill Road), a rating of
2 is estimated to cost $3M per mile (about the same as the Shady Grove Metro Access trail), and
a rating of 1 costs $1M per mile (about the same as the Falls Road East Side Hiker Biker path).

The estimated cost for the current SP-40 alignment is $31.5 M for 13.0 miles, while the
estimated cost for the Public Hearing Draft Plan alignment for SP-40 is $19.2M for 14.2 miles.
We estimate that change to the SP-40 alignment recommended in the Public Hearing Draft
Plan would increase the end-to-end length by about 10%, and reduce the implementation
cost by about one-third.
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