Item 7 - Correspondence

From: Steve Daitch

To: MCP-Chair

Subject: Bowie Mill Bikeway MR2023016

Date: Monday, February 5, 2024 5:03:38 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

| am very opposed to this proposed bikeway. As an avid cyclist 4 to 5 days per week, | can
assure you that | would never use a dangerous bike path when the road is adjacent. | am
also puzzled as to why we would spend valuable resources such as this when there a so
many more things that these funds could support. | feel the only time a bike path like this;
for bikes, pedestrians, and pets, is necessary is when there is no road adjacent for cyclists,
such as the Crescent Trail. | will still ride on Bowie Mill Road for my own protection. What
good is 3.3 miles of bikeway? What happens at Muncaster Mill or Rt. 108? Finally, what
happens during construction? Road contractors almost never take adequate measures to
protect the public during construction. We are unprotected from flying debris. Drivers will
be more distracted by construction and put cyclists and pedestrians at a higher risk.

If the County is dead set on building this bikeway, would it not be more prudent to build it
on the other side of Bowie Mill? The Fraley Farm development will have a significant
number of new houses that would be able to access this without crossing Bowie Mill.

These funds would be far better spent on mental health assistance or feeding the needy (I
feel this way because | work with Meals on Wheels, and we could certainly use additional
funds).

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion.
Steve Daitch

17825 Bowie Mill Road
Derwood MD 200855


mailto:stevedaitch@conwater.com
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org

From: Joan Junker

To: MCP-Chair

Subject: Bowie Mill Bikeway

Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 9:18:51 AM
Attachments: Bowie Mill Bikeway Junker.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding.
Good Morning,
Please see attached letter concerning the Bowie Mill Bikeway.

Thank you.
Don and Joan Junker

Sent from my iPhone
>


mailto:jjjunker1943@gmail.com
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org

February 7, 2024

Montgomery County Planning Department
M-NCPPC

2425 Reedie Drive

Wheaton, MD 20902

Re: MCPB Item 8
Bowie Mill Bikeway MR2023016 and Preliminary/Final Water Quality Plan

Montgomery County Planning Board,

My wife and | live at 17859 Bowie Mill Road, one of many properties along the south

side of Bowie Mill Road that will be directly impacted by construction of the proposed
shared use path. We have lived here since the mid-1970’s, so we know the area and
Bowie Mill Road far too well.

We do not completely oppose this project, but we do have many concerns. | understand
that the Planning Board only provides recommendations on the Mandatory Referral
portion of this project, so many of my objections are aimed at MCDOT. However, |
believe the Board will benefit from hearing residents’ concerns before giving their seal of
approval on the associated Water Quality Plan.

Outreach and transparency

Based on the staff report, this project is at 60% design, significantly further in the
process that the typical 35% design. Generally, | would consider more information a
benefit, but not when the affected property owners haven’t been consulted since 2018,
other than a mailer stating (not asking) that surveys may be coming onto our property to
check markers. At 60% design, one would think that MCDOT would have been in direct
contact with homeowners, especially when the plans show impacts such as grading
across their front yard, overlapping their wellheads and large sections of their driveway
and parking area. The notes on the plan that | found the most disturbing were the ones
that say “Proposed Fee Simple Right-Of-Way”... meaning they plan on purchasing
part of me and my neighbors’ property. Yet this has not been mentioned to us!! Also, the
plans show 40-foot slope and grading easement as if they exist today. Those
easements were temporarily granted at record plat for the reconstruction of Bowie Mill
Road in the 1960’s and 1970’s. Most of those easements expire once the road is
complete. They are not perpetual.

Inconsistency

The impacts are hard to see since the regrading is not shown on any plans, other than
an obsolete Sediment and Erosion Control Plan approved in January 2020.

At 60% design, why don’t any of the plans on your DAIC site match?? Why hasn’t
MCDOT’s website for this project been updated in years? Has the Board seen the






extent of the proposed grading?? If it looks anything like the old Erosion plan (that
doesn’t match the current MR set) here’s a little peak:

“N\\. // ——

SC-14 ESC Plan

Unfortunately, the Limits of Disturbance on the more recent Mandatory Referral plan
looks like the impact may be even more vast.

I’m not asking for a massive retaining wall, and highway barriers that would greatly
impact property values, but can’t they grade in a way that doesn’t impact residents as
much? Not to mention, they plan to remove all of the mature trees on my property and
the two properties to the east, some of the largest on the road. If the design and cross
section is driven by the posted speed limit, then reduce the speed limit. Speed is a
major issue on this road, which has led to numerous accidents, some resulting in death.
Reducing the speed will actually make a difference and be consistent with the
Montgomery County’s Vision Zero initiative.

Short and long-term impacts

Constructing this path will have short- and long-term effects on us, the peaceful
enjoyment of our property, and the value of our property. In the short-term, we will have
to deal with construction in our front yard, road closures and inevitable frustration while
try to access our home during construction. We also do not know if regrading and
excavating the existing 9-10 foot steep slope along the road will affect our well water,
since the wellhead is within the Limits of Disturbance.

We have a large parking area in front of our house that we installed to provide parking
and maneuvering space for my Big Band, which includes 5-10 musicians, and all sorts
of instruments. This takes space, some of which MCDOT plans to remove. The
proposed fee-simple acquisition of my property, which | have not agreed to, is also of
great concern. A fee-simple purchase would alter my lot, and any other lot MCDOT
plans to purchase a piece of. It would leave our lot areas reduced which could limit the
ability (at permit) to build or add an addition, especially the smaller properties. Not to
mention, future resale of a “legal non-conforming” property does not sound appealing.
And | assure you, the “fair market value” MCDOT intends to offer for any property they
purchase will not make up for the loss in resale value. Being branded a legal non-
conforming property will be a permanent stain on our property title.





Long-term maintenance

Even if | can get past the removal of the large trees along the road (which add property
value), what about the maintenance? MCDOT will replace the affected section of
individual driveways they rip up, but who will repair the rutted asphalt in 4-5 years when
the web of large existing roots decomposes and leaves valley running through the
driveways? Also, property owners with this new path running along their frontage will
not be required to maintain it. 'm a Navy veteran and my wife and | are getting up there
in age. Am | now expected to hire someone to clear the snow from the path before
getting fined by the county? That’s not in my current budget and we are on a fixed
income. We have already had to absorb an increase in our property taxes.

If this path must be built, please consider putting it on the other side of the road, where
there is ample right-of-way and fewer impacted homeowners, or at least help reduce the
impact on private property.

| will say that while the use of pervious pavement sounds like a good idea for water
quality, | sincerely hope MCDOT will be required to maintain it (it's not simple), and the
burden will not fall on the property owners. Also, 8 feet is more than wide enough for
people to pass one another on a path, even for bikes, strollers, and dogs on leashes.
The natural surface trails in the parks are significantly narrower in some places and they
appear to work perfectly fine. Please do not expand this miniature road/path any wider
than necessary.

Thank you for your time.

Don and Joan Junker






February 7, 2024

Montgomery County Planning Department
M-NCPPC

2425 Reedie Drive

Wheaton, MD 20902

Re: MCPB Item 8
Bowie Mill Bikeway MR2023016 and Preliminary/Final Water Quality Plan

Montgomery County Planning Board,

My wife and | live at 17859 Bowie Mill Road, one of many properties along the south

side of Bowie Mill Road that will be directly impacted by construction of the proposed
shared use path. We have lived here since the mid-1970’s, so we know the area and
Bowie Mill Road far too well.

We do not completely oppose this project, but we do have many concerns. | understand
that the Planning Board only provides recommendations on the Mandatory Referral
portion of this project, so many of my objections are aimed at MCDOT. However, |
believe the Board will benefit from hearing residents’ concerns before giving their seal of
approval on the associated Water Quality Plan.

Outreach and transparency

Based on the staff report, this project is at 60% design, significantly further in the
process that the typical 35% design. Generally, | would consider more information a
benefit, but not when the affected property owners haven’t been consulted since 2018,
other than a mailer stating (not asking) that surveys may be coming onto our property to
check markers. At 60% design, one would think that MCDOT would have been in direct
contact with homeowners, especially when the plans show impacts such as grading
across their front yard, overlapping their wellheads and large sections of their driveway
and parking area. The notes on the plan that | found the most disturbing were the ones
that say “Proposed Fee Simple Right-Of-Way”... meaning they plan on purchasing
part of me and my neighbors’ property. Yet this has not been mentioned to us!! Also, the
plans show 40-foot slope and grading easement as if they exist today. Those
easements were temporarily granted at record plat for the reconstruction of Bowie Mill
Road in the 1960’s and 1970’s. Most of those easements expire once the road is
complete. They are not perpetual.

Inconsistency

The impacts are hard to see since the regrading is not shown on any plans, other than
an obsolete Sediment and Erosion Control Plan approved in January 2020.

At 60% design, why don’t any of the plans on your DAIC site match?? Why hasn’t
MCDOT’s website for this project been updated in years? Has the Board seen the




extent of the proposed grading?? If it looks anything like the old Erosion plan (that
doesn’t match the current MR set) here’s a little peak:

“N\\. // ——

SC-14 ESC Plan

Unfortunately, the Limits of Disturbance on the more recent Mandatory Referral plan
looks like the impact may be even more vast.

I’m not asking for a massive retaining wall, and highway barriers that would greatly
impact property values, but can’t they grade in a way that doesn’t impact residents as
much? Not to mention, they plan to remove all of the mature trees on my property and
the two properties to the east, some of the largest on the road. If the design and cross
section is driven by the posted speed limit, then reduce the speed limit. Speed is a
major issue on this road, which has led to numerous accidents, some resulting in death.
Reducing the speed will actually make a difference and be consistent with the
Montgomery County’s Vision Zero initiative.

Short and long-term impacts

Constructing this path will have short- and long-term effects on us, the peaceful
enjoyment of our property, and the value of our property. In the short-term, we will have
to deal with construction in our front yard, road closures and inevitable frustration while
try to access our home during construction. We also do not know if regrading and
excavating the existing 9-10 foot steep slope along the road will affect our well water,
since the wellhead is within the Limits of Disturbance.

We have a large parking area in front of our house that we installed to provide parking
and maneuvering space for my Big Band, which includes 5-10 musicians, and all sorts
of instruments. This takes space, some of which MCDOT plans to remove. The
proposed fee-simple acquisition of my property, which | have not agreed to, is also of
great concern. A fee-simple purchase would alter my lot, and any other lot MCDOT
plans to purchase a piece of. It would leave our lot areas reduced which could limit the
ability (at permit) to build or add an addition, especially the smaller properties. Not to
mention, future resale of a “legal non-conforming” property does not sound appealing.
And | assure you, the “fair market value” MCDOT intends to offer for any property they
purchase will not make up for the loss in resale value. Being branded a legal non-
conforming property will be a permanent stain on our property title.



Long-term maintenance

Even if | can get past the removal of the large trees along the road (which add property
value), what about the maintenance? MCDOT will replace the affected section of
individual driveways they rip up, but who will repair the rutted asphalt in 4-5 years when
the web of large existing roots decomposes and leaves valley running through the
driveways? Also, property owners with this new path running along their frontage will
not be required to maintain it. 'm a Navy veteran and my wife and | are getting up there
in age. Am | now expected to hire someone to clear the snow from the path before
getting fined by the county? That’s not in my current budget and we are on a fixed
income. We have already had to absorb an increase in our property taxes.

If this path must be built, please consider putting it on the other side of the road, where
there is ample right-of-way and fewer impacted homeowners, or at least help reduce the
impact on private property.

| will say that while the use of pervious pavement sounds like a good idea for water
quality, | sincerely hope MCDOT will be required to maintain it (it's not simple), and the
burden will not fall on the property owners. Also, 8 feet is more than wide enough for
people to pass one another on a path, even for bikes, strollers, and dogs on leashes.
The natural surface trails in the parks are significantly narrower in some places and they
appear to work perfectly fine. Please do not expand this miniature road/path any wider
than necessary.

Thank you for your time.

Don and Joan Junker



From: willie price sr

To: MCP-Chair

Subject: Bowie Mill Road Bikeway[11578].docx
Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 12:37:22 AM
Attachments: Bowie Mill Road Bikeway[11578].docx

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.


mailto:willieprice_sr@hotmail.com
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org

                                    INPUT FOR THE BOWIE MILL ROAD BIKEWAY

My concerns for this project is manifold, however, focused primarily on the final section from the intersection of Gelding Lane, Briars Rd. and Bowie Mill Road to Route 108.

This segment is a very narrow high traffic section, although it has a posted speed of 30 miles per hour, most often traffivc spped is greater than 50 miles per hour. There is no on street parking, so taking more of the driveways will be markedly restricted to our residences.

                                                        The Proposed Project

The five foot border with 8 foot bike path would move traffic to close to our houses.  Since my             house (18523 Bowie Mill Rd. Olney, MD 20832) is at the lowest point in this block and has regular storm water management issues, (storm drain backup with street flooding), this project will aggravate this issue. 

The suggested alternative solution would be: abandon the final section of the bike path at the 4 way stop sign from Gelding Lane and Briars Road to Route 108.

a.  Reroute North on Gelding Lane to Route 108 (less traffic available right of way with fewer houses). 

b. Briars Lane South to Queen Elizabeth Dr. with bikes accessing Route 108 and Morning Wood Drive, using full lanes through the development.

Rerouting at this intersection would solve major issuses and concerns: available egress with less traffic and no appreciable effect on parking and access for the final section of the Bowie Mill Bike Path to Route 108.
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intersection of Gelding Lane, Briars Rd. and Bowie Mill Road to Route 108.

This segment is a very narrow high traffic section, although it has a posted speed of 30 miles per hour,
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house (18523 Bowie Mill Rd. Olney, MD 20832) is at the lowest point in this block and has regular storm
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a. Reroute North on Gelding Lane to Route 108 (less traffic available right of way with fewer houses).
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From: Kathleen Reitz

To: MCP-Chair

Cc: Glazier, Eli

Subject: Bowie Mill Bikeway #MR2023016 February 8th hearing
Date: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 6:51:16 PM
Attachments: Bowie Mill Bikeway bikeway mr.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Please confirm receipt. This is intended to be testimony for the hearing on Feb 8th. Thank you,
Kathleen Reitz


mailto:kreitz@reitzstuff.com
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February 6, 2024

Montgomery County Planning Department
M-NCPPC

2425 Reedie Drive

Wheaton, MD 20902

Re: Bowie Mill Bikeway# MR2023016 and Preliminary/Final Water Quality Plan
To Whom it May Concern:

We have lived at 17833 Bowie Mill since 1987. Our property appears on pages PS 10-11 of the
design drawings presented to the public. These are shown here:
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/dot-

dte/Resources/Files/BowieMillRd/BowieMill Roll Map-Sheet%202.pdf and here:
https://montgomeryplanningboard.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/Attachment-A Corridor-
Engineering-Drawings 1-25-24.pdf

While we understand this project is already funded, we have serious objections to this plan both
as residents and as taxpayers. This may be our one chance to voice our objections. We urge the
County to reduce the project to shoulder construction on both sides of Bowie Mill Road.

The notice for this hearing was unacceptably short. We received the post card notice in the
regular mail on January 29th, a mere 1.5 weeks before the hearing. The title of the agenda item
suggests that this is intended as a perfunctory hearing about water quality with the decision to
proceed with the project at its current scope a done deal. (You will see later in this letter that
we have significant concerns about water quality.) We think there was a preliminary public
meeting in 2018, but since this was just an overall idea at that time, it would not have been
possible for the residents to have any meaningful input. We expected a more definitive and
timely notification than a post card regarding such significant issues. We would have stated our
objections earlier had it seemed possible to make our voices heard to decision makers. Perhaps
we should be blaming MCDOT for this?

BIKEWAYS CONCEPT

It is easy for citizens to respond to Wish List surveys and ignore practicalities, and for the first
time we notice that there was such a survey. Since 80% of respondents did not live on Bowie
Mill, | suspect that most of them are part of the bike advocacy lobby in the county, most of
whom who may never pedal up and down our road. They will not share the burden that the
proposed bike path will cause to residents, similar to the traffic disruption that shoehorning
bikeways onto existing roadways have caused elsewhere in the county, with little or no resultant
bicycle use.
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Where are the studies which show that the bikeway on Needwood Road, which destroyed the
scenic view along the lake, has been worth the money? Have there been user counts? How
about elsewhere in the County, such as on Old Georgetown Road? Where is the cost/benefit
analysis of the enormous sums spent for bikes?

While we think that safe places to ride bikes both for recreation and transportation are
desirable amenities, in practice they must be weighed against other priorities and with deep
respect for the taxpayers, since even Montgomery County has a finite source of funds. These
should only be on roadways where it makes practical sense, not wish list sense, and where more
than one or two people per day in nice weather will use it. While it would be safer than
shoulders, who is going to push a stroller even on a separated path with no shade next to this
dangerous road in a lightly populated community? The level of discomfort would be only
marginally reduced, especially for the people who have seen the periodic wrecks on the curves.
As for commuters, the Metro station is nearly 6 miles distant from our home and it would take a
good cyclist a sweaty half hour, with all the other uncertainties of adding a bike leg to a
commute. Few will do that most days even if they don’t work from home. Have recent work
habits rendered these multi-modal ideas moot in parts of the County?

Road bikers will continue to use the road. They don’t want to contend with walkers or street
trees which are inevitably not trimmed high enough for safe passage. We speak from personal
experience. On the other hand, those who will ride consistently would be very happy with
shoulders. This is a heavily traveled road, not a scenic byway like Beech Drive.

Design - Why not shoulders? Why on the south side?

We strongly urge the addition of shoulders where there are none, which would save money and
spare Bowie Mill residents from serious disruption, while meeting the desire for bicycle travel
between Olney and the Metro. Most of the survey work would still be useful. Please note that
there are sidewalks in many areas where they make sense. In fact, the proposed design calls for
the removal of ones which were installed recently by developers, no doubt as a condition for
subdivision rights. Those costs were baked into the prices of those homes. What a waste!

Bowie Mill Road is not a new road carved out of farmland like the Travilah area, where brand
new rights of way wide enough for paths safely away from the road are easy to design and paid
for by developers. The plan forces in something that doesn’t fit.

Why our side of the road? That’s not a NIMBY comment, it is a taxpayer comment. More
houses directly front Bowie Mill on our side of the road and there is more undeveloped
property on the other side. Right now there is an active subdivision plan in which developers
would be asked to make proffers because of the development’s increased traffic burden on our
roads. Why pick the side with the greatest negative impact and the most expensive
condemnations in places where is only a 60 foot R-O-W and with some houses already very
close to the busy road? That destroys their value far more than a per square foot price for the
land can possibly compensate. Furthermore, | see some wells close to the road on some of
those properties.





Safety for pedestrians and cyclists:

The curves on Bowie Mill have a long and serious accident history. Adequate banking on curves
is missing, for one thing. If there are cyclists or pedestrians there at the wrong time, they will
be trapped at the top of a retaining wall unable to escape an out of control vehicle without the
installation of major significant and ugly barriers. Anybody familiar with our road will think
twice about choosing this route for a relaxing walk. We never even walk to our mailbox without
making certain of a break in the traffic as it is. Vehicles will continue to slide off the road and
onto the path and perhaps breach any rail at the retaining wall, as they have breached the
current guardrails.

Impacts

We met with a county employee at our property during the summer and were shocked at the
scale of this project and its negative consequences to us as well as to our neighbors. Although
we asked, it did not seem possible to work with designers to come up with a less harmful plan
to our property, despite some obvious ideas we mentioned, including scaling back to shoulder
improvements or whether to consider a slope rather than a wall. We were told there would be
a meeting with the residents in the fall. If there was, we did not see any notification for it.

Here are our more specific objections. We are speaking primarily about the stretch between
Muncaster Mill Road and the power lines since there are already many improvements north of
there.

1. Astand-alone multiuse path is too expensive and too intrusive. Because of the nature
of our community, it will get very light use and not be worth the money. This is not a
“build it and they will come” scenario.

2. It would be far better to add shoulders to the road on both sides where there are none.
This would also make it safer for motorists. That would be a good multi use plan.

3. With respect to the design, we see serious problems for us and our immediate
neighbors. At present we have a bank of low maintenance wild trees and brush
shielding the sight of the road and partially mitigating the noise. Despite conflicting
drawings, as seen in the links provided, it appears that there is a proposed retaining wall
of substantial height in front of our property and the 2 adjacent lots. Besides the
presence of an unsightly wall, this will create numerous problems and future expense
even if we ignore the construction nightmare. Has Planning seen the present grades and
the consequent height of this wall? We think the grade difference is well over ten feet.

4. Drainage: There is a culvert which dumps onto our property after it drains the other side
of the road. It often turns into a rushing stream that has cut a deep ravine running down
to the creek. With a wall, instead of water from our side of the road running down a
slope with trees and brush to slow and absorb it, the water will be funneled into that
same culvert or elsewhere, forcing us to take more water running more forcefully and in
greater volume, causing greater erosion and run off and eventually dumping into the
creek. Our domestic water well and that of 17825 are both very close to the road.





5. Will this force the mailman to be further out into a dangerous road at each box? Have
you run this plan by the USPO for approval? We think they would prefer shoulders.

6. There will be a negative impact on our egress ramp to the road, which is shared by 3
lots. If it must be rebuilt with a shorter and steeper slope, it will cause us difficulties in
the winter and make the access via the existing easement to the ramp from the
undeveloped 17845 (Lot 41) lot untenable.

7. With regards to the adjacent 17845 (finished lot 41), the area reserved for the septic
field is very close to the area which would be impacted by construction. Any adverse
impact here could be considered a taking. Who is going to mow the new grass strip and
shovel snow and gravel from the bike lane? Will there be more trees growing into the
powerlines? We should not be burdened in perpetuity by this luxury project.

8. Will there be a special assessment in the form of a front foot benefit?

9. The North Branch Trail cuts across Bowie Mill down by the creek. inexplicably, they did
not cut the newer trail on the east side to align with the older trail on the west. It
misses by a substantial distance. It would be easier and cheaper to correct that mistake
in the woods than create a mess along Bowie Mill. Of course, shoulders would make
walking or riding along the road to make the connection a lot safer than it is now.

In conclusion, we would like to voice our objections to this project and ask it to be changed to
shoulders only. We suspect that all the residents here would be grateful for that far less
invasive improvement. The shoulders could be constructed of permeable materials since water
quality really is an important issue. The mailman likely would appreciate this also. If you must
continue, we would very much like to be consulted as to the design and impact on our property.

Sincerely,

Marvin and Kathleen Reitz
17833 Bowie Mill Road
Derwood, MD 20855
240-463-0044
kreitz@reitzstuff.com

cc: Montgomery County Department of Transportation
Montgomery County Executive and Council
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February 6, 2024

Montgomery County Planning Department
M-NCPPC

2425 Reedie Drive

Wheaton, MD 20902

Re: Bowie Mill Bikeway# MR2023016 and Preliminary/Final Water Quality Plan
To Whom it May Concern:

We have lived at 17833 Bowie Mill since 1987. Our property appears on pages PS 10-11 of the
design drawings presented to the public. These are shown here:
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/dot-

dte/Resources/Files/BowieMillRd/BowieMill Roll Map-Sheet%202.pdf and here:
https://montgomeryplanningboard.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/Attachment-A Corridor-
Engineering-Drawings 1-25-24.pdf

While we understand this project is already funded, we have serious objections to this plan both
as residents and as taxpayers. This may be our one chance to voice our objections. We urge the
County to reduce the project to shoulder construction on both sides of Bowie Mill Road.

The notice for this hearing was unacceptably short. We received the post card notice in the
regular mail on January 29th, a mere 1.5 weeks before the hearing. The title of the agenda item
suggests that this is intended as a perfunctory hearing about water quality with the decision to
proceed with the project at its current scope a done deal. (You will see later in this letter that
we have significant concerns about water quality.) We think there was a preliminary public
meeting in 2018, but since this was just an overall idea at that time, it would not have been
possible for the residents to have any meaningful input. We expected a more definitive and
timely notification than a post card regarding such significant issues. We would have stated our
objections earlier had it seemed possible to make our voices heard to decision makers. Perhaps
we should be blaming MCDOT for this?

BIKEWAYS CONCEPT

It is easy for citizens to respond to Wish List surveys and ignore practicalities, and for the first
time we notice that there was such a survey. Since 80% of respondents did not live on Bowie
Mill, | suspect that most of them are part of the bike advocacy lobby in the county, most of
whom who may never pedal up and down our road. They will not share the burden that the
proposed bike path will cause to residents, similar to the traffic disruption that shoehorning
bikeways onto existing roadways have caused elsewhere in the county, with little or no resultant
bicycle use.
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Where are the studies which show that the bikeway on Needwood Road, which destroyed the
scenic view along the lake, has been worth the money? Have there been user counts? How
about elsewhere in the County, such as on Old Georgetown Road? Where is the cost/benefit
analysis of the enormous sums spent for bikes?

While we think that safe places to ride bikes both for recreation and transportation are
desirable amenities, in practice they must be weighed against other priorities and with deep
respect for the taxpayers, since even Montgomery County has a finite source of funds. These
should only be on roadways where it makes practical sense, not wish list sense, and where more
than one or two people per day in nice weather will use it. While it would be safer than
shoulders, who is going to push a stroller even on a separated path with no shade next to this
dangerous road in a lightly populated community? The level of discomfort would be only
marginally reduced, especially for the people who have seen the periodic wrecks on the curves.
As for commuters, the Metro station is nearly 6 miles distant from our home and it would take a
good cyclist a sweaty half hour, with all the other uncertainties of adding a bike leg to a
commute. Few will do that most days even if they don’t work from home. Have recent work
habits rendered these multi-modal ideas moot in parts of the County?

Road bikers will continue to use the road. They don’t want to contend with walkers or street
trees which are inevitably not trimmed high enough for safe passage. We speak from personal
experience. On the other hand, those who will ride consistently would be very happy with
shoulders. This is a heavily traveled road, not a scenic byway like Beech Drive.

Design - Why not shoulders? Why on the south side?

We strongly urge the addition of shoulders where there are none, which would save money and
spare Bowie Mill residents from serious disruption, while meeting the desire for bicycle travel
between Olney and the Metro. Most of the survey work would still be useful. Please note that
there are sidewalks in many areas where they make sense. In fact, the proposed design calls for
the removal of ones which were installed recently by developers, no doubt as a condition for
subdivision rights. Those costs were baked into the prices of those homes. What a waste!

Bowie Mill Road is not a new road carved out of farmland like the Travilah area, where brand
new rights of way wide enough for paths safely away from the road are easy to design and paid
for by developers. The plan forces in something that doesn’t fit.

Why our side of the road? That’s not a NIMBY comment, it is a taxpayer comment. More
houses directly front Bowie Mill on our side of the road and there is more undeveloped
property on the other side. Right now there is an active subdivision plan in which developers
would be asked to make proffers because of the development’s increased traffic burden on our
roads. Why pick the side with the greatest negative impact and the most expensive
condemnations in places where is only a 60 foot R-O-W and with some houses already very
close to the busy road? That destroys their value far more than a per square foot price for the
land can possibly compensate. Furthermore, | see some wells close to the road on some of
those properties.



Safety for pedestrians and cyclists:

The curves on Bowie Mill have a long and serious accident history. Adequate banking on curves
is missing, for one thing. If there are cyclists or pedestrians there at the wrong time, they will
be trapped at the top of a retaining wall unable to escape an out of control vehicle without the
installation of major significant and ugly barriers. Anybody familiar with our road will think
twice about choosing this route for a relaxing walk. We never even walk to our mailbox without
making certain of a break in the traffic as it is. Vehicles will continue to slide off the road and
onto the path and perhaps breach any rail at the retaining wall, as they have breached the
current guardrails.

Impacts

We met with a county employee at our property during the summer and were shocked at the
scale of this project and its negative consequences to us as well as to our neighbors. Although
we asked, it did not seem possible to work with designers to come up with a less harmful plan
to our property, despite some obvious ideas we mentioned, including scaling back to shoulder
improvements or whether to consider a slope rather than a wall. We were told there would be
a meeting with the residents in the fall. If there was, we did not see any notification for it.

Here are our more specific objections. We are speaking primarily about the stretch between
Muncaster Mill Road and the power lines since there are already many improvements north of
there.

1. Astand-alone multiuse path is too expensive and too intrusive. Because of the nature
of our community, it will get very light use and not be worth the money. This is not a
“build it and they will come” scenario.

2. It would be far better to add shoulders to the road on both sides where there are none.
This would also make it safer for motorists. That would be a good multi use plan.

3. With respect to the design, we see serious problems for us and our immediate
neighbors. At present we have a bank of low maintenance wild trees and brush
shielding the sight of the road and partially mitigating the noise. Despite conflicting
drawings, as seen in the links provided, it appears that there is a proposed retaining wall
of substantial height in front of our property and the 2 adjacent lots. Besides the
presence of an unsightly wall, this will create numerous problems and future expense
even if we ignore the construction nightmare. Has Planning seen the present grades and
the consequent height of this wall? We think the grade difference is well over ten feet.

4. Drainage: There is a culvert which dumps onto our property after it drains the other side
of the road. It often turns into a rushing stream that has cut a deep ravine running down
to the creek. With a wall, instead of water from our side of the road running down a
slope with trees and brush to slow and absorb it, the water will be funneled into that
same culvert or elsewhere, forcing us to take more water running more forcefully and in
greater volume, causing greater erosion and run off and eventually dumping into the
creek. Our domestic water well and that of 17825 are both very close to the road.



5. Will this force the mailman to be further out into a dangerous road at each box? Have
you run this plan by the USPO for approval? We think they would prefer shoulders.

6. There will be a negative impact on our egress ramp to the road, which is shared by 3
lots. If it must be rebuilt with a shorter and steeper slope, it will cause us difficulties in
the winter and make the access via the existing easement to the ramp from the
undeveloped 17845 (Lot 41) lot untenable.

7. With regards to the adjacent 17845 (finished lot 41), the area reserved for the septic
field is very close to the area which would be impacted by construction. Any adverse
impact here could be considered a taking. Who is going to mow the new grass strip and
shovel snow and gravel from the bike lane? Will there be more trees growing into the
powerlines? We should not be burdened in perpetuity by this luxury project.

8. Will there be a special assessment in the form of a front foot benefit?

9. The North Branch Trail cuts across Bowie Mill down by the creek. inexplicably, they did
not cut the newer trail on the east side to align with the older trail on the west. It
misses by a substantial distance. It would be easier and cheaper to correct that mistake
in the woods than create a mess along Bowie Mill. Of course, shoulders would make
walking or riding along the road to make the connection a lot safer than it is now.

In conclusion, we would like to voice our objections to this project and ask it to be changed to
shoulders only. We suspect that all the residents here would be grateful for that far less
invasive improvement. The shoulders could be constructed of permeable materials since water
quality really is an important issue. The mailman likely would appreciate this also. If you must
continue, we would very much like to be consulted as to the design and impact on our property.

Sincerely,

Marvin and Kathleen Reitz
17833 Bowie Mill Road
Derwood, MD 20855
240-463-0044
kreitz@reitzstuff.com

cc: Montgomery County Department of Transportation
Montgomery County Executive and Council
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From: Glazier, Eli

To: MCP-Chair
Subject: FW: questions on bowie mill bikeway
Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2024 10:59:20 AM
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From: Casey Daniels <cs.dnls@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2024 10:39 AM

To: Glazier, Eli <eli.glazier@montgomeryplanning.org>
Cc: Dave Moldover <dave@dancejamproductions.com>
Subject: questions on bowie mill bikeway

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Hello!

Dave and | live at 17801 Bowie Mill Rd, and have a few questions about the bikeway:

(1) Fig 3 from the staff report shows the bikeway being separated by a ditch, presumably the same
ditch that is already there?:

Figure 3: Typical Section outside of Special Protection Area
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However the schematic in Attachment A (our house on pg 10 is shown) shows the culverts/ditch
between our house & the new path, can you please clarify whether the ditch will separate us from
the path, or the path from the road?
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Figure 3: Typical Section outside of Special Protection Area
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MR #2023016 - BOWIE MILL ROAD BIKEWAY

Description

This is a Mandatory Referral and Water Quality Plan for the Montgomery County Department of
Transportation proposal for a sidepath along approximately 3.3 miles of Bowie Mill Road between
Muncaster Mill Road and Olney-Laytonsville Road, with a connection along Muncaster Mill Road to the
Needwood Road Bikeway and other pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements.

NO. MR2023016 MCPB 2425 Reedie Drive
Completed: 1/10/2024 Item No. 7 Floor 14

2/8/2024 Wheaton, MD 20902
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Douglas Johnsen, PLA, Planner lll, Upcounty Planning Division,
DJ  douglas.johnsen@montgomeryplanning.org, 301-495-4559

fé Eli Glazier, Acting Transportation Planning Supervisor, Countywide Planning & Policy Division,
eli.glazier@montgomeryplanning.org, 301-495-4548

D4 David Anspacher, Acting Chief, Countywide Planning & Policy Division,
david.anspacher@montgomeryplanning.org, 301-495-2191

Summary

e Montgomery County Department of

 LOCATION

Bowie Mill Road and Muncaster Mill Road
between Needwood Road and Olney-

Transportation to construct a sidepath
along Bowie Mill Road between Olney-
Laytonsville Road and Muncaster Mill
Road and along the Muncaster Mill Road

Laytonsville Road between Bowie Mill Road and Needwood
Road.

e The proposed project is partially within
the Upper Rock Creek Special Protection
Area and requires the approval of a
Preliminary/Final Water Quality Plan
under Section 19-62 of the Montgomery
County Code, a separate action as part of

 MASTER PLAN

2018 Bicycle Master Plan

APPLICANT this Planning Board item.
Montgomery County Department of e Forest Conservation Exemption
Transportation #42024017E was confirmed on October
26,2023 as a State, County, or municipal
highway construction activity per

Section 22A-5(e).

| ACCEPTANCE DATE
October 25, 2023 e Staff recommends approval of the
Mandatory Referral with comments. Staff
recommends approval of the
Preliminary/Final Water Quality Plan
: REVIEW BASIS

with conditions.

Md. Land Use Article, Section 20-301, et seq. The Planning Board review of a

[ ]
Mandatory Referral is advisory. Planning
Board review of the Water Quality Plan is
regulatory and binding.
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SECTION 1 - RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends the transmittal of this Mandatory Referral to Montgomery County Department of
Transportation with the following comments, as expanded later in this document:

Transportation Recommendations

1. Ensure vertical obstructions, including utility poles, fences and guardrails, are at least two feet
from the edge of the sidepath.

2. Provide directional curb ramps that are aligned with high-visibility marked crosswalks at all
street crossings, including at Stations:

a. Sequoyah Elementary Bus e. Brightwood Road (137+50)
Loop (19+50) f. Briars Road (160+00)

b. October Court (88+50) g. Olney-Laytonsville Road

c. Bready Road (106+00) (174+77)

d. Cashell Road (126+00) h. Needwood Road (201+00)

3. Explore additional protected crossing locations throughout the project area where applicable,
specifically at Stations:
a. Bready Road - East Leg (106+00)
b. Brightwood Road - West Leg (137+50)
c. Thornhurst Drive - East and West Legs (145+00)

4. Replace missing bus pad at Sequoyah Elementary School.

5. Tighten curb radii at all intersections and driveways in line with the Complete Streets Design
Guide (CSDG) default radii (15 feet). Where wider turning radii may be helpful for larger
vehicles or emergency operations, consider the use of mountable curbs or relocating the
receiving leg stop bar to allow for encroachment.

6. Construct raised crossings across all driveways and all locations where the sidepath crosses
Neighborhood Streets and Neighborhood Yield Streets, including at Stations:

a. T7+00 f. 106+00
b. 21+50 g. 137+50
c. 35+50 h. 145+00
d. 49+00 i. 159+50
e. 88+50 j. 171450

7. Ensure all intersections comply with Montgomery Planning’s Protected Intersection Checklist
to the extent possible.

8. Smooth abrupt shifts in the sidepath alignment at Stations:

a. 4+50 b. 6+50
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c. 28+00 e. 85+00
d. 77+00

9. Extend the Bowie Mill Road sidepath to the pedestrian crossing at Olney-Laytonsville Road so
that it connects with the existing sidepath along the north side of Olney-Laytonsville Road.

10. Explore opportunities to provide a wider sidepath and street buffer between the sidepath and
Bowie Mill Road between Briars Road and Olney-Laytonsville Road.

11. Develop a wayfinding plan using the bikeway branding signage standards.

Parks Recommendations

1. MCDOT will continue to coordinate with Montgomery Parks on the design of the sidepath and
other elements including lighting, user safety elements, drainage improvements, and natural
resource protection and mitigation.

2. Construction plans must be submitted to the M-NCPPC Montgomery Parks Department for
review as part of the Park Construction Permit process to ensure that all work is performed in
accordance with Montgomery Parks standard details, specifications, and policies. No work on
parkland may occur until an approved Park Construction Permit is issued for the project.

3. Mitigation for impacts to Montgomery Parks trees (with a 6-inch DBH or greater) damaged or
removed, shall either be (1) replacement planting on parkland at a rate of one inch to one inch
diameter or (2) a monetary per inch caliper basis at the rate of $100/diameter inch, to be paid
to Montgomery Parks prior to completion of construction.

4. Any approved Commission parkland such as North Creek Stream Valley Unit 3 to be added to
the Montgomery County Department of Transportation Road right-of-way (ROW) will be
transferred to the County, as appropriate, via perpetual easement. The Commission must be
paid the fair market value of the perpetual easement.

5. MCDOT and Montgomery Parks will continue to coordinate on a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) at Bowie Mill Local Park regarding access and maintenance of the
portion of the sidepath and lighting on parkland which must be agreed to and finalized before
the issuance of a Park Construction Permit.
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Staff recommends the approval of the Tree Save Plan and the Preliminary/Final Water Quality Plan
with the following conditions:

1.

The Applicant must schedule the required site inspections by M-NCPPC Forest Conservation
Inspection Staff per Section 22A.00.01.10 of the Forest Conservation Regulations.

The Applicant must comply with all tree protection and tree save measures shown on the
approved Tree Save Plan. Tree save measures not specified on the Tree Save Plan may be
required by the M-NCPPC Forest Conservation Inspection Staff.

Before the start of any demolition, clearing, grading or construction for this project, whichever
comes first, the Applicant must record an M-NCPPC approved Certificate of Compliance in an
M-NCPPC approved off-site forest bank to satisfy the reforestation requirement for a total of
2.96 acres of mitigation credit. The off-site requirement may be met by making a fee-in-lieu
payment, subject to Staff approval, if forest mitigation bank credits are not available at any
bank.

The Limits of Disturbance (“LOD”) shown on the Final Sediment and Erosion Control Plan
must be consistent with the LOD shown on the approved Tree Save Plan.

The Planning Board accepts the recommendations of the Montgomery County Department of
Permitting Service (“MCDPS”) - Water Resources Section in its Combined Preliminary/Final
Water Quality Plan letter dated January 22, 2020 and hereby incorporates them as conditions
of the Water Quality Plan approval. The Applicant must comply with each of the
recommendations as set forth in the letter, which may be amended by MCDPS - Water
Resources Section provided that the amendments do not conflict with other conditions of the
Water Quality Plan approval.
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SECTION 2 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Description

The Montgomery County Department of Transportation (MCDOT) is designing a 3.3 mile-long sidepath
along Bowie Mill Road between Muncaster Mill Road and Olney-Laytonsville Road and on the north
side of Muncaster Mill Road between Bowie Mill Road and Needwood Road, shown as the solid red line
in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Project Area Map
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The proposed sidepath has two typical sections. Within the limits of the Upper Rock Creek Special
Protection Area, the sidepath is typically eight-feet-wide with a stormwater ditch of varying width
along the east side of Bowie Mill Road, as shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Typical Section in Special Protection Area
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Outside the Upper Rock Creek Special Protection Area, the sidepath is typically ten-feet-wide with a
stormwater ditch of varying width on the west side of Bowie Mill Road, as shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Typical Section outside of Special Protection Area
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Corridor-long engineering drawings and associated cross-sections are found in Attachment A.

Background

The proposed project is recommended as a Tier 2 bikeway in the 2018 Bicycle Master Plan. At the
northern terminus, the project connects to a sidepath along the north side of Olney-Laytonsville Road.
At the southern terminus, the project connects to a sidepath along Needwood Road. In the middle, the
project connects to the North Branch Trail at Bready Road. These connections and other future
planned connections are shown in purple in Figure 1.

The project generally makes it easier for people to walk and bike between Derwood/Redland and
Olney. It improves connectivity for people accessing the Inter-County Connector Trail and the Shady
Grove Metro Station via the Needwood Road Bikeway, Sequoyah Elementary School, Colonel Zadok
Magruder High School along Bowie Mill Road and Muncaster Mill Road, and Olney Town Center via
Olney-Laytonsville Road.
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The project is fully funded for design and construction as part of the county’s Capital Improvement
Program (P502108) using a mixture of General Obligation Bonds and State Aid. Final design for the
project is expected to be completed in early 2024. Construction is anticipated to begin in the following
fiscal year, with an estimated 18-month construction duration.

Surrounding Neighborhood

The Bowie Mill Road Bikeway connects multiple residential neighborhoods in Olney between
Muncaster Mill Road and Olney-Laytonsville Road. Zoning west of Cashell Road is typically RE-1 or RE-
2, and east of Cashell Road, it is R-200. The bikeway crosses the frontage of Sequoyah Elementary
School, the M-NCPPC Bowie Mill Local Park, and the M-NCPPC North Branch Stream Valley Unit Park.
Part of the project is within the Upper Rock Creek Special Protection Area.

Currently, Bowie Mill Road is a two-lane, two-way roadway with twelve-foot travel lanes, inconsistent
shoulder widths and occasional dedicated turn lanes (Figure 4). The 2018 Master Plan of Highways and
Transitways provides the following roadway classifications:

e Area Connector
o Muncaster Mill Road from Needwood Road to Bowie Mill Road
o Bowie Mill Road from
= Muncaster Mill Road to Sequoyah Elementary School
= North Branch of Rock Creek to Olney-Laytonsville Road
e Country Connector
o Bowie Mill Road from Sequoyah Elementary School to North Branch of Rock Creek

The posted speed limit is 40 miles per hour. In 2022, the Annual Average Daily Traffic along Bowie Mill
Road was 10,154 vehicles between Muncaster Mill Road and Cashell Road, and 6,914 vehicles between
Cashell Road and Olney-Laytonsville Road.

Figure 4: Bowie Mill Road at Dun Horse Lane
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There are some sidewalks along Bowie Mill Road, but they are disconnected. Where there are
sidewalks, the typical Pedestrian Level of Comfort score is Uncomfortable (PLOC 3) or Undesirable
(PLOC 4) due to narrow sidewalks and street buffers adjacent to travel lanes with a 40 mile per hour
speed limit. Other sidewalks along the corridor score Somewhat Comfortable (PLOC 2) where the
sidewalk and street buffer widths are greater. Today, along the entire 3.3-mile-long corridor, there are
four protected crossing locations: Three signalized intersections (Muncaster Mill Road at Needwood
Road, Bowie Mill Road at Cashell Road, and Bowie Mill Road at Olney-Laytonsville Road) and one four-
way stop-controlled intersection (Bowie Mill Road at Briars Road).

PARKLAND DESCRIPTION

The proposed sidepath construction occurs in MCDOT right-of-way (ROW) and on M-NCPPC
Montgomery Parks property. The project will result in temporary and permanent impacts in Bowie Mill
Local Park and North Branch Stream Valley Park Units 3 and 4 due to the proposed sidepath, which
includes a bridge over North Branch Rock Creek. Bowie Mill Local Park is a 10-acre park serving the
Bowie Mill Park and Bowie Mill Estates neighborhoods and is adjacent to Sequoyah Elementary
School. It features playground equipment and tennis courts.

North Branch Stream Valley Park Unit 4 is 607.8 acres and North Branch Stream Valley Park Unit 3 is
402.5 acres. North Branch Stream Valley Park consists of three units with a total of 1408 acres, is
predominantly forested and contains North Branch Rock Creek stream system in the Upper Rock
Creek Watershed. The western portion of North Branch Stream Valley Park and the entirety of Bowie
Mill Local Park fall within the Upper Rock Creek Special Protection Area. Biological monitoring data
from Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection in 2012 and 2017 indicate this
portion of the North Branch of Upper Rock Creek is in good condition and the area was able to support
several pollution-sensitive aquatic taxa (namely Blue Ridge Sculpin and a diversity of Mayflies
(Ephemerella sp., Maccaffertium sp., and Serratella sp.) in 2017.

North Branch Trail in the North Branch Stream Valley consists of hard surface and natural surface
sections. It makes up a significant part of the 13-mile Mid-County Loop trail system (Figure 5).

The existing road bridge and proposed sidepath bridge cross North Branch Rock Creek. North Branch
is designated as a Use Class Ill stream which means the stream is classified as a cold-water trout
stream. The Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) enforces Time of Year Restrictions
(TOYRs) for Use Il streams that begin October 1st and extends until April 30th; this means no instream
work can occur during the time of year restriction.

Bowie Mill Road Bikeway - Mandatory Referral No. 2023016 8





Figure 5: Vicinity Map of Proposed Bikeway and Parkland Impacts
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SECTION 4 - MANDATORY REFERRAL AUTHORITY AND PROCESS

Mandatory Referral review is guided by the Montgomery Planning Mandatory Referral Review Uniform
Standards (December 2022), and the authority granted through the Maryland Land Use Article,
Section 20-301, et.seq. As set forth in Sections 20-301 and 20-302, the Montgomery County Planning
Board has jurisdiction over mandatory referral projects presented by the federal government, State of
Maryland, Montgomery County government, Montgomery County Board of Education, and public
utilities, among others, for:

(1) acquiring or selling land;

(2) locating, constructing or authorizing a road, park, public way or ground, public building or
structure, or public utility; or

(3) changing the use of or widening, narrowing, extending, relocating, vacating or abandoning
any of the previously mentioned facilities.

The Planning Board must review such projects and transmit comments on the proposed location,
character, grade and extent of the activity to the project applicant.

As described in the Uniform Standards, the Planning Board considers all relevant land use and
planning aspects of the proposal including, but not limited to, the following:

(1) whether the proposal is consistent with the County’s General Plan, functional plans, the
approved and adopted area master plan or sector plan and any associated design guidelines,
and any other public plans, guidance documents, or programs for the area;

(2) whether the proposal is consistent with the intent and the requirements of the zone in which
itis located;

(3) whether the nature of the proposed site and development, including but not limited to its size,
shape, scale, height, arrangement, design of structure(s), massing, setback(s), site layout, and
location(s) of parking is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and properties;

(4) whether the locations of buildings and structures, open spaces, landscaping, recreation
facilities, and pedestrian and vehicular circulation systems are adequate, safe, and efficient;

(5) whether the proposal has an approved NRI/FSD and a preliminary SWM Concept Plan, and
meets the requirements of the Forest Conservation law (Chapters 19 and 22A of the
Montgomery County Code);

(6) whether a Preliminary or a Final Water Quality Plan has been reviewed by the Planning Board
if the project is located in a Special Protection Area. In addition, for a Water Quality Plan on
public property, the Board must determine if the plan meets any additional applicable
standards for Special Protection Areas;

(7) whether or not the site would be needed for park use if the proposal is for disposition of a
surplus public school or other publicly-owned property; and

(8) whether alternatives or mitigation measures have been considered for the project if the
proposal is inconsistent with the General Plan or other plans and policies for the area, or has
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discernible negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood, the transportation network,
the environment, historic resources (including burial sites), or other resources.
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SECTION 5 - MANDATORY REFERRAL ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

Master Plan Consistency

BICYCLE MASTER PLAN

The 2018 Bicycle Master Plan recommends a sidepath along Bowie Mill Road and along the segment of
Muncaster Mill Road between Bowie Mill Road and Needwood Road. This is a Tier 2 bikeway in the
master plan. The Bicycle Master Plan notes that trails and sidepaths will be a minimum of ten feet
wide, although eight feet is acceptable in areas with an environmental or historic constraint. A
minimum five-foot street buffer width is identified as well.

The proposed project is consistent with the master plan because the sections that are eight feet wide
are within the Special Protection Area, and the rest of the project meets the ten-foot minimum width
(with limited exceptions discussed later in this document). A five-foot minimum street buffer width is
maintained throughout the vast majority of the corridor.

UPPER ROCK CREEK AREA MASTER PLAN

The 2004 Upper Rock Creek Area Master Plan notes that improvements are needed to ensure that
people can safety walk, with particular attention paid to a crossing of Bowie Mill Road at Sequoyah
Elementary School.

The proposed project provides improved pedestrian connections in the area but does not propose an
improved crossing of Bowie Mill Road at Sequoyah Elementary School.

OLNEY MASTER PLAN

The 2005 Olney Master Plan includes recommendations for safety improvements to the Bowie Mill
Road at North Branch Trail crossing.

The proposed project does make safety improvements at the trail crossing by rerouting the North
Branch Trail to the Bready Road intersection where users can cross at a to-be-signalized intersection.

Transportation Analysis

ECOMPLETE STREETS DESIGN GUIDE

There are two different roadway classifications along the project corridor:

e Area Connector
o Muncaster Mill Road from Needwood Road to Bowie Mill Road
o Bowie Mill Road from
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= Muncaster Mill Road to Sequoyah Elementary School
= North Branch of Rock Creek to Olney-Laytonsville Road
e Country Connector
o Bowie Mill Road from Sequoyah Elementary School to North Branch of Rock Creek

Area Connectors (Figure 6) should have the following characteristics (when the current Complete
Streets Design Guide is complete?):

Target Speed: 30 miles per hour

Maximum Number of Vehicle Through Lanes: 2
e Maximum Protected Crossing Spacing: 600’-1,200’

Street Buffer: six feet in curbed section, 15 feet in open section (nine feet minimum)
Bikeway: Sidepath on one side of the street: 10 feet default, eight feet minimum

Figure 6: Neighborhood/Area Connector Cross-Section

Design Parameter | Design Guidance | Proposed by Project | Achieved by Project
Target Speed 30 miles per hour | Unchanged No

!When the County Council approved changes to the Road Code in line with the Complete Streets Design Guide
street classifications through Bills 24-22 and 34-22, they added a street classification called “Area Connector”
that did not exist in the Complete Streets Design Guide. MCDOT and Montgomery Planning staff have been
working update the Complete Streets Design Guide to provide guidance for these roads, as well as making other
additions and changes. That work should be complete soon.
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Maximum Number | 2 Unchanged Yes
of Vehicle Through
Lanes
Maximum 600’-1,200’ New signal and No
Protected Crossing marked crossing at
Spacing Bready Road
Street Buffer 6’ in curbed Typically 5> minimum | No
section, 15’ in in curbed and open
open section (9’ | section
minimum)
Bikeway Sidepath onone | Sidepath ononeside | Yes
side of the street: | of the street: 10’
10’ default, 8’ default, 8 minimum
minimum

The proposed project meets some of the default design criteria for the Area Connector, but does not
meet it for maximum protected crossing spacing, target speed, or street buffer width. Over time,
additional protected crossings can likely be constructed along the corridor, but a wider buffer would
require the reconstruction of the proposed sidepath at a later date, which is unlikely to occur.

Country Connectors (Figure 7) should have the following characteristics:

e Target Speed: 40 miles per hour

e Maximum Number of Vehicle Through Lanes: 4

e Maximum Protected Crossing Spacing: 1,300’-2,700’

e Street Buffer: 10 feet in curbed section, 15 feet in open section (10 feet minimum)
e Bikeway: Sidepath: 10 feet default, eight feet minimum
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Figure 7: Country Connector Cross-Section
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Design Parameter | Design Guidance | Proposed by Project | Achieved by Project
Target Speed 40 miles per hour | Unchanged Yes
Maximum Number | 4 Unchanged Yes
of Vehicle Through
Lanes
Maximum 1,300’ - 2,700’ Unchanged No
Protected Crossing
Spacing
Street Buffer 10’ in curbed Typically 5> minimum | No
section, 15’ in in curbed and open
open section (10’ | section
minimum)

Bikeway Sidepath onone | Sidepath ononeside | Yes
side of the street: | of the street: 10’
10’ default, 8’ default, 8 minimum
minimum

The proposed project meets some of the default design criteria for the Country Connector, but does
not meet it for maximum protected crossing spacing or street buffer width. Over time, additional
protected crossings can likely be constructed along the corridor, but a wider buffer would require the
reconstruction of the proposed sidepath at a later date, which is unlikely to occur.
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Transportation Comments

Recommendation: Ensure vertical obstructions, including utility poles, fences and guardrails,
are at least two feet from the edge of the sidepath.

The American Association of State and Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Bike Guide
indicates that at least two feet of horizontal separation should be provided between any trail or
sidepath and a vertical element like a utility pole, guardrail, or fence. This space, known as the “shy
distance”, allows bicyclists and other sidepath users to travel comfortably along the entire pavement
width without fear that they may strike an adjacent object. When vertical elements are closer than
two feet from the sidepath edge, users will “shy” away from these adjacent elements, effectively
narrowing the sidepath width. This is particularly an issue within the Special Protection Area where
the eight-foot width with adjacent vertical elements would result in an effective width of six or seven
feet - not much wider than a standard sidewalk.

Between Stations 202+00 on Muncaster Mill Road and 1+00 on Bowie Mill Road, there is a proposed
guardrail immediately adjacent to the eight-foot sidepath (Figure 8). This vertical element narrows the
effective width of the sidepath to six feet, which is too narrow for bicyclists to safely pass each other or
to pass pedestrians. A two-foot buffer should be provided between this guardrail and the sidepath.

Figure 8: Proposed Guardrail along Muncaster Mill Road
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At the following Stations within the project limits, existing utility poles appear to be close to the
sidepath (Figure 9):

1. 8+00 3. 12+00
2. 10+00 4. 13+50
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5. 15+00 7. 18+50
6. 17+00 8. 128+00

Ensure that these utility poles are at least two feet from the sidepath. If not, consider shifting the

sidepath or relocating the utility poles as appropriate to maintain the two-foot separation.

Figure 9: Example Utility Pole Locations Next to Proposed Sidepath
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Recommendation: Provide directional curb ramps that are aligned with high-visibility marked
crosswalks at all street crossings, including at Stations:

a. Sequoyah Elementary d. Cashell Road (126+00) g. Olney-Laytonsville Road
Bus Loop (19+50) e. Brightwood Road (137+50) (174+77)

b. October Court (88+50) f. Briars Road (160+00) h. Needwood Road

c. Bready Road (106+00) (201+00)

Directional curb ramps aligned with marked crosswalks are a best practice because they guide
pedestrians along the shortest path across the street or driveway, reducing pedestrian exposure to
traffic. When curb ramps are oriented toward the middle of an intersection (Figure 10), people with
low or no vision and those using wheelchairs or other mobility devices can be directed to cross the
street outside of the intended path of travel.
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Figure 10: Sidepath with Curb Ramp Concern

Recommendation: Explore additional protected crossing locations throughout the project area
where applicable, specifically at Stations:

a. Bready Road - East Leg (106+00)

b. Brightwood Road - West Leg (137+50)

c. Thornhurst Drive - East and West Legs (145+00)

There are three intersections within the project extent that connect to residential subdivisions on the
opposite side of Bowie Mill Road from the proposed sidepath without either a connecting marked
crosswalk or a protected crossing.? An example of this issue is at Thornhurst Drive (Figure 11), which
lacks a protected crossing across Bowie Mill Road.

2 As defined in Chapter 49 of the Montgomery County Code, a protected crossing is a location with “specific
traffic control devices that improve safety and comfort of pedestrians and bicyclists crossing streets by reducing
or eliminating conflicts, as well as increasing stopping and yielding for pedestrians and bicyclists, using
measures such as traffic signals (full signals with pedestrian signals), pedestrian hybrid (HAWK) beacons, all-way
stop control, or grade-separated crossings.”
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Figure 11: Thornhurst Drive Intersection without Connection to Neighborhood to the South
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At this location and others, the project team should explore providing protected crossing features to
ensure residents can safely access the sidepath and sidepath users can safely access adjacent
communities.

LN
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Recommendation: Replace missing bus pad at Sequoyah Elementary School.
At the Sequoyah Elementary School bus stop (21+00), the paved pad where transit riders board and

alight from buses appears to be missing. It appears in Google Streetview imagery but is shown as
removed without replacement in Figure 12.

Figure 12: Missing Bus Stop at Sequoyah Elementary School
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Recommendation: Tighten curb radii at all intersections and driveways in line with the Complete
Streets Design Guide (CSDG) default radii (15 feet). Where wider turning radii may be helpful for
larger vehicles or emergency operations, consider the use of mountable curbs or relocating the
receiving leg stop bar to allow for encroachment.

Providing tight turning radii is essential to reducing the turning speed of motor vehicles, improving
visibility between motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists, and reducing the likelihood and severity of
collisions between roadway users. Figure 14 illustrates how tighter turning radii improve visibility by
allowing motorists to cross bikeways, sidewalks, and sidepaths at a perpendicular angle so potential
conflicts can be seen through the front windshield, not over a shoulder.

Bowie Mill Road Bikeway - Mandatory Referral No. 2023016 16





Figure 13: Tighter Curb Radii Visibility Illustration
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Additionally, the smaller the curb radius, the less roadway pedestrians have to cross, reducing their
exposure to conflict. Figure 15 illustrates the turning radius issue at the circled corner of the
intersection with Foggy Lane, but radii across the corridor should be tightened to the extent possible.

Figure 14: Bowie Mill Road at Foggy Lane
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The CSDG default corner radius is 15 feet (Figure 16). The guide states that “designers should assume
a maximum 10 miles per hour turning speed for passenger cars and a 5 mile per hour turning speed for
all other vehicles.” Where wider turning radii may be helpful for larger vehicles or emergency
operations, consider the use of mountable curbs or relocating the receiving leg stop bar to allow for
encroachment.

Figure 15: Mountable Truck Apron Curb Radius (Photo: ODOT)
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RA = Actual Radius
RE = Effective Radius

An additional benefit of tighter turning radii is that it makes it easier to provide directional curb ramps
to better guide pedestrians in the crosswalk through an intersection.

Recommendation: Construct raised crossings at all intersections where the sidepath crosses
Neighborhood Streets and Neighborhood Yield Streets, including at Stations:

a. 7+00 e. 88+50 i 159+50
b. 21+50 f. 106+00 je 171+50
c. 35+50 g. 137+50
d. 49+00 h. 145+00

Raised crossings slow turning vehicles, reinforce the primacy of pedestrian spaces, and create a more
accessible pedestrian environment. Raised crossings (Figure 17) eliminate the need for people using
wheelchairs or other mobility devices to use ramps to go down to street-level and then climb back to
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sidewalk-level as they travel through intersections. This recommendation is in-line with Key Action B-
3c from the 2023 Pedestrian Master Plan.

Figure 16: A raised crossing across a low speed, low volume street. Photo Credit: Vladimir Zlokazov

Recommendation: Ensure all intersections comply with Montgomery Planning’s Protected
Intersection Checklist to the extent possible.

Itis a best practice when designing sidepaths and separated bike lanes to use protected intersection
treatments at applicable intersections to ensure bicyclists and pedestrians using these facilities can
safely cross. These treatments should be applied at intersections in the project area. High-quality
protected intersection design includes the following elements shown in Figure 18 and discussed in
detail in Montgomery Planning’s Protected Intersection Checklist, which was developed in
collaboration with MCDOT (Attachment B):

1) ACornerlisland to physically separate the bikeway up to the intersection crossing point where
potential conflicts with turning motor vehicles can be more easily controlled.

2) Bicycle Queuing Space to provide a waiting area for stopped bicyclists that is fully within the
view of motorists waiting at the stop bar.

3) The Clear Distance maintains the necessary sight lines between motorists, bicyclists, and
pedestrians to stop (or yield) as appropriate.

4) The Motorist Yield Zone is the space for turning motorists to yield to bicyclists and pedestrians.
Research shows safety benefits at locations where bicycle crossings are offset from the
motorist travelway at a distance of between 6 feet and 16.5 feet. This offset:
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a. improves a motorist’s view of approaching bicyclists and pedestrians by reducing the
need for motorists to scan behind them,

b. creates space for a motorist to yield to bicyclists and pedestrians without blocking
traffic approaching from the rear (for right turns) or the side (for left turns across two-
way streets), and

c. provides more time for all users to react to each other and negotiate the crossing.

5) A Pedestrian Refuge is a space within the street buffer where pedestrians can wait between the
bikeway and general-purpose travel lanes. This is not necessary for protected intersections for
sidepaths.

6) Crossings and Markings increase visibility of crossing bicyclists and pedestrians and clarify
where pedestrians and bicyclists should cross the street.

7) Signalization is an approach to separate bicyclists/pedestrians and motor vehicles in time
either by providing a bicycle-only signal (if appropriate) or allowing bicyclists to cross the
street using the pedestrian signal. Providing bicyclists separate signal phases from motorists
can reduce conflict between these modes.
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Figure 17: A proposed protected intersection included in the Amherst Avenue Separated Bike Lane project

Recommendation: Smooth abrupt shifts in the sidepath alignment at Stations:

a. 4+50 d. 28+00
b. 6+50 e. 77+00
c. 23+00 f. 85+00

There are several locations where the sidepath shifts horizontally in a manner that may be unsafe for
users, particularly bicyclists. Figure 19 identifies one such location. The Bicycle Master Plan Bicycle
Facility Design Toolkit indicates that the maximum “lateral taper” or horizontal shift should be at a 3:1
ratio or one foot horizontal for every three feet along the sidepath. The project team should ensure
that all changes in horizontal sidepath alignment are not more aggressive than 3:1.
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Figure 18: Abrupt Sidepath Shift East of Sequoyah Elementary School
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Recommendation: Extend the Bowie Mill Road sidepath to the pedestrian crossing at Olney-
Laytonsville Road so that it connects with the existing sidepath along the north side of Olney-
Laytonsville Road.

As currently designed, the proposed sidepath ends at the corner of Bowie Mill Road and Olney-
Laytonsville Road as shown in Figure 20. Bicyclists would want to cross Olney-Laytonsville Road to use
the sidepath along its north side (the dashed red path in the figure below) will have to use a 25-foot-
long section of sidewalk to access the crossing, creating a potential pinch point for users. To mitigate
this conflict, the proposed project should be extended to this protected crossing location at sidepath
width.
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Figure 19: Northern Sidepath Terminus
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Recommendation: Explore opportunities to provide a wider sidepath and street buffer between
the sidepath and Bowie Mill Road between Briars Road and Olney-Laytonsville Road.

Between Briars Road and Olney-Laytonsville Road, the sidepath narrows from the standard ten feet
for areas outside of Special Protection Areas to eight feet, and has a one to two-foot-wide street
buffer, as shown in Figure 20. Reducing the width of the sidepath and the street buffer as it nears
Olney-Laytonsville Road Center is problematic, as Planning staff would expect more walking and
bicycling at this end of the sidepath given the proximity to Olney Town Center. At the same time, a
wider street buffer is preferred to minimize the likelihood of bicyclists or pedestrians unintentionally
entering the roadway. The default street buffer width for this street type (Area Connector) will be six
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feet in the coming update to the CSDG. Further project design should investigate widening the
sidepath and street buffer, with a preference for a wider street buffer if both are not possible.

Figure 20: Narrow Sidepath with Minimal Buffer

Recommendation: Develop a wayfinding plan using the bikeway branding signage standards.

Montgomery Planning, in consultation with MCDOT, has completed a branding plan for the county’s
bikeway network. This brand includes a wayfinding component to help bicyclists navigate the
bikeway network to reach local and regional destinations (Figure 22). A pilot effort with MCDOT in
North Bethesda is nearing final design. MCDOT should develop and install wayfinding using the same
standards as part of the Bowie Mill Bikeway project.
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Figure 21: Example of Breezeway Directional Signage
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Environmental Analysis and Findings

ENVIRONMENTAL GUIDELINES

The project conforms to the Planning Board-approved Environmental Guidelines for Environmental
Management of Development in Montgomery County. The project area contains environmental buffers,
streams, and other sensitive features. The project is within the Upper Rock Creek watershed, a Use
Class Ill designation. The project proposes 1.48 acres of forest removal and has impacts on
approximately 0.25 acres (10,740 square feet) of Stream Valley Buffer (SVB). The environmental
impacts have been minimized to the greatest extent possible, but are necessary and unavoidable to
achieve the design standards of the proposed bikeway.
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 FOREST CONSERVATION

The project is exempt from Article Il of Chapter 22A of the Montgomery County Code (“Forest
Conservation Law”) and from the submission of a forest conservation plan. A forest conservation
exemption request plan no. 42024017E was granted under Section 22A-5(e) as “a state or county
highway project”. The exemption was confirmed on October 20, 2023.

While the project is exempt from Article Il of the Forest Conservation Law, the applicant is still
required under section 22A-9 of Chapter 22A of the County Code to:

a) Minimize forest cutting, clearing, and loss of specimen trees to the extent possible while
balancing other design, construction, and environmental standards. The constructing agency
must make a reasonable effort to minimize the cutting or clearing of trees and other woody
plants.

b) If the forest to be cut or cleared for a County highway project equals or exceeds 20,000 square
feet, the constructing agency must reforest a suitable area at the rate of one acre of
reforestation for each acre of forest cleared.

¢) Mitigation for loss of specimen or champion trees. Mitigation amounts are based on the
size and character of the tree.

The Applicant has minimized the limits of disturbance, minimizing the amount of forest clearing
and impacts to large and specimen trees. However, the project still has impacts to forest and
specimen trees.

The Applicant has provided a Tree Save Plan (“TSP”) to highlight forest loss/mitigation, tree save, and
specimen tree mitigation. Even with minimizing the LOD and altering some design aspects there are
some necessary and unavoidable impacts to forest. The project proposes to remove 1.48 acres
(64,580 square feet) of forest which is above the forest clearing threshold of 0.46 acres (20,000 square
feet) allowed under the Sec. 22A-9. Therefore, the Applicant is required to reforest a suitable area at a
2:1 rate for each acre of forest cleared. This results in a reforestation requirement of 2.96 acres which
the applicant intends to meet by purchasing the appropriate reforestation credits in the DOT
Damascus Snow Forest Bank.

In addition to forest loss, the TSP also proposes the removal of ten (10) specimen trees. Mitigation for
the loss of these trees is being provided in the form of plantings of 78 2-inch caliper overstory trees
within the Bowie Mill Road right-of-way.

Historic Preservation Analysis and Findings

No applicable comments.
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Parks Analysis and Findings

PARKLAND IMPACTS

The Bowie Mill Road Bikeway project makes a critical connection to the North Branch Trail across
Bowie Mill Road, enabling pedestrians and bicyclists to more safely access and utilize Montgomery
Park’s trails; better connecting a significant part of the 13-mile Mid-County Loop trail system.
Currently the hard surface trail to the north of Bowie Mill Road (North Branch SVU4), does not have a
marked crossing to connect to the natural surface trail south of Bowie Mill Road (North Branch SVU3)
(Figure 23).

Figure 22: Existing Conditions of North Branch Trail at Bowie Mill Road; Map (left), Westbound View (middle), and
Eastbound View (right)

This new connection (Figure 24) reroutes the hard surface trail in North Branch Stream Valley Park
Unit 4 to a new marked crossing at Bluebell Lane to connect back to a new sidepath south of Bowie
Mill Road and a new separated sidepath bridge over North Branch connecting back to the natural
surface trail in North Branch Stream Valley Park Unit 3.
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Figure 23: Proposed Reroute and Connection to North Branch Trail
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The proposed sidepath consists of an eight-foot-wide section along the length of parkland in North
Branch Stream Valley Park Unit 3, a 10-foot-wide sidepath connecting to the hard surface trail in North
Branch Stream Valley Park Unit 4, and an eight to nine-foot wide sidepath along Bowie Mill Local Park.
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A 12-foot wide, 60-foot-long prefabricated sidepath bridge will be installed in North Branch Stream
Valley Park Unit 3 on the south side of Bowie Mill Road. MCDOT and Montgomery Parks coordinated
closely to ensure the sidepath bridge is being planned to avoid stream impacts. An eroded drainage
along Bowie Mill Road in North Branch Stream Valley Park Unit 3 will be stabilized as part of the
project (Figure 25).
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Figure 24: North Branch SVP 3 at Bowie Mill Road Existing Conditions (left) and Proposed Sidepath Bridge and
Drainage Improvements (right)
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Minimal impacts are proposed in Bowie Mill Local Park. The existing sidewalk will be widened to an
eight-to-nine-foot-wide sidepath and is separated from the park infrastructure by an existing
stormwater pond embankment (Figure 26).

Figure 25: Existing Conditions along Bowie Mill Local Park

The current 70% design proposal will require the removal of eight trees (totaling 47.5-inches of trees)
in North Branch Stream Valley Park Unit 3, and no trees are proposed for removal on parkland in
North Branch Stream Valley Park Unit 4 or Bowie Mill Local Park.
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Pedestrian lighting is intended to be included in the project scope, although the current design does
not include a lighting plan. As the design advances, MCDOT will coordinate with Montgomery Parks on
lighting impact avoidance and minimization measures.

The sidepath, bridge, and drainage improvements will require permanent impacts on parkland for the
continued maintenance of the sidepath, bridge and drainage infrastructure and temporary impacts on
parkland for the construction and access. The permanent impact will result in the creation of
additional MCDOT right-of-way (through the granting at fair market value of a perpetual easement)
consisting of 943 square feet in North Branch Stream Valley Park Unit 3. Temporary impacts for
construction and access include approximately 3,800 square feet in North Branch Stream Valley Park
Unit 4, 6,450 square feet in North Branch Stream Valley Park Unit 3, and 4,300 square feet in Bowie Mill
Local Park.

Recommendation: MCDOT will continue to coordinate with Montgomery Parks on the design of
the sidepath and other elements including lighting, user safety elements, drainage
improvements, and natural resource protection and mitigation.

PARK CONSTRUCTION PERMIT

Recommendation: Construction plans must be submitted to the M-NCPPC Montgomery Parks
Department for review as part of the Park Construction Permit process to ensure that all work is
performed in accordance with Montgomery Parks standard details, specifications, and policies.
No work on parkland may occur until an approved Park Construction Permit is issued for the
project.

MCDOT will be required to obtain a Park Construction Permit from M-NCPPC Montgomery Parks prior
to commencement of any construction activities on parkland. Plans submitted for Park Construction
Permit review must include existing topography, utilities, and identify and locate all trees (with size
and species) larger than 6-inch DBH and greater within 25 feet of the proposed Limit of Disturbance
(LOD) on park property.

Recommendation: Mitigation for impacts to Montgomery Parks trees (with a 6-inch DBH or
greater) damaged or removed, shall either be (1) replacement planting on parkland at a rate of
one inch to one inch diameter or (2) a monetary per inch caliper basis at the rate of
$100/diameter inch, to be paid to Montgomery Parks prior to completion of construction.

Tree impacts will be determined by an M-NCPPC forester prior to construction based on the Final
Design. During Park Construction Permit Review, Montgomery Parks staff will work with MCDOT to
minimize impacts to parkland to the greatest extent possible and avoid all critical resources
identified.

Bowie Mill Road Bikeway - Mandatory Referral No. 2023016 28





 RIGHT-OF-WAY

Recommendation: Any approved Commission parkland such as North Creek Stream Valley Unit 3
to be added to the Montgomery County Department of Transportation Road right-of-way (ROW)
will be transferred to the County, as appropriate, via perpetual easement. The Commission
must be paid the fair market value of the perpetual easement prior to the issuance of a Park
Construction Permit.

The permanent impact will result in the creation of additional MCDOT right-of-way totaling 943 square
feet (through the granting at fair market value of a perpetual easement) from North Branch Stream
Valley Park Unit 3 (Figure 27).

Figure 26: Area of Perpetual Easement for MCDOT Right-of-Way at North Branch SVP 3
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Recommendation: MCDOT and Montgomery Parks will continue to coordinate on a Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) at Bowie Mill Local Park regarding access and maintenance of the
portion of the sidepath and lighting on parkland, which must be agreed to and finalized before
the issuance of a Park Construction Permit.

Along the frontage of Bowie Mill Local Park, the sidepath and lighting will be located on park property.
A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) will be utilized at Bowie Mill Local Park and no perpetual
easement will be granted (Figure 28). The MOU will establish the agreed upon maintenance
responsibilities between MCDOT and Montgomery Parks in the shared maintenance area on parkland,
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which will include approximately 3,390 square feet of parkland. MCDOT will be responsible for the
maintenance of the sidepath and lighting.

Figure 27: Area of Shared Maintenance under Memorandum of Understanding within Bowie Mill Local Park
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SECTION 6 - SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA WATER QUALITY PLAN

The Application satisfies all of the applicable requirements of Chapter 19 of the Montgomery County
Code, the requirements of the Upper Rock Creek Overlay Zone, and the Environmental Guidelines, as
discussed below.

Approximately 1.84 miles, about 55%, of this project is located within the Upper Rock Creek Special
Protection Area (SPA) and the Upper Rock Creek Overlay Zone. As such, it is required to obtain
approval of a water quality plan under section 19-62(b) of the Montgomery County Code.

As part of the requirements of the Special Protection Area law, a SPA Water Quality Plan should be
reviewed in conjunction with a Mandatory Referral. Under Section 19-65 of the Montgomery County
Code, the Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (MCDPS) and the Planning Board
have different responsibilities in the review of a Water Quality Plan. MCDPS has reviewed and
conditionally approved the elements of the Water Quality Plan under its purview. The Planning
Board’s responsibility is to determine if SPA forest conservation and planning requirements,
environmental buffer protection, and limits on impervious surfaces have been satisfied.

MCDPS and MCDEP Special Protection Area Review Elements

In a letter dated January 22, 2020, MCDPS found that elements of the SPA Preliminary/Final Water
Quality Plan under its purview were acceptable (Attachment C).

Per the MCDPS Preliminary/Final Water Quality Plan memorandum, the required goals will be met
with bio-swales, microbioretention, and pervious pavement. Sediment and erosion control measures
will be reviewed by MCDPS during the detailed sediment control/stormwater management plan stage.
The Applicant will pay a stream monitoring fee to MCDPS due at time of detailed sediment control
plan submittal and an SPA Best Management Practices monitoring fee to MCDPS due at time of as-
built submittal.

Planning Board Special Protection Area Review Elements

What follows is an analysis of the Planning Board’s responsibilities in the review of the
Preliminary/Final Water Quality Plan.

Staff recommends Planning Board approval of the elements of the SPA Water Quality Plan under its
purview.

1) Priority Forest Conservation Areas
The Application meets the requirements of Chapter 22A of the Montgomery County Forest
Conservation Law. A Forest Conservation Exemption Plan, Plan No. 42024017E, was confirmed
on October 20, 2023. This confirmation required that a Tree Save Plan - required under
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Section 22A-9 of the Forest Conservation Law - be submitted with the Mandatory Referral
application because more than 20,000 square feet of forest is proposed to be removed.

A Tree Save Plan was submitted with this application. The project proposes to remove 1.48
acres (64,580 square feet) of forest, which is above the forest-clearing threshold of 0.46 acres
(20,000 square feet) allowed under Section 22A-9. Therefore, the Applicant is required to
reforest a suitable area at a 2:1 rate for each acre of forest cleared. This resultsin a
reforestation requirement of 2.96 acres which the Applicant intends to meet by purchasing the
appropriate reforestation credits in the MCDOT Damascus Snow Forest Bank.

Condition of Approval: The Applicant must schedule the required site inspections by M-
NCPPC Forest Conservation Inspection Staff per Section 22A.00.01.10 of the Forest
Conservation Regulations.

Condition of Approval: The Applicant must comply with all tree protection and tree save
measures shown on the approved Tree Save Plan. Tree save measures not specified on
the Tree Save Plan may be required by the M-NCPPC Forest Conservation Inspection
Staff.

Condition of Approval: Before the start of any demolition, clearing, grading or
construction for this project, whichever comes first, the Applicant must record an M-
NCPPC approved Certificate of Compliance in an M-NCPPC approved off-site forest bank
to satisfy the reforestation requirement for a total of 2.96 acres of mitigation credit. The
off-site requirement may be met by making a fee-in-lieu payment, subject to staff
approval, if forest mitigation bank credits are not available at any bank.

Environmental Buffer Protection

The project passes through the stream valley buffer for the North Branch of the Rock Creek
stream. There is unavoidable forest clearing within the stream buffer for the construction of
the eight-foot bikeway. Typically, removal of forest within a stream valley buffer is not
allowed, but preventing this forest removal would prevent the construction of the bikeway.
Under Section VI.D of the Environmental Guidelines, an exception to the forest removal
prohibition can be allowed in this case, given that the bikeway addresses planning and safety
issues for the general public. The forest removed will be mitigated by purchasing the
appropriate credits at a 2:1 rate in an off-site forest bank.

Impervious Surfaces

A main goal for development within all SPAs is to minimize impervious surfaces. Impervious
surface restrictions for development projects in the Upper Rock Creek SPA are set forth in the
Upper Rock Creek Overlay Zone. As per Chapter 59, Section 4.9.21, the maximum total
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impervious surface area for any development is limited to ten percent. However, public
projects are not limited by this requirement as set forth in Section 4.9.21.B.2, but are required
to minimize imperviousness:

2. All public projects must satisfy the provisions of the URC Overlay Zone, however, these provisions are not
intended to preclude the development of public facilities. Such facilities must conform to the water quality
plan submission and review requirements established in Chapter 19, Article V, and keep imperviousness to
the minimum needed to accomplish the public purpose intended.

The Applicant has demonstrated compliance with the impervious surface requirement by
reducing the width of the proposed bikeway from the Bicycle Master Plan-recommended ten
feet down to eight feet. This reduction in bikeway width for the total length of 1.85 miles
within the Special Protection Area resulted in a twenty percent reduction of project
impervious surface from an initial total of 175,000 square feet down to 140,000 square feet.

Condition of Approval: The Limits of Disturbance (“LOD”) shown on the Final Sediment
and Erosion Control Plan must be consistent with the LOD shown on the approved Tree
Save Plan.

Condition of Approval: The Planning Board accepts the recommendations of the
Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (“MCDPS”) - Water Resources
Section in its Combined Preliminary/Final Water Quality Plan letter dated January 22,
2020 and hereby incorporates them as conditions of the Water Quality Plan approval. The
Applicant must comply with each of the recommendations as set forth in the letter,
which may be amended by MCDPS - Water Resources Section provided that the
amendments do not conflict with other conditions of the Water Quality Plan approval.
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SECTION 7 - COMMUNITY OUTREACH

After staff accepted the Mandatory Referral for review, Montgomery Planning notified local civic and
homeowners’ associations and other interested parties of this proposal. As of the date of this report,
Planning staff have received no comments from the public about this project.

Most recently, the project team conducted a public workshop at Sequoyah Elementary School on May
3,2018. Prior to this mandatory referral, the project has received letters of support from the Greater
Olney Civic Association and the Washington Area Bicyclists Association.

SECTION 8 - CONCLUSION

Staff recommends transmittal of comments to the Montgomery County Department of
Transportation.

Staff recommends approval of the Tree Save Plan and the Preliminary/Final Water Quality Plan with
conditions.

SECTION 9 - ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings
Attachment B: Montgomery Planning Protected Intersection Checklist

Attachment C: MCDPS Preliminary/Final Water Quality Plan Approval

Bowie Mill Road Bikeway - Mandatory Referral No. 2023016 34





		Section 1 – Recommendations

		Section 2 – Project Description

		Project Description

		Background

		Surrounding Neighborhood

		Parkland Description





		Section 4 – Mandatory Referral Authority and Process

		Section 5 – Mandatory Referral Analysis and Findings

		Master Plan Consistency

		Bicycle Master Plan

		Upper Rock Creek Area Master Plan

		Olney Master Plan



		Transportation Analysis

		Complete Streets Design Guide



		Transportation Comments

		Environmental Analysis and Findings

		Environmental Guidelines

		Forest Conservation



		Historic Preservation Analysis and Findings

		Parks Analysis and Findings

		Parkland Impacts

		Park Construction Permit

		Right-of-Way





		Section 6 – Special Protection Area Water Quality Plan

		MCDPS and MCDEP Special Protection Area Review Elements

		Planning Board Special Protection Area Review Elements



		Section 7 – Community Outreach

		Section 8 – Conclusion

		Section 9 – Attachments




Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

_ EASEMENT LIMIT
— / J ;L:\u:ti— }

/ ~__ -
/ TAX# 08—03684684
FOREST CONSERVATION PRESERVE AT ROCK CREEK
/ / EASEMENT LIMIT COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION, INC.

43765/402
MAP GT61

PLAT 24249
/ ( BLOCK F
PARCEL B

_— OPEN SPACE
- CATEGORY 1
/ CONSERVATION EASEMENT \

TAX# 08—03769697
MUNCASTER MILL ROAD
MAP GT61, PARCEL N905

PROPOSED FEE SIMPLE MONTGOMERY HOSPICE, INC.
RIGHT—OF —WAY 51541/7
Nt PROPOSED PLAT 20072

UTILITY POLE EASEMENT |

RELOCATION 7BV
Concrete FlEnoI Section

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION

EASEMENT
EXISTING CULVERT TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION %Cé
TO BE EXTENDED EASEMENT %f\gé :
I N .
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION : (ﬁ/ .
TRAFFIC POLE EASEMENT ‘ . NV
TRAFFIC SIGNAL : % t 4 :
RELOCATION POLE TO REMAIN '
UTILITY POLE | ; | f
o RELOCATION —t] L .
WOODS R . . R
%ﬂ/} CN\ J) C:::;ZMAGNC?LI.A.... %%L \
%é}mm; ~ TCE— TCE TCE E TCE —— TCE —) ] , Al A A\
; R 1 e e I I ) SO o . N, :
V7718 aol T AN A AU S~ CTT—¢ — o WAL
—qQa01 S AR TN TN A AN AN T Ve of —Qv ) \ Q
~007 ——q01 —=—009 T EE L T _ #177110 W W ¥ 3 __ \:GO’\ =l CWAK 5 & A
—___ .
=t B B
S 0 B9
; \ ° MUNCASTER MILL ROAD
| o BRe0sed ' I . | 20\5\:4\00 \\ 204:+\O\®\ | \ >6*{:+OO 7 f . 202700 | = (Rﬁ 119) E
S MUNCASTPER l\@l_l_ ROAD 20er \rerorosts coRoRAT] - {EXISTING SIGNAL T0 BE w 2
) MODIFIED TO INCLUDE '
2 (RT& 175) MUNCASTER /KMLL ROAD ) \_{sra it : 5| Mprep o el 25 =
X 7 e D J o
Curb Cw . orve) o s #765473 #7654730 T Ty %1
0 MDGSB4 & WOOD@ C.PAD T90530 C.WALK 2247 8 n ]
28 O O O D) o 28? &%, BOARD FENCE
T"MACADAM '} .
- RIVE ) 12”PINE
[ ] | |
— —
/ //
FOREST CONSERVATION |-
B EASEMENT LIMIT
—ww— UMIT OF DISTURBANCE [ PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. THIS SHEET IS PARTIALLY WITHIN THE UPPER ROCK CREEK SPECIAL PROTECTION
PATH /TRAIL—IMPERVIOUS AREA S
— — — LIMIT OF GRADING PROPOSED ASPHALT 2. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE 70% DESIGN
' DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PS—01 ROADWAY PLAN
PATH/TRAIL — PERVIOUS
- ,\PARA%E?NS(ESD PAVEMENT PROPéSED N APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES. NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
o TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT e COMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD
BIKEWAY
o TEMPORARY PROPOSED PAVEMENT

NG — S
R R T N EASEMENT REMOVAL ' /( ‘\‘ criet. D Sactr Date
N ETECE] PROPOSED RIP—RAP 0 » "
re— PERPETUAL EASEMENT  [ZIZd oo Ay v ‘ k ‘
N

e e —
PROPOSED RETAINING 2. -] PROPOSED CONCRETE ® Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WA —— SIDEWALK KSM ST PLC :
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: Drawn by: Checked by: Project No. : 509337 SHEET 47 of 300
FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS-01 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:07pm USER: coppage






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

(|
prd
=
_
i
—
T
=
®
- (4P
= o
1
(0p)
al
=
LOD LOD S
a < =
— \ LL
LL
LOD LOD 1 T
(0p)
BOWIE MILL ROAD 10+00 | 11+00 )
: - ' ' (LlfJ)
o 1
= | LOD L
..... 2 oy — p—— LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD —
S LoD =
o> - — — O - —— LOB- LoD “Lon T O = 100 == 10D =T Ocr— LORE HAE — O
UTILITY POLE N\ —TCE LOD " <
. RELOCATION gl z ) a £ & TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION S
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION Lop 2 EASEMENT |
-/ EASEMENT - e ~—_ % 0 @ Q
| PRESHR PROPOSED s 2 & & & & &
/ / . RETAINING WALL < @ @ ” £
| B T
: / UTILITY POLE @ O @ @ @ @ ) Q @ @ @
| RELOCATION ) 2 B £ - .
PROPOSED FEE SIMPLE X [T o UTILITY POLE
RIGHT—OF—-WAY T0 REMAIN TO REMAIN
\ FOREST CONSERVATION
EASEMENT LIMIT
“EN SPACE !/
ATEGQRY 1
FOREST CONSERVATION CONSEHRVATION EASEMENT
EASEMENT LIMIT | /
A B E— /
LEGEND NOTES:
— w— LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE ~ [[N] PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. THIS SHEET IS WITHIN UPPER ROCK CREEK SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA
PATH/TRAIL-IMPERVIOUS 2. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY
— — — LIMIT OF GRADING PROPOSED ASPHALT APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES. 70% DESIGN PS—02 ROADWAY PLAN
PATH/TRAIL — PERVIOUS NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
— I\P/IRA(F)EEIONSGESD PAVEMENT ROPOSED DRIVEWAY GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
— F— TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD
PROPOSED PAVEMENT '7 “ BIKEWAY
T TEMPORARY REMOVAL Chief, Design Section Date
CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT — et Des
— re— PERPETUAL EASEMENT (22X PROPOSED RIBZRAP v ‘ k ‘ 0 30 60
— PROPOSED RETAINING l g ] PROPOSED CONCRETE A ® Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering T SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL L ] SIDEWALK —— - S
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KSM Drawn by: ST Checked by: PLC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 48 of 300
FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS-02 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:08pm USER: coppage






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

MATCHLINE - SEE SHEET NO. PS-02

LEGEND

LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE
LIMIT OF GRADING

PROPOSED PAVEMENT
MARKINGS

TREE PROTECTION FENCE

TEMPORARY
CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT

PERPETUAL EASEMENT

— TPF —

— TCE—

PROPOSED RETAINING A L]
WALL Sl

5] PROPOSED RIP—RAP
~= SLOPE STABILIZATION

1 PROPOSED CONCRETE

PROPOSED ASPHALT
PATH /TRAIL—IMPERVIOUS

PROPOSED ASPHALT
PATH/TRAIL — PERVIOUS

PROPOSED DRIVEWAY
ASPHALT PAVEMENT

PROPOSED PAVEMENT
REMOVAL

SIDEWALK

\)\60 2

r

13+00

—\
o] - - - - - - - X o0— LoD— LoD—— LOD %
LOD LOD [ 0D LOD L >
— LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD ’%\/ LOD LOD LOD . LOD LO]IZJ) LOD LOD ]j . oD /Lm):_mr = S
T =0t - P
» 3 R —— D=~ \ o
—TCRU— el — T pOU- ToE LD Ter —LURCE (w3 TTCE TCE™® CE-4— TCE—— =“rCE SCE Tee TCEOD ——777 LOD = LOD—=r—= LOD o= L0BcE LOD——— 10D T&OD %L'OD LODo— Ok T—— B =
PROPOSED FEE SIMPLE| \
TEEAMSE\OAFEQF;Y CONSTRUCTION = é} o GH T OF — WAY {:;
@ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ % @ @ @ @ TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION \
& @i%}@ & e & @G & @@ & £ o & £ & &3 £ £ £ £ EASEMENT
UTILITY POLE
2 O o Y ShONE o o 9 od¥ o © oo & 20
UTILITY POLE
R i T Ror 1 R
ww}
2
NOTES:
1. THIS SHEET IS WITHIN UPPER ROCK CREEK SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA
2. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE
70% DESIGN MONTGOMERY COUNTY
APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES. NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PS—03 ROADWAY PLAN
GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL B OWIEII%lE]IVI\;{AJYROAD
'/("\\‘ Chief, Design Section Date
' APPROVED
AN & R
e o —
/ A ® Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KSM Drawn by: ST Checked by: PLC Project No. : _ 509337 SHEET 49 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg LAYOUT NAME: PS—03 PLOTIED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:09pm USER: coppage






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

— Lob— LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE
— — — LIMIT OF GRADING

— PROPOSED PAVEMENT
MARKINGS

— 1F — TREE PROTECTION FENCE
_ +e— TEMPORARY

— PE— PERPETUAL EASEMENT

PROPOSED RETAINING
WALL

LEGEND

CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT

MATCHLINE - SEE SHEET NO. PS-05

W @
E L
£ @ > ‘/Elfl/
vy} [ o
c @ a ¢
™ 5 - 8/////“\
%) M~ N |
. : UTILITY POLE - :
g ' Al T0 REMAIN = \ C(
I\ ] LOD @]D) ob O o Wﬁﬂ
_— LUD LOUUD LOUD LOUD LUU | O -OP |
’fUU | K U — e — Hop LoD top EOD
(0p)] / ) II_UL) ' ' ' '
LOD LOD LOD LOD —— LOD\ LOD | , ,
. _ . vy - _ A0 _ _ — — — —— LOD—— | AN
LOD LOD ——— LOD LOD LOD—
ézz&z@@o BOWIE MILL ROAD 23400 24400 25+00 LOD LoD 57+00
~ W/ W LOD:- £OD — 0D LOD EOD EOD oD LOD EOD 1Ol
w W i
— Lop——10D o
5 5 |l — = =
[T~
2]k, . — — = =
9 [h's |
L ) L LOD — ) LOD
§ 1 = L Ry — L THED = [P~ LOD AR —— o OOy LOD - LOP TCE v . w0 TckCP LOD —7F— LOD
: : o ' ”
b \ Zu | O .
4S8 101 =2 — TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
Ll S RELOCATE LI§J§ EASEMENT i
T GUY WIRE = RELOCATE
=9 = GUY WIRE
o6 0 i !
e8 o PROPOSED FEE SIMPLE e _ —_— @ w
5 c RIGHT—OF —WAY ¢35 % Curb( e a A
n < | o T = £ N A ) D
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION 55 W\ 2 '
~ N A LTI TT T
6 wn = <
SCHOOL c
SIDEWALK UTILITY POLE
o = RELOCATION
- : & @
&
lw]
NOTES:

PROPOSED ASPHALT
PATH/TRAIL—IMPERVIOUS

PROPOSED ASPHALT
PATH/TRAIL — PERVIOUS

PROPOSED DRIVEWAY
ASPHALT PAVEMENT

PROPOSED PAVEMENT
REMOVAL

PROPOSED RIP—RAP
SLOPE STABILIZATION

1 PROPOSED CONCRETE

SIDEWALK

—_
.

THIS SHEET IS WITHIN UPPER ROCK CREEK SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA.

ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE
APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES.

THE EXISTING SEQUOYAH ELEMENTARY SCHOOL SIGN WILL NEED TO BE RELOCATED.

70% DESIGN

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND

RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL

TN
AN

PS—04 ROADWAY PLAN

BOWIE MILL ROAD
BIKEWAY

NO. REVISION DATE BY

Chief, Design Section Date
APPROVED
) 30’ 60’
Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
Designed by: _ KSM Drawn by: ____ ST Checked by: . _ 509337 SHEET 50 of

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS-04 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:10pm USER: coppage






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

EXISTING GROUND\

PROPOSED BIKEWAY
MAINTAIN EX.

UTILITY POLE

PROPOSED 2 WIDE
FLAT BOTTOM DITCH
3

EX. DITCH
/ EX. 4" WIDE SDEV\/ALK—/
EX. ROAD

S,
SIKEWAY DETAIL AT BOWIE MILL PARK—0OF TTON 1

%
N TS

— NON—=STRUCTURAL
SIDEWALK WALL

EX. UTILITY POLE

PROPOSED 2" WIDE
FLAT BOTTOM DITCH

EX. ROAD/

MAINTAIN EX.
UTILITY POLE

T

47
——

EXISTING GROUND

PROPOSED BIKEWAY

EX. DITCH

S

/
W \/\
M
A,

EX. 47 WIDE SIDEWALK

/

— NON—=STRUCTURAL
SIDEWALK WALL

SIKEWAY DETAIL AT BOWIE MILL PARK—0F TTON 7

N TS

EXISTING GROUND\

PROPOSED BIKEWAY

47

PROPOSED 2’ WIDE — 8
FLAT BOTTOM DITCH o7 2 MAX
EX. DITCH *

£ X. ROAD/

SIKEWAY DE TAIL

Al BOWIE MILL PARK—=0FPTION 4

N.T. S

35% DESIGN

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

MONTGOMERY COUNTY

TN
AN

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND

BIKEWAY TRAIL DETAILS

RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL

BOWIE MILL ROAD

NO.

REVISION DATE BY

Chief, Design Section Dat

APPROVED

Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date DATE: MAY 2023
Designed by: __ Drawn by: Checked by: Project No. : M SHEET 1 of 1

FILE NAME: Q:\2018\1804565_012_Bowie_Mill_Road_Bike\CADD\KSM worksheet\KSM Details Worksheet BowieMill.dwg LAYOUT NAME: DT—01 PLOTTED: Wednesday, May 10, 2023 — 10:18am USER: KMemerie






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

3
)
\ = / /
- z FOREST CONSERVATION /
= EASEMENT LIMIT
= 0 ————
\ o / /
2, ~ 7
‘ FOREST CONSERVATION
< l EASEMENT LIMIT
7% \ 9 g ‘ | =
& \ C ‘ I
. ( UTILITY POLE SN / LS / D
O = ® @ ' N oy RELOCATION o ——t /£ y al
B —— 2\ L EO C L ) VA : - SEN o o
E ./J o \ ' WJ | [ 5 - 8 \)_‘ g / =2
L] N o ' & < — , (_‘: f—
T LoD LOD e = X 0
% 228800 29+00 30400 BOWIE MILL ROAD 31+00 32+00 \ 33-333q% N et I YT
' —O . . . : | —& = . ; : N . 34+ 34460 T
L] F—— o
LUl g——Log, )
Q o -
UI) S —F—top——— LSD\ a g a a a a a
LI LOD—— LOD LOD oD
= L Y LT Y
T oD LOD oD+ [ Lop LoD LOD —
O P & T TCE TCE TCE TeE LQD. TCE TCK= 5 5:"
=
< 2% | 8 O
= e <
@) @) <C
@ C} m t m PROPOSED FEE SIMPLE
‘S} @ EXISTING FENCE S RIGHT-OF-WAY §
TO BE RELOCATED | /
— [TCE T
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
EI—;\I\/ISFI;?AIEQI_?FY CONSTRUCTION| o & EASEMENT |
O O ° |
\\
IWIE _NILL EoriTl 2 ‘l /\ /
— w— LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE ~ [[N] PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. THIS SHEET IS WITHIN UPPER ROCK CREEK SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA.
PATH/TRAIL—IMPERVIOUS
2. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY
— — — LIMIT OF GRADING BRI PROPOSED ASPHALT APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES. 70% DESIGN PS—05 ROADWAY PLAN
PATH/TRAIL — PERVIOUS NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
— PROPOSED PAVEMENT GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND BOWIE MILL ROAD

MARKINGS PROPOSED DRIVEWAY
e SPUALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BIKEWAY

PROPOSED PAVEMENT '7 “
CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT ief, Design Section Date
TR X(] PROPOSED RIP—RAP ' ‘ k APPROVED 0 30’ 60’
e e —
J/ h ® S

— re— PERPETUAL EASEMENT el o ope STABILIZATION
DATE: DECEMBER 2023

Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’

PROPOSED RETAINING 7. .1 PROPOSED CONCRETE
WALL L "7 | SIDEWALK
NO. REVISION DATE BY

Designed by: & Drawn by: L Checked by: L Project No. : M SHEET 51 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS-05 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:10pm USER: coppage





Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

5
5
5
&
avod TN Jimog

40+03.06

oY

41+50.22

(q

39+00

FOGGY LANE

BOWIE MILL ROAD

B0 —. N -
N (@ DY O T
o s VT OP)—+ Bovu i e BV
OD — VU R OIS NI A I I T

A ——— A NS EsNRANG s, 7 7~
SIS VA SESEASESe S s

===

4.5 BOARD FENCE

~ 0D LOD Lop— Lo
TCE —— TCE—— TCE—— 10f

oD LOD LOD
E—— TCE—— TCE

EEC} TCE

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
EASEMENT | /

LIGHT POLE TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
RELOCATION EASEMENT

\ N\
N
[}
D
A
N\
o
\ N N
— w— LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE ~ [[N] PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. THIS SHEET IS WITHIN UPPER ROCK CREEK SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA.
LM OF GRADING PATH/TRAIL=IMPERVIOUS 2. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE 0% DESICN MONTGOMERY COUNTY
ROPOSED PAVEMENT % Ei?ﬁ??;ilLAEPE,@;Llous APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES. NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PS—06 ROADWAY PLAN
GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
MARKINGS PROPOSED DRIVEWAY BOWIE MILL ROAD
— F— TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BIKEWAY

SLOPE STABILIZATION

TEMPORARY PROPOSED PAVEMENT '7 “
— TCE— CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT REMOVAL '/( ‘\‘ :;:;,o\lj:sgn Section Date
— pe— PERPETUAL EASEMENT  [ZhXJ PROPOSED RIP=RAP v ‘ k ‘ 0 30 60’
/ N\

® Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering T SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023

e PROPOSED RETAINING 1. .1 PROPOSED CONCRETE

WALL e~ | SIDEWALK
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KS™ Drawn by: ST Checked by: BIFC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 52 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS—-06 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:11pm USER: coppage





Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

c0)
U S
o
oS S 0 U0 .
- ' ) O
s TR T S Og =
ey, o ? @ § @ |_
lj‘g g Q \_A_A[SIGN_RELOCATION ELJJ
45400 a8 | ,5464{59@0 | CL 47+00 | 48400 49+00 BOWIE MILL ROAD 50400 51400 (:F)
— , O— —0 ; = ! \ ' : ' ' ! ! 0
oD LoD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LoD LoD LOD on— ob - - - A CAn OB LOD I(J/J)
S S S S e SN 117 T
EED > LL
T ' Z
(3 ¢ o t——75p —
0 —— LoD 0 LOD—
_—LOD—\ LOD LOD Lo \ LOD L T
Lop—— Lop—— P {gy— P LOD LoD L TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE cE] O
TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE \j\) B . }_/ =
: N |SIGN RELOCATION <
% (3 TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION =
TRANSIT STOP e EASEMENT |
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION 5'X8" MIN. BUS PAD =
EASEMENT | @ 2
— w— LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE ~ [[N] PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. THIS SHEET IS WITHIN UPPER ROCK CREEK SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA.
LM OF GRADING PATH/TRAIL=IMPERVIOUS 2. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE 0% DESICN MONTGOMERY COUNTY
% Ei?ﬁ??ngsfiég\uous APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES. NOT FOR OCONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PS—07 ROADWAY PLAN
EAF;%E?NS(% PAVEMENT n T GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
— wF— TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD
PROPOSED PAVEMENT '(’ ‘-‘ BIKEWAY
— tce— TEMPORARY REMOVAL Chief, Design Section Date
CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT v
E ¥ F(] PROPOSED RIP—RAP , :
— e PERPETUAL EASEMENT  bOSOedd SLOPE STABILIZATION v ‘ k ‘ e —
SVRAEEOSED RETAINING ,“ 1 PROPOSED CONCRETE A ® Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
. " | SIDEWALK
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KEM Drawn by: ST Checked by: PLC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 53 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS—07 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:12pm USER: coppage





Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

L0-Sd 'ON 133HS 33S - ANI'THOLVIN

LEGEND
LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE -
LIMIT OF GRADING

PROPOSED PAVEMENT

PROPOSED ASPHALT
PATH/TRAIL—IMPERVIOUS

PROPOSED ASPHALT
PATH/TRAIL — PERVIOUS

' TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION

%(&
FesaaAaSr.LE SRR By | >
ST S 2SS -~ SELC CRSA S CEREIIE,
| 52+00 53+00 54400 55+00  BOWIE MILL ROAD
LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD EOD=——10D LOD —
| 3 e T S .
—— LoD LOD LOD LOD — RS : 0 .
- T1CE TCE TCE CE 5\400 f - LoD LOD LOD LOD oD Log ; o0 60— LOD
L TCE +ep D —— b TOE TCE TCE TCE TCE CE TCE ToE ToE L2 TCE TCE
[SIGN_RELOCATION : (
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION | .' €3
EASEMENT | : : o o)
(3 3 9 (3 8 & 8 & EASEMENT
(O
l
\>\~‘\
\‘ '
e
\ / ~ T [
NOTES:

1. THIS SHEET IS WITHIN UPPER ROCK CREEK SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA.
2. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE
APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES.

70% DESIGN
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

PS—08 ROADWAY PLAN

GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
MARKINGS PROPOSED DRIVEWAY BOWIE MILL ROAD
ASPHALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL
— PF— TREE PROTECTION FENCE
R — BIKEWAY
e TEMPORARY PROPOSED PAVEMENT 7, Nl ...
CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT ( ‘ Chief, Design Section Date
o A F] PROPOSED RIP—RAP O 0 3 &
Pe— PERPETUAL EASEMENT SLOPE STABILIZATION v ‘ k ‘ o —
PROPOSED RETAINING A o PROPOSED CONCRETE A ® Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: ‘|"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL Lt | SIDEWALK — I
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KSM Drawn by: ST Checked by: BLEC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 54 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS—-08 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:13pm USER: coppage






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

£ 2
£
= o
4 b wan
= [
> n
: |12
TAX# 08—00706980 ™ Q ™ ¢ O
17800 BOWIE MILL ROAD ™ (D (B (2 3 0 {?’j QQ o7 \;’33 - <
MAP HT12 G~ le)} <
PARCEL 222 (R 2 + ILI_J
HARRY H. FRALEY, ET AL > RS o= LU
9596,/33 £ [SIGN RELOCATION ° ” L
o 65400 ) 66+00 . 67+00 (N
N 1 T m
, ;l_uD ——— 1LOD LoD £OD tOb———L0D——10D 2 I(J/J)
- N '
— e Do s I Z
L 1
— LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LC b-\- Lop L
TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE E? O
I_
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION/ <
EASEMENT | >
]
O <
2
RS> i
\
‘L_—l’/_‘l
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
| EASEMENT
LEGEND NOTES:
—wo— LmT oF DisTureance [ FROPOSED ASPHALT = 1. THIS SHEET IS WITHIN UPPER ROCK CREEK SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA.
LT oF CRADING /TRAIL= 2. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE ~0% DESIGN MONTGOMERY COUNTY
Y FROPOSED ASPHALT APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES. 0 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PS—09 ROADWAY PLAN
PATH /TRAIL — PERVIOUS NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
_ I\P/IRA%EIONSGESD PAVEMENT GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
PROPOSED DRIVEWAY
— wF— TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD
CEMPORARY PROPOSED PAVEMENT '(— ‘-‘ BIKEWAY
7 CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT REMOVAL '/ ( ‘\‘ Cre, Desin ectr Date
— pe— PERPETUAL EASEMENT  [LZXJXd PROPOSED REZRAE v ‘ k ‘ 0 3y 50
PROPOSED RETAINING 1 -] PROPOSED CONCRETE A ® Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL L ] SIDEWALK ——— S S
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KSM Drawn by: ST Checked by: RIEC Project No. : M SHEET 55 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS—-09 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:14pm USER: coppage





Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

TAX# 0B-02706673
5600 SILO COURT
HINERMAN FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST
49301/243
MAP HT12
PLAT 16471 SIGN RELOCATION
BLOCK N, LOT 8

N
S\
& | ‘ UTILITY POLE N
< RELOCATION
<
> UWE
— e
2 i\’\@g o
. N ) A
Z r)
m 3 Wol a0 WU > (A A A AN A A A AANAAA A A AANAAA AN
| —{SIGN RELOCATION] = -
o
m | 68+00 BOWIEI MILL ROAD 69+00 20400 a
(D / ' i | } &
I':F'I : D LoD LoD LOD £OD £OD £OD LoD OB +OD LOD LoD LOB
M - - (PLAT 25022)
_I V s S NELWE A e '
% N R R S A A B R I I R T B T T B R R T I R B R T R T, oo oS LRI,
~ = BUSIESS SHeN———— 0 — & T & —— ——9 B R
ob- LoD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD—> 10D LOD LOD LOD LOD TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
C-g - TCE TCE TCE —— TCE ——. TCE —— TCE—— TCE “TCE —— TCE—— . TCE —— . CE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE EASEMENT
: . PROPOSED
1
S ,13 . M v - RETAINING WALL
= B BE RO 3 N 3% o 3 N 3
) .5 530545° 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 !
TRANSIT STOP T e e s s AUPRPLAT. 204N - - - e e e e
5’8" MIN. BUS PAD TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION \
EASEMENT
RIS° 6(\)9\(\ \
Vxﬁb"
LEGEND NOTES:
—m— [ MIT OF DISTURBANCE - PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. THIS SHEET IS WITHIN UPPER ROCK CREEK SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA.
UMIT OF GRADING PATH/TRAIL-IMPERVIOUS 2. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE ~0% DESIGN MONTGOMERY COUNTY
ROPOSED PAVEMENT % Ei?ﬁ??gilfs_m;ég\”ous APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES. NOT FOR OCONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PS—10 ROADWAY PLAN
GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
MARKINGS PROPOSED DRIVEWAY
 r— TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT ECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD

PROPOSED PAVEMENT BIKEWAY

NG — ——
e E%Y\IF;?ESE%ON EASEMENT REMOVAL '/( ‘\‘ Chief, Design Section Date
o A E(] PROPOSED RIP—RAP O 0 3 &
re— PERPETUAL EASEMENT  [IZA24d CROPOSD RERAC v ‘ k ‘
N\

e e —
PROPOSED RETAINING 7. . ] PROPOSED CONCRETE ® Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL L 7 ] SIDEWALK — R S
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KEM Drawn by: ST Checked by: PLC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 56 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS—10 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:15pm USER: coppage





Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

AN
N
(7))
4 SRUT RAIL | O
3 O SC, <
| ‘ —
. ) o LLI
/ \ UTILITY POLE LL
' ) RELOCATION T
o 83+00 (/)
0. .
/ <~ 82‘\'00 Ll
) o X LLl
‘\ L @ faln U)
(/)’ . @ @} ® I
Q & . © L
. UTILITY POLE : 40
O RELOCATION 5 9 =
S / ~— —_— . i
g © //Q LoD LOD gl I
& ~ o e |
o, OD/ _— TCe— <
%) OO _—1c TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION =
Ly < 16 EASEMENT —
m; UTILITY POLE {CE
%) RELOCATION
, SIGN RELOCATION )
é(/ \QQQ\ 76+OO @
— OAD
l\‘/\ = gowE MLt ¢ 2 o
/ N O 77+00 78+0
& D 4 7/ 1."\ T _——
X L~ D ¥ D LOD LOD 8
S 5 AN . < ’ Y
7 A ’ '
. : ? / —
L e \ \
Ite LOD\ : — IO \ ‘e _—
/ £ 1op - Lop L Rer—easth . B e
D —_ — LOD oD
CE —— Tk —— TCE ——\ LoD o TCE TCcE
TCE— 3
Ly TCE— 1C
| TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
/ |EASEMENT X N\

\ PROPOSED FEE SIMPLE \

\ RIGHT—-OF—WAY

—tm— LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE [0 PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. THIS SHEET IS WITHIN UPPER ROCK CREEK SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA.
- PATH/TRAIL=IMPERVIOUS 2. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY
LIMIT OF GRADING BRI PROPOSED ASPHALT APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES. 70% DESIGN PS—11 ROADWAY PLAN
ROPOSED PAVEMENT PATH/TRAIL — PERVIOUS NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION A T AN OR LATION
MARKINGS PROPOSED DRIVEWAY ’ BOWIE MILL ROAD
— wF— TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL

PROPOSED PAVEMENT BIKEWAY

NG — ——
e E%Y\IF;?ESE%ON EASEMENT REMOVAL '/( ‘\‘ Chief, Design Section Date
o A E(] PROPOSED RIP—RAP O 0 3 &
re— PERPETUAL EASEMENT  [IZA24d CROPOSD RERAC v ‘ k ‘
\ ®

e e —
PROPOSED RETAINING 7. . ] PROPOSED CONCRETE Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL L 7 ] SIDEWALK — N —
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KEM Drawn by: ST Checked by: PLC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 57 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS—11 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:16pm USER: coppage





Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

O
c
O &9 ™
Ex b v
: /WYW b
O | T o
S/gn .
o | v N I~ A O
I N ya ' — <
s O 1 q 1 )N £
: © YA = =<8 Y ol =
S . % [SIGN RELOCATION U t\ TX w l LLI
kS — A A7 N\ L A H L:I:J
E+oa6+00 | 0‘ 87-+I-OO BOWIE MILII_ ROAD 88%00 \ 89+00 \ 90400 91+00l (N
S f a” T f f } } J ! ; I
: o LO \ LOD— L
OD LOD ﬁh@é—'ﬁg LOD — LOD LOD LOD LOD 10D LOD—J LOD LOD LOD LoD LOD LOD LUl
7))
Q ' : 1
B
1 1 L0 D 1] =
ODW T TC ToE——0 &£
— LoD YT TCE ——=TCE ]
— . ~LOD lﬁ,o" L
— D ~- @)
LODY Loo—" LOD LOD op—— LOP ‘% —" _ s UTILITY POLE <
< TCE TCE VCE —— TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE \'8? % RELOCATION @ 2
2 \ UTILITY POLE N\ UTILITY POLE / o UTILITY POLE
Zatlhi RELOCATION RELOCATION © RELOCATION
< g AQD CcE RIGHT—OF —WAY / % O EASEMENT | Wayy
((\ & ?,/ PROPOSED TRANSIT STOP 5
((\ /Q\\QV I : RETAINING WALL 5'X8" MIN. BUS PAD o
)\ S 4 \/0 /
¢ p LIGHT POLE : .
O \/00 RELOCATION
ofle A\
|UTILITY POLE
RELOCATION
N
/ TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
EASEMENT
—tm— LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE [0 PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. THIS SHEET IS WITHIN UPPER ROCK CREEK SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA.
LM OF GRADING PATH/TRAIL=IMPERVIOUS 2. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE ~0% DESICN MONTGOMERY COUNTY
% Ei?ﬁ?$§2|LAS_P':,é§T\,|OUS APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES. NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PS—12 ROADWAY PLAN
e AORIeeD PAVEMENT ROPOSED DRIVEWAY GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
1 — TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT A COMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD

e TEMPORARY PROPOSED PAVEMENT BIKEWAY

NG S
R R T N EASEMENT REMOVAL ' /( ‘\‘ Chief, Design Section Date
e Te _ APPROVED , )
— re— PERPETUAL EASEMENT il DROPOSED REZSAL v ‘ k ‘ 0 30 60
\ ®

e e —
— PROPOSED RETAINING el PROPOSED CONCRETE Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL —~ = | SIDEWALK . T _ ‘
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: Drawn by: Checked by: Project No. : 509337 SHEET 58 of 300
FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS—12 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:17pm USER: coppage






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

1)
o
(1)
NS/
<
>
— . N
T o N
. [ RELOCATION 5 |
— o O UTILITY POLE rush ™ i85 : .
> O : X — oo
o o 7 ' - °)
& + / 1 — : O+ 7 o M ] o ‘ . ,
' > / HO WW % L - O = - )
2 / S L p O/[(3—//96+00 - y — z
< S XIS Tt . R : o MILL ROAD e { AD 4 I
m \ 92;0('mz+oo / 93+00 \ “HEap 94+94+ | 951966:0” /BOW‘E/LOD’ N — — . — @
| ' ; X 5 O N — .
W a | LOD LOD — ' ' ~ o LOD P
T =1op S T Lob LOD LOD / LOD LOD LoD \IOD LOD LﬁéﬁLOD LOD LoD — ' = LoD— LOD— (cE )
m o . = =~ e LOD— 55—~ =
1 oM 15 .~~~ —; S _—— DTCC/ TCE— >
— | D NG ' e Brush Yy
“ op—— OV —— ' TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
Z Loo— P B cop EASEMENT | | |
LoD— _ | ®op—— TCEYsh— TCE
Q 0D ——— LOD —7= LOD—F — — roe —— TCF CE .
3 \
(() BIKEWAY CONNECTION]
—_—
N
PREFABRICATED PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE STRUCTURE. Q‘ ><
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION \ 12—FEET WIDE, APPROX. 60—FEET LENGTH. DESIGN ><
EASEMENT AND TRAIL ALIGNMENT SUBJECT TO CHANGE (l
BASED ON CONTINUING DESIGN EFFORTS i
: UTILITY POLE
RELOCATION
\ / .
74
PROPOSED DRAINAGE
TAX# 08-00705930 / EASEMENT
17945 BOWIE MILL ROAD
MAP HT12
PARCEL 301
CHRISTOPHER L. NASH
27716/1
—tm— LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE [0 PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. THIS SHEET IS PARTIALLY WITHIN THE UPPER ROCK CREEK SPECIAL PROTECTION
PATH /TRAIL—IMPERVIOUS AREA.
— — — LIMIT OF CRADING PROPOSED ASPHALT 2. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE NOT Fg(f){%CgIE\)IgEFGR%CTION P AR I e oN PS—13 ROADWAY PLAN
PATH/TRAIL — PERVIOUS
PROPOSED PAVEMENT PROPéSED P APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES, GAITHERSBURG. MARYLAND
— wF— TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD

PROPOSED PAVEMENT BIKEWAY

NG — ——
e E%Y\IF;?ESE%ON EASEMENT REMOVAL '/( ‘\‘ Chief, Design Section Date
o A E(] PROPOSED RIP—RAP O 0 3 &
re— PERPETUAL EASEMENT  [IZA24d CROPOSD RERAC v ‘ k ‘
N\

PROPOSED RETAINING 2. -] PROPOSED CONCRETE ® Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL e 7 | QIDEWALK

NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KSH Drawn by: ST Checked by: RIEC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 59 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS—13 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:17pm USER: coppage





Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

—_—

LEGEND

— Lob— LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE
— — — LIMIT OF GRADING

PROPOSED PAVEMENT
MARKINGS

— TF— TREE PROTECTION FENCE

_ +e— TEMPORARY
CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT

— PE— PERPETUAL EASEMENT

PROPOSED RETAINING W
WALL REE

PROPOSED ASPHALT
PATH/TRAIL—IMPERVIOUS

PROPOSED ASPHALT
PATH/TRAIL — PERVIOUS

PROPOSED DRIVEWAY
ASPHALT PAVEMENT

PROPOSED PAVEMENT
REMOVAL

Y X)) PROPOSED RIP—RAP

SLOPE STABILIZATION

1 PROPOSED CONCRETE

SIDEWALK

PROPOSED

TO NORTH BRANCH TRAIL

CONNECTION

TCE i
a0 T A
<A-.‘~’L z’i”‘

RESIDENTIAL FENCE LINE
TO BE REPLACED DUE
TO PROPOSED GRADING

0689 TR

LA

doyg—ald

TRANSIT STOP
5'X8" MIN. BUS PAD

h,

...'/lI I I I I

o
J
&

@ o

R

BLUEBELL LANE

NN ¢

PC: | 1064}
PT: 106

106+00

103+00

BOWIE MILL ROAD

104+00

NOTES:

1. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE
APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES.

, UTILITY POLE
///::////// /////////74 RELOCAT:ii////////

S S S S S S S

/

/

g

/

T
/

/

/
//
/
7

A
S S S

EASEMENT

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION

/
/ /
////// _[FOREST CONSERVATION

EASEMENT LIMIT

— OB —L0b £Ob £OD £OD £OD £OD o EOD EOD
Y Y ' Y Y Y Y
E—R— 10 LoD ) —— ~(V=
TCE —— TCE — (TCE —=—= /T OD—«
: = TCE TCE
| TCE r PROPOSED“ "
L TCE \ RETAINING WALL
UTILITY POLE s
Z .
RELOCATION [
(’(AY’\YAx/\>~\/\Y,\(Ax ! UTILITY POLE | ‘ UTILITY POLE
. TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION RELOCATION / g RELOCATION
FASEMENT |

PROPOSED
TRAFFIC SIGNAL

N 5.
C}S
D
<:3 2 R 0o\ .

&

o
Q o
o

5§>/

Curb

MATCHLINE - SEE SHEET NO. PS-15

70% DESIGN

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND

NG o
AN

®

RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL

PS—14 ROADWAY PLAN
BOWIE MILL ROAD

NO. REVISION

DATE

BY

Chief, Design Section Date
APPROVED
q 30’ 60’
e e —
Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
Designed by: KS™ Drawn by: ST Checked by: BIEC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 60 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mil Rd.dwg LAYOUT

NAME: PS—14 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 202

25 — 5:18pm USER: coppage






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

¥1-Sd "'ON 133HS 33S - ANI'THOLVIN

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION| q
@ EASEMENT ‘

RESIDENTIAL FENCE
LINE TO REMAIN

~77

=g~

10

111+00

BOWIE MILL ROAD

112+00

LODT- lODﬁé_L_@Q_— _—

113400 o &

f 1 O

N 133HS 33S -

\ A~ Y Y Y Y Y . . \ / — /(\A/ .
3 o C e | o oWt . v
KWWW )Y ) | Z
(ﬁ Yﬁ\fﬁLij ﬁD\y\Y“w,\ A4 A \q%h .
\WW? 3 g CE"SS @ 70 @ \ "(jg)
1
' —_—
3 A 3 _ >
Y \
\)\J\) =
\ T
LEGEND NOTES:
— w— LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE ~ [[N] PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE
PATH/TRAIL-IMPERVIOUS APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES.
— — — LIMIT OF GRADING PROPOSED ASPHALT 70% DESIGN N O TRANSBOR. PS—15 ROADWAY PLAN
ROPOSED PAVEMENT PATH/TRAIL — PERVIOUS NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
T MARKINGS ROPOSED DRIVEWAY GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
 tr— TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT ECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD
PROPOSED PAVEMENT '(— ‘-‘ BIKEWAY
— tce— TEMPORARY REMOVAL Chief, Design Section Date
CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT orien e
B %] PROPOSED RIP—RAP , ,
— PE— PERPETUAL EASEMENT SLOPE STABILIZATION v ‘ k 0 30 60
— PROPOSED RETAINING l g ] PROPOSED CONCRETE A ® Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL L ] SIDEWALK ——— — S
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KS™ Drawn by: ST Checked by: BIFC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 61 of 300
FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS—15 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:19pm USER: coppage






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

e e ———_——a

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
EASEMENT

PROPOSED
RETAINING WALL

............................

G1-Sd 'ON 133HS 33S - ANI'THOLVIN

LEGEND
—w— UmT oF pisTureaNcE [
— — — LIMIT OF GRADING

— PROPOSED PAVEMENT
MARKINGS

— TF— TREE PROTECTION FENCE

PROPOSED ASPHALT
PATH/TRAIL—IMPERVIOUS

PROPOSED ASPHALT
PATH/TRAIL — PERVIOUS

PROPOSED DRIVEWAY
ASPHALT PAVEMENT

NOTES:

|

1. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE

APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES.

RESIDENTIAL FENCE \

LINE TO REMAIN

| SIGN RELOCATION

PROPOSED FEE SIMPLE
RIGHT—OF—-WAY

70% DESIGN

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND

PS—16 ROADWAY PLAN

RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL

BOWIE MILL ROAD

TEMPORARY PROPOSED PAVEMENT '(- ‘.‘ BIKEWAY
— TCE— CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT REMOVAL '/( ‘\‘ :;:;,o\lj:sgn Section Date
e 55 5] PROPOSED RIP—RAP . a0 o
Pe— PERPETUAL EASEMENT SLOPE STABILIZATION v ‘ k .
PROPOSED RETAINING A o PROPOSED CONCRETE A ® Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: ‘|"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL L 7 ] SIDEWALK R N
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: & Drawn by: ST Checked by: RIEC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 62 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS—16 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:20pm USER: coppage






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

N
UTILITY POLES
TO REMAIN

o fPofes [ 1] &

QJ&/\)J RESDENTAN

) Curb
LINE TO REMAIN

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
| EASEMENT

UTILITY POLE
RELOCATION

MTILITY POLE

O
. [SIGN RELOCATION €3
% zk ) RELOCATION

O
S .
‘:I_>J_ ° 2 c I\ - X .1..'.,' .l .1\\/1\\)/1..v .” ..........................
5 ' K TCE TCE ; TCE TCE TCE TCE TeE—— TCLEOD—QLCE TC 3 TOE fe3— TcE ?ﬁ
= - TCE \_OD\—\ LOD—=—% LOD LOD—=— LOD LOD LOD—— LOD LOD—— L&p LOD LOD L0
T
)
/ = AP Loy pg— R
A Y - ©
cU/RSS o i | 1283000
ﬁ,\_oo A4 T
@

MATCHLINE - SEE SHEET NO. PS-18

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION

/OO
EASEMENT f/r/og N
SIGN RELOCATION 2 &
\ 20l .
Z o —
P - —
-7)\ XCX’ ) ¥ é @
/)\ 2 O
% 0
< N\
2
| L
O3 Q
m TAX# 08—-02191891
6’ 18126 CASHELL ROAD
((\ KEVIN D. & M. KENNEDY
((\ 12007/59 : H
A MAP HT23
PLAT 13847
¢ BLOCK A, LOT 38
\\ \ VAN ‘ ,
LEGEND NOTES:
— w— LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE ~ [[N] PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE
PATH/TRAIL-IMPERVIOUS APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES, MONTGOMERY COUNTY
— — — LIMIT OF GRADING PROPOSED ASPHALT 70% DESIGN PS—17 ROADWAY PLAN
PATH/TRAIL — PERVIOUS NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
— I\P/IRA(F)EEIONSGESD PAVEMENT ROPOSED DRIVEWAY GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
— F— TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD
e TEMPORARY PROPOSED PAVEMENT

'(V “‘ BIKEWAY
R R T N EASEMENT REMOVAL ' /( ‘\‘ Chief, Design Section Date
e Te _ APPROVED ) )
— re— PERPETUAL EASEMENT il DROPOSED REZSAL v ‘ k ‘ 0 30 60
A ®

e e —
— PROPOSED RETAINING el PROPOSED CONCRETE Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL —~ = | SIDEWALK . T _ ‘
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: Drawn by: Checked by: Project No. : 509337 SHEET 63 of 300
FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS—17 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:21pm USER: coppage






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

L

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
EASEMENT |

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION n

EASEMENT w

EI;:A\MSFI;E)AIEQI_?FY CONSTRUCTION UTILITY POLE
TO REMAIN

| .
(@))
= - T >
j—>| : f\% 2 UI)
L O
@) RESIDENTIAL FENCE | = UNLITY POLE i Q.
LINE TO REMAIN : RELOCATION ° a
L . o) .
— TIE TO EXISTING > TIE TO EXISTING O
= SIDEWALK _| = o SIDEWALK Z
m ' z |5 / -
: 5 CE of| = TES /- TCE TCE TCE TC LL
0] l o @U&/, ( . o | %
L TCED TQE —> TCE TC P o\ D
m LOD LOD LOD LoD LPD LOD LOD LO@&G] LOD LOD A ‘
2 - P 2 LLl
I e L RN T —————— A \ G VR PR S— J v< LIJ
m o + o I S . D T ' d U,)
ﬂ o B g e N ] 295, 4 Lob—— - —Too— ||
Ob——t0p— LOp—— LOD———1OD——— EOp——— LOD——— LOD—— EOD————<0P————+0D £OD £OD LOD LOD £OD “LoD— £OD EOD———10D £OD N
Z a 132400 BOWIE MILL ROAD 133400 5/‘7@:@% 134400 135400 136-+00 BOWIE MILL ROAD 137+00 & | 138+00 , 139+00| Z
O | | ' | ! i i - - - = ! - - ' —J
Q UTILITY POLE /é T
Spe RELOCATION
0 *fﬂyj 7 O
0p 7 —
N <
~ =

o © c c¢ € . . }/FIRE HYDRANT
a . €3 c#773481-680600 RELOCATION
. | | . @
| £ o

OVERHEAD
ELECTRIC LINES

—tm— LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE [0 PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE
PATH/TRAIL-IMPERVIOUS APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES
— ;igi?jgg PAVEMENT ROPOSED DRIVEWAY GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
— F— TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD

PROPOSED PAVEMENT BIKEWAY

NG S
— TCE— g%mE?ESE'EON EASEMENT REMOVAL '/( ‘\‘ Chief, Design Section Date
e Te _ APPROVED , ,
— re— PERPETUAL EASEMENT il DROPOSED REZSAL v ‘ k ‘ 0 30 60
\ ®

e e —
— PROPOSED RETAINING el PROPOSED CONCRETE Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL e 7 | SIDEWALK

NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KEM Drawn by: ST Checked by: PLC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 64 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS—18 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:22pm USER: coppage





Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

81-Sd "'ON 133HS 33S - ANI'THOLVIN

LEGEND

LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE
LIMIT OF GRADING

PROPOSED PAVEMENT
MARKINGS

TREE PROTECTION FENCE

TEMPORARY
CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT

PERPETUAL EASEMENT

— TPF —

— TCE—

PROPOSED RETAINING Al
WALL L

Y X)) PROPOSED RIP—RAP

1 PROPOSED CONCRETE

PROPOSED ASPHALT
PATH/TRAIL—IMPERVIOUS

PROPOSED ASPHALT
PATH/TRAIL — PERVIOUS

PROPOSED DRIVEWAY
ASPHALT PAVEMENT

PROPOSED PAVEMENT
REMOVAL

SLOPE STABILIZATION

SIDEWALK

NOTES:

1. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE

APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES.

FOREST CONSERVATION
EASEMENT LIMIT

FOREST CONSERVATION
EASEMENT LIMIT

]

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
EASEMENT
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
EASEMENT
Ll
/ ! \ L 4 § /\/
UTILITY POLE UTILITY POLE UTILITY POLE
RELOCATION €| RELOCATION RELOCATION = | €3
m o
-]
(@)
C & 2| £
' £ €3 5| 5 o
C(‘ = TCE ~—¢= TCASION RELOGATION] £ e —& N
TICE TCE —¥= TCE .TCE CE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE UI')
' LO LOD LOD LOD LOD
LOD Q ( - al
KW@ @ 57 @\@t o@/ LOD oD & .
I T RN TP 9n g’ N\ )\)\) O
..... I =3 Z
....... |_
LLI
LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD- LOp—— L OD—— 1L OD - OD 20D £OD LOD Y LO 9 3 LOD LOD %
140400 141400 142400 BOWIE MILL ROAD 143400 144400 o 145400 146400 147+0d ()
f f 1 f T T T \ 1 / T f f f f LIJ
[ | / Lu
[SIGN RELOCATION] N
1
- : h 'a - - - : - O W@’ T Yy R L
@ 4 BOARD FENCE Z
_X —
o I
> & |WOPD FENCE @)
a —
o <
5 =
T
P
[0l
O
T
|_

70% DESIGN
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

TN
AN

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND

RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL

Chief, Design Section
APPROVED

Date

Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date

PS—19 ROADWAY PLAN
BOWIE MILL ROAD

BIKEWAY
0 30’ 60’
SCALE: 1"=30’

DATE: DECEMBER 2023

NO. REVISION DATE BY

Designed by: KS™ Drawn by: ST Checked by:

BIEC

Project No. : _ 909337 SHEET 65 of

300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg LAYOUT NAME: PS—19 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 —

5:25pm USER: coppage






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

LY

TAX# 08-01808275

BRIARS ACRES COMMUNITY ACCOCIATION. INC.

6459/831
MAP HT33
PLAT 11820 TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
\/ UTILITY POLE UTILITY POLE Fusn. PARCEL A EASEMENT |
RELOCATION o RELOCATION % £ URTglLnggAF%%,\jE UTILITY POLE
RELOCATION
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
@ @G EASEMENT _j @ @ @ 6
= } T@ TC C CE CE CE TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE @ T & 6 @ @ 14 a
> Q @:} g @—@ m 6 @ @ @ CE TCE @ TCE TCE TCE TC@ TCE TCE TCE TCE TCE T CE TC TCE @ TCE TCE TC TCE- TCE—— TC UI')
(Tl) — LOD LOD LOD LOD> Aoy LOD %;’ @L%%@ OO & G\G S OO 0w O QQ - @6 O ) ) ) ) o
g Ef? Y TLOWDQ_ LO L £ . LOD %_Q;} .
L & O ) @@ = €3 Qﬁ} 0D —=3 LD /@D @—@D oog_gqo D LoD é%} g €3 % o oD oD- S
= . .A o O O 3 T LOD——— LoD D5 LOpH— L o
> < = =2 bl o = 3 v, =
- ) =
M 2 —
I LLl
CI_II_)I LoD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD LOD - LOD LOD———1.0D LOD LOD LOD LOD Lop L ap - %
m - LoD D.- !..OD E_'C'i:' e
m ' . 148+00 . | HA9HOGR s 150+00 | 151+00 BOWIE MILL ROAD 152+00 o - 153500 P LOD LoD LoD LoD LoD LOD @
0 . : . H—O S | a , . o ! . 154+ | 155+0¢ LU
I 0/9488 ' ; J I('/LI)
T 7— &
ﬂ .......... N C T P Y Y Y oy S \ UIJ
C@AS ' —
= olofofoliofalofiolofolofiofoliofoRoRo m SRk s OO <
O 8 (- : [on 4 '9n . 6’_PRIVACY ° !
. g | & 8 w | a:)
o o
» % o " 5 -
N | 5 €3 <
Ll . ()]
2 : ] T 9 | B . S 5 S
-
: 5 | { J % 2 %
< (oN
= @ ——
-
>_
° AN B T
. FOREST CONSERVATION
EASEMENT LIMIT
LEGEND NOTES:
—o— [ MIT OF DISTURBANCE - PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE
T OF CRADING PATH/TRAIL-IMPERVIOUS APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES. ~0% DESIGN MONTGOMERY COUNTY
Ei?ﬁ%&gﬁfﬁég\”ous NOT FOR. CONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PS—20 ROADWAY PLAN
_ I\P/IF;(FJQEIONSGESD PAVEMENT ROPOSED DRIVEWAY GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
— wF— TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD
PROPOSED PAVEMENT '(— ‘-‘ BIKEWAY
— tce— TEMPORARY REMOVAL Chief, Design Section Date
CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT roPROVED
[ Y &7J PROPOSED RIP—RAP ‘ ‘
— pe— PERPETUAL EASEMENT SLOPE STABILIZATION v ‘ k 9 30 60
—— SVRAEEOSED RETAINING T, ] PROPOSED CONCRETE A ® Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
L " | SIDEWALK
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KSM Drawn by: ST Checked by: RIEC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 66 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS-20 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:24pm USER: coppage






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

S

(EW)
—-5 FIRE HYDRANT
e . RELOCATION
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
EASEMENT | e |
' UTILITY POLE LIGHT POLE
RELOCATION Gr O RELOCATION
UTILITY POLE €3 4S5
RELOCATION @ @

[FAI86] N
= TCE —— Gy S y
T CB—— TCE TCE TCE CE E TCE TCE TCE o . N
a B O & — @
O /@D%og—@oo D LOD LOD~—__ | oD LoD LOD :
= DO o O\ o S
L ~ 6D LoD 0D £CD to toD— R =z
= N L7, 9 TR 2
m BC<B N H

‘ \"
' | XK S VR
2 | n L OD——Z 1 OD———— L OD— 0D - =5i2; EOb———— tOD —toD- £6D . =—1— LOD L
M frop FOD——1EOD £OD LOD LOD— LoD £OD o8 ol 161400 162400 LOD esr0f P
m MY 156400 157+00 158+00 BOWIE MILL ROAD 158+00 , , , , = LL
N ;%“ : ' : ! ' 1 ! ! ! ! LL|
- — P
m ——= = 7— '
i — ~ /1 = L
Z Z
. . : -
: Q @ @ 4’*@ 445;:} W, 4 O
U < g 7 &
U) % /1//(/47/ 7 / I_
N 3 —1 : o <
O ‘ 2 6-’;1/(/(77
g I

&
&

—— UMIT OF DISTURBANCE [ PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE

PATH/TRAIL-IMPERVIOUS APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES.

PATH /TRAIL — PERVIOUS NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PS—21 ROADWAY PLAN
— ;igi?jgg PAVEMENT ROPOSED DRIVEWAY GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
— F— TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD
e TEMPORARY PROPOSED PAVEMENT

s SN BIKEWAY
R R T N EASEMENT REMOVAL ' /( ‘\‘ Chief, Design Section Date
)] PROPOSED RIP—RAP APPROVED
— pe— PERPETUAL EASEMENT  ESEdd ol ST ABILIZATION v ‘ k ‘ 0
A ®

) 307 60’
e e —
— PROPOSED RETAINING el PROPOSED CONCRETE Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL . 7] SIDEWALK KSH# ST BLC j 909357
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: Drawn by: Checked by: Project No. : 509337 SHEET 67 of 300
FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS-21 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:25pm USER: coppage






Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

TAX# 08—00766196
18508 BOWIE MILL RD
SHARON ANN SMITH
34643/294
MAP HT33
PLAT 9768
BLOCK B, LOT 28

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT
’_ EASEMENT

RELOCATION RELOCATION

I LS U6 P | L
L | I | ] - l
" 1 -1 e morav [ (| roemeeE] | S\ L

[—
— _ =3 &
e U c ) =N 8
B ol i e
i oD Lob———1 “Q' jl 5 LOD—— LOD /L@ — oD — (LOEi LoD —— 1
% LOB cop—— LoD LOD Eor———10p 3 :

. 7 L e . “

o\ S S PN

[ —

1 R \B L BN AN AN e S0 e

d "X c ‘ \ : : —— —
—top—— 00— [0D—— o=~ T oo Lo [ob—— [ob—— LOb—— [OD—— tOb——— LOD LOD—— >—— LOD o - LOD
. ° 164+éf0_— LOD BOWIE MILL py: : ¢ : 169+00

168+00

12-Sd 'ON L33HS 33S - ANITHOLVIA
MATCHLINE - SEE SHEET NO. PS-23

: . jg’% N .

TAX# 08-00765501
18501 BOWIE MILL RD C
MARYLAND NATIONAL CAPITOL PARK

& PLANNING COMMISION
MAP HT43
PLAT 9522
PARCEL A

[EGEND NOTES:
—wo— UMIT OF DisTURBANCE  [JI] PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE
PATH /TRAIL-IMPERVIOUS APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES. 0% DESIGN ONTOOMERY COUNTY
— — — LIMIT OF GRADING o
% Ei?ﬁ??gilfs_m;ég\”ous NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PS—22 ROADWAY PLAN
- I\PARA%E?NS(ESD PAVEMENT oROPOSED DRIVEWAY GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
— 1F— TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD

PROPOSED PAVEMENT BIKEWAY

NG S
— TCE— g%mE?ESE'EON EASEMENT REMOVAL '/( ‘\‘ Chief, Design Section Date
e Te _ APPROVED , ,
— re— PERPETUAL EASEMENT il DROPOSED REZSAL v ‘ k ‘ 0 30 60
\ ®

e e —
PROPOSED RETAINING 1 o PROPOSED CONCRETE Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering T SCALE: ‘|"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL . "7 | SIDEWALK

NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KSH Drawn by: ST Checked by: RIEC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 68 of 300

FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS-22 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:26pm USER: coppage





Attachment A: Corridor Engineering Drawings

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
EASEMENT

\/
qc P
= 3
o
/ D %)
/ I
L / (
O KLEE 74
I
E Ogu@ ,h."
Q&
O
Y - g TIE TO EXISTING
& 0~ & SIDEWALK ’ A
Lu T 5% 5
/ > U T
7
\\I Y O I%e) F'Z'I S O)(\/—\/\
L <4 g © D ,
. —— ——— < S
/E')/ o 172400 MM e — ' = 4 [EXISTING SIGNAL 3 c %
J Bowie LoD - . -k F N | TO REMAIN S ~ .
< LIGHT POLE YL Roap 173+00 | 400 511 | |2 |- 2
RELOCATION . 0&74{, 174400 , 174174877 = Y
@ - . c g h 3
4 ' . * Q| S /m
/ ¢ & - °
/ g A % B
~ &
“ gc -
5 J & O 3 © &
& @@ @ "
g = | (
P s -
O ]\ (
. [ — &
%, |
A -
C
O S | e —
8_
@ o
| B :

Q4nD
%
o

LEGEND NOTES:
—to— LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE [ PROPOSED ASPHALT 1. ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS AND RELOCATIONS WILL REQUIRE COORDINATION WITH THE
PATH/TRAIL=IMPERVIOUS APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES
— — — LIMIT OF GRADING PROPOSED ASPHALT ' 70% DESIGN N O TRANSBOR. PS—23 ROADWAY PLAN
ROPOSED P AVEMENT PATH /TRAIL — PERVIOUS NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
———— PROPOSEL CROPOSED DRIVEWAY GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND
e — TREE PROTECTION FENCE ASPHALT PAVEMENT RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BOWIE MILL ROAD
PROPOSED PAVEMENT 11— -‘ BIKEWAY
— tce— TEMPORARY REMOVAL Chief, Design Section Date
CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT PRV
ETFE] PROPOSED RIP—RAP ' '
— e PERPETUAL EASEMENT  bOSOedd SLOPE STABILIZATION v ‘ k ‘ e —
— PROPOSED RETAINING l g ] PROPOSED CONCRETE A ® Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering Date SCALE: 1"=30’ DATE: DECEMBER 2023
WALL 1L ] SIDEWALK —— E— E—
NO. REVISION DATE BY Designed by: KSM Drawn by: ST Checked by: RIEC Project No. : 509337 SHEET 69 of 300
FILE NAME: C:\pwworking\jmt\d0642055\pHD_Bowie Mill Rd.dwg [LAYOUT NAME: PS-23 PLOTTED: Monday, December 18, 2023 — 5:27pm USER: coppage







(2) We have an invisible fence for our dog, the construction will wreck it. Will Montgomery County
fix the damage?

Thank youl,
Casey

Casey Moldover



Cherrywood Homeowners Association, Inc.

P.O. Box 159

Olney, Maryland 20830

January 22, 2024
Chair
Montgomery County Planning Board
2425 Reedie Drive, 14" Floor
Wheaton, MD 20902

Dear Chair of the Planning Board:

The Cherrywood Homeowners Association is a 606-unit homeowners association located in

Olney, Maryland. The purpose of this letter is to render comments on the proposed Bowie Mill
Bikeway.

First off, we are relieved to learn that this project will have no impact on automobile lanes or
speed limits along Bowie Mill road. We do not support compromising automobile lanes for bike
lanes.

The most concerning part of this project is that along a 3.3 mile stretch of roadway this 10 foot
bikeway will replace four acres of porous surface with impervious surface including 1.48 acres
of forest land. CE Elrich just spoke at the MoCo Civic Federation earlier this month about our
inadequate sewer system whose pipes are no longer big enough to handle the storm water runoff.
Replacing acres of porous surface with impervious concrete is only going to make flooding
worse downstream unless proper adjustments are made. We don’t have the expertise to evaluate
this problem, but trust that MCDEP will insure the additional runoff is addressed.

Our biggest complaint about this project is the plan to replace the 1.48 acres of forestland “by
purchasing the appropriate reforestation credits in the DOT Damascus Snow Forest Bank™ (p24).
How does “purchasing credits” in Damascus help the lost forest area in the down County where
the forest area is being extinguished? Just last week, the County Council unanimously passed
bill 40-23. Council President Friedson said “Adjusting the fee structure will help us plant more
trees IN OUR NEIGHBORHOODS, improving air quality, reducing heat islands, and enhancing
quality of life.” How does buying “credits” in a Damascus forest help the air quality of the area
of the County where the trees are to be removed? According to the staff plan, “the Applicant is
required to reforest a suitable area at a 2:1 rate for each acre of forest removed.” We maintain
that forest should be replaced in the same area to help maintain the local air quality, not in
Damascus, Poolesville, or the agriculture reserve.

The Cherrywood Homeowners Association has 4+ acres of “open space™ forest that is in a state
of rapid decline. We’ve had to remove dozens of trees that have been killed by the ash borer and
lost many others due to wind damage or just old age. The overabundant deer eat or destroy any
immature trees and the floor of the forest has been overrun with tall Japanese stilt grass that
further inhibits seeds from reaching the ground and growing into mature oxygen-exchanging
bushes and trees. Even the deer won’t eat the Japanese stiltgrass, a noxious weed on the State



list. In short, we are losing our forest and it makes no sense to take more of our local forests and
move them to Damascus. We volunteer this open space for local forest replacement.

Adjacent to our open space forest is another 4+ acres of County-owned storm water management
pond that is adjacent to about 10 acres of a PEPCO power station. We maintain that the forest
removed along Bowie Mill Road should be replanted locally in some of the places we mentioned
above as well as other open space that are associated with other local HOA open space plots.
More than likely other local forested open space areas are suffering from the same fate as the
trees in our forest. We need more trees down County, not in Damascus.

It appears that the environment’s worst enemy is the County itself. This plan seems to replace
trees in Olney with “credits” in Damascus. What exactly is a tree “credit” anyway and how does
it differs from replacing real trees at the required 2:1 rate in Olney or at $470 per tree adjusted
for inflation as in Bill 40-23? We ask that this portion of the Bikeway plan be rewritten to
require the majority of trees removed for this bikeway be replaced within a five miles radius
from the area where they were removed.

Sincerely,

fu/ fﬁm:u/h'
Paul F. Jarosinski
President

Ce:
Councilmember Dawn Luedtke
Eli Glazier



From: helene.rosenheim@verizon.net

To: MCP-Chair

Cc: Daniel Rubenstein; GOCA Info

Subject: Support of Mandatory Referral No. MR2023016
Date: Monday, January 22, 2024 10:21:59 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

I am writing on behalf of the Greater Olney Civic Association, an umbrella
association of homeowners and civic associations in the greater Olney area
in reference to the Bowie Mill Bikeway project, Mandatory Referral No.
MR2023016.

Our Association continues to support this bikeway project as an important
piece of the overall bikeway network throughout Montgomery County, and
particularly, in the Olney area. Daniel Rubenstein will be testifying at the
public hearing on January 25th to provide further details regarding GOCA'’s
continued support and minor proposed amendments to the current project
plans.

Helene Rosenheim

President, Greater Olney Civic Association
www.goca.org

301 774-6774

(301) 956-3283


mailto:helene.rosenheim@verizon.net
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org
mailto:rubensteindc@gmail.com
mailto:gocaofficers@gmail.com

From: helene.rosenheim@verizon.net

To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Mailing address for the Greater Olney Civic Association for Mandatory Referral No. MR2023016
Date: Tuesday, January 23, 2024 9:48:43 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

The Greater Olney Civic Association recently submitted an email in support of the
Bowie Mill Bikeway, Mandatory Referral No.MR2023016 that did not include our
association's mailing address.

Our mailing address is: GOCA
PO BOX 212
Olney, MD 20830

Thank you, Helene Rosenheim

President, Greater Olney Civic Association
301 774-6774

(301) 956-3283


mailto:helene.rosenheim@verizon.net
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org
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