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Executive Summary

I. PURPOSE, INTRODUCTION, AND CONTENTS

This document is an update to the Howard County Short-Range Transportation
Development Plan (TDP), which is a short-term (typically a five-year period) plan to
guide transit system development. The TDP provides a vision of the future public
transportation system.

Howard County’s (County) last TDP was completed in 2003. Since that time the
transit program has undergone significant change. The TDP called for service
expansion in several areas, and for the County to develop its own maintenance facility.
Initially transit services were expanded, but in FY 2005 funding cuts reduced the
amount of service by 21%, leading to a 4.3% drop in ridership. However, overall
ridership recovered, and so ridership has increased from 672,178 in FY 2004 to over
818,182 in FY 08. In part this reflects expanded service hours and miles, but it also
reflects other service improvements since that time. These include development of
services that cross jurisdictional boundaries, providing regional linkages, such as the
Silver Route. It also reflects improved marketing efforts, including bi-annual customer
surveys of both the fixed-route and paratransit services, marketing and information
materials in additional languages (Spanish and Korean), expanded hours of toll-free
information lines and expanded customer service staffing to reduce waiting. The
County has instituted a policy that all new transit vehicles will be hybrid gas- or diesel-
electric to reduce the carbon footprint of the transit system. This policy uses County
funding to pay for the incremental costs of the hybrid vehicles. New hybrid vehicles
delivered so far include hybrid sedans for the paratransit system (offering improved
access for those persons not using wheelchairs), and heavy-duty hybrid transit coaches
for the busiest routes. In addition, the County has purchased low-floor buses to
provide for easier access and quicker boarding.

This TDP includes an assessment of current and near-term unserved potential
need (Chapter 1), an inventory and review of existing services (Chapter 2),
documentation of stakeholder and community input (Chapter 3), alternatives to address
identified needs and performance concerns (Chapter 4), and a recommended plan for
improvements (with phased implementation) including capital and operating budget

projections (Chapter 5).
e
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[I.  NEEDSANALYSIS

Chapter 1 identifies and assesses population characteristics and land use in
Howard County, and their impact on public transportation services. This chapter
begins with a brief overview of plans and policy documents related to land use and
transportation in Howard County. This base of planning information is then supported
by an analysis of population characteristics; which are used to assess the population
concentrations most likely to use transit. Finally, we compare the county population
characteristics, and identify travel destinations and origins.

Taken together, these studies present several key land use considerations for the
update of the TDP:

e County population growth will be concentrated in the eastern third of the
County, while the western portion of the County will remain predominantly
rural.

e The United States Highway (US)-1 Corridor will be a major focus of
redevelopment.

e Columbia Town Center will be a second major focus of redevelopment.

e Additional higher density planned unit development will take place in the
southeastern portion of the County, along US-29 (Maple Lawn), Maryland
State Highway (SH)-216 east, and adjacent to Laurel.

e Howard County’s population will be aging, with expected major increases in
the senior population calling for expanded services to address the needs of
this group —including transportation.

e The BRAC shift of staff to Fort Meade will create a demand for additional
housing and other services in the County, including transportation to reach
primary jobs at the Fort, and secondary employment at other locations
serving the new employees and residents.

Areas of Moderate to High Relative Need based on the density of transit-
dependent populations are located along the US-29 and the Interstate (I)-95 /US-1
corridor that connects Ellicott City, Columbia, Elkridge, Scaggsville, and North Laurel.
There is an area bounded by I-70, US-40, and MD-144 that includes portions of Turf
Valley outside of Ellicott City with moderate to high needs.

KFH
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The categories of land uses identified as potential major destinations that are
represented in table and map format include:

e Major Employers

e Educational Institutions (K-12, colleges/universities)
e Medical Facilities

e Human Service Agencies

e Shopping Centers

e High Density Housing

For the most part, the population most likely to need and use transit services,
and the identified trip generators are mostly located in proximity to existing transit
services. The Columbia and Ellicott City areas each have the highest concentration of
trip generators. Specific areas of unserved high need and destinations were identified
in each category, and are considered in the development of service alternatives for new
or revised transit routes.

[11. EXISTING SERVICES

Chapter 2 discusses and assesses the existing public transportation services that
operate in the County. The fixed-route public transportation service in the County is
provided by:

e Howard Transit (HT) and HT Ride (service contract managed by CTC),
e CAR (service provided by CTC), and the
e Maryland Transit Administration (MTA).

The primary focus of the TDP is the Howard County service, HT and HT Ride.
Howard Transit (HT)

HT is the local public transit service for Howard County and is a service
sponsored by Howard County Government. HT is overseen by the Planning & Zoning
Department of the Howard County Government. HT provides fixed-route, and
specialized transit services - HT Ride and Job Access Reverse Commute (JARC).

Fixed-route service is primarily provided in the more densely populated areas of
Columbia and Ellicott City, along the US-1 corridor on the eastern edge of the County,
and in the North Laurel area. HT operates nine fixed routes in Howard County. All
routes operate Monday-Friday, while some routes also provide express service on
weekdays and limited weekend service. All routes except the Purple Route (serving the
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Route 1 corridor), connect at the Columbia Mall transfer center. HT also provides
service outside the County on a route linking Baltimore/Washington International
(BWI) -Thurgood Marshall Airport with Columbia (the Silver Route). This route also
serves the MARC/Amtrak Station at BWI (on the Penn Line) and the MARC Dorsey
station (on the Camden Line). CAR also provides services in the North Laurel area, and
routes linking Laurel, Savage, and Columbia.

HT Ride provides specialized curb-to-curb transportation for senior citizens and
individuals with disabilities. HT Ride is provided for those individuals who cannot use
the fixed-route HT services. This specialized service is categorized in two forms: 1)
General Services transportation is provided, for those eligible, to and from locations in
Howard County with limited service available to medical centers in Baltimore and 2)
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) transportation service is limited to areas that are
within 3/4 of a mile of HT fixed-route service.

Transit Fleet

The HT fleet is composed of 28 fixed-route vehicles (commonly known as “truck
buses” because they are built on a truck chassis) that can seat 20 and 24 passengers and
all are lift-equipped; and 23 paratransit vehicles (cutaways, vans, and sedans) that can
seat 3 - 20 passengers and 21 are lift-equipped. Peak fixed-route service requires 22
vehicles, resulting in a minimal spare fleet of six vehicles, which satisfies the 20%
criteria recommended by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).

Twelve vehicles have been requested for replacement in the Annual
Transportation Plan FY09 (ATP FY09) to the MTA. An additional six truck buses and
eight cut-away vehicles are eligible for replacement in FY 2009 under state guidelines.
Twenty-six more vehicles are anticipated for replacement in the next three to five years.
The large number of replacement needs are the result of a lack of capital funding in the
recent past, leaving a large number of overage vehicles, which has resulted in service
reliability problems, lift failures, and a lack of air-conditioning and heat—as well as
higher maintenance costs.

Budgets and Funding Sources

Under the Annual Transportation Plan (ATP) program for the Locally Operated
Transit Systems (LOTS), administered by the MTA Statewide Planning program,
Howard County applies for funds that support the operation of public transit services
in Howard County. In terms of the overall operating budget for transit services, the
primary source of funding for HT services is provided through the County General
Fund. For the FY 2009 ATP, the County has budgeted approximately $7.4 million
dollars to continue support for HT operations, approximately 73% of the total operating
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budget. In terms of Federal/State assistance for Section 5307, Section 5311, ADA,
Statewide Specialized Transportation Assistance Program (SSTAP), and Rural and
Community Based Services (RCB) program funds, the County has been awarded $2.3
million. State and federal funding provides a higher percentage of the capital costs,
with local dollars for the FY 2009 program providing ten percent of the total ATP
capital budget. It should be noted that, in the past, Howard County has purchased
vehicles with 100 percent local funds to address urgent vehicle replacement needs.

HT System Performance

The route analysis is based on the MTA adopted standards for evaluating
productivity. With the improved performance in FY 2008, only the Blue and the Purple
Routes failed to achieve the MTA productivity standard of eight trips per hour.

Human Service Agencies

A number of other human service organizations provide transportation to
eligible groups or clients. Key providers include:

e Neighbor Ride -- provides volunteer transportation to older adults.

e Health Department/Medical Assistance Transportation - Contracts with the
Area Agency on Aging providing transportation for County residents who
are Medical Assistance / HealthChoice recipients for medical purposes

Key Issues

Based on the overall assessment of the existing services, the following concerns
need to be addressed in the TDP:

e Al HT services:

0 Focus on capital replacement to address the deferred replacement
backlogs—this is needed to maintain service quality and reduce
maintenance costs.

0 Continue support for the Central Maryland Transit Operations Facility as
a strategy to eventually reduce hourly contract operating costs and
improve maintenance.

e Fixed-Route Service:

0 Revise the Blue Route to improve productivity and/or reduce costs.
0 Revise or eliminate the Yellow Express to reduce costs or increase

ridership.
ES-5 F H
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(0]

(0]

Restructure and expand the Yellow Route to serve the Circuit Court and
provide additional service in the Ellicott City area.

Retain the Purple Route to support US-1 Corridor redevelopment, but
review it together with the MTA Route 320 in the same corridor to
eliminate any service duplication and improve service.

e Paratransit:

(0}
(0}

(0}

Focus on productivity and service quality improvements.

Plan on expanding the availability of services to address growth in the
older adult population.

Consider options to meet additional needs, such as taxi-voucher programs
for older adults and persons with disabilities.

V. STAKEHOLDER INPUT

Chapter 3 identifies and incorporates information received from residents and
transit stakeholders of Howard County during public outreach efforts.

Generally, comments relate to the increasing demand for transit service as fuel
prices continue to fluctuate and the needs of the population, as it continues to increase.
Concerns included:

More hours of operation (particularly for paratransit services),

e Larger vehicles,

e Increased frequencies (shorter headways)—30-minute headways in the peak
hours, and

e The addition of service to areas that are not served by fixed-route services,
including:

o
o

O O O 0O

service to the Circuit Court,

fixed-route coverage linking Columbia Town Center and APL/Maple
Lawn,

a fixed-route link between Ellicott City and US-1 corridor,

better services in the US-1 corridor,

BRAC-related service to NSA and Fort Meade,

more fixed-route service in the Ellicott City area,

express linkages to the Gateway area, BWI Thurgood Marshall Airport.

e A transit orientation to the redevelopment of the Columbia Town Center
area, including improved transfer facilities and frequent shuttle services to
key destinations and higher density residential and employment sites,

KFH
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e Improved regional connections, including links to regional services and
improved regional services (MTA)

e Other paratransit options including taxi user subsidies (particularly for older
adults and persons with disabilities), support for volunteer transportation
programs, and travel training to help persons begin using fixed-route service

e Improved service quality, particularly on paratransit—addressing late trips,
circuitous routing, scheduling issues, etc.. On fixed-route service early trips,
and on all services vehicle condition particularly as it affects air-conditioning
and heat, and wheelchair lifts

e Organizational structure of transit administration in the county, including
concerns with the line of authority as it affects service quality, the cost of the
current structure with separate management and operating contractors, and
the desire to raise the overall visibility and importance of the transit program

V. ALTERNATIVES

Chapter 4 documents the “menu” of potential service and organizational options
that were considered by the Public Transportation Board (PTB) and the Technical
Steering Committee. It includes service alternatives developed to address areas without
service or with productivity issues, detailed route-by-route service alternatives, capital
requirements (both vehicles and facilities), a discussion of organizational issues, and
proposed service guidelines. It also includes cost estimates, and an assessment of the
options in terms of implementation issues.

Service Alternatives

One set of alternatives addresses the costs of increasing frequencies from the
current 60-minute headways to 30-minute headways during the peak hours, beginning
with the busiest route, the Green Route. Thirty-minute peak hour headways are then
presented for other routes in order of their ridership, including the Red, Brown, and
Silver Routes.

South County service needs were conceptualized as a need for fixed-route HT
services connecting Columbia new residential and employment sites, including Johns
Hopkins Applied Physics Laboratory (also known as APL), the Montpelier Research
Park, Maple Lawn, Emerson, the new North Laurel Community Center, Laurel,
Reservoir High School, and connections to the Burtonsville Park and Ride lot in
Montgomery County to allow connections to Metrobus services.  Alternatives were
developed to address all these needs.

KFH
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In the Town Center areas, the alternatives presented include a conceptual mid-
day shuttle for the Town Center area, designed to improve access and address public
input calling for transit links to the offices and services that are east of Little Patuxent
Parkway. A second concept is an expanded shuttle serving new development, at a
higher-frequency and with greatly expanded hours of service, to facilitate connections
in the Town Center area from the beginning of commute hours to the time that movies
let out.

For the northeastern portion of the County, public (and Court) input has made
clear that public access to the Court requires transit service. For that reason alternatives
have been developed to restructure the Yellow Route to provide for additional coverage
and service hours, to serve the Court, and to serve Mount Hebron High School. A
related issue is the need identified in the outreach to link the Ellicott City area with the
US-1 corridor, without requiring a trip through Laurel and Columbia. A route
alternative linking Ellicott City and the US-1 corridor is included. It also serves some
previously unserved areas along Marshalee Dr and Montgomery Rd.

Areas of likely BRAC-related residential concentration in the County appear to
be limited. One traffic zone predicted to have significant peak hour travel to Fort
Meade is in the eastern part of the County, near I-95, US-1 and MD-100. A route
alternative was developed to serve this area, linking the Gateway area to the Dorsey
MARC station, NSA and FGGM with peak-hour service. Peak-hour services from
Clarksville and Columbia to Fort Meade are planned for FY 2009 implementation.

Paratransit alternatives were developed to address anticipated increases in
demand due to an aging population. One alternative for paratransit services is to
assume that the County will add capacity to HT Ride that would address 50% of this
projected increase in demand, and that other strategies would be used to meet these
needs. This alternative would therefore require an increase in HT Ride trip costs of
$477,225 in each of three phases, and an increase in the fleet of 15 vehicles, also spread
over three phases. Another paratransit alternative presented for consideration is a taxi-
subsidy program similar to those operated in Anne Arundel, Montgomery and Prince
George’s Counties.

Vehicles: Replacement

Whether or not there are any service expansions requiring existing vehicles,
prudent management and public input all call for a capital replacement program that
replaces existing vehicles based on the years of service and mileage accumulated, given
the design life of the vehicle. Based on the state vehicle replacement criteria, a vehicle
replacement plan for the Howard County fleet for a five-year period was developed,
along with the estimated costs by type of vehicle. All proposed vehicles are hybrids,

KFH
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and costs include digital fareboxes, security cameras, automatic vehicle location, and
stop annunciators. The County fleet is still recovering to some extent from a period of
deferred replacement, so the investment in the early years is significant.

Passenger Facilities

Passenger facilities used by HT riders and administered by the County include
the transfer point located at Columbia Mall, and the bus stops located along routes
throughout the community. The GGP plan Transportation Strategies for Columbia
Town Center includes a call for development of an improved transit center as part of
the ongoing redevelopment of this area. It is seen as having improved amenities, and
becoming a key connection point between expanded Town Center shuttles, HT routes,
and commuter buses. A proposed Bus Stop Improvement Program would include a
Bus Stop Study, an Annual Bus Stop Capital Improvement Program, and a Shelter
Program. The TDP calls for planning efforts to establish the scope and feasibility of
such a center, with a process leading to eventual construction.

Other Capital Needs

The study also reviewed options including Smart cards for fare payment.
Another potential capital need considered is the acquisition of Mobile Data Terminals
for the HT Ride paratransit vehicles, particularly if combined with navigation
databases. Further analysis is recommended.

Organizational Issues

During the outreach process for the study, at least some stakeholders expressed
interest in examining alternative organizational structures. Given the number of
potential organizational alternatives and the need to develop detailed assessments of
the job functions, pay rates, overhead, and support costs for different options, it is
recommended that an additional organizational study be undertaken if the County
wishes to seriously address the possibility of change in the organizational structure of
transit planning, management, and operation of services for the County.

Policy Guidelines

Another issue that emerged from the stakeholder input is the lack of any formal
statement of County policy on transit services based on these examples, and the
implied standards used by CTC and the PTB to measure service quality. This chapter
of the TDP presents guidelines for consideration by Howard County.

KFH
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V. RECOMMENDED PLAN

Chapter 5 presents a three-phase plan for service improvements, with the phases
defined as near-term (next two fiscal years), medium-term, and long-term, with these
periods defined in relation to the availability of resources for implementation. The
proposed service improvements and the general phasing both have been presented to
the public and the PTB. The service improvement plan includes the capital
requirements for the additional operations. A separate plan is presented to address the
need for replacement vehicles, and this is defined in terms of fiscal years, because the
existing vehicles continue to operate and the need for replacements needs to be
addressed in relationship to the anticipated service life of the vehicles. For that reason,
the vehicle replacement plan is uncoupled from the phased service expansion plan, and
is presented as a separate element by fiscal year. The need for a new, enlarged transit
center in the Columbia Town Center is also identified. Finally, recommendations are
made for additional planning and policy studies.

Strategy and Phasing

The proposed plan involves a selection from the menu of services, policies and
capital projects that was presented in the previous chapter. Given that context, the
proposed phasing was developed to:

1) Focus first on vehicle replacement.

2) Allow for on-going operational changes.

3) Address growing needs for specialized services in the short-term through
demand management and increased operating efficiencies.

4) Address growing needs for specialized services in the medium-term and
beyond through service expansion.

5) Initiate service expansion in the medium-term by improving existing routes.

6) Add new routes in later phases.

7) Begin planning for capital projects--the Central Maryland Transit Operations
Facility, a new Town Center Transit Center, and a Bus Stop Inventory and

Assessment.

8) Address the organizational structure providing transit with a more detailed
study of the alternatives, including the cost and other impacts.

KFH
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The phasing is designed to indicate approximate timing and priority.
Vehicle Replacement

As indicated above, the first priority for transit investment is to provide for
sufficient capital for replacement of the existing fleet. Transit vehicles are designed to
meet particular service life requirements, which vary by vehicle. With good
maintenance, the vehicles can usually operate beyond their design life for a period
before service quality drops (leading to missed trips, road failures and lack of air-
conditioning/heat) and maintenance costs become excessive. While the County has
had an aggressive vehicle replacement program recently, even using County funding to
replace vehicles, there is still an accumulated need for vehicle replacement just to be
able to maintain current service levels.

Table ES-1 presents the overall “realistic” vehicle replacement plan proposed for
the next five years by year. It is based on the data included in Chapter 2 as the vehicle
inventory. Howard County policy is that all new transit vehicles will be hybrids (with
higher fuel economy), and that the County will pay the incremental cost of the hybrid
over the conventional gas or diesel vehicles funded by MTA. So, the County local share
will be the conventional local share required by MTA, plus the incremental costs for
hybrids or a higher quality vehicle (a 12-year low-floor bus as opposed to a 7-year high-
floor bus).

If the number of vehicles required to meet currently scheduled routes and the
current level of paratransit service are not available, the result may be that services have
to be cut. Cutting fixed-route service because of a lack of vehicles may well mean
cutting entire routes, not just frequencies or hours of service. Cutting demand-
responsive service because of a lack of working vehicles may mean that users must
schedule trips much further in advance, and face the danger of having a scheduled trip
cancelled by the transit system.

Summary by Phase

This plan is intended to be a multi-year plan—as a TDP its plan horizon is
intended to be five years, but it is recognized that organizational changes and funding
availability may well make it necessary for the program to take longer or be phased
differently.

KFH
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Table ES-1: Howard County Vehicle Replacement Plan

Fiscal Proposed Replaces Service Seating Estimated Estimated Potential  Estimated Hybrid Estimated
Year Vehicle Type Capacity  Total Unit Cost State Local Incremental Total
(Seats/ Cost (State) Funding Share Cost (Local) Local Share
Wheelchairs)  (Hybrid) (Diesel) (at 90%) (at 10%)
2009 LF Transit 57 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2009 Truck Bus 58 FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2009 Truck Bus 79 FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2009 Truck Bus 77" FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2009 Cutaway 70 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2009 Cutaway 71 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2009 Cutaway 72 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2009 Cutaway 36 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2009 Cutaway 39 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2009 Cutaway 40 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
Subtotal $2,680,000 $1,233,300  $1,109,970  $123,330  $1,446,700  $1,570,030
2010 LF Transit 80 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2010 LF Transit 82 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2010 LF Transit 8472 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2010 LF Transit 86 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2010 Cutaway 35 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2010 Cutaway 38 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2010 Cutaway 28 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
Subtotal $2,800,000 $1,985,871  $1,787,284  $198,587 $814,129  $1,012,716
2011 Truck Bus 85° FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2011 Truck Bus 81 FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2011 Cutaway 33 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2011 Cutaway 32 PT 10/2 $200,000 $55,550 $49,995 $5,555 $144,450 $150,005
2011 Cutaway 34 PT 10/2 $200,000 $55,550 $49,995 $5,555 $144,450 $150,005
2011 Cutaway 30 PT 10/2 $200,000 $55,550 $49,995 $5,555 $144,450 $150,005
2011 Cutaway 29 PT 10/2 $200,000 $55,550 $49,995 $5,555 $144,450 $150,005
Subtotal $1,620,000 $558,529 $502,676 $55,853  $1,061,471  $1,117,324
2012* Truck Bus 9512 FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2012 Truck Bus 9513 FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2012 Truck Bus 9516 FR 20/2° $200,000 $48,487 $43,638 $4,849 $151,513 $156,362
2012 Truck Bus 9517 FR 20/2 $200,000 $48,487 $43,638 $4,849 $151,513 $156,362
2012 Truck Bus 9518 FR 20/2 $200,000 $48,487 $43,638 $4,849 $151,513 $156,362
2012 Truck Bus 9519 FR 20/2 $200,000 $48,487 $43,638 $4,849 $151,513 $156,362
2012 Cutaway 31 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2012 Cutaway 5 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
Subtotal $1,820,000 $592,234 $533,011 $59,223  $1,227,766  $1,286,989
2013 LF Transit 9510 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2013 LF Transit 9511 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2013 Cutaway 6 PT 18/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2013 Cutaway 7 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
Subtotal $1,500,000 $1,023,914 $921,523  $102,391 $476,086 $578,477
2014 Truck Bus 9504 FR 27/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2014 Cutaway 7 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2014 Cutaway 28 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2014 Cutaway 29 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
Subtotal $1,150,000 $635,871 $572,284 $63,587 $514,129 $577,716
Totals $11,570,000 $6,029,719  $5426,747  $602,972  $5540,281  $6,143,253

(1) Current Spare #63 will be sold, and #77 will become a spare.

(2) Current Spare #66 will be sold, and #84 will become a spare.

(3) Current Spare #67 will be sold, and #85 will become a spare.

(4) Vehicles 1, 2, 3, and 4: Toyota Prius Sedan (County Funded); in 2012 replacement at $25K each.

(5) For the 20/2 seating capacity, based on MTA information, there is no vehicle price. The price of the vehicle type with similar seating capacity
was used.

*For Year 2014, "Vehicle Type" was determined based on previous year information that shows correlation between "Service Type" and "Proposed
Vehicle"

FR = Fixed-Route

PT = Paratransit
LF = Low-Floor
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Table ES-2 summarizes the operating costs for the three phases, using FY 2009 as
a base year for operating costs, and then rolling in the full implementation of the
previous year phase as the base for the next phase. Table ES-3 presents the capital costs
of expansion vehicles needed to operate the expanded services, and Table ES-4 presents
the summary of the operating and capital costs by phase.

Table ES-2: Operating Expansion Plan-Summary

(In Current Dollars)
Base TDP Total Operating
Operating Budget Planned Expansion Budget
FY 2009 $10,144,376
Near-Term $10,144,376 $115,000 $10,259,376
Medium-Term $10,259,376 $1,361,000 $11,620,376
Long-Term $11,620,376 $2,545,000 $14,165,376

Table ES-3: Expansion Capital Plan
(In Current Dollars)

Expansion Other Total
Phase Vehicles Capital’ Capital
Near-Term $550,000 $550,000
Medium-Term $3,950,000 $575,000 $4,525,000
Long-Term $4,470,000 $325,000 $4,795,000

$8,970,000 $900,000 $9,870,000

1. "Other Capital" costs include: Computer and Software for dispatch (if needed)
and a bus stop improvement program.
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Table ES-4: Expansion Capital and Operating Plan Summary

(In Current Dollars)
Operating Expenses Total
Base Expansion Total Capital Total
Near-Term $10,144,376 $115,000 $10,259,376  $550,000 $10,809,376
Medium-Term  $10,259,376  $1,361,000  $11,620,376  $4,525,000  $16,145,376
Long-Term $11,620,376  $2,545,000  $14,165,376  $4,795,000  $18,960,376

$36,045,128 $9,870,000  $45,915,128

There are two major capital projects not included on these tables. One is the
Central Maryland Transit Operating Facility, which is an ongoing project that has
already received partial funding while planning and environmental work continues.
The cost estimates for this project are continuing to evolve with changes in the site
possible, which would affect costs. The second project not shown on these pages is the
recommended Town Center Transit Center. At this point this facility is completely
conceptual, and planning is needed to fully identify the functions, size, layout, space
requirements, and potential sites for this project.

All figures are in constant dollars, but the fiscal analyst will know that inflation
costs will add five percent or so each year —we have not assumed that these phases
would occur in any particular year, and so have not incorporated year of expenditure
figures. In terms of funding, it should be noted that a substantial part of the mid- and
long-term expansion is funding for the paratransit program. Also, the BRAC related
portions are treated separately in a BRAC section of the plan, as it may have a better
chance of receiving outside funding. Implementation of any one element is a function
of funding availability. There is an annual budget process and the MTA grant
application process that both allow for public input and revisions to the anticipated
project phasing based on need and funding. Acceptance of this TDP does not obligate
the County or the State to fund any particular element at any time.

Routes and Services - Operating

Proposed routes and services have been developed from the alternatives
presented in the previous chapter, but it should be noted that the baseline network at
the beginning of the Near-Term Phase includes additional services to be implemented
in FY 2009, including half-hour headways on the Green Route in the peak (implemented
in October 2008), and BRAC-related peak hour routes from Clarksville and Columbia
(replacing the current Blue Route). All the additional new routes are presented as
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conceptual services that would need final operational planning to determine exact
routing, stop locations, timetables, etc. prior to final implementation.

In the Near-Term the focus on new services is limited to revisions to the Yellow
Route to provide access to the Circuit Court, and added peak express frequencies on the
Red Route. In the Medium-Term the major focus is on improved peak frequencies, with
full thirty-minute peak headways added to the Red and Brown Routes, and additional
service on the Silver Route (either as peak express trips or additional peak frequency).
New service would be a mid-day shuttle service around the Columbia Town Center
and expanded paratransit service hours. In the Long-Term route coverage is addressed,
with a proposed restructuring of the Yellow Route, an Ellicott City-Elkridge Connector,
service to the south County, and a full-day Town Center Shuttle. More expansion for
paratransit is included.

Proposed BRAC Services

In addition to the services identified above, a separate element of the plan
includes services proposed to serve needs resulting from the BRAC expansion at Fort
Meade. These include the peak-hour routes from Columbia and Clarksville to Savage,
NSA and Fort Meade, and a new service linking the Columbia Gateway area, US-1,
Dorsey MARC and NSA/Fort Meade. It could be linked with the Red Route.
Estimated annual operating costs are $401,300, and additional capital costs for vehicles
on these routes would be $1,860,000.

Other Recommendations

The proposed plan includes several additional studies to address issues
identified in this study in more detail. These include the following;:

e Organizational Assessment

e DParatransit Performance Review and Taxi Voucher Feasibility Study
e Bus Stop Assessment

e Transit Center Scoping Study

Policy Guidelines

Table 4-4 in Chapter 4 presents the recommended policies and guidelines.

Regional Connections

As noted in Chapter 2 there is a substantial amount of transit service provided in
Howard County by other entities to provide regional services linking County residents
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with jobs and services in other jurisdictions. The major comment, which is included
here for consideration by the MTA, is that the services to and from Baltimore need
improvement. Low frequencies, a need for more reverse commute orientation (more
outbound morning/inbound evening trips) and long overall travel times were
mentioned in public meetings and submitted comments. Current funding limitations
have led the MTA to propose reductions in these services, but an agreement with the
County will provide for continued peak-hour service to Baltimore.

Land Use Planning and Transit

Developers could be encouraged to support transit facilities or services to
provide for the needed service. There are several recommendations that could be
supportive of transit.

Results

Implementation of this TDP would result in a significant improvement in the
quality and coverage of transit services in the County, including the following key
changes:

e Frequency Improvements:
0 Thirty-minute peak hour headways on the Green, Red, Brown and Silver
Routes.
0 Thirty-minute mid-day service on the Green Route (linking the Town
Center with Howard County General Hospital and Howard Community
College).

e Expanded Coverage:
0 BRAC commuter service will link Columbia, Clarksville, and the
Gateway/Jessup area to NSA and FGGM.
o Ellicott City served by three routes linking it to Columbia and to
Elkridge/Dorsey MARC.
0 Maple Lawn/APL/Montpelier Research Park and Cedar Lane will be
connected to Columbia Town Center.

e Town Center:
0 New higher-frequency transit services linking the Town Center to much of
Columbia.
0 New high-frequency shuttle services in the Town Center.
0 Planning (and hopefully construction) of a new Transit Center in the
Town Center, linking all routes and services.
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e Paratransit:
0 Capacity increased to address the growth in the population using this
service.
0 A possible taxi subsidy program, travel training, and policy and
management changes to manage demand, improve service, and better
utilize these resources.

The program laid out in this study was developed to a great extent as the result
of the substantial community input throughout the process. With the continuing
support of the community this program can be achieved, even if it stretches beyond the
five-year horizon of a TDP.
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Chapter 1

Howard County Population
and Land Use Profile

PURPOSE, INTRODUCTION, AND CONTENTS

This document is an update to the Howard County Transportation Development
Plan (TDP), which is a short-term (typically a five-year period) plan to guide transit
system development. The TDP provides a vision of the future public transportation
system.

Howard County’s (County) last TDP was completed in 2003. Since that time the
transit program has undergone significant change. The TDP called for service
expansion in several areas, and for the County to develop its own maintenance facility.
Initially transit services were expanded, but in FY 2005 funding cuts reduced the
amount of service by 21%, leading to a 4.3% drop in ridership. However, overall
ridership recovered, and so ridership has increased from 672,178 in FY 2004 to over
818,182 in FY 2008. In part this reflects expanded service hours and miles, but it also
reflects other service improvements since that time. These include development of
services that cross jurisdictional boundaries, providing regional linkages, such as the
Silver Route. It also reflects improved marketing efforts, including bi-annual customer
surveys of both the fixed-route and paratransit services, marketing and information
materials in additional languages (Spanish and Korean), expanded hours of toll-free
information lines. and expanded customer service staffing to reduce waiting. The
County has instituted a policy that all new transit vehicles will be hybrid gas- or diesel-
electric to reduce the carbon footprint of the transit system. This policy uses County
funding to pay for the incremental costs of the hybrid vehicles. New hybrid vehicles
delivered so far include hybrid sedans for the paratransit system (offering improved
access for those persons not using wheelchairs), and heavy-duty hybrid transit coaches
for the busiest routes. In addition, the County has purchased low-floor buses to
provide for easier access and quicker boarding.
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This TDP includes an assessment of current and near-term unserved potential
need (Chapter 1), an inventory and review of existing services (Chapter 2),
documentation of stakeholder and community input (Chapter 3), alternatives to address
identified needs and performance concerns (Chapter 4), and a recommended plan for
improvements (with phased implementation) including capital and operating budget
projections (Chapter 5).

The purpose of the remainder of this chapter is to identify and assess population
characteristics and land use in Howard County, and their impact on public
transportation services. This chapter begins with a brief overview of plans and policy
documents related to land use and transportation in Howard County. This base of
planning information is then supported by an analysis of population characteristics;
which are used to assess the population concentrations most likely to use transit.
Finally, we compare the County population characteristics, and identify travel
destinations and origins. Understanding origins and destinations allows for an
assessment of the existing and potential role for transit in connecting high-need
populations with key destinations.

HOWARD COUNTY - LOCATION

Howard County is located between the two metropolitan centers of Baltimore
and Washington D.C. The major population concentration is the planned community of
Columbia, and the growth of this new-town is the result of a vision that integrates
development with its natural environment. Historically, the meandering road network,
emphasis on low-density village centers, and support for green space have supported
the development of a strong sense of community, but recently a new round of visioning
has been initiated for Howard County as it prepares to manage the needs of the future
in several areas. Howard County is the beneficiary of location and accessibility; see the
Base Map in Figure 1-1. Its location in central Maryland provides for an opportunity to
enjoy the rural and natural environment and allows for commuter access to two major
metro areas. The County’s eastern section, along the United States Highway (US-) 29
and Interstate (I-) 95 corridors, has been the focus of development, including higher
density population centers and employment, while the western sector maintains a rural
nature due to its low-density residential nature.
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HOWARD COUNTY STUDIES

This section provides an overview of relevant planning studies and efforts that
have significance in the development of Howard County. The following studies
present a compendium of overall County strategies for land use, human service, and
potential Fort Meade impacts. The Howard County Land Use Plan provides the bulk of
guidance here, as it is this document that provides guidance on the overall development
patterns of the County. The other plans address specific aspects - the pedestrian plan,
Columbia Town Center redevelopment, human services, etc. - of the County and are
also discussed in this section.

Howard County Land Use Plan (2000)

The Plan is founded upon the following principles: Responsible Regionalism,
Preservation of the Rural West, Balanced and Phased Growth, Working with Nature,
and Community Conservation and Enhancement. Key implementation priorities of the
plan include leveraging additional Federal and State funds to accelerate regionally
important highway improvements in Howard County. The plan also supports efforts
between the County, Maryland Transit Administration (MTA), Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), and neighboring jurisdictions to
improve coordination and implement priorities for improved regional transit. A
component of the balanced and phased growth is the investment in transit
improvements that meet the needs of the transit-dependent populations and reduce
dependence on single occupant automobiles.

General Plan Monitoring Report (2005)

Every two years, the Citizens Implementation Monitoring Committee prepares a
report that provides a brief overview of accomplishments to date on the
implementation of General Plan Policies and Actions and tracks progress based on the
indicators recognized in the Howard County General Plan. In this report it was noted
that investment in transit, especially Federal Transit Administration (FTA)/MTA funds
for Howard Transit, have increased with each subsequent fiscal year. Ridership has
also increased during this time as a result of efforts to promote the use of fixed-route
service - including improved scheduling and accessible vehicles. The report noted that
the previous TDP was completed in November 2001, and since that time increased local
funds have been provided for capital improvements: additional vehicles, new bus
shelters, an automatic vehicle location system, and preliminary efforts addressing the
feasibility of a central operations facility that could serve both Howard and Anne
Arundel Counties. Fixed-route service was expanded into the US-1 corridor and a
centralized toll-free telephone number providing Howard Transit information was
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Downtown Columbia: A Community Vision

This plan for the center of Columbia includes a focus on the provision of
amenities that contribute to the quality of life, the amount of development consistent
with that, and the transportation infrastructure required to serve this redevelopment
effort. The principles of the plan are a subset of the overall vision of Columbia, as
provided by Jim Rouse. In the Downtown Plan, transportation improvements are
needed to include new amenities and make development accessible. A traffic study
was prepared that addresses traffic capacity and multimodal approaches. The plan
supports the enhancement of multimodal connectivity through a variety of safe,
convenient, and innovative transportation alternatives. Specifically, transit is identified
as a vital component and should be improved and expanded. The Downtown should
be promoted as a central hub for the local bus system and, connectivity to Baltimore
should also be enhanced by increasing hours of service for existing commuter bus
routes.

Howard County Government Human Services Master Plan (2007)

The Human Services Master Plan recognized several primary concerns that
impact a number of population groups in the County: housing/homelessness,
transportation, access to human services, and language barriers. Transportation is a
vital component of the overall human services system, as it makes these services
accessible. Specifically, the plan has identified that the older adult population will
increase dramatically over the next 10 - 20 years. Estimates included in the plan reveal
that most of the older adult increases will occur in the US-1 corridor and the Columbia
and Ellicott City urban areas; western Howard County accounts for the rest. The plan
recommends that older adults should have transportation options available to them -
taxi vouchers, public transportation expansion, medical assistance transportation, and
volunteer transportation services. The plan also supports increased programming on
Government TV to promote local resources, survey of disability service providers, and
identifying other potential transportation providers.

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) (Fort Meade)

Fort George G. Meade is one of the largest military bases in the United States.
Although located in Anne Arundel County, its presence has an impact on Howard
County residents and infrastructure and the Baltimore region due to its large number of
employees and its status as one of the nation’s premier defense, intelligence, and
technology centers. It is currently a focus for County planning because of its role as a
receiving area for additional employment, as a result of the most recent round of BRAC
decisions by the Department of Defense (DOD).
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Fort Meade consists of 5,415 acres with 65.5 miles of paved roads, 3.3 miles of
secondary roads, and approximately 1,300 buildings. There is a modern base Exchange
Mall, bank, credit union, post office, chapels, and many other facilities.

The proposed base realignment will consist of an increase of approximately 5,400
military, DOD civilian and contractor employees that will work at Fort Meade, as well
as approximately 4,900 family members. An estimated three to 7,000 employees will
serve as contract support personnel for these activities (excluding family members).
These additional personnel will occupy facilities in and around the local communities.

Howard County Pedestrian Master Plan (2007)

Given the ad hoc fashion in which the current pedestrian network was
developed, Howard County developed this document to promote improvements that
will establish a comprehensive network of sidewalks, crosswalks, pathways, shoulders,
and pedestrian signals. These improvements will close existing gaps, provide greater
uniformity and predictability, and improve access to public and commercial land uses.
Priority improvements include reducing hazards, establishing a network along and
between minor collector and higher classified roads, and connections that provide
access to transit stops. A ten-year implementation horizon is recommended.

Taken together, these studies present several key considerations for the update of
the TDP:

e County population growth will continue, with the concentration of new
employment and higher-density residential development occurring in the
eastern third of the County, while the western portion of the County retains
its low-density residential character.

e The Route 1 Corridor will be a major focus of redevelopment, including
additional high-density housing and employment.

e Columbia Town Center will be a second major focus of redevelopment, also
with additional office employment, commercial facilities, and higher-density
residential development concentrated around the existing shopping mall and
offices. The vision for this redevelopment includes a substantial increase in
the transit mode share for residents and employees, supported by the
development of a new transit center where routes and services connect, and
improved local routes and frequencies.
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e Additional higher density planned unit development will take place in the
southeastern portion of the County, along Route 29 (Maple Lawn), Route 216
east, and adjacent to Laurel.

e Howard County’s population will be aging, with expected major increases in
the senior population calling for expanded services to address the needs of
this group —including transportation.

e The BRAC shift of staff to Fort Meade will create a demand for additional
housing and other services in the County, including transportation to reach
primary jobs at the Fort, and secondary employment at other locations
serving the new employees and residents.

The next section examines the relationship between key population
characteristics and transit services.

POPULATION NEEDS ASSESSMENT

This section describes the existing population and land use characteristics of
Howard County. Data has been compiled to identify population groups that exhibit
greatest need, based on industry indicators and, the land use discussion considers
development patterns and how it impacts the feasibility of public transportation
services. The beginning of the section evaluates population data based on the Year 2000
Census, to determine where, given certain indicators, the population of greatest need is
located. The second section reviews and analyzes land use data to determine the
connection between the needs identified previously and existing public transportation
services.

Demographics

One method for evaluating the success of transportation services in satisfying
these needs is to determine if there are areas within the County that have a higher
relative potential need for transportation service, and treat these as potential trip origin
or destination areas that should be served as a matter of policy, or are most likely to
generate ridership.

This analysis provides a review of transit needs of those population segments
that are potentially transit-dependent as well as the representation of overall population
distribution in Howard County. Potentially transit dependent population segments are
those segments of the population that, because of certain demographic characteristics,
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such as age, disability, income, or automobile availability, may potentially require
transit services to meet mobility needs (as an alternative to the private automobile).

The results were used to calculate both the percentage and density (number of
persons per square mile with that characteristic) of the population likely to need transit
service; the more appropriate type of service - paratransit, route deviation or fixed-route
- can be determined later during the development of alternatives process.

Population Profile

Demographic and economic characteristics of the population are associated with
the need for public transportation services. Specifically, the need for any type of transit
service depends upon the size and distribution of an area’s population and, to some
extent, the composition of the population.

The following analysis provides a review of relative transit needs in Howard
County in terms of those population segments that indicate a potential need for transit
service. Potentially, transit-dependent population segments are those segments of the
population that, because of demographic characteristics such as age, income, or
automobile availability, may potentially require transit service to meet mobility needs
(as an alternative to the private automobile). Using 2000 Census data from the Bureau
of the Census these segments are:

1. Youth (persons age 12 to 17): students, mostly from junior high and high
schools, typically fall into this age range; these persons often do not have
access to an automobile.

2. Senior/Older Adult (persons age 60 and above): Advancing age can mean
diminished ability or desire to drive (particularly on a long trip) and a need
for access to medical facilities on a regular basis.

3. Persons living below the poverty level: Persons that typically do not have the
economic means to own or operate a vehicle, or a vehicle perceived as capable
of a long trip.

4. Persons over the age of 16 with a disability, who may be reliant on local
accessible public transit services and would therefore also consider public
transit options to make non-local trips.

5. Autoless households: Persons without access to a car must rely on alternative
transportation services.
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These characteristics were chosen as a result of previous study efforts and
industry research on the characteristics of transit users.

Methodology

In order to conduct this analysis of transit needs, it was first necessary to extract
the data for the total population for each of the above five variables from the 2000
Census. The first step in this analysis was the extraction of the relevant raw data from
the Year 2000 Census Files STF1A and STF3A. Once extracted, the data was then
summarized and analyzed at the Block Group level with respect to each category
identified above. The raw data was summarized for the targeted variables and is
displayed in the Technical Appendix, Appendix A, Table A-1. The numbers of people
in each category are not added together in each Block group because the categories are
not necessarily mutually exclusive. A person 65 years of age may also have an income
below the poverty level and/or have no automobile available to them for personal use.
Instead, each category is considered individually. Also, “autoless households” refers to
occupied housing units and not persons.

Land areas among the Block Groups also vary, and subsequently, it is not
particularly meaningful to compare the raw numbers of persons in each category.
Therefore, population density (persons per square mile) of persons with these high
need characteristics was calculated for each Block Group. This method gives us a
measure of the relative size of the population by identifying Block Groups with more
concentrated populations. Those Block Groups with higher densities of persons with
characteristics indicative of transportation need require a higher level of service.
Subsequently, it is also important to evaluate the percentage of the population with
respect to each of these characteristics as more sparsely populated areas may lack
population density, but still exhibit need. However, these areas may have a high need
for service, but may not be able to support as high a level of service as the high density
areas.

In each needs category, each Block Group was ranked relative to the other Block
Groups. Such rankings were performed twice, once based on the density of the
population within each category, and a second time based on the percentage of the
population in that category as described above. Individual variable rankings were then
summed by Block Group, resulting in two combined rankings that represent relative
transportation “need” based on:

1. The density of potentially transit dependent persons, and

2. The percentage of potentially transit dependent persons.
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However, the number of potentially transit dependent persons is also of
importance. In evaluating all of the information discussed, the “autoless household”
component factor was isolated and examined on its own merit, as this variable is of
particular importance in determining transit need due to the reliance of this population
group on others or public transportation for mobility services.

To simplify the rankings and assist in mapping, the rankings were divided into
natural breaks representing ranges of “very low” “low”, “moderate”, “high”, and “very
high” relative needs among the Block Groups. This was done for both the density-

based ranking and the percentage-based ranking.
Numeric Ranking of Transit Dependent Populations

The initial summary ranking analyzed each Block Group based on the total
number of potentially transit dependent population for each for the five variables. Each
of the five variables were numerically ranked by block group and then summed to
provide an overall numeric ranking as displayed in the Technical Appendix, Appendix
A, Table A-2. The results of this process are presented in Figure 1-2. The areas of
highest relative need based on this ranking include Ellicott City, Woodstock,
Greenwood Farms, around Elkridge, Savage, and North Laurel. This ranking analysis,
however, is significantly impacted by overall population distribution and geographic
area of each Block Group.

Density Ranking of Transit Dependent Populations

The density summary ranking involved analyzing the population density of each
of the five variables by Block Group. This ranking identifies and reveals concentrations
of potentially transit dependent persons. Each of the five variables were ranked with
respect to density by Block Group and then summed to provide an overall numeric
ranking as displayed in the Technical Appendix, Appendix A, Table A-3. A geographic
representation of this ranking is provided in Figure 1-3. Areas of Moderate to High
Relative Need based on the density of transit dependent populations are located along
the US-29 and the 1-95/US-1 corridor that connects Ellicott City, Columbia, Elkridge,
Scaggsville, and North Laurel. There is an area bounded by 1-70, US-40, and MD-144
that includes portions of Turf Valley outside of Ellicott City with moderate to high
needs. As areas to the west are relatively less populated, the density rankings do not
indicate a high level of transit need. However, as previously mentioned, that is the
reason for including a numeric and percentage ranking in this analysis.

Percentage Ranking of Transit Dependent Populations

The next summary ranking undertaken was based on the percentage of
potentially transit- dependent persons for each of the five variables by Block Group. As
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with the density ranking, the five variables were ranked separately based on the
percentage of potentially transit dependent persons and then all five rankings were
summed to create an overall percentage ranking. This percent ranking was the overall
ranking compared to all of the other Block Groups in the study area. Each of the five
variables were ranked with respect to percent by Block Group and then summed to
provide an overall numeric ranking as shown in the Technical Appendix, Appendix A,
Table A-4. A graphic representation of this ranking is presented in Figure 1-4. Block
Groups with a “moderate” to “very high” percentage-based need are located mostly in
the east and southeast section of the County, and also along the I-70/MD-144 corridor
along the northern portion of the County and heading west. Some areas of high
percentage need include Woodstock, Dayton, Lisbon, Ellicott City, Columbia, and
Savage. As noted above, some of the areas exhibiting high percentage needs also show
high need in the numeric ranking, including areas around Columbia and Ellicott City.
It should be noted that while the density ranking can neglect to identify needs in
sparsely populated areas, the percentage ranking can make an area with a relatively
small population count and a few transit dependent persons appear to have a high
need.

Autoless Households

Concentrations of autoless households are particularly important in identifying
transit need given that without access to an automobile, persons in these households
must rely on alternate modes of transportation, such as public transportation. In the
Technical Appendix, Appendix A, Table A-5 provides a summary ranking based on
numbers of autoless households per Block Group in Howard County. For this reason,
we conducted our geographic analysis of the density of autoless households by
extracting information from the aggregate rankings of the five variables. The rankings
of the density of autoless households are also presented in Figure 1-5.

Generally, concentrations occur along the US-29 and US-1 corridors around the
Columbia area and around Elkridge. North of Ellicott City to the south of Columbia,
presents the highest density of autoless households. There also appear pockets along
the MD-144/1-70 corridor near West Friendship and Lisbon. Much like the “moderate”
and “high” need areas identified previously, these Block Groups are located along the
same corridors.

Overall Population Distribution

The final component of the population profile analysis is the overall distribution
of population in the County, particularly in terms of population density. Figure 1-6
illustrates the overall population of each Block Group in Howard County and Figure 1-
7 displays the population density of each Block Group. As previously noted, the
density and percentage rankings of potentially transit dependent persons should be
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Figure 1-4: PERCENT RANKINGS OF TRANSIT DEPENDENT CHARACTERISTICS & EXISTING COVERAGE FOR HOWARD COUNTY
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Figure 1-6: TOTAL POPULATION & EXISTING COVERAGE FOR HOWARD COUNTY
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Figure 1-7: POPULATION DENSITY & EXISTING COVERAGE FOR HOWARD COUNTY




looked at in conjunction with the overall population and population density to identify
potential demand. Although we may not be able to identify specific concentrations of
population by looking at the countywide population characteristics within each Block
Group, we can distinguish that the majority of the population in the County is located
in an area surrounding Columbia, Ellicott City, and North Laurel, and along major
roadways (Routes 32, 108, 175, 100, and 144; US-1, US-29, US-40, and, 1-95 and 1-70).
When compared with the rankings representations, these maps lend support in
identifying areas of moderate to high need when viewing the population counts.

Population density increases the likelihood that transit alternatives may be
feasible, but density alone may not provide enough people to provide a sufficient
market. The overall size of the potential market area population is also important in
identifying areas that may support transit services.

Summary of Population Data Profile

As a result of the numeric, percentage, and density rankings and overall
population characteristics, we acquire a general understanding of locating transit needs
in Howard County. In Howard County there are relatively urban, suburban, and rural
Block Groups scattered throughout with high relative needs. However, most of the
high need areas are located in the eastern section of the County, along the more
urbanized US-29 and US-1/1-95 corridors. Specifically, when reviewing density,
percent, and numeric rankings, concentrations are located in and around Ellicott City,
Columbia, Elkridge, Savage, and North Laurel. There appears to be an area west of
Ellicott City, near Centennial, that displays potential near-term population increases.
Smaller, less dense, communities that have moderate percentages of potentially transit
dependent persons may be good candidates for demand-responsive service.

LAND USE PROFILE

A consideration in terms of potential market and of policy is whether or not the
current transit services serve the places that are likely attractors of transit ridership, or
that could potentially have a need for such service. Understanding places that attract
people requires an evaluation of the kinds of uses/services that occur at these places.
This section discusses the relationship of the population of Howard County and land
use development patterns, as these characteristics impact the feasibility and
effectiveness of public transportation service. Land use determines the success of
transit in several ways. Specifically, the type of use constructed on a parcel of land will
impact the level of attraction to that parcel, and subsequently, the number of potential
riders that want to access the use on this land. Generally, the design of transit services
is sustainable in areas of high population density.
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Examples of facilities that generate ridership include colleges and universities,
hospitals, and major intermodal connections at airports and rail stations. Also, it is
important to remember that these types of generators may also attract people that do
not live in Howard County. For each type of generator, two representations were
developed -- a countywide map and a Columbia area map. Given the number of
facilities and population density in Columbia and the surrounding vicinity, and the
existing transit services, the analysis benefits from including a representation of this
area.

Major Trip Destinations

Origins and destinations have been identified and mapped to illustrate where
transit services should operate based on these attractions. The categories of land uses
identified as potential major destinations that will be represented in table and map
format include:

e Major Employers

e Educational Institutions (K-12, colleges/universities)
e Medical Facilities

e Human Service Agencies

e Shopping Centers

e High Density Housing

Although the next chapter presents a more detailed overview, at this point it
should be noted that Howard County is serviced by three main transit systems:
Howard Transit, Connect-A-Ride (Laurel area services), and MTA regional and
commuter bus services (connecting points in the County to Baltimore and Washington-
area destinations). All of these services have been geocoded and will be represented in
the following set of maps to display the service area with respect to major destinations.
This process aids in understanding the relationship between high need origin areas and
key destinations that may not be served by the current transit network.

In order to determine accessibility, we used two measures that are general
industry practice. First, a ¥4 mile buffer is considered, as it is the generally accepted
distance at which an individual is willing to walk to access local transit bus service.
Second, the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires transit agencies to provide
complementary comparable paratransit services to people with disabilities who cannot
use the fixed-route bus or rail service and who have trip origins and destinations within
3/4 of a mile of a bus route or rail station. In light of these measures, destinations were
evaluated for measure of accessibility.
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Major Employers

Major employers for Howard County have been identified. Table 1-1 lists each
employer, the number of employees, and their location. There are 20 major employers
in the County. Figure 1-8 represents these locations and existing transit service for
Howard County and Figure 1-9 represents these locations and existing transit service in
the Columbia-Ellicott City area. The largest employer in Howard County is the Johns
Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory with 3,600 employees. The laboratory
is a not-for-profit center for engineering, research, and development. Howard County
Community College is the second largest employer with approximately 1,800
employees, followed by Howard County General Hospital with approximately 1,650
employees.

Generally, most employers are located in the Columbia and Ellicott City areas.
The table identifies the facilities in proximity to the existing transit service based on two
distances. When delineating a 4 mile radius around the existing transit service, most of
the employers fall within this market area. When a % mile radius is considered, one
additional facility falls within the market area. Based on the list, one employer has been
identified as outside of the %1 mile buffer from the nearest transit service.

Educational Institutions

A sizeable segment of the transit market is the youth population. As a result, we
have identified and mapped the locations of all two-year colleges and technical schools;
four-year colleges and universities; and high schools in Howard County and evaluated
their proximity to the transit network. Table 1-2 lists all the educational institutions,
their locations, and proximity to transit service. Figure 1-10 represents these locations
and existing transit service for Howard County and Figure 1-11 represents these
locations and existing transit service in the Columbia-Ellicott City area. The primary
concentrations of institutions fall within the area bounded by Ellicott City, Columbia,
Clarkesville, and Elkridge. There are some institutions further west near Glenelg. To
some extent then, the ability of students to use transit services to make trips to and from
home is a function of the location of their homes with respect to transit and the
frequency of that service.

The table identifies the facilities in proximity to the existing transit service based
on two distances. When considering a distance of %2 mile radius from the nearest
existing service, approximately half the number of institutions falls within this market
area. When a radius of within % mile is considered, most institutions are within the
service area. There are nine institutions that have been identified as outside of the %
mile buffer of the nearest transit service and it is difficult for anyone to access these

facilities using fixed-route service.
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Medical Centers

Services provided at major medical facilities make them potentially significant
trip generators, including trips to nearby medical offices and laboratories, and work
trips for employees. Table 1-3 lists the major medical facilities, their locations, number
of beds, and proximity to transit service. Figure 1-12 represents these locations and
existing transit service for Howard County and Figure 1-13 represents these locations
and existing transit service in the Columbia-Ellicott City area. The medical facilities are
dispersed in the eastern portion of the County.

The medical facility with the most beds is the Clifton T. Perkins Hospital Center
with 215, located at the intersection of Route 32 and US-1 in Jessup. It is a maximum
security State Mental Hygiene Administration facility within the Department of Health
and Mental Hygiene. It has limited general public access needs. The other facilities are
located in Columbia and Ellicott City. The medical facility more than %2 mile from the
nearest transit service is Sheppard Pratt Hospital in Ellicott City, which is an inpatient
psychiatric facility for adults and adolescents. Transit service would potentially be
useful for employees, visitors, and patients of day programs.

Human Service Agencies

Given the range of services and assistance, these facilities provide transit, which
becomes a vital component for individuals in need of access to such services. Table 1-4
lists all 125 identified human service agencies, their locations, and proximity to transit
service. Figure 1-14 represents these locations and existing transit service for Howard
County and Figure 1-15 represents these locations and existing transit service in the
Columbia-Ellicott City area. Most facilities are located in and around the Columbia-
Ellicott City areas and the MD-175 corridor. There are concentrations near Howard
Community College; MD-108 near Jonestown; and near the intersection of Snowden
River Parkway and MD-175 (Little Patuxent Parkway).

The table identifies the facilities within proximity to the existing transit service.
When a radius of % mile from the service is evaluated, most of the facilities fall within
this market area. When a radius of within %: mile is considered, an additional two
facilities are within the service area. Based on the list, five facilities have been identified
as outside of the % mile buffer of the nearest transit service.
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Figure 1-12: MEDICAL CENTERS IN HOWARD COUNTY




Legend

L Places @
Park & Ride

Streets E
D Howatd County Medical Centers
D MD Counties

=== Connect-A-Ride

Howard Transit

MTA

000 US Census, ESRI Data CD
KF MmO
Maryland cte=

[¢ GrROUP o Howard Iransit

N
0 0.7 .
I )
Miles

Ellicott City

.é

Figure 1-13: MEDICAL CENTERS IN COLUMBIA & ELLICOTT CITY

1-30












el

R I CK r C ARROL L .Randallstown
/ Mpunt Airy Sykesvﬂle'
% [Pl Marriottsville
by Woodstock
Lisbon @ BALTIMORE| BALTIMORE
CooksvilleE] w @ CITY
. 2 i
West Friendship R Woodlawn
est Friendship m
F"—
Glenwood
Damascus y ¢ -y " Catonsville \
o [ ]
.
Glenelg Ellicott City Pal
G /
° P(103
Dayton. .-'E
° ~/ @
4 A
MO NTIGOMETRY
Clarksville
Legend
L Places E] Park & Ride Hl hland
g [ ]
Highways @ Human Service Agencies
E Howard County
E MD Counties
e Connect-A-Ride .()lney
oward Transit N esstr
Hovard T '] 7 Severn
MTA ) [ ]
Data Source: 2000 US Census, ESRI Data CD A N N E
‘A RU N D E L
FH ™ .0 /
Maryland ctc 0 2 4
tsormrTiansi [ e— ’
Howard Iransit Viiles /P R Laurel
LY

Figure 1-14: HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES IN HOWARD COUNTY
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Shopping Centers

Major shopping destinations throughout Howard County were identified and
located. The Mall in Columbia, given its status as the center of Columbia, is a major
shopping destination in the County. Table 1-5 lists each shopping center and its
location. There are 17 major shopping facilities in the County. Figure 1-16 represents
these locations and existing transit service for Howard County and Figure 1-17
represents these locations and existing transit service in the Columbia-Ellicott City area.
Generally, as with most other trip generators, most of these facilities are located in and
around the Columbia area.

The table identifies the facilities within proximity to the existing transit service.
When a radius of %1 mile from the service is evaluated, all except one facility falls within
this market area. The exception is located further than % mile from the nearest transit
service, the Waverly Woods Village Center near the Waverly Woods Golf Club, in
between I-70 and MD-99.

High-Density Housing

Although higher-density housing is perhaps more properly considered as a
potential trip origin rather than destination, they are considered separately as
potentially being places of concentrated transit trip demand. High-density housing
concentrates more residents with the %2 mile walk distance, and often includes higher
percentages of persons with other transit needs characteristics. Table 1-6 lists all the
identified high-density housing facilities, their locations, and proximity to transit
service. Figure 1-18 represents these locations and existing transit service for Howard
County and Figure 1-19 represents these locations and existing transit service in the
Columbia area. Generally, most of the facilities are located in and surrounding the
Columbia-Ellicott City area. There are also concentrations in and surrounding Elkridge
and northern Laurel along US-1.

The table identifies the facilities within proximity to the existing transit service.
When a radius of ¥4 mile from the nearest transit service is evaluated, a majority of the
facilities fall within this area. When a radius of within 3 mile is considered, most
institutions are within the service area. There are two facilities that are more than %
mile from the nearest transit service.
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Figure 1-16: SHOPPING CENTERS IN HOWARD COUNTY
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Figure 1-18: HIGH DENSITY HOUSING IN HOWARD COUNTY
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Sites Under Development - Single Family Attached and Multi-Family

There are also project sites that are currently under construction or have received
the adequate permits to begin construction. They are represented in Figure 1-20. The
largest unserved sites are west of Ellicott City at Ellicott Square, Turf Valley, and
Waverly Woods; Heathstone and Cider Mill between Ellicott City and Elkridge; and
Maple Lawn.

SUMMARY

For the most part, the population most likely to need and use transit services,
and the identified trip generators are mostly located in proximity to existing transit
services. The Columbia and Ellicott City areas each have the highest concentration of
trip generators. Specific areas of unserved high need and destinations were identified
in each category, and are considered in the development of alternatives for new or
revised transit routes.

This chapter has identified some unserved destinations that should be added to
the transit network, and areas of current and projected growth that should be
considered for new route coverage in the near-term future. Alternatives addressing
these needs are included in Chapter 4, along with potential projects to address facility
needs, technology improvements, and the projected growth in demand for paratransit
service.
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Chapter 3
Public Outreach

INTRODUCTION

This chapter identifies and incorporates information received from residents of
Howard County during public outreach efforts. Public input is an important part of the
TDP planning process and members of Howard County were active participants.
Comments received addressed a range of transit services. Areas discussed included:
quality of service, vehicle conditions, travel time, scheduling, and service to
underserved areas. The chapter is structured chronologically, with the first set of
summary comments provided at the initial public outreach efforts. These efforts
included meetings with community groups, and interviews with individual Public
Transportation Board members. The next section includes comments voiced at the
Public Transportation Board hearings and comments on the documentation made
available to the community. Overall, these comments were considered during the
development of potential transit strategies and alternatives, which is the subject of
Chapter 4.

PRELIMINARY OUTREACH EFFORTS

This section provides a summary collection and assessment of comments
received during the preliminary outreach efforts. These efforts started with public
outreach meetings with several organizations throughout Howard County. The notes
from these meetings are located in the Technical Appendix, Appendix C. These
meetings included visits with the Association of Community Services, Department of
Citizen Services, the initial Public Transportation Board Meeting, and one-on-one
interviews.
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In summary participants provided the following:

e Need to increase service area (Catonsville/Burtonsville/Maple Lawn) and
service hours.

e Need to make services more accessible for low-income and human service
agencies.

e Need to provide service that loops around the Columbia Mall and immediate
surrounding area - make Lakefront accessible.

e Need to improve signage on buses, difficult to determine which vehicle
pertains to a route.

e Improve marketing efforts for transit services in Howard County.
e Need more information on Ft. Meade-BRAC impacts.
e Increased paratransit services to Baltimore City medical facilities.

e Need policy/zoning that links land development and potential transit
demand.

e Need to support bike/pedestrian improvement efforts around the county.

PRESENTATIONS AND OTHER COMMENTS

Other opportunities for public input included public presentations at the Public
Transportation Board hearings and the availability of presentation materials for public
review. Presentation materials were made available on the Howard County
Government website and printed documents were also available at various public
facilities in Howard County. As prescribed by the Public Transportation Board,
comment periods were allotted throughout this planning process. Major themes are
discussed in this section, and the comments are included as Appendix D of the
Technical Appendix.

Generally, comments expressed were related to increased services (hours of
operation), some new service, improved vehicle conditions, improved route/schedule
information, and improved paratransit services. Specific comments received included:
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New services connecting Elkridge and Ellicott City.

New service connecting places along Montgomery Rd., the Linwood
Shopping Center, and the Watermont area to Long Gate shopping center.

New service from Maple Lawn Farms to Ft. Meade.

New services that include the John Hopkins facilities and nearby Montpelier
Rd.

Need more active participation of business and community associations to
help employees/residents meet their transportation needs.

More connecting service to MARC and MTA commuter services.

Development of guidelines necessary to monitor and evaluate overall service,
performance, and service quality.

Need a stronger link between land use and transit. Currently proposed and
future projects can benefit from considering potential accessibility to transit
services.

Shuttle services around the Columbia Mall and a major transfer center.

Need more information on BRAC - Ft. Meade impacts.

Need to establish vehicle (capital) replacement program; condition of vehicles
are cause for concern - mileage, air condition/heating, and seating.

Need to clearly define transit’s contribution and support for the development
of walkable neighborhoods.

Need more coordination between transit services and human service agency
needs.

Consider Transit Only Lanes (MD-175, US-29, Broken Land Pkwy, Little
Patuxent Pkwy, Gov. Warfield Pkwy, Cedar Ln).
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SUMMARY

Generally, comments relate to the increasing demand for transit service as a
result of fluctuating fuel prices and the increasing population, especially those segments
that are transit dependent. Items mentioned include more hours of operation, larger
vehicles, increased frequencies (shorter headways), and the addition of service to areas
that are not served. There is also support for connecting these local services with other
regional services to increase regional connectivity and convenience to access other parts
of the region. With respect to the population characteristics, there is an understanding
that the older adult population will increase significantly in the near future; and an
overall increase in population that demands specialized transit services.

Finally, a major area of input concerned service quality, particularly for HTRide.
Users expressed concern about continuing problems with late trips, excessive on-board
times, lost drivers, vehicle problems (lift function, heating and air-conditioning, etc.)
and scheduling. Service quality issues for fixed-route were more limited, with some
comment about on-time performance and vehicle condition (including lift failures,
smoking buses, as well as heating and cooling).
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Chapter 4

Service and Organizational Alternatives

This chapter is intended to document the “menu” of potential service and
organizational options that were considered by the Public Transportation Board (PTB)
and the Technical Steering Committee. It includes service alternatives developed to
address areas without service or with productivity issues, detailed route-by-route
service alternatives, capital requirements (both vehicles and facilities), a discussion of
organizational issues, and proposed service guidelines. It includes cost estimates, and
an assessment of the options in terms of implementation issues. The actual plan, i.e. the
recommended options in a phased approach, is presented in the next chapter.

SERVICE CONCEPTS

Based on the information presented in the first two chapters of this report (the
needs assessment and overview of current services), and an extensive process of
gathering input from the PTB, stakeholders, and the public memoranda developed for
this plan, several concepts were developed for use in the development of alternatives.

Frequency Improvements

One significant comment from a number of sources is that there needs to be a
period of stability in the routes, as the coverage of the current system is now very good
in the areas with sufficient density. This observation was linked with the desire to
work on increasing frequencies on the existing routes, including increased frequencies
to the destinations at the ends. For that reason one set of alternatives addresses the
costs of increasing frequencies from the current 60-minute headways to 30-minute
headways during the peak hours. The options begin with the Green Route, which links
the Mall transfer point to Howard County General Hospital, the Florence Bain Center,
and Howard Community College. It currently has the highest ridership in the system,
and standing loads have been observed. Two options are presented for it—one that is
peak-hour only, and one that also includes the mid-day period. Thirty-minute peak
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hour headways are then presented for other routes in order of their ridership, including
the Red, Brown, and Silver Routes. The other routes in the system have lower
productivity, and doubling the peak-hour capacity is likely to severely diminish their
productivity by spreading relatively few riders over many more miles and hours of
service.

Despite the focus on the existing routes, the needs assessment process, the
review of development activity, and the outreach process all suggested several areas in
which route alternatives are called for, either to provide service in areas currently
lacking service, or restructuring current services. These include:

Southeast County

The public comments and the needs assessment suggested a need for some level
of general public services. This was conceptualized as a need for fixed-route HT
services connecting Columbia with the County’s largest single employment site (Johns
Hopkins Applied Physics Laboratory, also known as APL), the Montpelier Research
Park, the Maple Lawn residential and commercial development (transit-oriented
higher-density development), Emerson (also higher density new development), the new
North Laurel Community Center, and Laurel. Other suggestions for this area included
service to Reservoir High School, and connections to the Burtonsville Park and Ride lot
in Montgomery County to allow connections to Metrobus services.

Columbia Town Center

The plans developed by the County and by General Growth Properties (GGP) for
the Columbia Town Center area have both included support for additional density,
supported by improved transit. The GGP plan included a conceptual shuttle in the
expanded area of increased density around the Mall, along with a Transit Center and
improved higher frequency shuttles offering connections to the Village Centers. The
alternatives presented include an initial mid-day shuttle for the Town Center area,
designed to improve access and address public input calling for transit links to the
offices and services that are east of Little Patuxent Parkway. It would allow employees
to leave their cars to access the retail and restaurant areas during the mid-day. A
second concept is an expanded shuttle serving new development, at a higher-frequency
and with greatly expanded hours of service, to facilitate connections in the Town Center
area from the beginning of commute hours to the time that movies let out.

Northeast County

The current Yellow Route suffers to some extent from low productivity and
circuitous routing, and it includes so much route mileage that it is at the edge of being
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able to run reliably on-time. It provides the connection between the Town Center, Long
Gate, and Ellicott City destinations. It is so tight, in terms of schedule, that the Circuit
Court was dropped as a destination in the recent past, and public (and Court) input has
made clear that public access to the Courts requires transit service. For that reason
alternatives have been developed to restructure the Yellow Route to provide for
additional coverage and service hours, to serve the Court, and to serve Mount Hebron

High School.

A related issue is the need identified in the outreach to link the Ellicott City area
with the Route 1 corridor, without requiring a trip through Laurel and Columbia. A
route alternative linking Ellicott City and the Route 1 corridor is included. It also serves
some previously unserved high and moderate density areas along Route 103.

The restructured routes (Yellow East and West) and the new route taken together
should be linked at a common transfer point in the Ellicott City area with the limited
MTA bus service to create a transit sub-center or hub to facilitate connectivity and serve
as a focal point for transit in this region of the County.

BRAC Routes

The BRAC process has designated Fort George G. Meade (FGGM) as the location
to receive 5,719 direct Defense Department jobs, 922 contractor jobs, and estimated 3,409
indirect and induced jobs, all located in an additional 22 million square feet of buildings
and parking facilities. The Fort is located in the western part of Anne Arundel County,
near Howard County, and it is likely that some portion of these employees will choose
to live in Howard County and commute. The shift in jobs will take place beginning in
2012, within the time horizon of this TDP.

At this point it is problematic to translate the increased jobs into demand for
local transit for several reasons. One is that a significant number of the persons in jobs
being transferred to FGGM have indicated that they intend to stay in their current
homes (mostly in Virginia) and commute. Some 58% of the Defense Information
Systems Agency (DISA) employees surveyed said they would commute, not move.
This preference may change over time as these persons experience the traffic congestion
on the major commuter routes. A second is that many of these persons are relatively
high income, likely have autos, and will use them to commute. A third factor is that
parking at FGGM is not constrained in the short run, though there are policies that will
affect the new construction to limit parking to 60% of the amount previously required.
The recent increase in gas costs, however, has led to an increase in the consideration of
transit options by commuters, particularly for long commutes. This is reflected in major
increases in commuter rail and bus patronage, as well as on HT local buses. Given the
incomes, the parking situation, and the propensity to commute, it is not clear that there
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is a major new transit market for local services from Howard County to FGGM, though
it certainly makes sense to provide for transit access which is not currently available.

The study team obtained data from the BMC Regional Travel Demand model,
mapped in Figure 4-1, showing the relative number of peak hour commuters to FGGM
in 2015, at the mid- to end-point of this TDP’s time horizon. As can be seen in the map,
there are no Traffic Analysis Zones in Howard County with the highest level of peak-
hour work trips to FGGM, and there are only three with the next highest level. One is
in the eastern part of the County, near 1-95, Route 1 and Route 100, and the other two
are in the Savage/North Laurel area. A route alternative was developed to serve the
northernmost TAZ, linking the Gateway area to the Dorsey MARC station, NSA and
FGGM with peak-hour service—if there are 500 trips per day overall, and there is a
transit mode share of 5%, this would result in 25 transit trips each way in the peak. The
BMC model does not show significant commuting from the Columbia area to FGGM,
though this may be in some degree the result of the fact that the planned Town Center
housing is not completely represented in the model for 2015, and that the TAZs for that
area are very small in area. At this point there is no route proposed from Columbia to
FGGM to deal with BRAC.

SERVICE ALTERNATIVES

Existing Service: Increased Frequency
% Service Concept 1A: Increased Peak-Hour Frequency for the Green Route
e Concept Description/ Attributes:

> General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

> Increase service to reduce headways to 30-minutes (from the current 60
minutes) for seven hours per day (three hours in the morning, and four
hours in the afternoon), weekdays only.

> Fixed-route, fixed-schedule service on the current route linking
Columbia Mall (transfer point), Howard County General Hospital, and
Howard Community College.

» Connects with HT services at Columbia Mall transfer point, or at
proposed Columbia Town Center Transit Center (if built).

» Uses hybrid 35" transit buses equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp.
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e Benefits:

» Provides higher-frequency service on the busiest HT route, one with
current standees on some trips.

> Responds to user and stakeholder input requesting higher frequency
service.

> Reduces wait times for users.

» Connects with all schedules at transfer point (during peak).

> Supports increased residential and office densities and future
pedestrianization of the Town Center.

> Responds to public input requesting transit access within Town Center
(around Mall, and to offices across the street).

> Potential ridership increase—transit rider elasticities with respect to

service improvements are higher for frequency improvements than for
fare discounts.

e Costs: $146,000 additional hourly operating costs, and $520,000 for one
additional hybrid 35" transit bus.

e Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 25 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

e Implementation Issues:

>

>

Opportunity to initiate in the near future, could be a marketing
opportunity if combined with new buses and associated publicity.
Funding could involve private contributions linked to Town Center
development phasing.

As a fixed-route service ADA complementary paratransit is required;
however, as it is in the HT service area it should be covered by HT
ADA service.

Potential for operational issues during peak shopping seasons due to
traffic congestion —could cause bunching, headway problems if buses
are caught in traffic. Bus priority lanes or signal priority possible in
areas where other transit routes would also benefit.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.
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% Service Concept 1B: Increased Peak-Hour and Mid-day Frequency for the
Green Route

Concept Description/ Attributes:

>

>

>

>

General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

Increase service to reduce headways to thirty-minutes (from the
current 60 minutes) for 11 hours per day, weekdays only.

Fixed-route, fixed-schedule service on the current route linking
Columbia Mall (transfer point), Howard County General Hospital, and
Howard Community College.

Connects with HT services at Columbia Mall transfer point, or at
proposed Columbia Town Center Transit Center (if built).

Uses hybrid 35 transit buses equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp.

Benefits:

>

>

Provides higher-frequency service on the busiest HT route, one with
current standees on some trips.

Responds to user and stakeholder input requesting higher frequency
service.

Addresses needs for higher frequency for mid-day trips to respond to
Community College, Bain Center, and medical trips that are not
necessarily morning and evening.

Reduces wait times for users.

Connects with all schedules at transfer point (during peak and mid-
day).

Supports increased residential and office densities and future
pedestrianization of the Town Center.

Responds to public input requesting transit access within Town Center
(around Mall, and to offices across the street).

Potential ridership increase—transit rider elasticities with respect to
service improvements are higher for frequency improvements than for
fare discounts.

Costs: $230,000 additional hourly operating costs, and $520,000 for one
additional hybrid 35" transit bus. Note that the incremental cost over

providing peak hour 30-minute service is limited to the operating cost
differential of $84,000.
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e Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 20 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

e Implementation Issues:

>

>

>

Opportunity to initiate in the near future, could be a marketing
opportunity if combined with new buses and associated publicity.
Productivity (boardings per hour and mile) will likely decline from
current high levels, because ridership will not increase to the same
extent as miles and hours.

Funding could involve private contributions linked to Town Center
development phasing as this route could be considered a shuttle
linking Town Center and key nearby destinations.

As a fixed-route service, ADA complementary paratransit is required;
however, as it is in the HT service area it should be covered by HT
ADA service.

Potential for operational issues during peak shopping seasons due to
traffic congestion —could cause bunching, headway problems if buses
are caught in traffic. Bus priority lanes or signal priority possible in
areas where other transit routes would also benefit.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

% Service Concept 1C: Increased Peak-Hour Frequency for the Red Route

e Concept Description/ Attributes:

>

>

General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

Increase service to reduce headways to 30-minutes (from the current 60
minutes) for seven hours per day (three hours in the morning, four
hours in the afternoon), weekdays only.

Fixed-route, fixed-schedule service on the current route linking
Columbia Mall (transfer point), with residential, employment, and
retail at Long Reach Village Center, Columbia Crossing, Dobbin
Center, Snowden Square, the Department of Social Services, and other
Columbia Gateway businesses and offices.

Connects with HT services at Columbia Mall transfer point, or at
proposed Columbia Town Center Transit Center (if built).

Uses hybrid 35 transit buses equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp.
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e Benefits:

» Provides higher-frequency service on the second busiest HT route.

> Responds to user and stakeholder input requesting higher frequency
service.

> Reduces wait times for users.

» Connects with all schedules at transfer point (during peak).

> Supports increased residential and office densities and future
pedestrianization of the Town Center.

> DPotential ridership increase—transit rider elasticities with respect to

service improvements are higher for frequency improvements than for
fare discounts.

e Costs: $297,000 additional hourly operating costs, and $1,040,000 for two
additional hybrid 35" transit buses.

e Productivity Expectation: After 18 months - 20 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

e Implementation Issues:

>

Productivity (boardings per hour and mile) will likely decline from
current high levels, because ridership will not increase to the same
extent as miles and hours.

As a fixed-route service, ADA complementary paratransit is required;
however, as it is in the HT service area it should be covered by HT
ADA service.

Potential for operational issues during peak shopping seasons due to
traffic congestion —could cause bunching, headway problems if buses
are caught in traffic. Bus priority lanes or signal priority possible in
areas where other transit routes would also benefit.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

Some stakeholders requested express services in the peak hour
between Columbia transfer point and major employment destinations
near the end of this route, as a strategy to reduce travel times and
address crowding on particular trips —this may be a less-costly way to
initiate added frequencies, because few express trips would be needed
than the seven hours of service proposed in this alternative.

Could be linked to extended service to improve coverage—BRAC
route to Dorsey and NSA /Fort Meade.
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% Service Concept 1D: Increased Peak-Hour Frequency for the Brown Route

e Concept Description/ Attributes:

>

>

General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

Increase service to reduce headways to 30-minutes (from the current 60
minutes) for seven hours per day (three hours in the morning, four
hours in the afternoon), weekdays only.

Fixed-route, fixed-schedule service on the current route linking
Columbia Mall (transfer point), with Columbia Medical Plan, Oakland
Mills Village Center, Owen Brown Village Center, Snowden Square
and Kings Contrivance Village Center.

Provides transfer points at Oakland Mills to the Gold Route, at Owen
Brown and Guilford Road at Gerwig to the CAR E Route, at Snowden
Square to the Red and Silver Routes, and at Kings Contrivance to the
Orange Route.

Connects with HT services at Columbia Mall transfer point, or at
proposed Columbia Town Center Transit Center (if built).

Uses hybrid 35" transit buses equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp.

e Benefits:

Y YV V

Provides higher-frequency service on the third busiest HT route.
Responds to user and stakeholder input requesting higher frequency
service.

Reduces wait times for users.

Connects with all schedules at transfer point (during peak).

Supports increased residential and office densities and future
pedestrianization of the Town Center.

Potential ridership increase—transit rider elasticities with respect to
service improvements are higher for frequency improvements than for
fare discounts.

e Costs: $297,000 additional hourly operating costs, and $1,040,000 for two
additional hybrid 35 transit buses.

e Productivity Expectation: After 18 months - 20 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.
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Implementation Issues:

>

>

Productivity (boardings per hour and mile) will likely decline from
current high levels, because ridership will not increase to the same
extent as miles and hours.

As a fixed-route service, ADA complementary paratransit is required;
however, as it is in the HT service area it should be covered by HT
ADA service.

Potential for operational issues during peak shopping seasons due to
traffic congestion —could cause bunching, headway problems if buses
are caught in traffic.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

% Service Concept 1E: Increased Peak-Hour Frequency for the Silver Route

Concept Description/ Attributes:

>

>

>

>

General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

Increase service to reduce headways to 30 minutes (from the current
60 minutes) for seven hours per day (three hours in the morning, four
hours in the afternoon), weekdays only.

Fixed-route, fixed-schedule service on the current route linking
Columbia Mall (transfer point), with Broken Land Parkway Park and
Ride, Snowden River Parkway, Snowden Square, MD Food Center
(Jessup), Dorsey MARC, Arundel Mills (Anne Arundel Community
College), BWI Thurgood Marshall Airport, Terminal, BWI
Amtrak/MARC, and BWI MTA Light Rail station.

Provides service to transfer points to MTA Commuter Buses at several
locations, at Snowden Square to the Red and Brown Routes, at MD
Food Center to Purple and Gold Routes, to MARC Camden Line at
Dorsey, to MARC Penn Line at BWI, to MTA Light Rail at BWI, to
MTA Bus at BWI and BWI Business District stations, and to CAR West
Anne Arundel | and K Routes and Arundel Mills.

Connects with HT services at Columbia Mall transfer point, or at
proposed Columbia Town Center Transit Center (if built).

Uses hybrid 35 transit buses equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp.

Benefits:

>

Provides higher-frequency service on the fourth busiest HT route.

GROUP &



Final Report

Adds to the higher-frequency network where it connects with Red and
Brown Routes, commuter rail and light rail.

Provides for improved regional connectivity by providing less wait
time for persons connecting to rail and light rail modes for trips to
Baltimore or Washington.

Responds to user and stakeholder input requesting higher frequency
service.

Reduces wait times for users.

Connects with all HT schedules at Columbia transfer point (during
peak).

Supports increased residential and office densities and future
pedestrianization of the Town Center.

Potential ridership increase—transit rider elasticities with respect to
service improvements are higher for frequency improvements than for
fare discounts.

Costs:  $439,000 in additional hourly operating costs, and $1,560,000 for
three additional hybrid 35" transit buses.

Productivity Expectation: After 18 months - 15 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

Implementation Issues:

>

Productivity (boardings per hour and mile) will likely decline from
current high levels, because ridership will not increase to the same
extent as miles and hours.

As a fixed-route service ADA complementary paratransit is required;
however, when it is in the HT service area it should be covered by HT
ADA service. No new coverage in Anne Arundel County, so it should
be covered by the same ADA complementary paratransit service now
provided for the Silver Route.

Potential for operational issues at Columbia Mall and Arundel Mills
Mall during peak shopping seasons and at BWI due to traffic
congestion —length of route will continue to be an issue.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.
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New Service: South County

% Service Concept: Southeast County— APL/Montpelier/Maple Lawn/Reservoir
High School/Scaggsville Park and Ride/Emerson/Laurel (See Figure 4-2).

% Concept 2A: Columbia to Reservoir High School via APL/Montpelier/Maple
Lawn/Reservoir High School/Scaggsville Park and Ride, using US 29 and
Broken Land Parkway between Johns Hopkins Road and Columbia Mall
(Express during this portion)

Concept Description/ Attributes:

» General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

> Hourly service: 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Weekdays only.

> Uses US 29 and Broken Land Parkway between Johns Hopkins Road
and Columbia Mall (Express during this portion).

> Service provided as fixed-route service, requires HT Ride ADA
complementary paratransit coverage within % of a mile either side of
the route by advance reservation.

» Connects with MTA commuter buses to Silver Spring/Washington at
Scaggsville Park and Ride lot, and with all HT services and CTC Route
E at Columbia Mall.

> Uses small bus hybrid bus equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp (if
low-floor).

Benefits:

> Serves areas in County that currently have no fixed-route public
transportation at all.

> Serves major employer — APL—and Montpelier businesses identified
as key destinations by public during outreach.

> Serves Maple Lawn Transit-Oriented high density
residential/commercial development, an area with future transit
supportive density. Public input from this area has also requested
service.

> By providing service as Maple Lawn builds out encourages new
residents to utilize transit upon arrival, perhaps forgo third car or even
to choose this area over others with no service.

> Provides service to previously unserved high school.

> Serves Scaggsville Park and Ride lot, allows connection to MTA

Commuter Buses.
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e Costs: $329,000 in annual operating costs, one $360,000 hybrid small bus.

e Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 8 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

e Implementation Issues:

>

>

Does not serve many locations identified as “high need” (based on the
number of potentially transit dependent persons) or “moderate need”
(based on the density of potentially transit dependent persons) in
Chapter 1 of this study, because of high incomes of persons along the
route.

To adequately serve APL and Montpelier would need to go into
properties to reach key buildings—costs include mileage for that
purpose.

Potentially low productivity until Maple Lawn build-out.

Potentially case could be made for some funding from Maple Lawn
Transportation Management District—if not for continuing operation,
perhaps marketing support, stop improvements, etc.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

% Service Concept: Southeast County— APL/Montpelier/Maple Lawn/Reservoir
High School/Scaggsville Park and Ride/Emerson/Laurel (See Figure 4-2).

% Concept 2B: Columbia to Reservoir High School via APL/Montpeliet/Maple
Lawn/Reservoir High School/Scaggsville Park and Ride, using Cedar Lane
and Sanner Road to Johns Hopkins Road (Local service on this portion)

e Concept Description/ Attributes:

>

>
>

General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

Hourly service: 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Weekdays only.

Service provided as fixed-route service, requires HT Ride ADA
complementary paratransit coverage within % of a mile either side of
the route by advance reservation.

Connects with MTA commuter buses to Silver Spring/Washington at
Scaggsville Park and Ride lot, and with all HT services and CTC Route
E at Columbia Mall.

Uses small bus hybrid bus equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp (if
low-floor).
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e Benefits:

>

>

Serves areas in County that currently have no fixed-route public
transportation at all.

Serves major employer —APL—and Montpelier businesses identified
as key destinations by public during outreach.

Serves Maple Lawn Transit-Oriented high density residential land
Commercial development, an area with future transit supportive
density. Public input from this area has also requested service.

By providing service as Maple Lawn builds out encourages new
residents to utilize transit upon arrival, perhaps forgo third car or even
to choose this area over others with no service. Potentially serves
Robinson Nature Center development on Cedar Lane.

Potentially serves professional offices, Seventh Day Adventist Church
and multi-family complex on Cedar Lane.

Provides service to previously unserved high school.

Serves Scaggsville Park and Ride lot, allows connection to MTA
Commuter Buses.

e Costs: $657,000 in annual operating costs, $720,000 for two hybrid small
buses.

e Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 8 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

e Implementation Issues:

>

Does not serve many locations identified as “high need” (based on the
number of potentially transit dependent persons) or “moderate need”
(based on the density of potentially transit dependent persons) in
Chapter 1 of this study, because of high incomes of persons along the
route.

Additional time required to provide local service on Cedar Lane
necessitates two buses, and increases operating costs.

To adequately serve APL and Montpelier would need to go into
properties to reach key buildings—costs include mileage for that
purpose.

Potentially low productivity until Maple Lawn build-out.

Potentially case could be made for some funding from Maple Lawn
Transportation Management District—if not for continuing operation,
perhaps marketing support, stop improvements, etc.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.
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o,

% Service Concept: Southeast County— APL/Montpelier/Maple Lawn/Reservoir

High School/Scaggsville Park and Ride/Emerson/Laurel (See Figure 4-2).

% Concept 2C: Columbia to Burtonsville via APL/Montpelier/Maple
Lawn/Reservoir High School/Scaggsville Park and Ride, using Cedar Lane
and Sanner Road to Johns Hopkins Road (Local service on this portion), with
extension to Burtonsville Shopping Center/Park and Ride.

Concept Description/ Attributes:

>

>
>

General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

Hourly service: 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Weekdays only.

Service provided as fixed-route service, requires ADA complementary
paratransit coverage within % of a mile either side of the route by
advance reservation.

Connects with MTA commuter buses to Silver Spring/Washington at
Scaggsville Park and Ride lot and at Burtonsville Park and Ride, with
WMATA Route 29 services at Burtonsville Park and Ride, and with all
HT services and CTC Route E at Columbia Mall.

Uses small bus hybrid bus equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp (if
low-floor).

Benefits:

>

>

Serves areas in County that currently have no fixed-route public
transportation at all.

Serves major employer —APL —and Montpelier businesses identified
as key destinations by public during outreach.

Serves Maple Lawn Transit-Oriented high density
residential/commercial development, an area with future transit
supportive density. Public input from this area has also requested
service.

By providing service as Maple Lawn builds out encourages new
residents to utilize transit upon arrival, perhaps forgo third car or even
to choose this area over others with no service. Potentially serves
Robinson Nature Center development on Cedar Lane.

Potentially serves new professional offices, Seventh Day Adventist
Church and multi-family complex on Cedar Lane.

Provides service to previously unserved high school.

Serves Scaggsville and Burtonsville Park and Ride lots, allows
connection to MTA Commuter Buses and to WMATA Route 29
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services at Burtonsville. Also would permit connection to both
WMATA and CTC services from Burtonsville to Laurel, including
service to Switzer Lane.

e Costs: $657,000 in annual operating costs, $720,000 for two hybrid small
buses.

e Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 8 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

e Implementation Issues:

>

>

Does not serve many locations identified as “high need” (based on the
number of potentially transit dependent persons) or “moderate need”
(based on the density of potentially transit dependent persons) in
Chapter 1 of this study, because of high incomes of persons along the
route.

Additional time required to provide local service on Cedar Lane
necessitates two buses, and increases operating costs.

To adequately serve APL and Montpelier would need to go into
properties to reach key buildings—costs include mileage for that
purpose.

Potentially low productivity until Maple Lawn build-out.

Potentially case could be made for some funding from Maple Lawn
Transportation Management District—if not for continuing operation,
perhaps marketing support, stop improvements, etc.

Duplicates MTA Commuter Bus service between Scaggsville Park and
Ride and Burtonsville.

ADA responsibility for the route would fall to Howard County, and
since the extension to Burtonsville is new territory it would add
potential trips and costs.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

% Service Concept: Southeast County— APL/Montpelier/Maple Lawn/Reservoir
High School/Scaggsville Park and Ride/Emerson/Laurel (See Figure 4-2).

o,

% Concept 2D: Columbia to Laurel via APL/Montpelier/Maple Lawn/Reservoir

High School/Scaggsville Park and Ride/Emerson/North Laurel Community
Center, using US 29 and Broken Land Parkway between Johns Hopkins Road
and Columbia Mall (Express during this segment).
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Concept Description/ Attributes:

> General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

> Hourly service: 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Weekdays only.

> Service provided as fixed-route service, requires ADA complementary
paratransit coverage within % of a mile either side of the route by
advance reservation.

» Connects with MTA commuter buses to Silver Spring/Washington at
Scaggsville Park and Ride lot, with WMATA Route 29 services at
Burtonsville Park and Ride, and with all HT services and CTC Route E
at Columbia Mall, and with CTC services at Laurel Mall.

> Uses small bus hybrid bus equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp (if
low-floor).

Benefits:

> Serves areas in County that currently have no fixed-route public
transportation at all.

> Serves major employer — APL—and Montpelier businesses identified
as key destinations by public during outreach.

> Serves Maple Lawn Transit-Oriented high density
residential/commercial development, an area with future transit
supportive density. Public input from this area has also requested
service.

> By providing service as Maple Lawn builds out encourages new
residents to utilize transit upon arrival, perhaps forgo third car or even
to choose this area over others with no service.

> Serves currently unserved residential development areas on Route 216
east of US 29.

> Serves higher-density development at Emerson.

> Serves new North Laurel Community Center, north Laurel residential
development.

> Provides service to previously unserved high school, and

> Serves Scaggsville Park and Ride lot, allows connection to MTA

Commuter Buses.

Costs: $657,000 in annual operating costs, $720,000 for two hybrid small
buses.

Productivity Expectation: After 18 months - 8 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.
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e Implementation Issues:

> Does not serve many locations identified as “high need” (based on the
number of potentially transit dependent persons) or “moderate need”
(based on the density of potentially transit dependent persons) in
Chapter 1 of this study, because of high incomes of persons along the
route.

» To adequately serve APL and Montpelier would need to go into
properties to reach key buildings—costs include mileage for that
purpose.

> DPotentially low productivity until Maple Lawn build-out.

> Potentially case could be made for some funding from Maple Lawn
Transportation Management District—if not for continuing operation,
perhaps marketing support, stop improvements, etc.

> Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

Service Concept: Southeast County—APL/Montpelier/Maple Lawn/Reservoir
High School/Scaggsville Park and Ride/Emerson/Laurel (See Figure 4-2).

Concept 2E: Columbia to Laurel via APL/Montpeliet/Maple Lawn/Reservoir
High  School/Scaggsville Park and Ride/Burtonsville Park and
Ride/Emerson/North Laurel Community Center, using Cedar Lane and Sanner
Road to Johns Hopkins Road (Local service on this portion), with extension
to Burtonsville Shopping Center/Park and Ride, and Route 216/Leishear
Road/Gorman Road to Laurel.

e Concept Description/ Attributes:

> General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

> Hourly service: 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Weekdays only.

> Service provided as fixed-route service, requires ADA complementary
paratransit coverage within % of a mile either side of the route by
advance reservation.

» Connects with MTA commuter buses to Silver Spring/Washington at
Scaggsville Park and Ride lot, with WMATA Route 29 services at
Burtonsville Park and Ride, and with all HT services and CTC Route E
at Columbia Mall, and with CTC services at Laurel Mall.

> Uses small bus hybrid bus equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp (if
low-floor).
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Benefits:

>

>

Serves one area identified as “moderate need” (based on transit
dependency characteristics) that currently has no transit service.

Serves areas in County that currently have no fixed-route public
transportation at all.

Serves major employer — APL —and Montpelier businesses identified
as key destinations by public during outreach.

Serves Maple Lawn Transit-Oriented high density
residential/commercial development, an area with future transit
supportive density. Public input from this area has also requested
service.

By providing service as Maple Lawn builds out encourages new
residents to utilize transit upon arrival, perhaps forgo third car or even
to choose this area over others with no service.

Serves currently unserved residential development areas on Route 216
east of US 29.

Serves higher-density development at Emerson.

Serves new North Laurel Community Center, north Laurel residential
development.

Provides service to previously unserved high school.

Serves Scaggsville and Burtonsville Park and Ride lots, allows
connection to MTA Commuter Buses, WMATA Route 29 services, and
WMATA and CTC service from Burtonsville to Laurel.

Costs:  $985,000 in annual operating costs, $1,080,000 for three hybrid
small buses.

Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 8 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

Implementation Issues:

>

Does not serve many locations identified as “high need” (based on the
number of potentially transit dependent persons) or “moderate need”
(based on the density of potentially transit dependent persons) in
Chapter 1 of this study, because of high incomes of persons along the
route.

To adequately serve APL and Montpelier would need to go into
properties to reach key buildings—costs include mileage for that
purpose.
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Very long route with much out-direction travel for some riders (for
example going from North Laurel to Columbia via Burtonsville.
Potentially low productivity until Maple Lawn build-out, and due to
extensive mileage in yet-to-be developed areas between US 29 and
north Laurel.

Potentially case could be made for some funding from Maple Lawn
Transportation Management District—if not for continuing operation,
perhaps marketing support, stop improvements, etc.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

% Service Concept: Southeast County— APL/Montpelier/Maple Lawn/Reservoir
High School/Scaggsville Park and Ride/Emerson/Laurel (See Figure 4-2).

% Concept 2F: General Public Demand-Response curb-to-curb transportation

service in the region south of Columbia to Laurel on the east, the Patuxent on
the south, and Route 108 on the west, including APL/Montpelier/Maple
Lawn/Reservoir High School/Scaggsville Park and Ride/Burtonsville Park
and Ride/Emerson/North Laurel Community Center.

e Concept Description/ Attributes:

>

>
>

General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

Hourly service: 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Weekdays only.

Service provided as curb-to-curb demand-response service, does not
require additional ADA complementary paratransit. Service requires
advance reservation/telephone call.

Connects with MTA commuter buses to Silver Spring/Washington at
Scaggsville Park and Ride lot, with all HT services and CTC Route E at
Columbia Mall.

Uses hybrid cutaways equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp (if low-
floor).

e Benefits:

>

>
>

Provides a transit option for the general public in the moderate density
(overall), developing south county area, including initial service to
largest employer.

Could be an initial phase of transit service development for this area.
Serves one area identified as “moderate need” (based on transit
dependency characteristics) that currently has no transit service.
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>

Serves areas in County that currently have no local general public
demand-response or fixed-route public transportation at all.

Serves major employer —APL —and Montpelier businesses identified
as key destinations by public during outreach.

Serves Maple Lawn Transit-Oriented high density
residential/commercial development, an area with future transit
supportive density. Public input from this area has also requested
service.

By providing service as Maple Lawn builds out encourages new
residents to utilize transit upon arrival, perhaps forgo third car or even
to choose this area over others with no service.

Serves currently unserved residential development areas on Route 216
east of US 29.

Serves higher-density development at Emerson.

Serves new North Laurel Community Center, north Laurel residential
development.

Provides service to previously unserved high school.

Serves Scaggsville Park and Ride lots, allows connection to MTA
Commuter Buses.

Serves Highland area.

Costs: $657,000 in annual operating costs, $400,000 for two hybrid
cutaway small buses.

Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 3 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

Implementation Issues:

>

>

Difficult to estimate capacity requirements, since there is not any
similar service in the County or adjacent areas.

Potential cost per trip is high, but this is also true for the startup of
fixed-route services in a low-density/higher-income area.

Scheduling trips will add burden to scheduling/dispatch systems.
Most successful examples of this service in other part of the country
offer same day service with one-hour advance reservation call (Denver
RTD Call-n-Ride services, for example), or allow for direct telephone
call to a zone driver (Hampton Roads Transit).

Does not serve many locations identified as “high need” (based on the
number of potentially transit dependent persons) or “moderate need”
(based on the density of potentially transit dependent persons) in
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>

o,

Chapter 1 of this study, because of high incomes of persons along the
route.

To adequately serve APL and Montpelier would need to go into
properties to reach key buildings—costs include mileage for that
purpose.

Very long route with much out-direction travel for some riders (for
example going from North Laurel to Columbia via Burtonsville.
Potentially low productivity until Maple Lawn build-out, and due to
extensive mileage in yet-to-be developed areas between US 29 and
north Laurel.

Potentially case could be made for some funding from Maple Lawn
Transportation Management District—if not for continuing operation,
perhaps marketing support, stop improvements, etc.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

% Service Concept: Columbia Town Center (See Figure 4-3).

% Service Concept 3A: Mid-day Town Center Shuttle Circulator.

e Concept Description/ Attributes:

>
>
>
>

>

General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

Twenty-Minute Headway: 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m., Weekdays.
Fixed-route, fixed-schedule service.

Connects with HT services at Columbia Mall transfer point, or at
proposed Columbia Town Center Transit Center (if built).

Uses rubber-tired Trolley Bus equipped with wheelchair lift.

e Benefits:

>

Provides local mid-day service in a developing activity center that is
currently too spread-out to be pedestrian accessible for many persons.
It would allow employees to leave cars parked while doing mid-day
trips.

Builds initial presence for downtown shuttle services in support of
increased densities and future pedestrianization of the Town Center.
Responds to public input requesting transit access within Town Center
(around Mall, and to offices across the street).

e Costs: $121,000 in annual operating costs, and one $520,000 hybrid
accessible rubber-tired trolley.
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Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 8 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

Implementation Issues:

>
>

>

>

Needs to offer transfers to other HT routes.

Funding could involve private contributions linked to Town Center
development phasing.

As a fixed-route service, ADA complementary paratransit is required;
however, as it is in the HT service area it should be covered by HT
ADA service.

Distinctive vehicle, good signing, and intense marketing are needed to
attract choice riders.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

% Service Concept: Columbia Town Center (See Figure 4-3)

% Service Concept 3B: All-day Town Center Shuttle Circulator

Concept Description/ Attributes:

>

General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

Ten-Minute Headway: 6:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m., weekdays, weekends,
and holidays.

Fixed-route, fixed-schedule service.

Connects with HT services at Columbia Mall transfer point, or at
proposed Columbia Town Center Transit Center (if built).

Uses rubber-tired Trolley Buses equipped with wheelchair lift.

Benefits:

>

Provides high-frequency service in a developing activity center that is
currently too spread-out to be pedestrian accessible for many persons.
It would allow employees to leave cars parked while doing mid-day
trips, and allow residents of adjacent areas to take a shuttle to
commuter and local transit services without use of a personal vehicle.
Supports increased residential and office densities and future
pedestrianization of the Town Center.

Responds to public input requesting transit access within Town Center
(around Mall, and to offices across the street).
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e Costs: $1,025,000 in annual operating costs, and $1,040,000 for two hybrid
accessible rubber-tired trolleys.

e Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 8 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

e Implementation Issues:

>
>

>

>

Needs to offer transfers to other HT routes.

Funding could involve private contributions linked to Town Center
development phasing.

As a fixed-route service ADA complementary paratransit is required;
however, as it is in the HT service area it should be covered by HT
ADA service.

Distinctive vehicle, good signing, and intense marketing are needed to
attract choice riders.

Potential for operational issues during peak shopping seasons due to
traffic congestion —could cause bunching, headway problems if buses
are caught in traffic. Bus priority lanes or signal priority possible in
areas where other transit routes would also benefit.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

% New and Restructured Service: Northeast County

% Service Concept 4A: Northeast County— Restructure current Yellow Route
into Yellow East and Yellow West, Connecting at Wal-Mart or Normandy
Ridge Shopping Center (See Figure 4-4)

e Concept Description/ Attributes:

>

>
>

General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

Hourly service: 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Weekdays only.

Service provided as fixed-route service, requires ADA complementary
paratransit coverage within % of a mile either side of the route by
advance reservation.

Connects with MTA Express Route 150 (to Baltimore), and Commuter
Bus Route 995 (to Washington, D.C.) at Long Gate Park and Ride.

Uses small hybrid bus equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp (if low-
floor).
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e Benefits:

>

Extends transit service on the west side of US 29 to areas not currently
served.

Provides more service hours/miles to allow extension of transit to
previously unserved high school (Mount Hebron).

Provides service to Medical Research Park.

Provides more coverage service in moderate needs areas of County
north of U.S5.40, responding to information from public outreach
efforts.

Provides for service to Circuit Court, in response to stakeholder input.
Serves Long Gate Park and Ride lot, with service connecting to MTA
150 Express service and MTA 995 Commuter Bus service.

e Costs: $375,000 in incremental annual operating costs (in addition to
current costs of Yellow Route), and requires $360,000 for one additional
small cutaway hybrid bus.

e Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 8 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

e Implementation Issues:

>
>

Yellow East still a tight schedule on hourly headway.

Some of new coverage is in areas not identified as “high need” (based
on the number of potentially transit dependent persons) or “moderate
need” (based on the density of potentially transit dependent persons)
in Chapter 1 of this study.

Would require transfer for persons traveling from one side of Ellicott
City to the other.

To adequately serve Circuit Court requires circuitous routing and extra
miles and time on Yellow East.

Potentially lower productivity on Yellow West because of limited
number of major destinations.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.
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% New and Restructured Service: Northeast County

% Service Concept 4B: Northeast County—New Route between Ellicott City
and Dorsey, via Route 103 (see Figure 4-5)

Concept Description/ Attributes:

> General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

» Hourly service: 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Weekdays only.

» Service provided as fixed-route service, requires ADA complementary
paratransit coverage within % of a mile either side of the route by
advance reservation.

» Connects with MTA Express Route 150 (to Baltimore), and Commuter
Bus Route 995 (to Washington, D.C.) at Long Gate Park and Ride, and
to HT Purple Route and to MARC at Dorsey Station.

> Uses small hybrid bus equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp (if low-
floor).

Benefits:

> Links Ellicott City and U.S. 1/1-95 Corridors.

> Extends transit service on the east side of US 29 to moderate needs
areas not currently served, identified in Chapter 1 needs analysis.

» Provides service to Medical Research Park.

> Serves Long Gate Park and Ride lot, with service connecting to MTA

150 Express service and MTA 995 Commuter Bus service, and MARC
at Dorsey.

Costs: $657,000 in annual operating costs, and requires $720,000 for two
additional small cutaway hybrid buses.

Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 8 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

Implementation Issues:

>

Serves low-density areas, relatively few major destinations, designed
to provide a linkage between two sides of eastern county —but does
not serve Columbia. Would require careful scheduling to facilitate
connections at either end.
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>

>

Transfer point to Purple could be at Dorsey, for northbound Purple,
but more direct at Route 1 for southbound Purple.

Some of new coverage is in areas not identified as “high need” (based
on the number of potentially transit dependent persons) or “moderate
need” (based on the density of potentially transit dependent persons)
in Chapter 1 of this study.

Would require transfer for persons traveling from Route 1 corridor, or
from west Ellicott City.

Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

New Service: BRAC

o,

% Service Concept 5A: East County --New Route between Gateway area and

NSA/Fort Meade, via Jessup and Dorsey MARC Station (see Figure 2-6)

e Concept Description/ Attributes:

» General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

» Peak Hour Service only, Weekdays only.

> Service provided as fixed-route service, requires ADA complementary
paratransit coverage within % of a mile either side of the route by
advance reservation.

> Connects with HT Red Route at Gateway, with HT Purple at Route
1/Dorsey MARC.

» Uses small hybrid bus equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp (if low-
floor).

e Benefits:

» Links major Howard County Traffic Analysis Zone with peak hour
commuters to Fort Meade in 2015, based on BMC regional travel
demand model.

> Provides for service to NSA and Fort Meade from eastern Howard
County, within likely potential travel time.

> Could be designed to operate to Columbia, serving as Red Express to

Gateway.

e Costs: $294,000 in annual operating costs, and requires $720,000 for two
additional small cutaway hybrid buses.
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e Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 8 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

e Implementation Issues:

>

>

Relatively little mileage in residential pickup areas, would require
many riders to transfer.

Not clear if residential area identified in BMC model results is fully-
built —ridership may not materialize soon.

Would need to terminate inside Fort Meade secured area, so security
concerns will need to be addressed.

Transfer point to Purple could be at Dorsey, for northbound Purple,
but more direct at Route 1 for southbound Purple.

Most of the new coverage is in areas not identified as “high need”
(based on the number of potentially transit dependent persons) or
“moderate need” (based on the density of potentially transit
dependent persons) in Chapter 1 of this study.

Would require transfer for persons traveling from Route 1 corridor, or
from Columbia on Red, or from Ellicott City on new proposed route.
Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

% Service Concept 5B: Clarksville-Broken Land Parkway-Savage MARC-
NSA-FGGM (see Figure 4-7)

e Concept Description/ Attributes:

>

>
>

General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

Peak Hour Service only, Weekdays only.

Service provided as fixed-route service, requires ADA complementary
paratransit coverage within % of a mile either side of the route by
advance reservation.

Connects with HT Silver, CAR Route E, MTA Commuter Buses at
Broken Land Parkway Park and Ride, with HT Purple at Savage
MARC.

Uses 30" hybrid bus equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp (if low-
floor).
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e Benefits:

> Links park and ride lot at Clarksville with NSA/FGGM, providing
transit service opportunity for western Howard/Northeastern
Montgomery commuters.

» Provides for linkage to/from Savage MARC.

e Costs: $168,000 in annual operating costs, and requires $360,000 for one
additional small cutaway hybrid bus.

e Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 8 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

e Implementation Issues:

> No mileage in residential pickup areas, would require all riders to
transfer from auto or other transit modes.

> Not clear if ridership will develop in the absence of parking limitations
or severe traffic congestion.

> Would need to terminate inside Fort Meade secured area, so security
concerns will need to be addressed.

> Scheduling to serve MARC commuter trains at Savage may be
problematic.

> Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

% Service Concept 5C: Columbia-Broken Land Parkway-Savage MARC-NSA-
FGGM (see Figure 4-7)

e Concept Description/ Attributes:

> General Public Service—No eligibility, trip purpose, or age
requirements.

» Peak Hour Service only, Weekdays only.

> Service provided as fixed-route service, requires ADA complementary
paratransit coverage within % of a mile either side of the route by
advance reservation.

» Connects with HT Silver, CAR Route E, MTA Commuter Buses at
Broken Land Parkway Park and Ride, with HT Purple at Savage
MARC.

> Uses 30" hybrid bus equipped with wheelchair lift or ramp (if low-
floor).
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e Benefits:

> Links Town Center, with increased higher-density residential growth
to NSA/FGGM.

> Links park and ride lot at Broken Land Parkway with NSA /FGGM,
providing transit service opportunity for Columbia commuters.

> Provides for linkage to/from Savage MARC.

e Costs: $168,000 in annual operating costs, and requires $360,000 for one
additional small cutaway hybrid bus.

e Productivity Expectation: After 18 months -- 8 passenger boardings per
vehicle service hour.

e Implementation Issues:

» Limited mileage in residential pickup areas, would benefit from timed
linkages with other HT routes at transit center Columbia.

> Not clear if ridership will develop in the absence of parking limitations
or severe traffic congestion.

> Would need to terminate inside Fort Meade secured area, so security
concerns will need to be addressed.

> Scheduling to serve MARC commuter trains at Savage may be
problematic.

> Eligible for FTA/MTA transit funding.

Summary of Service Alternatives

Table 4-1 presents summary statistics for all the service alternatives described
above. Estimated operating costs are based on the number of service hours required to
operate the route, times $82.57 per hour. That figure is a 5% escalation on the sum of
the current First Transit hourly transit service rate of $62.75, plus $15.98 per hour in
CTC management costs. The CTC costs are actually allocated by hours, so if the
services could be operated strictly as incremental additions, with no increases in CTC
staffing, it is possible that the overall hourly cost would be reduced somewhat.

The service hours required were estimated by taking the round-trip mileage for
the proposed (or existing) service, assuming an average travel speed for the bus,
applying the desired headway, and determining how many buses would be needed to
serve the route on the desired schedule. The number of buses times the span of service,
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Assumed average speeds for bus transit in urban areas are typically 11-12 miles
per hour. HT speeds on existing routes vary considerably from that because of the
suburban/rural nature of the service area, and the fact that some routes run stretches at
highway speed with limited stops. Travel speeds for existing routes were derived from
the current services, and for new proposed services the speed on a similar existing route
was used.

There is no total provided on this table because many of the alternatives are
mutually exclusive —only one would be selected from a group. Also, it is possible that
they could be implemented incrementally, with one concept initially, growing into
another route later on.

Paratransit

The needs analysis documented in Chapter 1 included a review of the County’s
Human Services Plan, which identified a number of populations that are at risk. For
many persons in these groups, transportation to both programs and activities of daily
living is critical to their quality of life. The HT Ride paratransit program serves many
such persons who are unable to use the fixed-route services, whether because of
physical or economic reasons, or because the fixed-route services do not provide service
in the areas where these individuals live. HT Ride is a critical component of the
County’s transit program in meeting these needs. It is also a significant element of the
program in that the operating cost and management attention devoted to these services
are disproportionately greater than the fixed-route service on a per-trip basis, and so
service quality issues, performance problems, and capacity constraints are all
magnified.

The human services plan document identified a key issue for the County as the
aging of the population: the older adult population will double by 2015, according to
forecasts. Older adults make up a significant segment of the HT Ride user population,
and so it is likely that this service will need to grow significantly to meet the increasing
travel needs of this population. In addition to the capacity issues, much of the
stakeholder input for the TDP dealt with service quality issues on HT Ride services,
including late trips, drivers unfamiliar with the County, scheduling problems
(including routing), and limited service hours. From a program perspective, another
issue identified is the cost per trip ($35 per trip is the current rate paid to the operating
contractor), with the potential for increases if the contractor is unable to achieve the
planned productivity.

There are several ways in which these various issues can be addressed, and it is
likely that no one option is the solution to all the issues, and in fact most possible
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actions are likely to have impacts on capacity, costs, and service quality. The potential
alternatives begin with expansion of the service.

Paratransit Alternative A: Annual Increase in Service to Meet Demand

Although the human service planning process has identified increases in the
numbers of older adults, translating the changes in the population to estimated
paratransit demand requires some assumptions. The study team looked at data
collected for the “Recommendations for Public Transit Systems and Other Mobility
Providers”? which included the older adult ridership in several Washington
jurisdictions, and found that there is no direct linear relationship between ridership on
these specialized services and the older adult population levels. However, the data
allowed a reasonable set of assumptions that correlated with the current HT Ride
experience to some degree, and this was used as a basis for estimating what resources
might be required to meet a doubling of demand by 2015, given the current level of
productivity (trips per hour). The assumptions and resulting estimates are as follows:

e Ten percent of the combined population of older adults (55 and above) and
persons with disabilities are likely to use paratransit services each year (at
some level).

e Assuming three trips per user per month as an average rate (some will be
much more, some less), the current annual demand would be 136,350 trips,
which is quite close to the budgeted FY 2009 amount.

o At the FY 2009 budgeted cost per trip of $35, this level of ridership would cost
$4,772,250.

e If the demand doubled by 2015, the annual increase in costs would be
$954,450, at current rates.

e The current HT Ride paratransit fleet of 28 vehicles would need to be
increased by 30, at a total capital cost of $1,980,000 (30 vehicles times $66,000
for hybrid cutaways), or $396,000 per year.

Alternative B: Address 50% of the Demand with Increased Capacity, and Implement
a Taxi Subsidy Program and Demand Management Strategies

A second alternative for paratransit services is to assume that the County will
add capacity to HT Ride that would address only 50% of this projected increase in

! Meeting the Transportation Needs of Northern Virginia's Senior, “ Recommendations for Public Transit Systems
and Other Mobility Providers’, prepared for the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission, March 24, 2006.
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demand, and that other strategies would be used to meet these needs. This alternative
would therefore require an annual increase in HT Ride trip costs of $477, 225, and an
increase in the fleet of 15, spread over five years at an annual cost of $198,000.

One significant addition to this service would be a taxi-subsidy program similar
to those operated by the Department of Aging and Disabilities in Anne Arundel
County, or in Montgomery and Prince George’s County. This would allow eligible
persons who have registered with the program to receive a certain amount of coupons
that can be used to pay for trips on taxis operated by firms that participate in the
program. It has the advantage that the paratransit system can direct some users and
some trips that cannot be served efficiently by the HT Ride services to the taxi program,
and it also provides for service in afternoon and weekend hours when the full
paratransit service is not available (HT Ride ADA paratransit service must be available
whenever the fixed-route services are operating, but services to other populations have
more restricted hours). Based on the Anne Arundel program, which serves a similar
population, the estimated annual cost of the taxi program is $200,000 per year in the
initial years. Anne Arundel funds it with their annual state SSTAP allocation, which
could be a funding source for this program.

In addition to these services, this alternative involves efforts to manage costs by
managing demand. This includes enhanced efforts to train older adults and persons
with disabilities to use the available accessible fixed-route services. The County has a
relatively dense network of such services in the more densely populated parts of the
County, and this network is likely to be improved in terms of coverage and frequency if
parts of the TDP are ever implemented. Such an effort will involve staff time, and it
needs to be well-publicized and ongoing. It also needs the support of the fixed-route
service provider, in terms of making sure that operators can use the accessibility
equipment and are properly trained and have the needed attitude.

A related policy is to set fare levels to encourage persons who are able to use the
fixed-route service. In many places this is accomplished by having significant fare
differentials, charging more for the expensive paratransit trip. On HT Ride this is
complicated somewhat by the fact that the system carries both ADA paratransit and
program trips, some of which may not require a fare. One alternative used in some
jurisdictions is to allow eligible paratransit riders to ride for no fare on fixed-route — the
loss of $1.50 in farebox revenue is more than made up by the savings of the $35
paratransit trip.

Paratransit program policies may also need to be changed to allow the system to
manage demand and costs to accommodate the growth in need, and this may need to
be combined with changes in the contract method of billing for paratransit trips. If
users are permitted to specify all of their trips at their own discretion, it can increase
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costs by limiting the possibilities for combining trips on the same vehicle. ADA
regulations limit the degree to which the system can shift scheduled pickup times, but
there may be more scope to do this for program trips. A vehicle that can be scheduled
to pick up ten persons on the way to the senior center for a program will likely be much
more efficient than having ten riders all call for trips such that five vehicles are used to
meet their schedule preferences. The changes in billing may be required if the County
is to capture any savings from such policy changes—by paying per trip the contractor
will be the benefactor of having ten passengers on one vehicle rather than two each on
five vehicles. For that reason, once the County reviews its user policies, it needs to
consider whether or not improvements in productivity can be reflected in the overall
per trip rate, or whether or not different per trip rates (by user group—for example
ADA and older adult trips) can be negotiated.

Another solution may be to work toward bringing the scheduling function into
the management contract, rather than have it as a function of the operator. In such a
case, the operating contractor would bid on providing paratransit at a particular cost
per service hour, and the productivity on the service would be controlled by the
County’s management contractor, who would schedule the trips and assign them to the
operator. There are significant issues with such a change, as it would require software,
computers, training, improved phone systems, etc. for the management contractor —
with the possibility of a difficult period (both in terms of service quality and
productivity) until full competency was achieved with the new scheduling system.
Prior to undertaking such a step, every effort should be made to review the current
scheduling system and the use of software to make sure that the existing system is
optimized.

CAPITAL PROGRAM

Along with the service options listed above, there are capital needs for vehicles
shown to serve these if they are operated as expansions to existing service. However,
the plan needs to include other capital needs as well, including the timely replacement
of existing vehicles, passenger facilities, the Central Maryland Transit Operations
Facility (CMTOF), and other potential capital needs. This section addresses these needs.

Vehicles: Replacement

Whether or not there are any service expansions requiring existing vehicles,
prudent management and public input all call for a capital replacement program that
replaces existing vehicles based on the years of service and mileage accumulated, given
the design life of the vehicle. Timely replacement results in increased reliability,
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improved passenger amenities (air-conditioning and heat), lower operating costs, and
an improved perception of transit by non-users.

Transit vehicles are actually designed with a particular service life associated
with the type of vehicle, and each vehicle must be submitted by the manufacturer to a
testing program sponsored by the FTA (if the vehicle will be purchased with federal
funds). The states are allowed some discretion in applying these guidelines as they
assess applications for replacement vehicles. In Maryland, the MTA guidelines are as
follows:

Buses

e Full size heavy duty (approximately 35' - 40") transit buses: at least 12 years
of service or an accumulation of at least 500,000 miles.

¢ Medium size heavy duty (approximately 30') transit buses: at least ten years
of service or an accumulation of at least 350,000 miles.

e Small size medium duty (under 30') transit buses: at least seven years of
service or an accumulation of at least 200,000 miles.

e School bus type vehicles: at least six years of service or an accumulation of at
least 150,000 miles.

e Small specialized transportation (non-transit) buses and single wheel mini-
buses: at least five years of service and an accumulation of 150,000 miles; or
at least six years of service and an accumulation of 100,000 miles; or seven
years regardless of mileage.

Raised Roof Vans, Standard Vans, Mini-Vans, and Automobiles

e At least four years of service and an accumulation of 150,000 miles; or

e Atleast five years of service and an accumulation of 100,000 miles; or

e At least six years of service regardless of mileage.

Under extraordinary circumstances, vehicles may need replacement prior to the
end of their normal useful lives. In these situations, the applicant must justify the need
for the early replacement, including a detailed description of the condition of the

vehicle. The MTA is extremely reluctant to replace vehicles prior to the end of their
normal service life and only under extenuating circumstances will this be approved.
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Based on these criteria, the vehicle replacement plan for the Howard County fleet
for the period FY 2010-2014, along with the estimated costs by type of vehicle, is
presented in Table 4-2. The County fleet is still recovering to some extent from a period
of deferred replacement, so the investment in the early years is significant. MTA
provides a significant share of the funding for capital, particularly for replacement. In
FY 2009 Howard County requested $747,000 for capital from the State, and received
$736,200. The combined Federal/State share of the total capital cost program was 90%
of these costs. The MTA is willing to provide 90% of the funding for vehicles that are at
the estimated state prices. For some bus and van types, the State does a competitive
procurement and local systems can order from that procurement, and for other bus
types the state establishes a price that it will pay, and the funding will pay 90% of that
amount at a maximum. However, Howard County has adopted a policy calling for all
new transit vehicles to be hybrids, which are considerably more expensive. For that
reason, the actual County share of the true costs is much higher, because the County
must pay 100% of the differential for the hybrid vehicles. Table 4-2 shows estimated
costs for hybrid vehicles, which are much higher than the diesel or gasoline vehicles
that MTA will fund. The vehicle unit costs are provided by CTC and the County, based
on recent procurements and data collection.

The expansion vehicle cost will depend on the alternatives chosen for inclusion
in the plan, and the phasing of the implementation. Recommended phasing is
presented in the next chapter.

Passenger Facilities

Passenger facilities used by HT riders and administered by the County include
the transfer point located at Columbia Mall, and the bus stops located along routes
throughout the community. HT also stops at the Dorsey MARC station, and it uses
stops at several State Highway Administration park and ride lots. The County has
worked with CTC on the development of a stop inventory, and several years ago an
inventory was developed that includes information on the stop location (latitude and
longitude) and the amenities at each stop. There are approximately 450 stops in the
County. The County also has a plan for installing shelters at the stops, and in general
has been able to install several each year. The plan calls for installing 77 shelters at
locations selected for a variety of criteria.

During the course of the study, public and stakeholder input was provided
indicating some issues with the HT fixed-route stops. One set of comments related to
maintenance of the stop information, in particular the need to maintain updated
schedule and route information at stops where such information is provided. Another
set involves the need for an assessment of bus stops with regard to their accessibility to
persons with disabilities (there are ADA standards for bus stop accessibility), and the
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connectivity between the stops and accessible pathways for persons with disabilities
and for the general public. The County has a pedestrian plan calling for improved
pedestrian access to bus stops, but there is an additional need to document the needs,
prioritize projects, and begin a program to address such needs.

Transit operators in the Washington region have been involved in a regional bus
stop inventory and assessment for the last three years, and have developed a template
and a set of guidelines for bus stop improvement. All of the Washington region’s
19,000 bus stops have been inventoried and assessed. In Montgomery County the
assessment has been used as the basis for a six-year, $11,000,000 program to upgrade
the bus stops in the County. These resources have been combined with a contract with
a private firm that installs and maintains bus shelters in return for the ability to have an
advertising panel. Such contractors often make a payment to the transit provider in
addition to providing the installation, the shelter itself, the electric power to the shelter,
cleaning, and repairs. This recent experience, and the input received regarding the bus
stops in the County, suggest that a useful project would be an updating of the County’s
bus stop inventory, including an assessment of pathway connectivity and accessibility,
as the first stop in developing an ongoing capital Bus Stop Improvement program.
Such a program would focus on improvements to the major transfer points to ensure
that there are shelters, seating, lighting, and information at the places where there is
significant transfer activity. It would support the development of secondary transfer
hubs in Ellicott City, and at a location in the Route 1 Corridor. It would also focus on
identifying needed improvements for connectivity, and for improved accessibility.

The proposed Bus Stop Improvement Program would include the following
elements:

e Bus Stop Study: Includes development of guidelines, updating the inventory,
and performing an assessment of needs and estimated costs. It would need to
include pedestrian linkages in the study. Estimated cost approximately

$50,000.

e Annual Bus Stop Capital Improvement Program: Based on identified needs, the
estimated cost for all 450 stops would be $1,620,000, based on an average of
$3,600 per stop. As an annual element, the estimated annual capital cost is
$325,000 per year. Additional staffing or contractor labor for the County to
monitor the implementation is included in this estimate.

e Shelter Program: Based on the current shelter needs list of 77 shelters at
$20,000 each, the total cost to address this existing list would be $1,540,000.
As an alternative, the County could contract with a shelter advertising firm,
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which would eliminate this cost to the County and could potentially even
generate some revenue.

The other major passenger facility need is improvement to the main transfer
point at Columbia Mall.

Passenger Transfer Facilities — Town Center Columbia

The outreach effort for this study included input from users and stakeholders
regarding the current main transfer facility at Columbia Mall, including;:

e Capacity —it has limited curb space and so at main transfer times buses are
double-parked —the available curb space is more appropriate for 3-4 buses
than the 8-10 that may be there at peak times.

e Confusion—Buses for each route do not always wait at the same location, so
riders may have to wander among the buses looking for the appropriate
connection.

e Safety—Having riders walking in the road looking for buses is a safety
hazard. Also, riders coming from the Mall have to cross the Sears garage
entry lanes.

e Convenience—Users have a significant walk from the Mall entry doors.

The GGP plan Transportation Strategies for Columbia Town Center includes a
call for development of an improved transit center as part of the ongoing
redevelopment of this area. It is seen as having improved amenities, and becoming a
key connection point between expanded Town Center shuttles, HT routes, and
commuter buses. The inclusion of this concept would also increase the visibility and
role of transit generally, and the inclusion of this concept in the GGP strategies
represents an opportunity for HT to work with the developers to improve the transit
center significantly and make a visible, convenient and accessible focal point for the
transit system in the County.

While the concept is included in the GGP planning presentations, at this point
there is a need to develop information about all aspects of such a facility. It should have
a location that is central to the Town Center redevelopment, convenient to the Mall for
pedestrians. Access to the street network, and on the streets around the Mall may need
to include short segments of transit only roadway, or queue-jumpers including the
necessary signal priority. All are intended to make sure that the entire transit system is
not trapped in peak holiday season traffic. The new facility would need to be much
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larger, serving perhaps nine existing HT routes, two CTC routes, two MTA commuter
bus routes, plus have the potential for five HT expansion routes and one MTA
expansion. It should also have space for kiss-and-ride short-term parking and pickup
areas, limited area for staging buses needed for backup, spaces for taxis, and other
demand-responsive service vehicles. Given all of these needs, and the general nature of
the current plans for the Town Center, it is necessary that the County follow a process
of project development that would include an initial scoping study to make sure that
the sizing and needs are fully considered, and to identify and cost potential sites and
roadway improvements. A second study phase would follow agreements that have
secured the site, providing architectural and engineering work, prior to final design and
then construction. Because the roles and contributions of the developer, the County
and State/federal funding are yet to be determined, this process could well take a
substantial amount of time and staff attention. However, the pending changes to
Columbia Town Center represent a unique opportunity, and this facility should be
addressed in the TDP.

Other Capital Needs

Stakeholder input has also suggested a need for some other capital projects. For
the fixed-route system there is interest in the community in being able to use Smart
cards for fare payment, and having accessible ways (kiosks or farecard vending
machines) to obtain such cards and add value. Smart Cards are plastic cards with an
embedded computer chip which can store dollar value to pay for transit trips. The user
buys the card (typical card costs are $5.00 for the card itself) and loads value on it at a
machine that accepts cash and credit cards. The user can then use the card to pay when
boarding a transit vehicle, with the appropriate fare deducted from the value on the
card. The card does not actually have to run through any machinery —the transaction
takes place by having the card in close proximity to a card reader on a farebox or
turnstile. There is a regional SmarTrip card used by WMATA and the Washington area
transit systems, and by the MTA and Baltimore area systems. Originally this program
was going to include systems such as HT and Annapolis Transit, but the cost of the
equipment and the ongoing maintenance, repair and support has cause the state to
focus on the larger systems. Aside from a level of convenience, the major benefit to the
user is the ability to use the same card on multiple systems —for example to pay an HT
fare and then an MTA fare, all out of the same electronic “purse”. It should be noted
that even with the SmarTrip card, bus users making transfers, even on the same system,
have to obtain a paper bus transfer to present to the driver of the connecting bus.

It is possible that Howard County could join the regional Smart Card system, but
there would be a need for the County to make the commitment to the staffing needed to
maintain and operate the system — potentially two or more persons. In addition, the
fare boxes, readers and other equipment have a significant cost. Currently HT riders
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may transfer directly only to CAR, MTA Express, and MTA Commuter buses. While
MTA Express may have Smart Card fareboxes, the CAR and Commuter buses do not,
and neither does the MARC Commuter Rail service. Howard County riders using the
buses to reach the Washington Metro could use such a card, but they currently have the
option of purchasing a card just for that purpose. At this time the potential benefits of
such cards do not appear to be worth the likely costs, given the other needs of the
system.

Another potential capital need is the acquisition of Mobile Data Terminals for the
HT Ride paratransit vehicles. Often these are combined with Automatic Vehicle
Location (AVL), but HT Ride has AVL without the full data terminals. The data
terminals put computing equipment on the bus, and facilitate communication from
dispatch to the driver by making most of it digital. Rather than dealing with paper
manifests and trip reports, the terminal provides the driver with pickup instructions,
and it collects data on the time of arrival and departure, the user, etc. as the vehicle is
moving. The data is then downloaded at the end of the service day, and can be used for
reporting and billing (if a system is carrying riders funded from different sources). HT
Ride’s coordinated service of ADA and agency riders would likely be able to make
great use of the MDT’s data collection capabilities, and if combined with AVL it could
improve communication with the drivers, providing updated information about users
(such as cancellations or call-back return trips) on the screen for visual reference and
documentation. This technology has not been requested by HT Ride, but should be
considered as a potential capital alternative.

Security cameras on the buses are one more capital alternative. Howard County
provided justification for on-board security cameras in its FY 2009 MTA application, but
was not funded at this time —consideration should be given to including this option in
future years. HT does not at this time have a major on-board security problem, but the
presence of the cameras acts as a deterrent to prevent the creation of a culture of on-
board problems, and it protects the drivers in case of disputes, accidents or complaints
that users may have, in which case the camera record can be used to assess what
happened.

POLICY OPTIONS

Organizational Alternatives

Initially the transit management organizational structure for Howard County
was considered to be a settled issue, as it has evolved based on a contract for
management services with the CTC, overseen by County staff in the Department of
Planning and Zoning. However, the outreach process for the study has suggested that
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at least some stakeholders are interested in examining alternative organizational
structures.

One of the primary reasons for this seem to be concerns that the chain of
authority and responsibility is too long to be effective in dealing with quality of service
issues, or implementation of policies. There are a number of quality of service issues,
particularly with regard to the HT Ride paratransit service, that continue to be brought
before the PTB, and it is thought, by some, that they are not resolved because having
multiple agencies allows each to see the problems as something to be addressed by
another agency. In theory the fact that the County has a contract with CTC, and CTC
with its operator First Transit, and that this contract has standards and penalties
included, should permit the resolution of such issues. From this perspective, alternative
organizational structures that would result in improved resolution of issues and
implementation of policies is the desired change.

A second major interest of those looking for organizational alternatives is the
notion that transit as an activity needs to have a high visibility in the County’s
government, reflecting County support for transit. The thinking is that the current
organizational structure evolved from a time in which the Columbia Association was
shedding the responsibility for transit, while the County Executive was not seeking to
embrace a County role as transit provider. Contracting for management and operation
was seen as a useful structure that would support transit operation, but without adding
County staff and organizational structure. Now, with greater environmental
awareness, a substantially bigger transit program, and greater public support for
transit, it is thought that a greater role in the County government is appropriate. This is
linked to the responsibility issue as well, in that some feel that the director of a transit
office or department would have more authority over transit management and
operations, whether contracted or in-house.

Finally, a third issue is that of cost. The management contractor, CTC, has a total
of 18.5 Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) positions, and this staff also supports CAR services
in Laurel and western Anne Arundel County. The costs are allocated based upon the
service hours of each service, so there is no current CTC staff dedicated to the Howard
County contract. The size of the contract has led some to wonder if there may be cost-
savings to the County if it brought some or all of the transit functions under the County
government. The cost issue requires an assessment of the staff that would be required,
the pay rates they would have under the County classification system, the cost of
County general and administrative expenses, the cost of space to house the staff, the
cost of equipment, and the location of such a program in the County structure (under
Planning and Zoning, under Public Works, a new Office, or a new Department?).
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The scope of a full study of the options is beyond the scope of this TDP. The
basic options that would need to be investigated include:

e Continuation of the current contracting structure as is, or
e Continuation of the current structure with some modifications, or

e Creation of higher level, more separate and visible County transit program
outside of Planning and Zoning, while retaining the contracted management
and operations, or

e Bringing some or all of the management functions performed by CTC under
County government as a County activity, while contracting the operations
out, or

e Bringing the entire enterprise under County government, including
management and operations, or

e Creation of a separate regional public entity (similar in nature to a transit
authority), to take over the transit function.

There is currently an on-going study funded by the MTA to look at the
sustainability of CTC as a provider of regional transit services, and it is also looking at
organizational models for a regional public entity. Maryland does not have legislation
in place to allow the creation of transit authorities (like Pennsylvania or North Carolina)
or transit commissions (the Virginia version), so creation of such an entity would likely
require legislation, and that would require County support.

Anne Arundel County is also examining these issues in their TDP, and is
heading in the direction of creating an organizational model similar to the current
Howard system, but with the transit operations management under the Department of
Aging and Disabilities, and transit planning only remaining in Planning and Zoning. It
would then have competitive contracting through an RFP for transit management.
Under the Central Maryland Transit Operations Facility management concept, it was
thought that the RFP for management services would be jointly issued under an MOU
between Howard and Anne Arundel Counties, allow the new facility to have significant
scale economies in terms of the number of service hours under contract and the ability
to spread management costs over more services.

Given the number of potential organizational alternatives and the need to
develop detailed assessments of the job functions, pay rates, overhead, and support
costs for different options, it is recommended that an additional organizational study be
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undertaken if the County wishes to seriously address the possibility of change in the
organizational structure of transit planning, management, and operation for the
County.

Service and Performance Guidelines

Another issue that emerged as part of the stakeholder input is the lack of any
formal statement of County policy on transit services (where should various kinds of
service be operated, what is the desired span of service, what is the policy on
headways), on transit performance (when do we drop a service because is
unproductive? when should a service be revised?), and on transit service quality (what
is considered late? How many late trips are acceptable, etc.). This issue first surfaced in
terms of seeking a template with which to assess current transit service levels and
locations, later in terms of transit performance, and then in regards to transit quality of
service. Each of these is a separate area of potential policy guidance.

Currently the monthly CTC reports to the PTB include a number of quality of
service thresholds, so this approach is being used, but the County may wish to see these
combined into a single document, with explicit consideration of different guidelines.

Service Availability Guidelines

Some systems have adopted some guidelines (not necessarily requirements) that
are used to make policy known regarding the level and type of service appropriate for
different environments. These are useful in focusing new services in areas more likely
to support them, and in directing the planning process. They are also useful in letting
citizens know that they should not expect certain types of services in areas of low
density. In this study we have generally followed a process to identify areas of high or
moderate transit need, rather than setting a minimum density standard or other factors.
However, there are some potential factors that could be included.

In May of 2002, the MTA produced the Maryland Transit Guidelines to provide
guidance for all the systems in the State on these issues. It included thresholds or
guidance for a number of factors that are important dimensions for transit service,
when needed separated by urban, suburban, and rural standards, for both fixed-route
and demand-responsive services.

The factors for fixed-route service are as follows, with the “suburban” thresholds
included:

e “Consideration of service” at activity centers:
0 Business concentrations (number of employees): 300
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Shopping Centers (size in square feet): 200,000
Hospitals (number of beds): 100

Colleges (number of students): 1,000

Housing developments (number of units): 200

O O O O

e Frequency of service (Suburban):
0 Peak (6:00 a.m. to 9:00 am., and 3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.): 30 minutes
(Suburban), 60 minutes (Rural)
o0 Midday (9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.): 60 minutes
o Early Morning/Evening (start to 6:00 a.m., 7:00 p.m. to end of service): 60
0 Saturday and Sunday: 60 minutes

e Span of service (Suburban):
0 Weekday: 5:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.
0 Saturday: 5:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.
0 Sunday: 5:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.

¢ Maximum load factors (Suburban):2
0 Peak: 110%
o Off-Peak: 100%

e Service availability:
0 Considered to have service if within % mile of a bus stop
0 Bus stop spacing (Suburban): 4 to 6 per mile, 1,000 feet apart

¢ Directness (Suburban):
0 Maximum trip length with transfers: 60 minutes
0 Maximum transit/automobile time ratio: 2 to 1
0 Maximum schedule time for a transfer: 15 minutes

e Dependability (Suburban):
0 Definition of “on-time”: 0 minutes early, 5 late
0 Percent on time: 85%
0 Missed Trips: Not to exceed 0.5%

e Financial:
o Farebox recovery (Suburban): 20%
0 Productivity (Suburban): 10 passengers per revenue hour

2 Maximum load factor is defined as the maximum number of passengers carried on a route or schedule
divided by the number of seats available on the type of vehicle used.
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The factors for demand-responsive services are also divided into ADA and non-
ADA. They include:

e Advance Reservations:
0 Minimum: ADA-prior day, non-ADA-noon the day before
0 Maximum: Two weeks

e Span of Service:
0 ADA: same as fixed-route
0 Non-ADA: Weekday: 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Saturday and Sunday based
on demand

e Loading guidelines: maximum load, ADA, and non-ADA: 100%

e Auvailability of service:
0 ADA: within % of a mile of fixed-route routes
0 Non-ADA: within agency’s operating service area, outside only for
selected trip purposes (medical)

e Directness:
0 ADA and Non-ADA: 60 minute travel time if driving distance is 20 miles
or less

e Dependability:
0 Acceptable window around scheduled time: 15 minutes before/15
minutes after for both ADA and non-ADA
Percent on-time for pickup: 90%
Acceptable drop-off time: up to 15 minutes late
0 Percent on-time for drop-off: 90%

O O

e Financial:
0 Systemwide cost per trip: $25
0 Systemwide cost per vehicle hour: $45

Productivity:
0 2.5 trips per hour

These were developed by MTA, their consultants, and a committee of Maryland
transit operators. They were provided to transit systems across the State as advisory
guidelines, without any State commitment to provide resources to achieve these, and
also no State requirement for meeting them as a condition of funding. They do
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represent a useful universe of relevant factors, and a good basis for beginning
consideration of appropriate measures for HT with regards to service levels.

Subsequently, another effort by MTA utilized their consultants and data from
Maryland’s Locally-Operated Transit Systems to develop performance measures that
have now been included in the Form 2A in the annual MTA grant application. These
were used to evaluate HT services in Chapter 2 of this report. They do not suggest how
much service a system should provide, but focus on resource efficiency and financial
recovery. They also provide for ranges, providing for a system’s measure to be
“Successful”, “Acceptable”, or in the category of “Needs Review”. The financial and
performance standards in this group differ somewhat from the Maryland Transit
Guidelines because they were developed from the performance experienced by transit
systems, rather than committee consensus or national rules of thumb. Table 4-3
presents these measures. As noted in Chapter 2, the measures involving dollar
amounts are now seriously out-of date, and MTA is working on updated values.

Other regional sources of measures include the Washington Metropolitan Area
Regional Bus Study, which included measures for assessing service based on span of
service, frequency, productivity, load factor, and coverage. These are generally
comparable to the Maryland Transit Guidelines, though with the addition of coverage
guidelines. ~The Washington Metropolitan Area Regional Bus Study coverage
guidelines address the percentage of households within % mile of a bus route, with
varying levels for high density, medium density, and low density areas. They impose
no standard for low density areas. Montgomery County has used a similar standard of
a Y4 mile walk distance in high density areas, and 2 mile in low-density areas, with an
overall goal of 80% of the population and 90% of employment within %2 mile of transit
service. Montgomery also calls for one peak bus and .5 off-peak buses to be provided
to serve each 2,000 dwelling units or jobs. Prince George’s County calls for fixed-route
transit service when an area has three households per acre or four jobs per acre.

Montgomery also has a threshold for developing service, based on initiating
service with peak-hour, 30-minute headway service, and then adding mid-day service
when ridership in the peak exceeds 25 passengers/hour, adding Saturday when mid-
day exceeds 25 per hour, adding Sunday when Saturday exceeds 25 per hour, and
adding earlier or later service when service in the adjacent 30 minutes has ridership
over 25 per hour. Based on the performance of the current HT routes, these levels are
not feasible guidelines, but the concept of ramping up service based on increasing
ridership may have merit for Howard County.
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Table 4-3

MTA Performance Standards
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LOTS SMALL URBAN Successful Acceptable Needs Review
FIXED-ROUTE SERVICE
Operating Cost per Hour < $45 $45-$50 > $50
Operating Cost per Mile < $2.50 $2.50-$3.50 > $3.50
Operating Cost per <$4.00 $4.00-56.00 > $6.00
Passenger Trip
Local Operating Revenue > 50% 40% -50% <40%
Ratio
Farebox Recovery Ratio >25% 20-25% <20%
Passenger Trips per Mile >0.75 0.65-0.75 <0.65
Passenger Trips per Hour >12 8-12 <8
LOTS DEMAND- Successful Acceptable Needs Review
RESPONSE
SERVICES/RURAL ROUTE
SERVICE
Operating Cost per Hour < $30 $30-$40 > $40
Operating Cost per Mile < $1.50 $1.50-$2.50 > $2.50
Operating Cost per <$9.00 $9.00-$13.00 > $13.00
Passenger Trip
Local Operating Revenue > 40% 30% - 40% <30%
Ratio
Farebox Recovery Ratio >15% 7%-15% <7%
Passenger Trips per Mile >0.25 0.15-0.25 <0.15
Passenger Trips per Hour >4 25-4 <25
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Based on these examples, and the implied standards used by CTC and the PTB to
measure service quality, Table 4-4 presents guidelines for consideration by Howard
County.

Table 4-4: Proposed Howard County Guidelines

* Service Coverage:

0 Any area of the County with 3 households per acre, 4 jobs per acre, or
2,000 persons per square mile is a candidate for fixed-route service if it
does not already have service.

0 Areas of the County with population densities between 1,000 and 2,000
persons per square mile are candidates for route deviation or demand-
response service.

0 Demand-Response: ADA-Within % mile of fixed-routes, non-ADA in
response to client origins and destinations or in areas with high density of
transit - dependent populations.

» Service Frequency (Fixed-Route):
0 Thirty-minute in the peak.
0 Sixty minutes off-peak, before the morning peak, and after the evening
peak.
0 Sixty minutes Saturday.
0 Level of Service (LOS) concept applied to frequency:
* LOS A: 30-minutes headway peak and mid-day weekday
* LOSB: 30-minutes headway peak only weekday
* LOS C: 60-minutes headway peak and off-peak
* LOSD: 60 minutes headway peak only, > 60 minutes off-peak
* LOSEF: >60 minutes headway
* Service Span:
0 Fixed-Route: First trip in the morning leaves no later than 6:30 a.m.
» Last trip leaves no earlier than 7:30 p.m.
* Level of service concept applied to span of service:
-- LOS A: 17-18 hours of service per day
-- LOS B: 14-16 hours of service per day
-- LOS C: 12-13 hours of service per day
-- LOS D: 4-11 hours of service per day
-- LOSF: Under four hours of service.
LOS D or F are candidates for assessment on increased service, if minimum
productivity standards are met.

0 Demand-Response: Matching fixed-route hours for ADA, non-ADA 6:30
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Travel Time:
0 Fixed-Route transit travel time should be no more than twice the auto
travel time —if greater the route is a candidate for restructuring.
0 Demand-Response: Maximum 60 minutes for a trip under 20 miles in
length.

Load Factor:
0 Maximum load factor for fixed-route is 110%.
0 Maximum load factor for demand-response is 100%.

On-Time Performance:
0 Fixed-Route: Defined as up to 2 minutes early, and up to 3 minutes late,
85% of trips within this window (current HT standard).
0 Demand-Response: Defined as no more than 15 minutes before or after
scheduled pickup time, with 85% of trips within this window (current HT
standard).

Wheelchair Lift Inspection:
0 Daily lift cycling as part of pre-trip inspection. Failure calls for substitute
vehicle.
0 Detailed inspection as per procedure: 100%.

Stop Announcements (fixed-route):
0 Operators make stop announcements as required by ADA.

Accidents/Incidents:
0 Allreportable: 0.5 per 100 thousand miles maximum.

Service Failures:
o Fixed-Route: 10 per 100,000 vehicle miles
0 Paratransit: 3 per 100,000 vehicle miles

Trip Completion/Missed Trips:
0 Fixed-Route: no more than 0.5% missed (no service on scheduled run)
0 Paratransit: all scheduled trips that are not cancelled should be
completed.

Productivity:
0 Fixed-Route: As per MTA guidelines for resource efficiency: trips per
mile, trips per hour.
o Passenger Trips per Mile: Successful >0.75; Acceptable 0.65-0.75;
and Needs Review <0.65
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* Passenger Trips per Hour: Successful >12; Acceptable 8-12; Needs

Review <8
0 Demand-Response: As per MTA guidelines! for resource efficiency: trips
per mile, trips per hour.

* Passenger Trips per Mile: Successful >0.25; Acceptable 0.15-0.25;
and Needs Review <0.15

* Passenger Trips per Hour: Successful >4; Acceptable 2.5-4; Needs
Review <2.5

e  Financial:
0 Fixed-Route: As per MTA guidelines for farebox and local recovery:
* Local Operating Ratio (includes local match contribution):
Successful > 50%; Acceptable 40-50%; Needs Review <40%
o Farebox Ratio: Successful > 25%; Acceptable 20-25%; Needs
Review <20%
0 Demand-Response: As per MTA guidelines for farebox and local
recovery:
* Local Operating Ratio (includes local match contribution):
Successful > 40%; Acceptable 30-40%; Needs Review <30%
»  Farebox Ratio: Successful > 15%; Acceptable 7-15%; Needs Review
<7%

! Howard County will revise its guidelines to conform with future changes in the MTA Statewide
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Chapter 5

Transit Plan

INTRODUCTION

The previous chapters have provided an extensive menu of potential services
and capital improvements that would address many of the unmet or underserved needs
identified through the analysis and outreach aspects of this TDP process. The menu
was quite extensive, and public input generally would seem to indicate a hunger for
improved transit in the County generally, one that is encouraged by the rise in gasoline
prices and increased public awareness of global warming and the need for alternative
modes of transportation. At the same time, there was some input that this is too much
of a wish list, potentially unaffordable in anything like the short range future.

In addition, it should be noted that this is not the best of times to seek additional
local or state financial support as the value of real estate has fallen substantially, fuel tax
revenue is down, and economic activity has slowed. For that reason there is a need to
prioritize the projects, and to consider phasing them in a way that addresses the
immediate needs first, with projects geared to future development and expansion into
new areas placed further into the future.

In this chapter a plan is presented that selects from the alternatives and presents
an overall direction for the development of transit services in Howard County. It is
important to recognize that transit must operate within the limits posed by the likely
available resources, and it has become apparent during the course of this study that in
the near term these resources will be limited, even as ridership and environmental
concerns push us to plan for more and better transit services.

STRATEGY AND PHASING

This chapter presents a three-phase plan for service improvements, though it
should be noted that these three phases are now defined not as potential years of
implementation, but in broader terms that will vary with the availability of resources.
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Thus the phasing now focuses on the immediate future, a period in which it is likely
that both state and local transit funding will be quite constrained; a period which might
be called the medium-term, in which there is more possibility of expansion; and a
longer-term period which presents more of a vision of the overall development of
transit services in the County. If the current economic crisis is prolonged, the short-
term phase may last longer —if there is a significant turnaround in the economy, or if
transit becomes the focus of unforeseen funding (if there is a fuel crisis or a major
infrastructure or stimulus package including transit funding), the medium-term or
longer-range visions present a set of alternatives that could be addressed.

One aspect of the transit plan that is not included in this phased plan is the
vehicle capital plan for replacement vehicles. This is because the existing fleet has
significant replacement needs due to over age vehicles with excessive mileage, and the
need to replace these vehicles (and the opportunity) cannot wait for a future phase, but
needs to be planned in the short term. The vehicle situation is so dire that the County is
currently contemplating the need to lease transit vehicles to replace buses that are no
longer reliable or safe until capital can be found and procurements conducted to
purchase new buses. For that reason, the vehicle replacement plan is uncoupled from
the phasing, and is presented as a separate annual plan element.

Another aspect of the TDP that is uncertain relates to the transit services
potentially needed to address the BRAC expansion at Fort George G. Meade (FGGM).
Several transit services have been proposed to connect Howard County with FGGM,
and they are included in the TDP. However, they are not included as short-, mid-, or
long-term proposals, but included in a separate BRAC section that could be the focus of
implementation when funding is available. MDOT has removed the planned funding
for BRAC transit services operated by the Locally Operated Transit Systems (LOTS)
from the current Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP) because of a reduction in
available state funding for transportation related to the decline in fuel tax revenue (due
to increased fuel prices) and auto sales tax revenue (due to the decline in auto sales).
However, the possibility exists that federal funding for these services may become
available, or they may be funded in some other way, so they are now included in this
plan as a separate BRAC section. This matter requires further discussion at the regional
level to include a review of alternative funding opportunities.

The new or expanded services included in the three phases present the
recommended service expansions, the span of service, the headways, and the estimated
operating costs in current dollars. The services have been presented to the public and
the PTB. These proposed service expansions also include the capital costs of vehicle
fleet expansions, tied to the particular service implementation. The need for a new,
enlarged transit center in the Columbia Town Center is also identified, along with the
Central Maryland Transit Operations Facility. Finally, recommendations are made for
planning studies and policy issues.
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Given that context, the proposed structure of this plan is intended to:

1) Focus first on vehicle replacement: Focus year-by-year on providing the
capital to maintain the current level of service through a realistic but timely
vehicle replacement program, so as to maintain service reliability, reduce
maintenance and operating costs, and maintain a positive public image.

2) Allow for on-going operational changes: Provide for limited operational
improvements on existing services as an on-going role of transit management.
This includes minor routing changes, adding or dropping a trip in the
morning or evening, etc. This may include both trimming of services to
achieve operating economies and/or limited expansion to address particular
needs.

3) Address growing needs for specialized services in the short-term through
demand management and increased operating efficiency: Address the
increasing needs and challenges of HT Ride through demand management
(changes in service policies, improved scheduling, etc.) in the near-term.

4) Address growing needs for specialized services in the mid-term and
beyond through service expansion: Continue to address the increasing needs
and challenges of HT Ride through service expansion once policy changes
and performance improvements have been made, starting in the mid-term.
The populations served by this paratransit system do not have alternatives,
and this is a basic quality of life service that will require capacity expansion.

5) Initiate fixed-route service expansion by improving existing routes: Begin
service improvements on existing services, starting with frequency
improvements on the busiest routes first. In the near term future this will
focus particularly the on Green Route, which has experienced crowding, and
the Red Route, with other frequency plans awaiting a more prosperous mid-
term future.

6) Add new routes in later phases: Address service coverage and routing
expansions in later phases, timed to coincide with the factors potentially
driving demand. This would initially include services designed to support
the BRAC expansion at FGGM and Route 1 redevelopment, then other
services later as Maple Lawn and the south county build out and Town
Center redevelopment is implemented.

7) Begin planning for capital projects: Initiate more major capital projects with
planning work to scope out the nature of the project and the likely costs and
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funding. This includes continuing work on the Central Maryland Transit
Operations Facility, a feasibility and scoping study for a new Town Center
Transit Center, and a Bus Stop Inventory and Assessment. With the
exception of the bus stop program, these are major capital projects and the
costs are really addressed in a very different way then the usual MTA LOTS
capital process.

8) Address the organizational structure providing transit: Address the
concerns about the visibility of the transit program, lines of authority, and
management needs with a more detailed study of the alternatives, including
the cost and other impacts. This study could take place in the near future.

The phasing is designed to indicate approximate timing and priority.
Implementation of any one element is a function of funding availability. There is an
annual budget process and MTA grant application process that both allow for public
input and revisions to the anticipated project phasing based on need and funding.
Acceptance of this TDP does not obligate the County or the State to fund any particular
element at any time.

The costs shown in this chapter are based on current hourly operating costs and
current estimates of capital costs. Depending on the timing and the final choices in any
given year the costs could differ due to the effects of inflation and energy costs. For
service expansions the costs shown are incremental —above the base year funding of the
current system, and for service restructuring the costs are net of the current operating
costs of that service. For each phase the costs of expansions or new programs become
part of the base year.

PLAN FOR VEHICLE CAPITAL REPLACEMENT

As indicated above, the first priority for transit investment is to provide for
sufficient capital for replacement of the existing fleet. Transit vehicles are designed to
meet particular service life requirements which vary by vehicle. With good
maintenance, the vehicles can usually operate beyond their design life for a period
before service quality drops (leading to missed trips, road failures and lack of air-
conditioning/heat) and maintenance costs become excessive.

In practice the County had relied on MTA funding as the keystone of its vehicle
replacement plans, and there was a period in which MTA did not award any new
vehicles to Howard County, forcing the continued operation of many buses well
beyond their intended service life. While Howard County has had an aggressive
vehicle replacement program recently, even using County funding to replace vehicles,
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there is still an accumulated need for vehicle replacement just to be able to maintain
current service levels.

For the FY 2009 grant year, the MTA awarded Howard County two medium-
sized buses (for fixed-route service), and four smaller cutaway--type buses (primarily
for paratransit). The County had applied for fourteen vehicles, based on the mileage
and age of the vehicles and their eligibility under state service life guidelines. In
general, the FY 2009 award from MTA represents the highest level of funding likely to
be available for vehicle replacement in the foreseeable future, and so the vehicle
replacement plan presented below takes that level of funding as the likely realistic
amount available from the state. =~ This amount is much less than what would be
required to bring the fleet up to the point that all vehicles are within their projected
service life.

Howard County policy is that all new transit vehicles will be hybrids (with
higher fuel economy), and that the County will pay the incremental cost of the hybrid
over the conventional gas or diesel vehicles funded by MTA. So, the County local
share will be the conventional local share required by MTA, plus the incremental costs
for hybrids or a higher quality vehicle (a 12-year low-floor bus as opposed to a 7-year
high-floor bus).

Table 5-1 presents the overall “realistic” vehicle replacement plan proposed for
the next five years by year. It is based on the data included in Chapter 2 as the vehicle
inventory.

There are several caveats related to this plan:

e Failure to make these replacements in any given year pushes the needed
replacement into the next year, so the plan must be updated annually to
reflect what actually happens in terms of funding.

e With vehicles close to the end of their service lives, delays in procurement
could result in the need to lease replacement vehicles even if the funding is
programmed.

e The particular vehicle noted for replacement may need to be changed
depending on losses due to accidents, major component failures, etc.

e Vehicle prices are current estimates—vehicle prices have been escalating
above the level of inflation in recent years, so deferral also increases the unit
costs. Vehicle prices for smaller buses and cutaways are based on MTA price
data; the cost for making them hybrid is based on information collected from
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Table 5-1: Howard County Vehicle Replacement Plan

Fiscal Proposed Replaces Service Seating Estimated Estimated Potential  Estimated Hybrid Estimated
Year Vehicle Type Capacity  Total Unit Cost State Local Incremental Total
(Seats/ Cost (State) Funding Share Cost (Local) Local Share
Wheelchairs)  (Hybrid) (Diesel) (at 90%) (at 10%)
2009 LF Transit 57 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2009 Truck Bus 58 FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2009 Truck Bus 79 FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2009 Truck Bus 77" FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2009 Cutaway 70 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2009 Cutaway 71 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2009 Cutaway 72 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2009 Cutaway 36 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2009 Cutaway 39 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2009 Cutaway 40 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
Subtotal $2,680,000 $1,233,300 $1,109,970 $123,330 $1,446,700 $1,570,030
2010 LF Transit 80 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2010 LF Transit 82 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2010 LF Transit 8472 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2010 LF Transit 86 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2010 Cutaway 35 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2010 Cutaway 38 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2010 Cutaway 28 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
Subtotal $2,800,000 $1,985,871 $1,787,284 $198,587 $814,129 $1,012,716
2011 Truck Bus 85° FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2011 Truck Bus 81 FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2011 Cutaway 33 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2011 Cutaway 32 PT 10/2 $200,000 $55,550 $49,995 $5,555 $144,450 $150,005
2011 Cutaway 34 PT 10/2 $200,000 $55,550 $49,995 $5,555 $144,450 $150,005
2011 Cutaway 30 PT 10/2 $200,000 $55,550 $49,995 $5,555 $144,450 $150,005
2011 Cutaway 29 PT 10/2 $200,000 $55,550 $49,995 $5,555 $144,450 $150,005
Subtotal $1,620,000 $558,529 $502,676 $55,853 $1,061,471 $1,117,324
20124 Truck Bus 9512 FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2012 Truck Bus 9513 FR 24/2 $310,000 $137,186 $123,467 $13,719 $172,814 $186,533
2012 Truck Bus 9516 FR 20/2 ° $200,000 $48,487 $43,638 $4,849 $151,513 $156,362
2012 Truck Bus 9517 FR 20/2 $200,000 $48,487 $43,638 $4,849 $151,513 $156,362
2012 Truck Bus 9518 FR 20/2 $200,000 $48,487 $43,638 $4,849 $151,513 $156,362
2012 Truck Bus 9519 FR 20/2 $200,000 $48,487 $43,638 $4,849 $151,513 $156,362
2012 Cutaway 31 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2012 Cutaway 5 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
Subtotal $1,820,000 $592,234 $533,011 $59,223 $1,227,766 $1,286,989
2013 LF Transit 9510 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2013 LF Transit 9511 FR 32/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2013 Cutaway 6 PT 18/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2013 Cutaway 7 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
Subtotal $1,500,000 $1,023,914 $921,523 $102,391 $476,086 $578,477
2014 Truck Bus 9504 FR 27/2 $550,000 $450,000 $405,000 $45,000 $100,000 $145,000
2014 Cutaway 7 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2014 Cutaway 28 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
2014 Cutaway 29 PT 16/2 $200,000 $61,957 $55,761 $6,196 $138,043 $144,239
Subtotal $1,150,000 $635,871 $572,284 $63,587 $514,129 $577,716
Totals $11,570,000 $6,029,719  $5,426,747  $602,972  $5,5540,281  $6,143,253
(1) Current Spare #63 will be sold, and #77 will become a spare.
(2) Current Spare #66 will be sold, and #84 will become a spare.
(3) Current Spare #67 will be sold, and #85 will become a spare.
(4) Vehicles 1, 2, 3, and 4: Toyota Prius Sedan (County Funded); in 2012 replacement at $25K each.

(5) For the 20/2 seating capacity, based on MTA information, there is no vehicle price. The price of the vehicle type with similar seating capacity
was used.

*For Year 2014, "Vehicle Type" was determined based on previous year information that shows correlation between "Service Type" and
"Proposed Vehicle"

FR = Fixed-Route
PT = Paratransit
LF = Low-Floor
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vendors at the 2008 American Public Transit Association Expo. The price of
the larger buses is based on recent experience of Howard County.

If the number of vehicles required to meet currently scheduled routes and the
current level of paratransit service is not available, the result may be that services have
to be cut. Cutting fixed-route service because of a lack of vehicles may well mean
cutting entire routes, not just frequencies or hours of service. Cutting demand-
responsive service because of a lack of working vehicles may mean that users must
schedule trips much further in advance, and face the danger of having a scheduled trip
cancelled by the transit system.

SUMMARY BY PHASE

This plan is intended to be a multi-year plan—as a TDP its plan horizon is
intended to be five years, but it is recognized that organizational changes and funding
availability may well make it necessary for the program to take longer or be phased
differently.

Table 5-2 summarizes the operating costs for the three phases, using FY 2009 as a
base year for operating costs, and then rolling in the full implementation of the previous
year phase as the base for the next phase. All figures are in constant dollars, but the
fiscal analyst will know that inflation costs will add five percent or so each year—we
have not assumed that these phases would occur in any particular year, and so have not
incorporated year of expenditure figures. In terms of funding, it should be noted that a
substantial part of the mid- and long-term expansion is funding for the paratransit
program. Also, the BRAC related portions are treated separately in a BRAC section of
the plan, as it may have a better chance of receiving outside funding.

Table 5-2: Operating Expansion Plan-Summary

(In Current Dollars)
Base TDP Total Operating
Operating Budget Planned Expansion Budget
FY 2009 $10,144,376
Near-Term $10,144,376 $115,000 $10,259,376
Medium-Term $10,259,376 $1,361,000 $11,620,376
Long-Term $11,620,376 $2,545,000 $14,165,376
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Table 5-3 summarizes the capital costs for expansion of each service proposed for
that phase. The vehicle capital costs are current year unit cost estimates. A concern
expressed in the outreach was that the replacement plan should reflect the need to
replace the expansion vehicles. These expansion vehicles should all be within their
useful expected life during this plan, but will start needing replacement at the
beginning of the next plan. Other capital costs are estimates for computers and
software for dispatch, which may not be needed depending on the results of a planned
study. The bus stop improvement program is included in other capital costs as well,
but it does not include shelters under the assumption that a shelter advertising contract
can be arranged. It should be noted that several years ago an attempt was made to
implement a shelter advertising program. A resolution to amend the County’s Sign
Code was defeated in the County Council. If policy remains that such a contract is not
desired by the County, these capital costs could increase substantially.

Table 5-3: Expansion Capital Plan
(In Current Dollars)

Expansion Other Total
Phase Vehicles Capital’ Capital
Near-Term $550,000 $550,000
Medium-Term $3,950,000 $575,000 $4,525,000
Long-Term $4,470,000 $325,000 $4,795,000

$8,970,000 $900,000 $9,870,000

1. "Other Capital" costs include: Computer and Software for dispatch (if needed)
and a bus stop improvement program.

Table 5-4 combines the estimated operating and capital costs by phase, to show
the overall growth in the program. The potential impact of State and federal funding is
not included in these numbers, so this should not be taken to represent the cost to the
County. In the past the state operating amount has varied—for FY 2009 it was
$2,716,856, or only 27% of the overall budget amount. It is not likely that the
State/federal amount for operating will increase substantially over time -- it has varied
somewhat with state policy, and the impact of gas cost increases and increased
environmental awareness could lead to support for an increased role. But the
implication is that the increase in operating costs will fall largely on the County.

Howard County Short-Range KF H
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Table 5-4: Expansion Capital and Operating Plan Summary

(In Current Dollars)
Operating Expenses Total
Base Expansion Total Capital Total
Near-Term $10,144,376 $115,000 $10,259,376  $550,000 $10,809,376
Medium-Term  $10,259,376  $1,361,000  $11,620,376  $5,025,000  $16,645,376
Long-Term $11,620,376  $2,545,000  $14,165,376  $4,795,000  $18,960,376

$36,045,128 $10,370,000  $46,415,128

Also estimated leasing costs have been included for expansion vehicles because
state/federal funding for expansion vehicles may not be available in a timely manner,
and the funding/procurement/delivery process can often take one to two years even if
funding is available.  Vehicle lease costs may differ substantially from the figures
provided depending on the source of the leased vehicle (an operating contractor or a
leasing company), the length of the lease, and the availability of that type of vehicle at
any given point in time.

EXPANSION ROUTES AND SERVICES - OPERATING

Figures 5-1 through 5-5 present the conceptual and proposed new transit services
that would build on the existing services to provide basic mobility within and between
the areas of identified need. They have been developed from the alternatives presented
in the previous chapter, but it should be noted that the baseline network at the
beginning of the near-term phase (FY10 and beyond) will include additional services to
be implemented in FY 2009, including half-hour headways on the Green Route in the
peak (service implemented in October 2008), and peak hour routes from Clarksville and
Columbia to NSA (and later FGGM) (replacing the current Blue Route). All the
additional new routes are presented as conceptual services that would need final
operational planning of the exact routing, stop locations, timetables, etc. prior to final
implementation. The following pages present each phase in terms of the operating
expansions, the expansion vehicle capital, and other capital needs. There are two major
capital projects not included on these tables. One is the Central Maryland Transit
Operating Facility, which is an ongoing project that has already received partial
funding while planning and environmental work continues. The cost estimates for this
project are continuing to evolve with changes in the site possible, which would affect
costs. The second project not shown on these pages is the recommended Town Center
Transit Center. At this point this facility is completely conceptual, and planning is
needed to fully identify the functions, size, layout, space requirements, and potential
sites for this project.

Howard County Short-Range KF H
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Funding is included for studies to begin this planning process, but as the cost
and the participation of various entities in the funding is completely unknown at this
point, we have not included it in the phase descriptions. It should be recognized that
such a facility could easily cost $5,000,000 in design and construction costs.

NEAR-TERM

* Operational Improvements:
— Yellow: Route revision to service Circuit Court: Cost Neutral

* Operating Expansion: $115,000
— Red: Express Trips During Peak: $115,000!

» Capital:
— Vehicles-Expansion:
= Capital Purchase: $550,000
0 One Hybrid 30" bus @ $550,000 (Red) = $550,000
=  FEstimated Annual Lease Costs: $24,000
o0 Estimated at $2,000/ month per 30" bus.

* Planning: $160,000
— Transit Center Scoping Study: $100,000
— Paratransit Performance Review and Study of Feasibility of Taxi Voucher
Program: $30,000
— Organizational Assessment: $35,000

MEDIUM-TERM

* Operating Expansion: $1,361,000

— Red Route: Full Half-hour headway peak: $169,0002

— Brown Route: 30-minute peak: $169,000

— Silver Route: 30-minute peak/peak express trips: $250,000

— Conceptual Columbia Town Center Mid-Day Shuttle: $96,000 (Figure 5-1)

— Initiate Taxi Program for seniors and persons with disabilities: $200,000 (if
feasible based on study)

— HTRide Expansion: $477,000 (Operate three additional paratransit
vehicles)

! Incremental cost of an additional bus during peak hours, providing 1,752 hours of service at $65.83 per hour.
2 All frequency improvement costs based on incremental service hours for a six-hour peak period, at $65.83 per
service hour, times the number of additional buses required.

Howard County Short-Range KF H
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» Capital:

Vehicles-Expansion:
= Capital Purchase: $4,450,000
0 Three Hybrid 35" transit buses @ $550,000 (Silver) = $1,650,000
0 One Hybrid 35" Bus or Trolley (Town Center Shuttle)=$550,000
0 Two Hybrid 35" Buses @ $550,000 (Brown) =$1,100,000
0 One Hybrid 35 Transit Bus (Maintain Service Level) =
$550,000,
0 Three Hybrid Paratransit Vehicles @ $200,000=$600,000, or
=  FEstimated Annual Lease Costs: $196,800
o Estimated at $2,000/ month per 35" bus, $1,500 per/month per
small bus, and $800/ month per paratransit vehicle:
Computers/Software for Paratransit Dispatch (if required): $250,000
Bus Stop Improvements: $325,000
Transit Travel Training Contract (if required):

* Planning: $200,000

[Columbia Town Center|Transit Station (CTCTS) Environmental Studies:
$150,000
Bus Stop Assessment: $50,000

LONG-TERM

* Operating Expansion: $2,545,000

Yellow: Restructure: $299,000 (Figure 5-2)

Ellicott City/Elkridge Connector: $524,000 (Figure 5-3)

Columbia/Maple Lawn/South County: $524,000 (Figure 5-4)

Conceptual Town Center Shuttle: $721,000 (Figure 5-5) (Cost is $817,000,
replaces Mid-Day Shuttle cost $96,000, net is $687,000)

HTRide Expansion: $477,000 (Operate three additional paratransit
vehicles)

» Capital:

Vehicles--Expansion:
= Capital Purchase: $4,820,000

0 Two Hybrid Cutaway Small Buses @ $310,000 (Yellow
Expanded Service) = $620,000

0 Two Hybrid Cutaway Small Buses @ $310,000 (Ellicott
City/Elkridge Connector) = $620,000

0 Two Hybrid Cutaway Small Buses @ $310,000 (Maple
Lawn/South County) = $620,000

Transportation Development Plan 5-16
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0 Two Hybrid 35 buses or Trolleys @ $550,000 (Town Center) =
$1,100,000Three Hybrid Paratransit Vehicles @ $200,000 (HT
Ride) = $600,000
0 One Hybrid Cutaway Small Bus @ $310,000 (Maintain Service
Levels) = $310,000
0 Three Hybrid Paratransit Vehicles @ $200,000 (Maintain Service
Levels ) = $600,000, or
=  Estimated Annual Lease Costs: $231,600
o0 Estimated at $2,000/month per 35" bus, $1,500 per/month per
small bus, and $800/ month per paratransit vehicle:
— Bus Stop Improvements: $325,000 per year, ongoing program
— Columbia Town Center Transit Station Site Acquisition: $1,000,000
— Columbia Town Center Transit Station Construction: $3,000,000

PROPOSED BRAC SERVICES

The TDPs for Anne Arundel County and Howard County include several route
concepts for services to Fort Meade in an effort to plan local transit alternatives to
accommodate the expected growth in each County due to BRAC over the next several
years. The routes described here comprise the proposed initial network that has been
recommended by KFH Group and has yet to be approved by the Counties. The routes
were developed in part based on the Baltimore Metropolitan Council’s Regional Travel
Demand Model forecast of 2015 Morning Peak Trips to Fort Meade and on stakeholder
input, which included requests for service to Fort Meade and Odenton MARC, Savage
MARC, Dorsey MARC, Arundel Mills, and BWI Airport.

See Figures 5-6 and 5-7 for maps of the route concepts in the proposed initial
network. The routes are currently designed to serve NSA and/or the EUL sites before
entering the Fort and serving several stops on base, the conceptual routing for which is
shown in the maps as a loop that begins and ends at the Visitor Control Center at the
Reece Road gate. The routes have been designed to end at Fort Meade due to security
concerns; only DoD L.D. card holders can get on base, so members of the public cannot
ride a public bus that travels onto the Fort. Thus, these routes will end at Fort Meade
based on the assumption that only authorized employees and visitors will still be on the
public bus by the time it reaches the Fort. Similar security concerns potentially exist for
public transit service to NSA, but the current route concepts are designed to stop at the
NSA Visitor Control Center at the Canine Road gate and would not enter NSA.

Howard County Short-Range KF H
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Services to NSA /FGGM which have been proposed in this plan include:

Columbia Gateway - Dorsey MARC - Fort Meade. Figure 5-6 depicts this
route, which serves a dense residential area at Columbia Gateway, the Dorsey MARC
Station, and Fort Meade. This service connects to the MARC train and could potentially
connect to Howard Transit’s Red, Gold, Purple, and Grey Routes and Connect-A-Ride
Route K. It could be combined with a Red Express which would operate express from

Columbia Town Center to the Gateway area, then local to Dorsey MARC, and on to
NSA and FGGM.

Revised Blue Route: Columbia Town Center and Clarksville - NSA/EUL/Fort
Meade. Portrayed in Figure 5-7, these two routes would operate during peak morning
and evening hours as express commuter services.. The dark blue route serves
residential areas in Clarksville, the Clarksville Park and Ride Lot, the Savage MARC
Station, NSA, the EUL, and Fort Meade. The lighter blue route serves Columbia Town
Center, the Broken Land East and West Park and Ride Lots, the Savage MARC Station,
NSA, the EUL, and Fort Meade. These routes connect to the MARC train and could
potentially connect with Howard Transit’s Orange, Silver, Brown, and Purple Routes
and Connect-A-Ride Route K. Howard County has been discussing the possibility of
obtaining some funding for this service from NSA.

Table 5-5 provides a summary of the estimated annual operating costs and
capital costs associated with the services in the proposed initial network. The operating
costs are based on the current CTC rate with First Transit, plus the CTC management
fee; all proposed routes are designed to operate Monday through Friday. The TDPs
also contain other route concepts, including services from Anne Arundel County. These
other route concepts are described in the Anne Arundel TDP and may be considered for
implementation beyond the proposed initial network.

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

The proposed plan includes several additional studies to address issues
identified in this study in more detail. These include the following:

e Organizational Assessment: This study would build upon the TDP and the
current MTA Task Order on CTC Sustainability to assess the current transit
management structure for Howard County, develop alternatives, assess the
costs and benefits of each, and present recommendations for any needed
changes. It is estimated to cost $30-50,000 dollars, and may be largely funded
by MTA. It should follow the TDP in the near future.

Howard County Short-Range KF H
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Table 5-5: Proposed BRAC Network Elements for Howard County

Estimated Annual Estimated
Route Operating Cost Capital Cost
HOWARD COUNTY
Columbia Gateway - Dorsey MARC - Fort Meade $200,650 $620,000
Blue (Columbia Town Center - NSA/EUL/Fort Meade $100,325 $620,000
Blue (Clarksville - NSA /EUL/Fort Meade) $100,325 $620,000
Total $401,300 $1,860,000
Notes:

1) Cost per hour is current contract rate of $65.83 per hour. Assumes operation of County-owned vehicles and no
incremental increase in management costs.

2) Howard County is interested in purchasing Hybrid medium duty, low floor 30, 10-year/350,000 miles bus,
cubic/GFI Odyssey farebox, air-ride suspension, bike rack, misc. options - FY 2010 = $310,000/ vehicle.

e Paratransit Performance Review and Taxi Voucher Feasibility Study: This
study would bring in expertise on paratransit performance, scheduling, and
dispatching to review the current paratransit program, including user
policies, the contract terms, performance assessment, scheduling and
dispatching, and service quality issues. It would include possible
recommendations to improve service and reduce costs. These could include
enhanced travel training for persons needing mobility options to the private
vehicle (which might be addressed by Citizen’s Services programs), or more
specifically, transit travel training to assist paratransit users in shifting trips
to fixed-route transit. Another element would address the feasibility of the
proposed taxi voucher program, including the capabilities of the taxi
industry in Howard County and the administrative requirements. It should
take place in the near term. $30,000 has been included for this study.

e Bus Stop Assessment: This study would build upon the existing bus stop
inventory and shelter plan to perform an assessment and updated inventory
of all the County’s bus stops, using the assessment guidelines developed for
the Washington region. It would form the basis for a prioritized annual bus
stop improvement program that could be implemented on an on-going basis
over subsequent years. The timing could wait somewhat. $50,000 has been
included for this study.

Howard County Short-Range KF H
5-21 ry

Transportation Development Plan
} ! GROUP &




Final Report

e CTCTS Scoping Study: The Town Center redevelopment activity calls for
this study to determine the size, functions, amenities, locations, and access
requirements for a new, attractive, long-term transit transfer center at the
Town Center. It should also address potential site locations, funding and
roles of the County, MTA, and property owners in the construction and
operation of this facility. This project could involve a number of parties, and
so $100,000 has been allocated for this project.

POLICY GUIDELINES

The previous chapter included a discussion of alternatives regarding transit
service policies. A proposed policy list was included. The PTB, CTC, First Transit, the
County and other stakeholders should participate in a review of these policies, with
revisions made and a final policy adopted through an appropriate process to indicate
that this is the County policy. Appendix 1 presents the recommended policies and
guidelines.

REGIONAL CONNECTIONS

As noted in Chapter 2 there is a substantial amount of transit service provided in
Howard County by other entities to provide regional services linking County residents
with jobs and services in other jurisdictions. The MTA provides transit services linking
the County with Baltimore through its Regional Express (Route 150) and Commuter
Bus programs (Routes 310, 311, and 320), and with Silver Spring and Washington
through the Commuter Bus program (Routes 915, 929, and 995). CTC provides service
in Howard County on the C and E routes linking areas of the County with Laurel, in
Prince George’s County.

Howard County makes a contribution toward the local share of the CTC routes,
but the MTA services are operated by the state. However, in the course of the TDP, the
outreach effort did attract some comments about the regional services. The major
comment, which is included here for consideration by the MTA, is that the services to
and from Baltimore need improvement. Low frequencies, a need for more reverse
commute orientation (more outbound morning/inbound evening trips) and long
overall travel times were mentioned in public meetings and submitted as comments. A
related issue is the expressed need for some kind of transportation service for third shift
employees, both within the County and regionally.
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Subsequently, a loss of funding led MTA to propose eliminating the 310, 311, and
320 routes, based on its assessment that there are a limited number of daily riders who
would be affected. Following vehement opposition from the County Delegation and
County Council, County Executive’s Office, representatives of numerous organizations
and individuals, Howard County and the MTA have reached an agreement that will
result in the continuation of these routes but with reduced service levels.

Beyond the immediate concerns of preserving these services, other issues remain
in terms of future development. One issue for the 310/311 routes is the focus on park
and ride services. A potential rider with a vehicle (needed to access the park and ride
service) may well find that once they are in the car it is faster to drive to downtown
Baltimore, and so they continue in the personal vehicle because the disincentives to
drive into Baltimore are not as great as is the case in Washington. Also, with regard to
the Route 150, employers in the US-40 corridor have noted that reverse commute trips
are not very feasible without local operation along US-40, as outbound morning
workers will not have a car waiting for them at the park and ride lots, and making the
connection to the Yellow Route is not always possible and it adds a great deal to the
overall travel time.

Another regional route of concern is the Route 320 service between Laurel and
Baltimore via US-1 and 1-95. The Route 320 coverage on Route 1 is very similar to the
Howard Transit Purple Line, though the schedules only overlap for about half of the
peak due to the fact that the 320 is peak only, and the Purple Line runs all day, into the
early evening. It is possible that more detailed study of ridership patterns on both the
HT Purple and the 320 could result in services that would meet rider needs while
reducing costs, with State support to the extent that regional connections are addressed
by a combined service.

Some public comment suggested that both the US-40 corridor and US-1 toward
Baltimore should have local service all the way into Baltimore, perhaps more
comparable to the WMATA services on US-1 south from Laurel, or on Route 29 south
from Laurel and Burtonsville. However, one significant difference is that the Baltimore
services would be bus all the way into downtown (rather than connecting to a Metrorail
line), with long travel times that would not be very attractive to Howard County
residents. Another cost factor is that MTA’s Howard County services are all
“commuter” services (peak-hour, peak-direction with limited stops) under the
Americans with Disabilities Act, which means that MTA does not have to provide
Mobility ADA complementary paratransit in Howard County.

Howard County appreciates having the regional connections, and the point here
is to suggest that there are County residents who have requested an additional review
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to see if transit options to Baltimore can be made more attractive in terms of travel time
and frequency. They did not request that the services be eliminated, but rather seek
improvements which would hopefully increase ridership.

LAND USE AND TRANSIT PLANNING

The assessment of transit performance and the stakeholder input have both
revealed that Howard County is a difficult environment in which to provide efficient
and attractive transit. The low-densities, the spread of activity centers, and the road
and street layout developed in the 1960’s around auto use lead to transit services that
are circuitous, long routes, higher costs, and a system that will always have lower
productivity measures. Much of this cannot be changed, or not within the near term.
At the same time, there is a lot of land that will accommodate growth, and that growth
should be more supportive of transit. Also, developers should be encouraged, and
where appropriate, required to provide support for transit facilities or services as they
accommodate the population growth. There are several recommendations that could be
supportive of transit.

The County currently reviews development applications for their transit impacts,
and makes recommendations on site changes that may be needed to improve transit
access, including shelter/stop needs, etc. This activity focuses on the site plans of
individual projects, and it has the County’s Pedestrian Master plan and its guidelines as
a major focus. This TDP calls for a Bus Stop Assessment that would complement the
Pedestrian Master Plan with specific guidelines for transit stops and their linkage with
the pedestrian system. Planning and Zoning should continue with the project review
process, providing comment on project plans to seek better transit and pedestrian
linkages, project by project.

Another area of consideration to support transit would be a change in County
policy (which might require state legislation) to allow the excise taxes on new
development to fund transit improvements as well as highway improvements. Work
on this policy change could well be significant in the context of the Columbia Town
Center redevelopment, in which the proposed plans of the both the County and the
developer call for a more transit-supportive design.

Although Howard County does not have a proffer system in which developers
offer public improvements as part of the approval process, there have been voluntary
efforts to include transit in the development conditions. In Maple Lawn, the developer
included a Transit Management district in the overall plan, providing for a yearly fee to
be collected from each residential unit and from commercial property (on a square
footage basis) to support transit services and activities. The County should consider
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amending zoning definitions and regulations to require Transit Management Districts
or similar mechanisms (including public-private partnerships) for certain types of
developments, where needed, to support provision of public transit services.

Finally, an issue raised during the course of the study is the lack of due
consideration of the current or planned availability of transit in the location of housing
for persons 55 and above (older adults). While the current project review process
would allow Planning and Zoning to note that a particular project is not, or will not, be
served, there is no legal mechanism that would allow the County to require that such
housing be built on transit routes. The concern is that even if current residents of such
developments do not need transit, at some future time there will be a call for expanded
transit service that may not otherwise be cost-effective, and that the County will be
under pressure to provide this service to address the needs of a concentration of older
adults. One positive factor is that most such developments are at higher densities, and
the higher density zoning tends to be in areas with transit service.

Additional policy consideration is needed to help develop the policies and
procedures that would help in guiding appropriate development to the available
services, supporting transit use through transit- and pedestrian-friendly site design, and
seeking support for transit access (as well as road and street improvements) from the
development community.

RESULTS

Implementation of this TDP would result in a significant improvement in the
quality and coverage of transit services in the County, including the following key
changes:

e Frequency Improvements:
0 Thirty-minute peak hour headways on the Green, Red, Brown and Silver
Routes.
0 Thirty-minute mid-day service on the Green Route (linking the Town
Center with Howard County General Hospital and Howard Community
College).

e Expanded Coverage:
0 BRAC commuter service will link Columbia, Clarksville, and the
Gateway/Jessup area to NSA and FGGM,
o Ellicott City served by three routes linking it to Columbia and to
Elkridge/Dorsey MARC,
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0 Maple Lawn/APL/Montpelier Research Park and Cedar Lane will be
connected to Columbia Town Center.

e Town Center:
0 New higher-frequency transit services linking the Town Center to much of
Columbia.
0 New high-frequency shuttle services in the Town Center.
0 Planning (and hopefully construction) of a new Transit Center in the
Town Center, linking all routes and services.

e Paratransit:
0 Capacity increased to address the growth in the population using this
service.
o Taxi subsidy program, transit travel training, and policy and management
changes to manage demand, improve service, and better utilize these
resources.

The program laid out in this study was developed to a great extent as the result
of the substantial community input throughout the process. With the continuing
support of the community this program can be achieved, even if it stretches beyond the
tive-year horizon of a TDP.
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