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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
14685 Avion Parkway

Chantilly, VA  20151

(703) 383-VDOT (8368)  
August 3, 2010
Ms. Bridget Obikoya

Department of Environmental Services

Transportation Division

1 Courthouse Plaza Suite 900

2100 Clarendon Boulevard

Arlington, Virginia 22201

Re: 
East Falls Church Small Area Plan


Arlington County

Dear Ms. Obikoya:

We have reviewed the above transportation impact study as transmitted by Kimley-Horn and Associates on May 4, 2010 (received on May 7, 2010).  We offer the following comments on the related comprehensive plan amendment and the transportation impact study:

Comprehensive plan amendment text:

1. See our April 28, 2010 comments on the February 18, 2010 draft of the East Falls Church Small Area Plan text, most of which continue to apply to the later drafts.  A copy is enclosed for your convenience.
2. Also see the April 20, 2010 letter from Assistant District Administrator Ms. Jo Anne Sorenson to East Falls Church Planning Task Force Chairman Mr. Michael Nardolilli for specific comments on the land owned by the Commonwealth of Virginia adjacent to the METRO station.  A copy is enclosed.
3. The traffic analysis numbers should be updated to reflect changes in the planned land use density in later drafts.
Accuracy of the traffic impact analysis:

4. Following discrepancies and inconsistencies have been noted in Figure 2.1 (Page 12) and Synchro analysis: 

a. Intersection #3; the existing southbound approach has only one lane instead of two lanes shown in figure.

b. Intersection #5; the existing southbound and northbound approaches have only one lane instead of two lanes.

c. Intersections #6 & #11 in Figure 2.1 should show the same approach geometry used for Synchro analysis.

d. Intersection #12, existing westbound approach in Figure 2.1 should have a shared right/through lane instead of a separate right turn lane. Also, there is a discrepancy between the geometry used in Synchro analysis and Figure 2.1 for the northbound and southbound approaches.

e. Intersection #17 should be analyzed two separate T intersections as these are about 150’ apart. Metro Parking and Washington Boulevard is a full movement intersection while apartment driveway and Washington Boulevard is a restricted right-in and right-out intersection. Also correct Figure 8.4 to show the proposed left turn lanes at this intersection.

f. Raw traffic counts for intersections #2 and #3 should be included.

5. Correct the westbound through volumes at intersection #8 to 1170 from 117 in Figure 3.2. 

6. Correct the westbound lane geometry at intersection #7 in Synchro analysis to include a shared through/right lane instead of a through lane for AM traffic as shown in Figure 8.4.

7. The eastbound left turn lane at the intersection #14 is about 250’ instead of 195’ used in Synchro analysis.

Additional traffic comments:

8. Signal warrant studies will be needed for new signals recommended in the study. The warrant study should be provided to the proper administrative entity according to their procedures. However, VDOT requires study submission in a separate booklet (sealed and signed by Professional Engineer) and alternatives other than a traffic signal should be examined in the study. 

9. The proposed signals will need to meet the signal spacing requirements according to the access management standards or would require exception to the regulations.
Planning comments:

10. Growth rate for traffic projections (page 37):  The 0.34% annual growth rate assumed to develop 2030 traffic forecasts appears somewhat low; it was derived relying primarily on 8-year historic traffic data (including a period of very reduced economic activity) and the capacity-constrained output of MWCOG’s regional travel demand model.  An important element that was not considered was the land use growth anticipated for the zones within the study area “traffic shed”.  A 0.5% annual traffic growth rate was derived by VDOT, considering both MWCOG model output and land use growth rates.  It is suggested to use this annual growth rate, which results in an overall traffic growth factor of 10.5% over the 20 year planning horizon (2010 to 2030).  

11. Site trip generation (page 49):  The site trip generation uses the ITE Trip Generation report.  The study considers the ITE report trips to be person trips, and makes adjustments “to account for mixed use development and urban conditions.”  It is suggested that average auto occupancy rates be used to convert ITE report vehicle trips to person trips.  The study does not mention any auto occupancy rates used in the trip generation.

12. Feasibility /location of “Future Metro Station Entrance” and access to Metro station platform:  The “Recommended Transit Network” shown in Fig. 8.1 (following page 71) depicts a Bus Facility, Kiss-and-Ride and Future Metro Station Entrance at the intersection of the Washington Boulevard Bridge over the I-66 corridor.  Shading for the “Station Entrance Plaza” is continued toward the existing Metro platform to the east, following the existing Metrorail track alignment.  There are several factors that should be considered that may impact design and feasibility:  elevation difference between the bridge above and the I-66 corridor below, possible need for a new bridge segment to support bus and vehicular traffic on the proposed bus and kiss-and-ride facilities, Metrorail tracks and ancillary facilities along the median of I-66 (to serve both existing and future Orange and Silver lines Metrorail service), need for safe pedestrian access to the proposed station entrance (such as  along Washington Boulevard), overall cost and possible funding sources to implement the above improvements.
13. Mode share and vehicle trip reduction assumptions:
a. Residential use mode split:  Table 5.2 shows the mode split data used to convert the person trips to vehicle trips in the study area.  As mentioned in the study the rates are based on the WMATA ridership survey based on distance.  There appears to be an error in the metro rail mode shares used for sites within ¼ mile.  For residential use within ¼ mile of the transit station the transit - metro rail mode share is taken as 48%.  However based on the Table 11 of the WMATA ridership study the Metrorail mode share for sites within ¼ mile averages 43% (5% difference).   

b. Bike/pedestrian mode share:  Table 5.2 shows a pedestrian / bike mode share of 45% for specialty retail and 27% for retail.  The WMATA ridership survey table 15 shows average rate of 27% for retail for walk and other trips.  It is not clear how the higher share assumed for specialty retail was derived; it is suggested to use 27% mode share for pedestrian and bike trips for both the retail and specialty retail uses. 

c. Walking distance to the Metrorail station along safe pedestrian access:  Table 5.3 on page 52 shows the application of mode share percentages to the various sites based on the distance from the Metro rail station shown in Figure 5.1 to convert the person trips to the vehicle trips.  Distance to the Metro station should include any additional walking distance along safe pedestrian facilities to arrive at the station platform.  In Figure 5.1 the distance to the Metro station is shown from the two entrances to parcel M1, including the assumed future western entrance (comments on feasibility/ difficulties associated with that future western entrance and safe pedestrian access are noted above).  If safe walking distance to the Metrorail platform or station entrance is considered, then it is possible that parcels A, B, C, D, E, F will be outside the ¼ mile distance and therefore will generate more trips than depicted in the study.  Similarly, parcel I would fall outside the ½ mile safe walking distance, and generate more vehicle trips.  The study may be assuming a larger influence area of the Metro station and thus underestimate the total number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed land uses, which would present a more optimistic picture of the impacts to the road system. 
14. Park & Ride demand and facilities:      

a. Park & Ride demand:  As discussed in the February 2, 2010 scoping meeting, the updated Scope of Work (appendix 7) identifies “Parking at the East Falls Church Metrorail station and residential permit” among the issues that need to be addressed in the study.  The study, on page 70, recommends that “On-street Parking and curb space management should be consistent with the latest version of Arlington County’s MTP.”  However, the study does not contain a analysis of exiting commuter parking usage numbers, future parking demand numbers, other parking demand, and impact on adjacent neighborhoods.  As mentioned in the study, parcel M1 is currently used as a parking lot for the existing Metro rail station abutting the parcel.  There are currently 422 long-term parking spaces for Metro riders in the existing lot. As observed in the study, the lot fills up by 7:30 AM which is indicative of the strong current need for the parking spaces for Metro rail riders.  The proposed land use plan does not plan to replace the commuter parking spaces at the existing lot.  The land use plan should provide replacement parking for the existing spaces and should also evaluate additional demand which may be generated due to:
(1) Planned extension of the Metrorail to Loudoun County and the station serving as a future transfer station to the Silver line.  This line will serve important job centers (in Tysons, Reston, other), regional retail centers, Dulles Airport, and residential uses.  

(2) Additional travel demand generated by both residential and commercial proposed land uses (Figures 7 and 8 in scope document, respectively, indicate that a substantial percentage of trip generation will not use transit, particularly for locations outside the ½ mile radius from the rail station).
(3) The study should factor in the future commuter parking demand to address the needs of the county and city residents living beyond the 0.5 mile walking distance and the needs of the elderly and county citizens for weekend and evening use for events in Washington D.C. and provide for such parking.

b. Transit network support facilities:  Existing and proposed transit network support facilities are shown in Figure 8.1 of the study, and include:  Park-and-Ride (future Garage) and Bus Facility at existing surface lot site and bus bays (parcel M1), existing Kiss-and-Ride facility on the south side of I-66, Future Bus Facility, Kiss-and-Ride and Station Entrance Plaza off of Washington Boulevard bridge.  Figures 7 and 8 in the Scope document included in the report indicate the existing park and ride site (parcel M1) as having proposed residential and Specialty retail uses.  This is inconsistent with the Garage use for the site denoted in Figure 8.1 of the study report.  Use of this public property should be maintained for transit support/ Park & Ride needs, unless the increased demand for commuter parking space is fulfilled in another way.
c. Right of way and transportation infrastructure needs:  The majority of parcel M1 is located within the limited access line for I-66 and the use of this parcel for any other use will require VDOT, FHWA and CTB approval.  The right of way for I-66 may be needed for the future expansion of I-66 to provide additional tracks for metro rail, or transit service or for other improvements along I-66. The mixed land uses proposed, if built, would severely restrict the ability to accommodate transportation infrastructure needs; as such this parcel should be reserved for those current and future transportation needs.  
15. NHS routes:  Route 29 (Washington Street within the City of Falls Church and Lee Highway in Arlington County) is included in the National Highway System (NHS) and therefore improvements to this road will be required to meet the NHS standards for level of service and minimum design standards.
16. Analysis of closely spaced intersections:  Intersection analysis includes AM and PM peak hour Level of Service (LOS) and seconds of delay.  For a condition of closely spaced intersections, queuing analysis results are also needed, to evaluate whether identified deficiencies in storage length can be addressed, and consider how mainline operations and capacity would be affected.  This analysis is not presented in the study.
17. Volume/ capacity analysis:  Table 3.4 (page 32) presents existing link V/C ratios.  It is not clear which source or analysis worksheets from the Synchro outputs in Appendix C are used to derive the link V/C ratios. For example the V/C ratio for Route 29 Washington Street from Route 7 Broad Street to Arlington County is shown as 0.5.  There are six intersections within this link.  How was the traffic volume derived? Which intersection was used?  What are the assumed lane capacities?  Are V/Cs for the peak direction or both directions of travel?  The text needs to clarify how the link V/C ratios are developed.   This comment is applicable to all the link analysis tables for all the analysis scenarios.
18. The intersection improvement recommendations include removal of right turn lanes and also through lanes at certain intersections.  Yet the operational analysis with the proposed improvements shows improvements in traffic operations even with removal of turn lanes or through lanes.  On checking the Synchro outputs it appeared to some of our reviewers that the right turn volumes are not added to the through volumes at the intersection where the right turn lanes are removed.  As such both operational and capacity analyses depict optimistic results for the proposed conditions.  This apparent discrepancy should be reviewed and corrected if necessary.  
19. Given the close proximity to the East Falls Church Metro station and the existing level of bicycle and pedestrian mode share, it is reasonable for the “plan” to provide “significant recommendations to dramatically improve bicycle and pedestrian accommodation…” (pg. 51).

20. As part of improving bicycle and pedestrian mobility, there should be further encouragement to use alternative mode of transportation by providing on site accommodations (bike lockers/rack, shower, flexible work hours and etc) at the new development sites.  Providing limited parking would also be additional incentive.  These are similar to those described on pages 63 and 64.

21. The designations of parallel parking and on-road bike lane on a same road should be considered with great care to avoid open door zone. 10 foot parking lanes should be considered when bike lanes are also provided.

22. Providing bicycle lanes on Route 29 Lee Highway and Route 237 Washington Boulevard will improve the North access to the Metro station.
Corridor recommendation comments:
23. The study recommendations on Page 67 list removal of only northbound and southbound through lanes along Sycamore Street at Lee Highway (Intersection # 12). However, removal of existing northbound and southbound right turn lanes according to Figure 8.4 and also Synchro analysis is not included in any recommendations. If this is true than it should be included in recommendations.
24. The recommendation for Intersections #17 should be revised based on the T intersection and not a full movement intersection. Or include the relocation of the apartment driveway if this intersection is intended to be a 4-legged intersection.
25. The proposed westbound left turn lane along Washington Boulevard at the Metro Parking/apartment driveway (Intersection #17) would require reducing the existing eastbound left turn lane at Sycamore Street. Also, the proposed eastbound left turn lane would need additional right of way. 
26. Retiming of individual signals can be an option; however, the impact of such action should be analyzed for the entire corridor or network. It is possible that the recommended signal timing/optimization may not be functional solution due to network constraints.
27. The intersection #15 improvement “Reconfigured westbound (I-66 Off-Ramp) right-turn lane (remove free right-turn)” listed on Page 67 of the report is neither shown in Figure 8.4 nor analyzed using Synchro for their impact. 
28. Removal of dedicated right turn lanes just because the right turning volumes can be managed using through lanes is not an appropriate criterion. The existing right turn lanes recommended for removal should be checked with guidelines/standards (for example, AASHTO, HCM, and VDOT Road Design Manual) for right turn lane requirements. 
29.  (Page 8) How does the study conclude that portions of Routes 29 and 237 will operate at improved levels of service in 2030, with traffic volume growth and no additional lanes?
30. (Page 10) The scope of work meeting was on February 2, 2010, not January 4.

31. (Page 13) The posted speed limit on Route 29 Lee Highway is 30 mph, not 25 mph.

32. Little Falls Road does not intersect Route 29 Washington Street in Falls Church;  The 24,000 vpd segment cited is from Great Falls Street to the Arlington County line.
33. North Sycamore Street/Roosevelt Boulevard is not Route 237; the southerly extension of North Sycamore Street is North Roosevelt Street from 17th Street North to a half-block south of the Falls Church city limits, and then becomes Roosevelt Boulevard in Falls Church.
34. (Page 65) Parking lanes should be 8’ wide on arterial streets.  This is the minimum width recommended by AASHTO, and is consistent with an Arlington County survey of 100 locations that found the 85th percentile width occupied was 7’ 9” from curb to mirror.
35. Raised medians, if provided, should be sufficiently wide to provide both a standard-width left-turn lane and a 4’ or wider pedestrian refuge.

36. (Page 66)  Left turn lanes at the Metro driveway on Route 237 may not comply with the VDOT Access Management Design Standards per 24 VAC 30-72.
37. A bus layover lane and kiss-and-ride function may be detrimental to safety and traffic flow on the Route 237 bridge deck and approaches (also see page 69, comment 44).

38. (Page 67) The southbound right turn lane at North Sycamore Street and 19th Street North is also the taxi stand area.

39. Removal of the right turn channelization lane from the I-66 off-ramp at North Sycamore Street will require FHWA approval.

40. The Old Fairfax Drive intersection provides important access to sites located on Old Fairfax Drive.  Limiting vehicular access to North Westmoreland Street will divert significant traffic through the residential neighborhoods south of those sites.
41. The bicycle/pedestrian crossing serving the proposed Four Mile Run Trail would need to be located approximately 600’ further southwest than the Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard/Fairfax Drive intersection.

42. (Page 68)  The northbound Washington Boulevard left turn lane at 25th Street North removes vehicles from the I-66 queue.  It should be neither deleted nor shortened.
43. Realignment of the Washington Boulevard/North Westmoreland Street intersection may not be feasible due to grade constraints.  The proposed left turn is unnecessary.

44. (Page 69) Kiss-and-ride and bus drop-off facilities should not be located on the Route 237 bridge deck and approaches, where they may be detrimental to safety and traffic flow (also see page 66, comment 37).

Please revise this study to address the above comments and resubmit it for further review and approval.  If you have any questions, please call Paul Kraucunas, P.E., at (703) 383-2424.

Sincerely,

Thomas B. VanPoole, P.E.

Area Land Use Engineer

Cc:
Mr. Richard Tucker

bcc:
Ms. Jo Anne Sorenson


Paul Kraucunas, P.E.
Ms. Valerie Pardo
Claudia Llana, P.E.

Ms. Fatemeh Allahdoust

Mr. Mohsin Zaidi







Gregory a. Whirley


Commissioner
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