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Area Advisory Committee Two Meeting #6 Summary 
Wednesday, January 14, 2015, 6:30 p.m. 

Universities at Shady Grove  
9630 Gudelsky Drive, Building 3, Room 3230 

Rockville, MD 20850 
Attendees:  
Members 
Wayne Berman Marilyn Fleetwood 
John Brandt David McDonough 
Lisa Cline  Sims Zhou 
John Dunlop  
Apologies  
Kara Guthro Rosalind MacLennan 
Tim Henderson  Tami Mensh 
Jefferson Jex  Melanie Weerakoon 
Toby Lehman  
Staff  
Facilitator – Cathy Smith Environmental Task Lead – Eric Almquist  
Station Architect – John Bull Public Involvement Task Lead – Crystal 

Saunders  
Traffic Engineer – Jason Rashid  Montgomery County DOT – Joana Conklin  
Segment Engineer – Karen Kahl Logistics Staff – Jordan Vann  
Operations Task Lead – Chris Bell  

Handouts: 
Meeting packets included: Meeting #5 Summary; Meeting #6 Agenda, Operations Presentation 
(Operations Planning Process, Operations Related CCT Premium Elements, Safety and Security 
Elements); Noise Analysis Summary, Facility Naming Policy  

Introductions and Overview: 
Facilitator Cathy Smith welcomed everyone to the meeting and walked the group through the 
evening’s agenda. She then introduced the new member of the AAC staff--Jason Rashid, Traffic 
Engineer and the two presenters, Chris Bell, Operations Task Lead and Eric Almquist, 
Environmental Task Lead.  

Update from Last Meeting:  
CCT Alignment on Muddy Branch Road 
Karen Kahl,  Segment  Engineer,  explained  that  the  MTA  and  County  had  met  and  come  to  a  
decision to change the preferred alternative on Muddy Branch Road from a four-lane roadway to 
a footprint that will accommodate the six lanes in the future. Four of the six lanes will be built 
and the CCT will be built in the median such that it can accommodate the two additional 
roadway lanes in the median adjacent to the CCT in the future. Construction of lanes 5 and 6 are 
not included in the CCT project. Karen explained that this alternative was Alternative #3 in the 
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Muddy Branch Road report, it holds the west (Washingtonian Woods side) curb line and widens 
to the east.  On the east  side,  it  will  displace the first  house on Mission Drive.  Roadway details  
such as turn lanes placement and number were still being discussed between the County and 
MTA. 

The  committee  asked  how  that  changes  the  plans  of  the  project  and  the  alignment.  Karen  
explained that it  shifts  the alignment to the east  from where it  was previously shown. After the 
CCT is constructed,  there will  be a grass strip on both sides of the transitway as a place holder 
for the additional two lanes that the county has planned for Muddy Branch Road. Karen noted 
that the lanes will not be built until the roadway capacity is necessary.    
Joana Conklin, Montgomery County DOT, explained that the county has always supported 
what is in the Master Plan, noting that the Master Plan has the CCT on Muddy Branch Road. The 
County understands that Option 4 of the Muddy Branch Road Study is technically feasible, and 
that was communicated to the County Executive’s Office.  Since the MTA has agreed to 
accommodate the 5th and 6th lanes of Muddy Branch Road in the footprint of the roadway when it 
builds the CCT, the County decided it was no longer necessary to pursue Option 4. It was noted 
some members of Washingtonian Woods do not feel keeping the CCT on Muddy Branch Road is 
the best option and has invited the County Executive to take a walking tour of the alignment to 
express their concerns.  

The committee wanted a better understanding of why the CCT would be taking the first house on 
Mission Drive and not the County, since the alignment is in the median. Karen explained that 
from a footprint standpoint, when the CCT is built, it will accommodate the two additional lanes 
by building the easternmost curb line (or the northbound curb line). Consequently, the house will 
be impacted by the location of that curbline.  
The committee asked if there would be retaining walls built to maintain the wetlands. Karen 
explained there might be retaining walls built to minimize the environmental impacts if they are 
considered sensitive environmental features.  A retaining wall would be built to minimize 
impacts to the second house on Mission Drive.  
The committee asked if the CCT would be providing space for the two additional lanes south of 
Belward Campus Drive. Karen explained that the CCT would not be accommodating those lanes 
south  of  Belward  Campus  Drive  because  the  CCT  alignment  turns  into  Belward  Farm.  The  
committee questioned whether or not moving the CCT to the median of Muddy Branch Road 
was necessary, since the first house on Mission Drive is going to be taken in either scenario. 
Karen explained having the CCT in the median would allow traffic to make free rights from 
Belward Campus Drive north onto Muddy Branch Road, from Mission Drive north onto Muddy 
Branch Road, and northbound Muddy Branch Road to turn east on Great Seneca Highway 
without having to cross the CCT. 

Station Design 
John Bull explained that the station architects sorted through all the comments from the AACs 
and categorized them into different themes. From those themes, the team started a variety of 
studies as part of the design of barriers, lighting, and materials etc. The team expects to come 
back in March and bring the revised station concepts. John asked if the members had anything 
additional they wanted to add to their comments from the last meeting. 
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A member asked will there be protection from the weather. John explained the stations will have 
the canopy to protect people as they wait to board the bus.  

A member asked if there will be an area of the platform designated for boarding families with 
young children (using strollers) and handicapped riders allowing them to board first. John noted 
the comment and said the team would look into it. In a follow up, a member asked if that may 
also involve operations and ADA accessibility. Operations Task Lead Chris Bell explained that 
because there is level boarding at the station, there will not be special ADA accommodations, 
since a handicapped person would be able to board at any door. A member asked if there would 
be  a  place  to  lock  in  a  wheelchair.   Chris  said  there  would  be  specific  locations  for  persons  in  
wheelchairs to be on the BRT vehicle, and that will be based on the final design of the vehicle. 
The committee member explained that they envisioned a sign that says “pre-boarding” for people 
that should be able to get on first because they are disabled or have special needs. John explained 
that he is not sure that is something they can do but they will look into it.      

CCT Operations Planning 
Chris Bell, operations task lead, used the AAC Operations Presentation to share information 
with the AAC members about the operations planning process, operations related CCT premium 
elements, and safety and security elements.  
The first step in the operations planning process is determining ridership demand. This is a key 
input needed to determine service frequency, or how many vehicles are needed per hour to meet 
passenger demand. This will also dictate the total fleet size needed. Ridership is calculated by 
using a customized version of the Metropolitan Washington Council of Government’s 
(MWCOG) regional transportation model. The regional model is maintained by MWCOG to 
track how well the region meets its air quality goals. Air quality conformity analysis is done for 
the entire region and measures the impact of changes to the transportation network on air quality. 
The  model  has  been  certified  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  and  the  results  of  
the model runs are calibrated against real world data. The assumptions and underlying data 
behind the model are the existing and funded transportation network, and land use, population, 
and employment forecasts based on land use and master plans. All of the jurisdictions within the 
region review the assumptions and agree to them.  
The regional model is further customized for specific projects such as the CCT. This 
customization is completed in order to more accurately reflect the smaller area where the CCT 
will be operating and incorporates transit-specific elements such as walk distances, access to 
transit, and non-work trips. The CCT model is a variation of the ridership model being used for 
the Purple Line project and has been certified by the Federal Transit Administration. It is also 
validated against real-world data. A key element of the model is mode choice based on travel 
time and cost. The premium elements of BRT make it a more attractive mode choice, which gets 
incorporated into the mode choice model. 
The committee asked if this model included bicycles. It does include bike lanes but it becomes 
more “fine-tuned” in the project level model. Chris explained the Project Specific Model 
includes more details such as - pedestrian links, bike paths, etc. In customizing the regional 
model for the CCT, one key area of greater detail is more accurately reflecting walking distances 
and access to transit.  
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The ridership model generates data on station by station boardings and alightings, which in turn 
is used to calculate passenger loads on each station-to-station link. This data is then utilized to 
calculate the number of vehicles needed to meet the maximum passenger load during the peak 
hour. The required service frequency is calculated by dividing the maximum passenger load 
during  the  peak  hour  by  the  capacity  of  a  single  bus.  The  result  of  this  division  will  yield  the  
number of buses required per hour to provide the capacity to serve and meet the maximum load. 
The service frequency is calculated by dividing 60 minutes by the number of buses required per 
hour. On the CCT in the opening year, 10 buses per hour will be required to serve the maximum 
load. This means a bus will have to come every six minutes in order provide sufficient capacity.  
The CCT vehicle is a 60-foot CCT-branded diesel/electric hybrid articulated bus that has a 
maximum capacity of 90 passengers - 60 seated and 30 standing. The number standing is an 
industry standard. The AM peak hour maximum load is in the northbound direction between East 
Gaither and West Gaither, with a forecasted 893 passengers on-board a CCT bus during the AM 
peak hour. As noted above, 893 divided by 90 (the passenger capacity of a bus), results in the 
need for 10 buses per hour. This translates into a bus every 6 minutes. This is for the opening 
year in 2020, but the project also has data for 2035, which is the horizon year. The horizon year 
is used to design the infrastructure that will be needed once the project is being fully utilized. 
Ridership is more concentrated in the morning as most people are headed to work. In the 
evening, ridership is more spread out because people are leaving at different times and doing 
other things after work. The heaviest trip flow direction is northbound, which reflects that people 
who would be using the CCT are getting off Metro at Shady Grove and going to jobs in the CCT 
project area.  

A committee member asked how the team determines which end of the corridor people are 
coming from. Chris explained the entire region is broken into small geographic areas or Traffic 
Analysis Zones (TAZ) and placed into a travel forecasting model. The model looks at origins 
(where people are beginning their trip) and destinations for each TAZ to TAZ pair. Once this 
information is gathered, it is converted into a large matrix or Trip Table and contains each TAZ 
origin to TAZ destination pair in the Washington region.  

A committee member asked how narrow is the scope of the model for this corridor? Chris 
explained that modifications have been made to the model in the last few years, specifically 
expanding the number of zones, so that each zone can be smaller and in greater detail. Chris gave 
an example--in the District of Columbia, zones may be two square blocks. In this corridor, the 
zones are relatively large but the team has split the zones so they are better able to account for 
sidewalks, bike paths, etc.  

A committee member asked if the ridership numbers for these existing transit systems are used, 
as  they  are  real  world  models.  Chris  explained  that  the  team  has  data  from  Ride  On  and  
WMATA and that is how the model is validated. The committee member commented that the 
Ride On numbers have gone down based on a report that came out late last year (2014). Chris 
explained that the team continues to validate its model as they receive new data.    
A committee member asked if the numbers would be refined every two years. Chris explained as 
the project moves forward, especially if the team pursues federal money, the ridership will be 
constantly updated because it is a requirement of the FTA.  
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A committee member commented that there are no real world conditions yet, because a major 
density area that this project will service has not been built yet. Chris explained that changes in 
land use over time are reflected in population and employment forecasts that are developed and 
agreed upon by technical staff and elected officials of each jurisdiction within the Washington 
region. These forecasts are based on land use plans and are revised on a periodic basis to reflect 
changes in the speed and nature of development. These population and employment forecasts 
reflect  the  redevelopment  of  things  like  Belward  Farm,  as  well  as  other  developments  and  
redevelopments within the corridor. A committee member then commented that the project staff 
must have more information about the development at Belward Farm, noting that the residents in 
the area are not clear on how large the development will be at Belward. Chris explained that 
population and employment forecasts are not development plans but a general idea of square 
footage of the area (which is used as the basis for trips originating and terminating in each TAZ). 
Karen noted that it is based on zoning. The Belward Farm property is zoned for a specific density 
and that zoning was provided by Montgomery County Department of Planning and Zoning. The 
model is based on the planning and zoning future plans and the assumed timeline of 
development.  

A member asked if it is fair to say that Hopkins is only one attraction in this corridor. Chris 
agreed and listed other attractions along the corridor--King Farm, Crown Farm, the development 
slated for the Public Safety Training Academy site, Kentlands, and the Shady Grove Metro 
Station.  Chris concluded that the ridership forecasting is based on a proven and certified 
methodology that is being used on projects all over the region and the country.  
The CCT will be offering two routes: 1) CCT Direct (Metropolitan Grove to/from Shady Grove 
exclusively in the transitway) and 2) CCT via USG (a route that leaves the transitway, travels in 
mixed traffic, and serves the Universities at Shady Grove and the Traville area in a loop). Both 
routes will run all day and both routes will make all stops along its route. The CCT Direct route 
is the backbone service and during the peak period will have headways of every six minutes in 
the opening year. The CCT via USG route is an overlay and would run every 15 minutes as a 
policy decision (meaning service is not required every 15 minutes to meet passenger demand but 
rather  will  run  every  15  minutes  in  order  to  provide  a  convenient  service).  The  CCT via  USG 
vehicles are not included as part of the 10 vehicles per hour needed to meet peak hour demand. 
Ridership demand would be met with the CCT Direct service and the CCT via USG service 
added would be an overlay of additional service. 

Fleet size is determined by dividing the round-trip run time by the service frequency. (An 
example for the CCT via USG was provided in the presentation; round trip run time on CCT via 
USG is 105 minutes and service frequency is 15 minutes, meaning 7 buses would be required to 
meet service).  

At opening, the CCT will have 27 vehicles in its fleet. The number would increase to 39 in 2035. 
In 2035, the frequency of service based on estimated demand is 3.5 minutes, but Chris said that 
this headway may not be feasible due to vehicle bunching.  
The ridership model assumes no changes to existing Ride On, WMATA or local shuttle bus 
networks, including the Crown Farm and King Farm shuttles services. These shuttles are 
required by the County until the CCT is constructed. Chris explained that the operations planning 
team conducted their work with the assumption that those services would not change. The CCT 
project team has ongoing coordination with WMATA and Montgomery County Ride On.  
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Chris reminded the group that the CCT will have a slightly longer schedule than Metro with 
earlier opening times and later closing times so that the CCT meets the first Metrorail trip of the 
morning and the last Metrorail trip in the evening. 

CCT premium elements that enhance the passenger experience and are related to operations 
include a dedicated transitway, which provides faster travel times and more reliable service; high 
frequency service; simple and direct route patterns; branded service; premium vehicles with 
doors on both sides of the vehicle to allow for use at side and center platforms; minimum time at 
stations; off-board fare collection; and multiple doors on the vehicle. The vehicles would be 
equipped with an AVL system that would allow for real-time tracking. The information would be 
available on variable message signs in the stations as well as on mobile devices.  
The Design Team has not yet decided how bicycles will be accommodated on the CCT. 
However, putting a rack on the front of the vehicles will likely not be considered since that 
affects dwell time of the buses at stations.   

Safety and security elements include voice annunciators, which are primarily used to announce 
stops, but can be taken over by the operations center to make announcements if there is an 
emergency; CCTV that will be monitored in real-time; a silent alarm that can be activated by the 
driver and sent to the operations center and emergency personnel; voice monitoring of activity on 
the  bus  by  the  operations  center;  announcement  signs  that  can  be  taken  over  by  the  operations  
center to make announcements if there is an emergency; and a driver public address system. 
Stations will feature emergency phones and CCTV monitored in real-time.  
The CCT will operate on the “honor system” or barrier-free system with fare collection occurring 
on the CCT station platform.  Regular riders would likely purchase their fare via a SmarTrip card 
that they would validate at a fare collection machine on the platform.  A roving inspector will 
verify fare payment via a card reader for the SmarTrip card. For those who are not regular users 
of the system, a paper ticket can be purchased on the platform to verify fare payment. Chris 
noted that the number of riders as compared to the revenue collected will be monitored to ensure 
proper fares are being collected. 

The CCT will employ Transit Signal Priority at intersections.  The buses will have priority when 
traveling through the intersection primarily by extending the green light to allow the BRT 
vehicle to continue through the intersection. This is all done through electronic communication 
between the bus and the signal.    

A committee member asked if the portion of the CCT closest to Shady Grove will be built first 
since  it  seems  that  heavy  ridership  is  closest  to  Shady  Grove  and  then  tapers  off?   Karen  
explained that currently there is no schedule for what section will be built first. There are many 
factors like funding, the builder, etc. that will determine that schedule. The whole project is 
looked at in its entirety; there is no plan to build three miles and then another three miles 
A committee member asked, why not build to LSC Central and see if it’s doing a good job, then 
continue on. Chris explained per the modeling results shown on the southbound graph, there are 
a  fair  number  of  people  getting  on  at  Metropolitan  Grove  and  a  large  jump  in  the  number  of  
people getting on at Kentlands.  Kentlands is a major generator, and there are people that want to 
get to the other end. The committee then asked if there are graphs for the PM Peak. Chris 
explained the reason the team used the AM Peak is because this peak is more concentrated, as 



 

CCT AAC Two– Meeting #6 
Page 7 
 

people  typically  go  to  work  at  the  same time.  However  the  team does  have  data  for  the  entire  
run-time for the CCT.  

Chris responded to the committee members questions on how headways (time between bus 
arrivals), route running time and methods for dealing with broken down buses is handled.  He 
explained bus supervisors will be on the ground monitoring headways and proactively managing 
the system at both ends of the line to ensure correct headway separation.  There will be strategic 
buses, two or three buses positioned along the line, in the event of a breakdown, noting WMATA 
and Ride On both have this in their systems.  Chris noted the 105 minutes end to end bus running 
time includes recovery time at the two terminus points. He explained the recovery time at a 
terminus point is about 10 percent of the revenue time.  

Committee members inquired about the bus storage facility, the training and certifications of the 
bus operators, whether the vehicles will be custom designed for the CCT or “off the shelf”, and 
the typical life of one of the vehicles. The operations and maintenance facility will be located 
adjacent to the Metropolitan Grove MARC Station.  The bus operators must obtain the required 
federal  safety  certifications.   As  there  are  so  many BRT systems in  the  country;  a  high  quality  
well designed vehicle for the CCT will probably be able to “piggy back” on existing designs as 
opposed to starting from scratch.  The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) assumes a 12-year 
life of vehicle. The FTA insists a transit system uses a vehicle for 12 years before giving money 
to buy new ones. Chris used the example of the WMATA buses that are older than 12 years just 
beginning to be replaced, noting the 12 years reflects that the bus is not at the end of its useful 
life.   
A member asked what the ridership projections are at the Belward Station. Chris did not have 
that information with him, but will provide the requested data to the tech team to share at the 
next AAC Two meeting in March.  The committee member then asked since the Belward Farm 
area will begin building before the CCT opens and they can only build up to a certain point 
without the CCT, what is the baseline ridership and what will it grow to. Chris explained that 
would be dictated by what is assumed in the population and employment forecasting. The 
committee member then asked how large is the TAZ in Belward Farm?  Chris explained that he 
believes  Belward  will  have  at  least  two  TAZs  in  it,  but  he  could  not  answer  that  specifically.  
Cathy explained that this question would be noted in the minutes and discussed at the beginning 
of the next meeting.  

Noise Monitoring Process and Results 
Eric Almquist introduced himself and reviewed his role in the project. He is managing the 
development of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environmental Assessment 
(EA). Eric explained that this document is required of the project, as it will likely involve federal 
funding, noting the FTA is the lead agency responsible for the assessment.  

Eric explained that one of the key components of the EA is the study of noise and the types of 
noise impacts that the project will have on “sensitive receptor locations” along the project 
corridor. Sensitive receptor locations include: residences, parks, schools, hospitals, hotels, etc. 
Eric explained that the noise assessment has been ongoing for several months as the initial 
measurements were taken throughout the corridor in 2014, and he will be sharing some of the 
preliminary findings that will be documented in the EA.  



 

CCT AAC Two– Meeting #6 
Page 8 
 

Eric noted that there was a one page document, “Noise Analysis Summary” included in the 
meeting handouts.  

When the noise analysis was conducted, the FTA’s guidelines were used to compile the 
information. The FTA looks at the existing, or ambient, noise environment and compares that to 
the noise that will occur from the project itself. Eric explained that this methodology is different 
from that used in the Federal Highway Administration’s methodology as it compares project-
level noise to current noise. Eric explained that the more noise that is there today, the more 
tolerant the receptor-specific location is to the project.  

For this study, the team looked at 41 representative noise receptor locations, noting the locations 
are marked on the map on the back of the Noise Analysis Summary handout. Eric noted that this 
is representative of the larger community. The team would set up a noise monitor for 24 hours to 
measure ambient noise at a receptor location to determine what the ambient background noise is 
at each of the 41 locations. Based on the guidelines of the FTA, the team then conducts an 
impact assessment. The impact assessment has different threshold levels based on the FTA Noise 
and Vibration impact methodology. Eric explained that in a quiet existing environment, FTA 
provides an adjustment with a lower impact threshold, and in a noisier environment, an 
adjustment is provided with a higher impact threshold. Collectively, these adjustments determine 
whether there is no impact at a receptor, a moderate impact or a severe impact. Out of the 41 
receptors there were three locations that had a moderate impact, and the rest were determined to 
have no impact. Eric noted that the table shown on the Noise Analysis Summary handout shows 
the location of the moderate noise impact areas, which all happen to be within the AAC Two 
area. The three locations are along Great Seneca Highway, at Hillside Lake Terrace and Upshire 
Circle. Eric further explained that the noise information listed on the table in the handout is 
measured in decibels.  Decibels are defined as the measurement for sound pressure and vibration 
levels. The existing noise level determines what is considered either a moderate or severe impact.  
Using receptor site R08 as an example, Eric explained that the existing noise level is at 61, which 
is the ambient noise average of both day and night. FTA guidelines say there is a moderate 
impact if the project has a decibel reading between 59 and 64. This is predicted based on traffic 
of the CCT including the number of buses, the type of bus, etc.     
The committee member then asked if that area already qualified as an area of moderate impact 
without the addition of the CCT. Eric explained the FTA only looks at the impact of the project, 
so there would be no assessment of noise mitigation if there were no project. The committee 
member then inquired if the baseline is at 61 and the project is 61 does it mean the bus will not 
impact the area. Eric explained that the numbers have to be looked at separately--the 61 on the 
right  is  the  noise  generated  by  the  bus;  it  is  not  the  area  as  a  whole.  Eric  noted  the  existing  
ambient or baseline noise level and noise level created by the BRT vehicles happen to be the 
same number of decibels. Chris explained if the project made two decibels less noise it would 
still be considered a moderate impact because it falls within the moderate impact range of 59-64 
decibels.  
The committee asked if the bus does or does not add much more noise. Eric explained that this is 
not shown on that table as that is a different analysis methodology. The analysis is looking at the 
ambient noise that sets the thresholds for the FTA impact levels, then the project is measured and 
the team sees if the project fits into those thresholds.  At three locations it fits into the moderate 
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impact threshold. The committee then asked what does that mean for the people who live in that 
area.  

Eric explained that FTA guidelines imply there is no impact, moderate impact, or severe impact 
and that determines what the projects should do in terms of mitigation. The policy says if there is 
severe impact, mitigation must be considered; if there is moderate impact, mitigation can be 
considered, and if there is no impact, no mitigation is considered. MTA has decided that for 
moderate impacts for this project, it will follow the State Highway Administration’s (SHA) noise 
policy for consideration of mitigation for moderate impacts, noting the team will be looking at 
mitigation for those three areas.  
The committee then asked if the project would look at mitigation or get mitigation. Eric 
explained that at this moment the team will be looking at it. He further explained the reason is 
that it involves a lot of input in terms of whether or not the mitigation actually occurs. There are 
two things to consider regarding mitigation based on SHA’s guidelines:  

 Feasibility — whether or not there is sound benefit to providing noise mitigation such as 
building a noise wall. Example: if a barrier is built, will it actually reduce the noise? Is it 
a worthwhile investment? Does it produce a hazardous sight line? Does it block access to 
driveways?  

 Reasonableness — A cost benefit  analysis is  performed. How much of the wall  is  there 
going  to  be  per  affected  residence?  (The  actual  threshold  for  providing  a  noise  wall  is  
2700 square feet per impacted residence.)  

Eric explained there is one final factor: the community opinion. If 25 percent of the potentially 
benefitted  residents  speak  out  against  the  barrier,  SHA’s  policy  is  to  then  go  to  a  formal  vote  
within the benefited residents.  

A committee member asked how a benefited resident is determined. Eric explained a benefited 
resident is someone who would experience noise reduction that makes the wall feasible. Eric 
gave an example - if the noise reduction is only one decibel it probably is not worthwhile.  
The committee then asked if the residence across the street from the receptor site gets a vote, or 
is considered a benefited residence. Eric explained this would depend on whether or not that 
residence would experience an actual benefit from the noise mitigation. In a follow up, the 
committee asked when that would be determined. Eric explained that would happen during the 
design phase of the project. 

Eric then explained in the EA, the team will show where there are feasible and reasonable 
mitigation  locations,  noting  that  they  are  simply  possible  noise  abatement  locations.  The  team  
will also engage the community that would benefit from those barriers. Eric noted that the 
barriers are not necessarily walls--they could be a mixture of things including a berm or a short 
wall.  
The committee asked in order for the walls to work, would there be a need to add a wall to the 
north side of Great Seneca Highway. Eric explained that would be factored in the modeling, but 
that  is  based on what is  happening directly adjacent to the wall.  There can be walls on just  one 
side--typically when the noise bounces off the wall it bounces out and dissipates up and out. 
However, there are channel effects that can occur and that is something the team will pay 
attention to.  
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The committee asked if announcements from the bus or station platform were included in the 
noise model. Karen explained that announcements are made for the people on the bus, not to 
echo out to people on the platform. The committee asserted that the Ride On buses “blast” their 
bus route information as the bus approaches. Karen explained there would only be one bus at the 
station at a time traveling a set route so there would be no need to announce the route.  
The  committee  asked  what  kind  of  bus  is  being  used  in  the  model.   Eric  explained  that  the  
vehicles would be hybrid diesel/electric buses. The team is basing the model on a worst-case 
scenario as technology may change between now and when the fleet is purchased.     

Facility Naming Policy 
Cathy briefly explained the Facility Naming Policy. Cathy noted the MTA’s policy is to keep the 
name simple, make it easily recognizable, to possibly reflect the location of the station. It should 
identify the community and should be within the transit system context. 

Cathy noted that the guidelines are listed on the handout and highlighted some of them. She 
explained there would be no naming rights. She asked the members to read over the handout and 
feel free to discuss the Naming Policy with their neighbors and communities.  
A member asked if there is a time to give station name suggestions. Cathy explained that the 
team will take suggestions that will be combined and incorporated in the final decision. A 
member  asked  if  the  names  that  are  currently  on  the  map  as  station  names  can  be  considered.  
Karen said no and explained the names are used strictly for engineering purposes. (Correction: If 
the station name currently being used is preferred and meets the guidelines set in the policy, it 
can be chosen as the final name.) 
A committee member asked at what point the names would be finalized. Cathy explained that the 
since this is a forum where the community is represented, members can give the staff the name 
suggestions and the staff can pass it on to the MTA.  

A committee member asked if the bus will be branded as the CCT, noting that some of the other 
lines that have been shown have a color name associated with them. Chris said that the bus will 
definitely have a branded color and design.  He noted that would be something discussed further 
along in the process, but he is unsure of what the name of the line will be.   

General Discussion/Closing Thoughts: 
A committee member asked if there had been any headway made about the amount of bike 
parking at the stations. Karen explained that this will be part of a larger study and, internally, the 
team is  looking  to  have  a  meeting  on  bicycles  with  the  County  and  Maryland-National  Capital  
Parks and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) to talk about access to the station, the amount of 
bike riders anticipated to use the system, and the amount of bike parking there needs to be at the 
stations.  A  member  asked  if  that  would  be  a  topic  in  the  March  meeting.  Karen  explained  the  
topic for the next meeting is M-NCPPC Bike Planning approach. John explained that they are 
coordinating on space for bike storage and that the team has the right clearance for the number of 
bike parking spots based on the estimated number of people riding bikes to the station.  
A committee member commented that some of the property owners are more than willing to give 
more land adjacent to the station to accommodate more bike parking. In a previous meeting, it 
was said there is not enough space for bike parking.  The member also commented that they sit 
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on another committee that talks about the infiltration of Great Seneca Highway as part of the 
master plan and there was a presentation to the City of Rockville, the City of Gaithersburg and 
M-NCPPC on a bike network. The member concluded there are not bike networks at this 
moment  that  will  serve  the  CCT.  There  is  a  proposal  that  has  been  submitted  to  M-NCPPC to  
talk about having the jurisdictions come up with a coherent plan for bikeways and bike stations 
that  get  people  to  and  from  their  homes  and  offices  to  the  CCT  stations.  Karen  explained  the  
CCT’s position is to provide the CCT and it is M-NCPPC and Montgomery County’s charge to 
develop the bicycle network that brings people to the CCT.  It is not in the CCT’s scope of work 
to create a bicycle network. The member then asked since this goes beyond the jurisdiction of M-
NCPPC, could the County, City of Rockville and City of Gaithersburg be invited to the March 
AAC Two meeting. Crystal Saunders, Public Involvement Task Lead assured the member that 
the team is coordinating with the appropriate agencies now.   

A member commented that without the parking at the CCT station--whether there is a bike 
network or not--a bicyclist cannot bike to the CCT station. The member asked that the planners 
at least consider other alternatives to allow for large amounts of bicycle parking along the route, 
so that instead of each station having a number of people walking to the station, have a greater 
number of people who can bike or walk  to  the  station.  It  broadens  the  ability  of  getting  to  the  
station without cars. Karen explained that that is part of what the ridership models Chris showed 
does--it forecasts how many people are anticipated to walk to the station, how many will bike, 
how many will drive to the station.  

Cathy explained that this will be a big discussion for the next meeting and asked that it be held 
until the committee meets again in March.  

Joana added that in addition to bike parking, the team needs to look at BikeShare as well, noting 
that some of these locations already have BikeShare (King Farm, USG, and Shady Grove). She 
said that her hope is that the team will look at where they can put BikeShare stations at most, if 
not all, of the CCT stations.    

Next Meeting: 
Cathy announced that the next meeting topics will include Environmental, Station Update, and 
the M-NCPPC Bike Planning Presentation. She reminded members that the meeting will be held 
at USG on March 18th.  

The meeting adjourned at 8:47pm.  
### 


