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The FHWA has determined that this project will not have any significant
impact on the environment. This Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
is based on the Environmental Assessment (EA) and the attached informa-
tion, which summarizes the assessment and documents the selection of
Alternative B. The minimal impacts, which will occur, are summarized in
the attached Comparison of Alternatives Table and further discussed in
this document and the EA. The FHWA has full responsibility under NEPA

for the scope and content of the EA, which has been independently evaluated
by FHWA and determined to adequately discuss the issues and impacts of

the proposed project. The EA contains sufficient evidence for determining
that an EIS is not required.

The FHWA recognizes that opposition exists to this project. This is
evidenced by the public hearing transcript. Public comments were analyzed
by FHWA and SHA and used in the evaluation of the project, prior to making
a final decision.
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Maryland Department of Transportation Lowsl K. Bridwed
State Highway Administration M. S. Caltrider
Aministreia

June 7, 1982

MEMORANDUM

T0: Mr. William I. Slacum, Secretary
' State Roads Commission

FROM:  Hal Kassoff, Director g’y
Office of Planning and v
Preliminary Engineering g

SUBJECT: Contract No. M 512-185-372
FAP No. 1-495-2(188)10
[1-495 (Capital Beltway)
West of 1-270 to West of
Maryland 97

The Bureau of Project Planning is preparing a Finding
of No Significant Impact Document for the subject project.
It is anticipated that this document will be ready to submit
to the Federal Highway Administration during the month of
August, 1982. The decision to proceed with the Finding of
No Significant Impact recommending Build Alternative B, for
Location and Design Approval was made by Administrator
Caltrider at a meeting on May 24, 1982. Alternative 'B'
consists of widening the existing six (6) lane highway to
eight (8) lanes by the addition of a fourth through traffic
lane in each direction, and the incorporation of other
capacity and safety improvements which can be accomplished
within the existing right-of-way.

A summary of this meeting and the Project Planning
Recommendation Report is attached.

This information is being sent to you as part of the
procedure by which you submit the action to Mr. Caltrider,
receive his approval, and formally record and file this action.

!y telephone number Is 659-1110
Teletypewriter for impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toil Free
P.0. Box 717 1 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 . 0717



Mr. William I. Slacum

June 71
Page 2

1982

ADMINISTRATOR'S CONCURRENCE:

I concur with the above information.

&/7/Pr

DATE
HK:bk
Attachments:
cc: Mr. Frederick Gottemoeller
Mr. Wm. K. Lee, III
Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi
Mr. Roy Gingrich
Mr. Larry Saben
Mr. Gordon E. Dailey
ir. Thomas L. Cloonan
Mr. Patrick Dionne
Mr. Wm. F. Schneider, Jdr.
Mr. Edward M. Loskot
Mr. Charles R. Anderson
Mr. Jderry L. White
Mr. Thomas Hicks
Mr. James A. Hester
Mr. S. Lewis Helwig
Mr. Foster Hoffman
Mr. Louis Ege
Mr. Ronald E. Moon
Mr. David W. Wallace
Mr. Albert L. Kuhl

~

M. S. Caltrider
State Highway Administrator

L
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MEMORANDUM OF ACTION OF STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATOR M. S. CALTRIDER
MONDAY, JUNE 7, 1982

CONCURRENCE WITH PRIOR ACTION

In accordance with Chapter V of the Maryland Action Plan, a Final
Environmental Document (Finding of No Significant Impact) is being prepared
for the project listed below. Location anc Design approval will be recuestied
from the Federal Highway Administration for Aliernatiive 'B'.

1. State Contract No. M-512-185-372
F.A.P. No. I-495-1(188)10
I-495 (Capital Beltway) West of
I-270 to West of Maryland 97,

The decision to proceed in this manner was made by the Acdzinistrator
at a staff meeting held on May 24, 1982.

Copy: Mr. F. Cottemceller
Mr. W. X. Lee, III '
Mr. H. Kassoff

Mr. G, E. Deiley

Mr. E. T. Carmponeschi

Mr. W. F. Schneider, Jr.,. "
=

Mr. R, E. loon
Mr. E, M. Loskot
SHA-Contract M-512-185-372



Maryland Department of Transportation Lowal K. Bridwell
State Highway Administration M. S. Caltrider
Admiautrai

June 22, 1982

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mr. Gordon E. Dailey
Deputy Chief Engineer-
Development

FROM: Wm. F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
Bureau of Project Planning

SUBJECT: Contract No. M 512-185-372
F.A.P. No. I 495-2(188)10
[-495 (Capital Beltway)
West of 1-270 to West of Md. 97

A meeting with the Administrator was held on May 24,
1982 to solicit his concurrence with staff recommendations
for the improvement of I-495 through Rock Creek Park anc
for a selected action to be used as the basis for tne
preparation of a Final Environmental Document (Finding ¢f
No Significant Impact). The detailed staff recommendation
was distributed by memorandum dated May 12, 1982, &nd tne
proceedings of the Administrative Review were summarizec
in our memorandum dated June 3, 1982. A Memorandum of
Action documenting the decision of the Administrator nas
been recorded in the Office of the Secretary, State RO&cCS
Commission. Copies of these documents are attacned.

The Administrative decision, with respect to the
selection of an alternate, is:

1. Alternative 'B', the build alternate, was
selected. This alternate provides for the
widening of the existing six (6) lane high-
way to eight (8) lanes by the addition of
a fourth through traffic lane in each direc-
tion for a distance of 3.5 miles, and otner
safety and capacity improvements that can
be accomplished within the existing right of
way. This alternative was selected because

My telephone number is 659-1130
Teletypewriter for impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free
P.Q. Box 717 /1 707 North Caivert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 - 0717




Mr. Gordon E. Dailey
June 22, 1982
Page 2

it will provide a better level of service
than the no build, it will increase roadway
capacity by maintaining the continuity of
the eight lane Beltway to the east, thereby
relieving local street congestion, and it
will reduce the present high accident rate
by a significant degree through the imple-
mentation of the recommended safety improve-
ments.

2. The typical section for the selected alternate
is detailed in the Project Planning Team
Recommendation Report, and is the same as
presented in the Environmental Assessment and
at the Combined Location and Design Public
Hearing on March 11, 1982. The basic mainline
improvement roadway section will consist of
the addition of a fourth through traffic lane
in each direction, to be constructed in the
median of the existing highway, except from
west of Connecticut Avenue to east of Wisconsin
Avenue where the widening of the westbound rozd-
way will be on the outside. This is necessary
in order to maintain acceptable horizontal signt
distances (i.e. 22' from pavement edge). The
width of the median will be thirty (30) feet,
and a continuous concrete median barrier will
be provided, however provisions will be made to
the median barrier in order to accommodate
emergency vehicles. The location of emergency
crossovers will be determined in design. A
thirty (30) foot wide vehicle recovery area,
consisting of a twelve (12) foot wide paved
shoulder and an additional unobstructed area
eighteen (18) feet in width, will be provided
to the right of each improved four-lane roadway
where right of way and bridge structures permit.
In areas of restricted rights of way, retaining
walls will be constructed to provide for the
full 30 foot recovery area without encroaching
on adjacent property. Where existing right of
way 1s not sufficient, the 30 foot recovery area
will be reduced as required by available space.
These recovery areas, shoulders, retaining walls
and concrete barriers are proposed to transition
for proper connections to the widened bridge
structures.



Mr. Gordon E. Dailey

June 22,
Page 3

1982

Design is to be based on a Design speed of
55 miles per hour.

At the I-270 interchange, a new three lane
bridge (length 170'+, width 67'+) will be
constructed east of the existing bridge in
order to allow widening of the westbound
roadway of I-495. Consideration is also to

be given to re-striping the eastbound roadway
to provide two (2) lanes from southbound

[-270 onto eastbound I-495, for a total of
four lanes under the Maryland Route 355 bridge.

Retaining walls will be required throughout

the length of the project in order to contain
the proposed improvements within the existing
right of way. The total length of these walls
is 23,910 linear feet on the outside, and
12,200 linear feet in the median. The walls
will provide for safety grading, and in severeél
areas could support noise barriers.

Noise barriers have been found warranted in
several locations along this section of tne
Capital Beltway. Community coordination is
to be maintained during the design phase to
resolve details of design and implementation.
The location of the barriers, their lengtns
and heights are summarized below, however
these dimensions and exact locations may be
revised in Final Design.

Barrier No. B-1

Along the eastbound roadway, between Wisconsin
Avenue and the existing earth berm west of Cedar
Lane-length 2335 feet, height 20 feet.

Barrier No. B-2

Along the eastbound roadway, east of Cedar lene-
length 1665 feet, height 18 feet.
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1
Mr. Gordon E. Dailey <}\
June 22, 1982
Page 4

Barrier No. B-3

Along the eastbound roadway, east of Kensington
Parkway-length 2300 feet, height 15 feet.

However, there are three (3) other locations where
noise barrier feasibility will be investigated during
final design.

7. The proposed improvements will have no effect on
any wetland area, however preliminary studies have
indicated that in one location near Cedar Lane,
retaining wall construction will encroach slightly
on the existing floodplain. The maximum loss from
the 50 year floodplain has been calculated at
approximately 120 square feet out of the 4800
square foot floodplain.

8. Stormwater runoff and noise barriers have been
identified as the two major issues to be addressed
during the design phase.

Project Planning studies have been performed utilizing
photogrammetric mapping from Maryland National Capital Park
and Planning Commission (scale 1"=200') and the construction
plans and right of way plats for the existing Capital Beltway.

This is an Interstate Highway Improvement included in the
Development and Evaluation section of the 1982-1987 Consolidated
Tranportation Program.

The Bureau of Project Planning is preparing the Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI), which will include all environ-
mental considerations and commitments. A check list of these
considerations and commitments will be forwarded to you following
completion of the Final Environmental Document.

It is anticipated that this document will be submitted to
the Federal Highway Administration in July of this year, with
Location and Design Approval in September, 1982.

Mr. Roger D. Ford has been designated as the Project Engineer
by the Bureau of Highway Design.

Please contact Mr. Ron Moon (659-1106) for any additional
information that may be required.

WFS:REM:bk
Attachments



II. COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

TABLE I: CAPTITAL BELTWAY (I-495) I-270 TO MD 97
SELECTED
CATEGORY ALT. A ALT. B
: NO-BUILD BUILD
6—-LANES 8-LANES
Residences Displaced None None
Private Property Required None None
Businesses Displaced None None
Extent of Concrete Median Barrier None Full Length
Vehicle Miles Traveled in year 2010 196 x 10 224 x 106
Accident Rate - Acc/100 million
Vehicle Miles in year 2010 179 134
Total Number of Accidents in year 2010 340-360 290-310
Air Quality Impacts (Number of Sites
Exceeding Federal and State Standards) None None
Noise Impacts (Sites Exceeding
Federal Standards) 10

(Number /Length) of Noise Barrier Segments 0

Approximate Number of Residences
Protected by Noise Barriers

Stream Modification

Public Parkland Required

Wetland Impacts

Floodplain Impacts

Effect on Terrestrial & Aquatic Ecology
Effect on Endangered Species

Effect on Historical & Archeological
Sites

Construction Impacts

Consistent with Land Use & Development
Plans

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS (1981 $'s)
Roadway/Earthwork/Drainage
Bridges/Retaining Walls

Noise Barriers

Design & Construction Engineering,
Administration/Overhead

Total

II-1

None
None
None
None
None

None

None

None

Yes

o

(6,300 L.F.)
185

None

None

None
Insignificant

None

None

None

Minor

Yes

$11,370,000.
16,870,000.
2,620,000.

8,030,000.

$38,890,000.
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ACTIONS AND
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1-495 IN ROCK CREEK PARK

MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND )




was lowered to 50 MPH as a safety measure. Because this proved
generally ineffective as traffic volumes increased, a study was
initiated in 1968 to explore improved safety and expanded traffic
capacity. This study indicated that the majority of accidents
occurred during wet weather. As a result, the highway was re-
surfaced in 1971 to improve skid-resistance. This resurfacing
proved to be only temporarily effective in reducing accidents,
primarily because of increasing traffic volumes.

Rapidly increasing traffic volumes, generated by
residential and commercial growth throughout Montgomery County,
necessitated widening the Capital Beltway. By 1971, adjacent
Maryland portions of the Beltway had been widened to eight lanes to
accommodate the increasing traffic volumes. The Beltway through
Rock Creek Park, however, remained a six-lane facility. By 1973,
the nature of accidents in this area had become primarily rear-end
and sideswipe collisions. These accident types are generally
associated with heavy congestion, especially when combined with an
excessively curved roadway alignment and higher traffic volumes.

The present study was initiated in late 1973 to
analyze the safety and capacity of this portion of the Beltway, and
develop recommendations to improve the existing conditions. Five
initial improvement alternatives were developed and presented at a
Public Informational Meeting in February, 1975. Community response
at that meeting resulted in deleting from consideration the only
relocation alternative north of the Park. The remaining improve-
ment alternatives were further refined, and presented to the public
at the Alternates Public Meeting in March, 1976. After this meet-
ing, it became apparent that major improvements beyond the existing
highway right—oELway of this section of the Beltway would not
receive public or agency support. Work continued on a signific-
antly reduced construction alternative which proposed widening the
existing six-lane Beltway to eight lanes entirely along the exist-
ing alignment and within the existing highway rights-of-way.

Air quality studies conducted in 1978, using the best
procedures then available, predicted future air quality problems.
Subsequent refinements of the traffic data and available air
quality modeling techniques now indicate that both the No-Build and
the Build Alternatives are in conformance with the State Implemen~
tation Plan and the Transportation Improvement Plan for Clean Air
in the Washington Metropolitan Area.

A Public Information Meeting was held December 7,
1981 to inform interested persons of progress made on this project
since the March, 1976 Alternates Public Meeting. Approximately one
hundred and fifty persons attended the Informational Meeting.

ITI-2



In early February, 1982, copies of an Environmental
Assessment were circulated to public agencies and area libraries.
Brochures summarizing the detailed comparison of the Build and No-
Build Alternatives as addressed in the Environmental: Assessment

were distributed to the project mailing list (approximately 600
persons).

A Combined Location/Design Public Hearing was held’

March 11, 1982 at the Albert Einstein High School. This meeting
was attended by approximately 120 persons. Of the twenty seven
persons who offered public comments during the hearing, eighteen

opposed the project, four supported the Build and five offered no
recommendation.

ITI-3



B. ALTERNATIVES

1. Alternatives

Two alternatives, the No-Build and Build, were

presented in the Environmental Assessment (1982) and at the March
11, 1982 Public Hearing. The TSM Alternative was only presented in
the Environmental Assessment.

Alternative A:
No-Build (6 lanes)

The No-Build Alternative would result in continued
use of the existing six-lane highway. Normal roadway maintenance
operations would continue to keep pavements and bridge and other
structures in usable condition. All existing highway problems
would remain, however, and under steadily increasing traffic
demands, operating and safety conditions can be expected to further
deteriorate.

Alternative B:
Build (8 lanes)

The Build Alternative proposes upgrading the exist-
ing six-lane portion of the Capital Beltway through Rock Creek Park
to an eight-lane highway, and the incorporation of other capacity
and safety improvements which can reasonably be accomplished
completely along the existing alignment and within the existing
highway right-of-way. The Build Alternative typically proposes the
addition of a fourth traffic lane in each direction, constructed in
the median of the existing highway. In order to maintian acceptable
horizontal sight distances, however, from west of Connecticut
Avenue to east of Wisconsin Avenue, the widening of the westbound
roadway would be on the outside. Proposed additional improvements
include a continuous concrete median barrier and a shoulder to the
left of each four-lane roadway. A 30' wide vehicle recovery area,
consisting’ of a 12' wide paved shoulder and an additional un-
obstructed area 18' in width, is proposed to the right of each
improved four-lane roadway where existing right-of-way and bridge
Structure widths permit,.

In areas of restricted rights-of-way, retaining
walls are proposed to allow construction of the full 30' recovery

area without encroaching on adjacent property. Where existing
right-of-way is not sufficient for this treatment, the 30' recovery
area will be reduced as required by available space. These

recovery areas, shoulders, retaining walls and concrete barriers
are proposed to transition for proper connections to the widened
bridge structures.

In order to attenuate future traffic noise which
could exceed design levels in adjacent residential areas, nhoise
barriers are recommended at 3 locations along the eastbound lanes
of the Beltway.

The plan of Alternative B (scale 1"=1000"') is shown
on Figures 1, 2 and 3; typical sections are shown on Figure 4.

III-4
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TSM Alternative

Although not presented at the Public Hearing, one
additional alternative considered during the development of the
Environmental Assessment was a modification of previous Alternative
A-1., Developed in 1975, this alternative consisted of "Traffic
Engineering Measures", such as improved signing and marking, to
improve traffic flow. While the majority of the recommendations
contained in Alternative A-1 have been implemented, other measures
short of the addition of a full travel lane are available which
would improve the safety (but not capacity) of this section of the
Capital Beltway through Rock Creek Park. Identified as a Transpor-
tation Systems Management Alternative (TSM), the following measures
Were investigated:

- repaving and widening of all roadway shoulders
(except across structures);

- placement of guardrail along the full length of the
project to the right of each roadway;

- relocation of all 1light standards and signs to
behind the guardrail;

- addition of double-faced concrete median barrier in
the median along the full length of the project
(median barrier would connect to existing bridge
parapets).

These TSM measures were estimated to cost approximately fifteen
percent of the total cost estimated for Alternative B, the Build.
While the TSM measures would increase safety conditions along this
section of Rock Creek Park (primarily reducing accident severity
and eliminating head-on accidents), this alternative was not con-
sidered in detail for the following reasons:

: it does not provide any increase in roadway
capacity, and would, therefore, not relieve the
seriously congested local street network;

it does not provide continuity in the number of
through traffic lanes which exist along the Beltway
east of this project;

it does not eliminate the lane drops at the I-
270/Wisconsin Avenue interchange;

it does not provide improved recovery areas adjacent
to the travel lanes;

it does not include lengthened acceleration/decel-
eration lanes;

it does not include provisions for noise attenua-
tion.

ITI-5
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Special Construction Prgjectsl

In response to the well-documented need for immediate
traffic and safety improvements, and with the support of public
comments as expressed at the March, 1976 Alternate Meeting, the
State Highway Administration completed a number of special con-
struction projects for this portion of Rock Creek Park Because
these projects provided no adverse impacts (termed a "non-major"
project), they were implemented without detailed environmental
studies. The following list summarizes the special construction
projects which have been implemented along the Rock Creek portion
of the Capital Beltway:

o To correct the deteriorated roadway pavement sur-
face (resurfaced in 1971), this entire portion of
the Capital Beltway was resurfaced in 1977. In
addition, the pavement markings were restrlped to
shift the eastbound lane drops at the Pook's Hill
Interchange from the left side of the roadway to the
right. This repaving and restripping resulted in
improved traffic operations and safety.

o To reduce the severity of accidents resulting when
out-of-control vehicles enter the median and strike
the raised drainage inlets, the raised drainage
inlets were replaced in 1977 with flush mounted
grates.

o To reduce through traffic volumes on the portion of
Kensington Parkway in North Chevy Chase, the loop
ramp from westbound I-495 to southbound Connecticut
Avenue (via Kensington Parkway) was replaced in 1981
by a direct ramp connection to Connecticut Avenue.

o To improve roadway signing, the diagrammatic over-
head signs were reconditioned in 1981.

1 These projects are in addition to normal highway maintenance
activities.

III-6
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2. Service Characteristics

a. Capacity Analysis and Traffic Projections

1980

Traffic volumes along the Capital Beltway,
between I-270 and Maryland Route 97 (Georgia Ave.), have con-
tinually increased since the early 1970's. Average daily traffic
volumes (ADT's) for 1980 range between 127,000 and 134,000. A
comparison of these ADT volumes, which include 8% trucks, with
other ADT's on the Maryland section of the Capital Beltway,
indicates that the Rock Creek Park section is among those contain-
ing the highest traffic volumes. It should be noted, that of all
the sections of the Beltway that have traffic volumes in excess of
100,000 ADT, the Rock Creek Park section is the only portion that
is not an eight-lane roadway.

Since the capacity of this section of the Beltway
is significantly lower than adjacent eight-lane sections, long
periods of congestion and poor levels of service occur (L/S E to F
during PM peak periods). To avoid this congestion, many motorists
bypass the Rock Creek Park section of the Beltway by diverting to
local east-west streets (i.e., Viers Mill Road, Randolph Road,
etc.), with resulting traffic congestion adversely affecting air
and noise quality in adjacent communities.

2010

Traffic projections for the No-Build and Build
Alternatives in the design year 2010 have been developed from
approved land use plans and transportation network. For purposes
of this project, the Intercounty Connector and Rockville Facility
(and its effect on traffic volumes along the Capital Beltway and
local street system) were not included in the committed network.

Projected year 2010 ADT's along the Capital
Beltway will be greater with the Build Alternative (162,800 and
171,200) than with the WNo-Build (142,500 and 149,900). This
difference is due to the diversion of through traffic from local
streets to the Beltway. The addition of the two travel lanes (one
in each direction) and other improvements, will result in less con-
gestion and delay, and a slight increase in travel speed along the
Beltway. Although traffic volumes along the major radial routes
such as Wisconsin Avenue and Connecticut Avenue are also predicted,
in most cases, to be greater with the Build Alternative, arterial
Streets such as Viers Mill Road, Randolph Road, University
Boulevard, Strathmore Avenue, Beach Drive, Jones Bridge Road and

East-West Highway are predicted to experience a reduction in
traffic volumes.
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Predicted year 2010 traffic volumes for the No-
Build Alternative during the PM peak hours will exceed the capacity
of this six-lane section of the Capital Beltway, resulting in long

periods of congestion and delay. Because of severe congestion, the
peak period for the No-Build is expected to be longer than for the

Build. 1In the design year with the No-Build, it is anticipated
that more motorists would divert to the local street system., Such
diversion, while not expected to relieve congested conditions on
the Capital Beltway, will increase adverse air quality, noise,
safety and aesthetic impacts to communities along these streets,

With the Build Alternative, traffic operation
during PM peak hours along this section of the Capital Beltway will
slightly improve. Operational improvements to the Capital Beltway,
resulting from the Build Alternative, will divert significant
numbers of vehicles from the local street system. Traffic diversion
in the design year has been estimated by comparing the average
daily traffic volumes on the major east-west local arterial Streets
for the No-Build and Build Alternatives. Approximately 17,000
vehicles per day will be diverted from the east-west arterial
Street system to the Capital Beltway as a result of the proposed
improvements associated with the Build Alternative. Concurrent
with these ADT reductions will be improvements in noise, air
quality, aesthetics and safety in the communities and parkland
along these arterial roadways.

b. Accident Data

1980

An analysis of traffic accidents has been per-
formed for this section of the Capital Beltway between I-270 and
Maryland Route 97, using data collected by the Montgomery County
and Maryland State Police Departments for the years 1972 thru the
first six months of 1980. During this eight and one-half year
period, approximately 2040 accidents occurred.

There were eight fatal accidents between 1972 and
and the first six months of 1980, resulting in ten deaths. Half of
these fatal accidents involved head-on collisions in which one
vehicle left the roadway, traveled across the median and struck a
vehicle or vehicles traveling in the opposite direction. Why these
vehicles initially left the roadway has not been determined, but
the less than desirable geometric alignment of this section of the
Capital Beltway is probably a major contributing factor. According
to the accident reports, none of the apparent causes of these eight
fatal accidents were attributable to weather, illumination or road-
way surface conditions.

The Rock Creek Park section of the Capital
Beltway has experienced a significantly higher accident rate than
the entire Maryland portion of the Beltway for all years analyzed
(1972-1980) .

ITI-8

D



The two most prominent accident types occurring
along the Rock Creek Park section of the Beltway are rear-end
accidents (47.0%) and sideswipe accidents (18.6%). These two
accident types are mainly congested-related and can be attributed
to the large volumes of traffic that use this section of the
Beltway during AM and PM peak periods (7-10 AM and 4-6PM). Hit-
fixed object and opposite direction accidents are more likely to
occur during off-peak hours when higher travel speeds are attain-
able.

2010

The average accident rate for the years 1977
through the first six months of 1980 was 179 accidents per 100
million vehicle miles of travel. Under the No-Build Alternative,
this figure would be expected to remain fairly constant through the
design year 2010. From 1979 to 2010, a significant increase in the
vehicle miles traveled along the Rock Creek segment of the Capital
Beltway is projected to occur, with the Build Alternative experi-
encing approximately 14% more miles traveled than the No-Build.
Because of the proposed capacity and safety improvements, the Build
Alternative is expected to have an accident rate of 134 accidents
per 100 MVM, which is significantly less than the No-Build.

3. Environmental Overview

This section summarizes the potential environmental
impacts associated with the two alternatives under consideration.
Minimization of impacts has been a primary goal in the development
of the Build Alternative. Because the Build Alternative requires
no right-of-way from adjacent properties, adverse impacts are
generally not expected as a result of implementation of this
project. These impacts are discussed in detail in the Environmental
Assessment circulated in February 1982.

a. Noise Impacts

A detailed noise analysis has been completed for
the No-Build and Build Alternatives. The Federal Highway
Administration LEVEL 2 Traffic Noise Prediction Model was used to
predict noise conditions. The standards which stipulate specific
noise levels are contained in the Federal Highway Administration's
Federal-Aid Highway Program Manual (FHPM 7-7-3). For the existing
land use in the areas adjacent to the Rock Creek portHPn of the
Capital Beltway, the applicable FHPM 7-7-3 maximum (Llo) exterior
noise level is 70 dBA.

1 L10 - the sound level that is exceeded 10% of the time.
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Measurements of ambient noise levels were made at
23 sensitive receptor locations within the study area (residential
developments, recreation areas, churches and schools, etc.). Using
the FHWA LEVEL 2 Model, year 2010 exterior L noise levels were
predicted at each of the 23 sensitive receptéyjlocations for both
the No-Build and Build Alternatives. Traffic volumes used to
predict these noise levels were "worst case" volume-speed combina-
tions in terms of noise generation.

Evaluations were made to determine noise impacts
at 23 sensitive receptor locations for the Build Alternative. The
existence of numerous sensitive receptors on both sides of the
Capital Beltway within the 70 dBA influence area warrants the use
of noise abatement measures to meet Federal Design Noise Levels
where possible. Wall type noise barriers were determined to be the
most effective and feasible means of noise abatement along the
Capital Beltway (I-495) and have been analyzed at all locations
where the Federal design noise level of L o = 70 dBA is predicted to
be exceeded in the design vyear (2010%. As a result of this
analysis, wall type noise barriers at three locations along the
eastbound lanes of the Capital Beltway were included as a part of
the Build Alternative as presented at the Public Hearing. Six
other areas were classified as locations where noise barrier
feasibility will be considered during subsequent final design
phases. Subsequent to the Public Hearing and after additional co-
ordination with M-NCP&PC (see Section V awfor documenting
memoranda) , the three locations along the park were eliminated from
further consideration.

Details of noise barrier construction, incuding
dimensions, surface treatments, associated landscaping and time of
construction in relation to proposed roadway improvements will be
coordinated directly with members of affected communities prior to
final design of this project.

b. Air Quality Impacts

A detailed microscale air quality analysis of the
No-Build and Build Alternatives has been completed. This analysis
compared carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations predicted as a result
of traffic volumes for the No-Build and Build Alternatives with
State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (S/NAAQS). One
and eight-hour CO concentrations resulting from automobile
emissions were calculated at 14 selected receptor sites. EPA low-
altitude regional emission factors were derived using the Mobile
Source Emission Factors algorithms stored in the MOBILE 1 Computer
Program, which is based on the latest version of Supplement 5 of
the EPA document Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors (AP-
42) . Line source CO dispersion estimates were calculated using the
EPA-approved California Transportation System's Program CALINE 3, a
Gaussian dispersion-statistics model. Based on this analysis,
violations of the National (NAAQS) and State (SAAQS) Standards for
CO are not predicted in the year of completion (1990) or the design
year (2010). This project is in an Air Quality Non-attainment Area
which has Transportation Control Measures in the State Implementa-
tion Plan (SIP). This project conforms with the SIP since it comes
from a conforming transportation improvement program.
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Copies of the technical air quality report have
been reviewed and approved by the Maryland Department of Health and
Mental Hygiene "...(they) found that it is not inconsistent with
the Administration's plans and objectives" (letter dated December
24, 1981) and U.S. EPA "...(they) have no objection to further
development of the project (as described) from an air quality
standpoint” (letter dated January 4, 1982).

c. Effects on Rock Creek

Stream Modification

The proposed action will not require the reloca-
tion of any portion of Rock Creek. To prevent excessive sedimenta-
tion in Rock Creek resulting from construction of the Build
Alternative, a sediment control plan will be developed and
rigorously applied throughout the project area. Although some
temporary disturbance to Rock Creek will be unavoidable, no
permanent impairment of the Creek or damage to the existing aquatic
community is anticipated.

Stormwater Runoff - Quantity

The additional runoff contributed by the two new
roadway lanes and paved shoulders has been calculated for each of
the existing eighteen pipes which presently carry stormwater runoff
from the six-lane Beltway to Rock Creek. Although the increased
runoff from the Build is nearly 3 times the runoff for the No-
Build, the percent contribution to the entire watershed would
increase by 3 percent - a relatively insignificant increase. For
this reason, the Build Alternative is not expected to significantly
affect stormwater runoff in the Rock Creek basin.

Stormwater Runoff - Pollutant Load

Because deposition of vehicle-related pollutant
substances (leaked fluids, exhaust emissions, dirt, rust, glass,
plastic, rubber, metals and particles worn from tires, clutch,
brake linings, and the pavement surface) on the roadway surface is
a function of axle-miles traveled, completion of the Build Alterna-
tive will result in deposition of greater pollutant volumes because
additional vehicles will be diverted from residential Streets. As
a result of the greater pollutant loads being deposited on the
Capital Beltway within the project area, there will be a propor-
tional increase in the pollutant volumes carried into Rock Creek by
storm and meltwater runoff. It is not anticipated that any species
presently inhabiting this stream will be extirpated, or that other
significant impacts will result from this increased pollutant load.
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d. Other Environmental Factors

Effect on Public Parkland

Although roadway improvements are being proposed
adjacent to Rock Creek Regional Park, all improvements would be
constructed within the existing highway rights-of-way and no park-
land will be taken or physically impacted by this project. After
review of the 1963 Inter-Agency Agreement, and consultation with
legal counsel for both the Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission and the National Capital Planning Commission,
the State Attorney General's office has determined that the con-
struction of the Build Alternative would be consistent with the
September 12, 1963 Agreement.

Social Economic

No significant adverse impacts.

Historic/Archeological Sites

No impacts.

Endangered Species

No impacts.

Wetlands

No impacts.

Floodplains

Implementation of this project would effect the
100-year floodplain at only one location, the north side of the
Capital Beltway near Cedar Lane, where some slight encroachment
would result from retaining wall construction. This minor loss of
storage area would not threaten existing bridges, roadways or other
structures nor have any significant impact on floodwater elevation.
Therefore, in accordance with FHPM 6-7-3-2, a floodplain finding is
not reqgiured.
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C. POSITIONS TAKEN

(See Chapter V of this FONSI for documentation and
responses to positions taken) .

1. Elected Officials

In cooperation with the Chairman of The Maryland-
National Capital Park and Planning Commission (then Dr. Royce
Hanson), Administrator M. Slade Caltrider held a briefing with
Elected Officials for the study area on May 16, 1980. The majority
of the Officials in attendance supported the project. Subsequent
to that briefing, formal comments on this project have been
received from one Elected Official. Delegate Patricia R. Sher, in
a letter to Secretary Bridwell, dated April 27, 1982, has asked for
assurance that the views of citizens will be given careful con-
sideration, and that if a decision is made to proceed with the
project, the Department of Transportation will ".,. create the most
effective noise barriers possible".

2. Citizens and Associations

Comments Received at the March 11, 1982 Combined Location/Design
Public Hearing

Of the twenty-seven persons who offered public
comments during the hearing, eighteen opposed the project, four
supported the project, and five offered no recommendation. These
twenty-seven comments are briefly summarized as follows:

1. Mr. Wechsler Opposes Build
President, Forest Glen Park Supports No-Build
Citizens Association

- project is not "in the interest of our community or the
metropolitan area"

- concerned about adverse noise impacts

- opposes addition of recovery areas

= recommends a modified No-Build, revised lane drops/weaving

2. Mr. Miller Opposes Build
Forest Glenn

= supports need for safety improvements

- questions assertion of "no adverse impacts"

- noise impacts, sound pressure levels, comparison of predicted
noise levels with EPA's and HUD's standards for residential
neighborhoods, noise impacts in Rock Creek Park

ITI-13
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Mr. Robert Lodge Opposes Project
Bethesda

- critical of SHA's efforts at "honest publicity", cites Alt.
E as "straw man"

- questioned original 1963 alignment and political pressure
resulting in "zig-zag" alignment

— requests more advance warning signs for motorists to slow
down

- critical of inability to eliminate curves

— a greater problem if the floodplain is narrowed

- noise and air pollution

- spend § on highway repairs/transit, etc.

Mr. Arthur Lazell Opposes Build
Rock Creek Hills Citizen Association

- represents 550 homes

- skeptical of costs, should be stated in future year §$

- skeptical of traffic projections, questioned project need

- failure to enforce the speed limit on I-495 is the cause of
traffic accidents

= Oopposes concrete retaining walls

Mr. George DuBois Opposes Build
President, Parkview Citizens Association, Bethesda

- questioned basic cost-effectiveness of accident analysis:
believes construction funds would be better spent on remuner-
ating "victims" of accidents ($1.5 million per fatality;
$200,000 for personal injury; $4,000 for property damage)

- install the very best noise barriers

Mrs. Eleanor Jehle Opposes Build
President, Locust Hill Citizen Association

— supports suggested safety improvements, but not the addition
of two lanes,

— requests redesign of Rockville Pike interchange to eliminate
U-Turns, but do not encroach on residential or park proper-
ties

- requested earth berms, indicated that her neighbors would be
willing to discuss the possibility of taking a 15 or 20 foot
strip off the back of their lots for earth berms

Dr. William Bonner Opposes Build
Rock Creek Coalition, Kensington
- represents 2,000 homes

- opposes addition of 4th 1lane, believes it will worsen
accident rate
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10.

11.

12.

13.

M

- questioned traffic data

- concerned about noise impacts, supported earth berms

-~ cites lane changing/weaving as primary cause of accidents

- supports construction of Inter-County Connector, :"...we must
oppose any modification of the Beltway until an alternate up-
county route to handle its share of the traffic burden is
accepted."

- request re-design of Rockville Pike interchange

- concerned about floodplain and other environmental impacts

9, 10, 11

The next four speakers were not present at the Public Hearing.

Mrs. Eleanor Jehle, President of the Locust Hills Citizens

Association spoke on their behalf and indicated that each would

have spoken in opposition to the project.

Mr., John Whitler Opposes Build

East Bethesda Citizens Association

Mr., William Hemsley Opposes Build

Montgomery County Community Coalition

Mr. Lester Hubbel Opposes Build

Maplewood Citizens Association

Mr . Bruce Drury Opposes Build

Locust Hill

Mr. Al Lucas Supports Build

Suburban Maryland Homebuilders Association

- members of Association built most of the homes now adjacent
to the Beltway

- supports balanced transportation system and ICC

- supports "in-principle" widening of I-495

- supported accident and traffic benefits

Mr. Alfred Nicholas

President, Byeford - Rock Creek Highlands Citizen Association
of Kensington

- represents 350 homes

- supports need for a safer Beltway, believes the Build Alter-
native falls short of improving safety and improving air,
noise and recreational qualities T

- supports earth berms
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14.

15.

16.

17.

Dr. John Wunderlich Opposes Build
Parkwood Residents Association
- represents 950 homes
- believes 1) because sources of problem are not understood
(by SHA), plan falls short
2) improve data base to better address problem
3) another alternative (not specified) may be
better
4) more effort required to assess harmful effects
of Beltway on the bordering communities
- 2 additional lanes will only worsen weaving, etc.
- effect of Metro on future traffic volumes?
- supports safety improvements, requests more data on the
nature of accidents
- air/noise impacts
- floodplain/flooding impacts
- redesign ramps to improve egress and access
Mr. Frederick Lawrence Opposes Build
President, Chevy Chase Valley Citizens Association
- opposes project as a taxpayer, driver and resident
- believes project will only shift the traffic bottleneck else-
where
— supports express bus lanes and carpool lanes
- spend $§ on bridge repair, etc.
- believes more lanes on Beltway will only result in more
traffic on local streets, not less
- "makes motorists pay for peak loads that they are causing on
the society"
Ms. JoAnn Donnagan Opposes Build
Chevy Chase
- member of the original "Save the Trees" Committee
- discussed original Beltway construction and removal of trees,
channelization of Rock Creek, etc.
— opposes removal of any more trees or bushes
- prefers trees to sound barriers
- questioned when accidents occur
- discussed 1963 agreement and limit of 6 lanes
Mr . John Mathias Opposes Build

Chevy Chase

- believes traffic congestion will not be solved by the
addition of 2 lanes

- supports median barrier

- believes energy shortage will significantly diminish
projected traffic volumes
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Ms. Margaret Harrison ' Supports Build

- represents Bethesda - Chevy Chase Citizens Advisory Board

- represents residential and business interests

- supports Build on the basis of capacity and safety need

- full Metro will increase cross county travel

- supports relocation of the EB entrance ramp from Kensington
Parkway to Connecticut Avenue.

Mr. John Bishop, Bethesda Supports No-Build

- resident of area for 27 years

- if built, make it as safe as possible

- opposed recovery areas

- put noise barriers where people live, not to protect "ducks"
in the park

- flooding impacts

Mr. Terrence Wendel Supports Build
Woodside Forest Citizens Association

- in 1977, Association supported the reconstruction of the
Beltway to 8-lanes within existing right of way

- recommends construction of many of the Build Alternatives
safety features now.

- supports earth berms

- suggests more transit alternatives, especially east-west
routes, Shirley Highway, etc.

Ms. Linda Esterson, North Chevy Chase Opposes Build

- requested immediate construction of median barrier

- questioned basis of trip generation routes, pre or post
energy crises?

- requested noise barriers and landscaping

- construction costs should be presented in future $

Councilman C.D. Gall
Chevy Chase View Council

- corrected record with regard to the Council's position,
(speaker 10) - stated that the Council has not meet to forma-
lize an opinion

Mrs. Margaret Harrison
(speaker 18)

- corrected the organization for which Mr. John Whitler
(absentee speaker No. 8) represents
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24, Mr. Henry Malthy Supports Build

- lives 150 yards from the Beltway
- strongly supports capacity improvements now

25. Ms. Gwen Leopold
Byeford-Rock Creek Highlands

- supports enforcement of 50 MPH speed limit

- requested number of speeding tickets issued along the Beltway
during the period of the accident study (1972-1980)

- requested median barrier, lane buttons

26. Mrs. Robert Bailey
Parkview

- resident of area for 27 years

- discuss history of Beltway construction

- asserts that there were originally no homes in the way of a
straighter alignment

- alludes to support of the ICC

- supports noise barriers, very concerned about existing noise
levels

27. Mr. Edward Bensik Opposes Build

- install median barrier, spend balance of funds on resurfacing
etc. existing Beltway

28. Mr. Wendel

- returned to the podium (speaker #20) to request a 30 day
extension of comment period
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Written Comments Received - SHA Form

Fifteen persons commented on the project using SHA

"Questions and/or Comments" forms. Eight persons opposed the
project, three persons supported the project and four persons
offered no recommendation. These fifteen comments, briefly

summarized below, are reproduced in Section V of this report (page
references noted):

1. Mr. Ed Betzig, Bethesda Supports No-Build
(see page V-14)

- believes expenditure of $43 million is "madness"
— concerned about adverse flooding impacts in Rock Creek Valley
~ prohibit "commuter" traffic from local streets

= SHA should use "more brain power" to reduce traffic into the
District

2. Mrs. Joan L. Donegan, Chevy Chase Supports No-Build
(see page V-15)

- totally opposed to any widening

- active on original "Save the Trees Committee", opposed to the
removal of any more trees

3. Mr. & Mrs, Gregory Gagarin, Chevy Chase
(see page V-16)

- Supports need to erect noise barriers along Park View Road
- noted that the Jones Mill Road crossing of Rock Creek is
incorrect, should be on an angle, not a "dog-leg",

4. Mrs. Gwen Leopold, Kensington Supports No-Build
(see page V-17)

- the original roadway was never intended to hold 2 more lanes
- existing Beltway at I-270 limited to 2 through lanes

~ "dangerous driving" is the cause of accidents

—- only way to save lives is to slow down traffic

- "STOP THE SPEEDERS"

- add more State Troopers

- "What you propose is utter madness... what is needed is
protection."

5. Mr. Algis Lukas, Potomac Supports Build
(see page V-18)

- frequent user of I-495, always finds it congested

-~ to avoid congestion, travellers resort to using the local
street system

- "The Beltway through Rock Creek must be widened without delay

in order to increase its capacity and reduce the number of
accidents in that section."
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10.

11.

Mr. & Mrs. Franklin Peters, Chevy Chase Supports No-Build
(see page V-19)

- there are many lesser cost options, including strictly en-
forcing speed limits

- increase in ADT's predicted for Beltway translates into worse
air pollution and more noise

- opposes artificial noise barriers

Mr. Brian Peters, Chevy Chase Supports No-Build
(see page V-20)

- concerned about adverse impacts on wildlife
- additional noise and air pollution generated by extra lane
- sound barriers are not effective in this setting

Mr. Banny Peters, Chevy Chase Supports No-Build
(see page V-20)

- extra lane would not work very well

- only supports sound barriers if they do not require removal
of trees

- concerned about adverse air and noise impacts on vegatation,
play areas, and wildlife

- concerned about reflective characteristics of sound barriers

Mrs. George W. Reitwiesner, Silver Spring
(see page V-21)

- concerned about traffic going through neighborhoods

- requested a Four-way Stop Sign at Warren Street and Linden
Lane

M. B. Stock, Kensington Supports No-Build
(see page V-22)

- advocates earth berm noise barriers

- opposes "New Jersey Turnpike" type construction -

- supports the views of the Coalition of Rock Creek Civic
Associations

Mr., Jim Welsh, Bethesda Supports No-Build
(see page V-23, =-24)

- concerned about reflected noise (from wall-type noise
barriers) ,

- recommends use of permeable pavements, any increase in the
quantity of stormwater runoff presents potential flooding
problems.

- major concern is noise and air pollution. Because traffic
will invariably increase, what is being done about the sounds
or smells of the highway?
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12. Ms. Cherise Whited Supports Build

President, East Silver Spring Citizens' Association,
Silver Spring
(see page V-25)

- at their March 8, 1982 meeting, "...the membership voted to
endorse Alternative B (Build 8~-lanes)"

13. Mr. Robertson Youngquist, Kensington Supports Build
(see page V-26)

- believes that the Build represents the "best answer within
the constraints"

= concerned about flooding, especially "dam effects" of Beach
Drive and Stony Brook Drives over Rock Creek.

l4. Mr. Peter D. Galvin, Bethesda
(see page V-27)

~ questioned why barriers were not recommended along north side
of I-495, adjacent to park.

15, Ms. Lillian W, Golovin, Bethesda
(see pages V-28, -29)

— concerned about the potential adverse flooding impacts
resulting from Alternative B.

Written Comments Received - letters

Both of the two additional persons who submitted letters

on the project were in opposition. These two comments are briefly
summarized as follows:

1. Mr. Paul Reed, Bethesda Supports No-Build
(see pages V-30, -31)

= lived in neighborhood since 1956

- "Citizens of the area were also promised noise barriers at
the time of the original construction,.."

= questions accuracy of traffic and accident projections

—~ recommends less concentration of traffic, "...spread the

load... support public transportation "

2. Mr. William B. Yeaman, Bethesda Supports No-Build
(see page V-32)

— proposal does not correct serious design flaws

- incorporate Alt. B's safety features into the existing high-
way

- enforce the speed limit
— concerned about adverse impacts on Rock Creek, residents etc.

ITI-21

i\



3. Agencies

Montgomery County Planning Board (of M-NCP&PC)
(see letters reproduced on pages V-34 through V-36)

At it's regular meeting on March 18, 1982, "The Board
voted unanimously to approve the staff's recommendation of approval
of Alternative B subject to the conditions recommended in the
memorandums by the Environmental Planning Division and the Parks
Department." The following conditions are taken from the Environ-
mental Planning Division's memorandum of March 12, 1982:

"1) All drainage alterations, modifications, and/or
improvements will conform to M-NCPPC requirements.

"2) All land surface and/or stream channel distrubance
activities within M-NCPPC park land will be subject
to M-NCPPC review and approval.

"3) The M-NCPPC Parks Department should address the need
for noise barriers along Rock Creek Park to protect
users. If the Parks Department feels that barriers
are not necessary for the park, Maryland DOT/SHA
should reexamine the proposed barriers to consider
the noise reduction benefits for the houses located
north of the Park.

"4) The height of the proposed barriers needed to
protect other residences adjacent to the beltway
necessitates a careful evaluation and consideration
of the aesthetics of these barriers. M-NCPPC should
be involved in every stage of review and design of
these barriers, and should be involved in all
decisions which may change the barrier appearance
for structural, aesthetic, engineering, or environ-
mental reasons.

"5) M-NCPPC should be apprised of all meetings with
citizens where barrier design is discussed.”

The following conditions are taken from the Depart-
ment of Park's memorandum of March 16, 1982:

"The major concern expressed was that no
additional parkland should be used for highway right of
way or improvements. The other major concerns were
related to environmental impacts of the project on the
park, particularly in the areas of storm water
management; air, water, and noise pollution; and visual
impact. It is our opinion that planning done to date has
addressed all these concerns."
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"The most critical area regarding noise and
visual impact on the park is the Cedar Lane area, west
of the beltway. The elevation of the beltway above the
park here will make it the most difficult .location to
screen. While a combination retaining wall and 15 high
noise abatement strucure would probably be the most
effective from a noise standpoint, it could be very
undesirable from a visual standpoint. We recommend that
heavy planting of evergreens be considered in some
combination with retaining wall and low level noise
abatement structure instead.

"It should be pointed out that decibel level
readings from Cedar Lane and Beach Drive traffic at this
location often exceeded those from the beltway, as
registered on the noise monitoring device operated by
Steve Federline of Environmental Planning.

"The second most critical area regarding noise
and visual impact on the park is the area between Beach
Drive and the beltway southeast of Raymoor Road. While
a noise abatement structure would be beneficial at this
location, we feel that it is just as important that as
many of the existing (deciduous) trees on the bank as
possible be saved. A supplemental planting of ever-
greens at this location should be considered.

"Except for these two areas, it was the feeling
of the group that the greatest noise and visual impacts
would be on private residences adjoining the park, and
use of other noise abatement structures should address
that problem.

Other recommendations:

"(l) Existing trees growing on the bank between
the beltway paving and Rock Creek should be
preserved where possible. Supplemental plant-
ing of tall evergreens on this bank should be
given consideration."

"(2) Retaining walls and/or noise abatement
structures should be used only where absolutely
necessary. The comprehensive design should
attempt to retain natural vistas and a park-like
atmosphere, to the greatest extent possible."

"(3) Project plans shall include a landscape
plan acceptable to the Maryland-National
Capital Park and Planning Commission."

"(4) All of these recommendations should be
reviewed, and responded to, by the S.H.A. Bureau
of Landscape Architecture Chief, Charles R.
Anderson."
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Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG)

(see letters reproduced on pages V-38 through V-40)

Draft comments of March 24, 1982,'kevised April 8,
1982,

"The Build Alternative supports the COG/TPB

goal for energy conservation and the highway objective
for improving efficiency through the reconstruction of
existing facilites."

"Staff Recommendation:

Staff recommends the project be endorsed by the

TPB and these comments be transmitted to the Federal
Highway Administration and the State Highway
Administration, Maryland Department of Transportation.”

National Capital Planning Commission

The National Capital Planning Commission, at

its meeting on April 1, 1982, approved the proposed
improvements to I-495 (Capital Beltway) from I-270 to
west of Maryland Route 97, Montgomery County, Maryland.
Excerpts from their report are as follows:

"The Commission finds that the proposed improvements to
I-495 (Capital Beltway), between I-270 and Maryland
Route 97, as described in the environmental assessment,
dated January 20, 1982, prepared by the U.S. and
Maryland Departments of Transportation, can Dbe
accomplished within the existing right-of-way without
amendment to the September 12, 1963 agreement between

the

Maryland-National Capital ©Park and Planning

Commission, the Maryland State Roads Commission, and the
Commission, without modification of the Master Plan for
Rock Creek Stream Valley Park, Units 2 and 3.
Accordingly, the Commission finds that the proposed
improvements to I-495 will not have a negative impact on
the Federal Establishment or other Federal interests in
the National Capital Region, except for the following
issues identified by the National Park Service:"

1.

Storm water runoff: T"Detention devices or facili-
ties should be incorporated into the design, perhaps
to retain on-site the two-year storm runoff
recommended for developed areas in the recently
approved and adopted (1980) Maryland-National
Capital Park and Planning Commission Functional
Master Plan for Conservation and Management - Rock
Creek Basin."
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Non-point source pollution: "Control measures, as
itemized and approved in the functional master plan,
should be incorporated into the design and operation
of the new roadway, if constructed. The expected
increased concentration of traffic on the Beltway
concurrently offers an improved opportunity to
control pollution at its sources. The plan, for
instance, recommends frequent street vacuuming of
high density areas such as Beltway traffic would
represent.,”

Erosion potential: "Grass-lined drainage ditches,
flow velocity checks,  and appropriate outfall
devices should be considered for incorporation into
the design."

"The Hayes' Spring Amphipod (Stygobromus Hayi) is an
endangered species inhabiting the Rock Creek Basin
within Washington D.C. Increased flows and
pollutants could be expected to affect the habitat
of this animal on occasion, even though it is
several miles downstream from the project area.
Appropriate evaluation of these effects should be

done, even if they are later found to be insignifi-
cant."
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D. RECOMMENDATIONS

Following the Combined Location and Design Public Hearing
(March 11, 1982), the Project Planning Team met on April 20, 1982
to review the comments received as a result of the Public Hearing
and from the circulation of the Environmental Assessment. During
this meeting, the team reviewed advantages and disadvantages of
both alternatives, including construction costs, traffic, safety,
noise barrier and other environmental effects. As a result of this
meeting, it is recommended that Alternative B, the Build
Alternative, best serves the needs of the corridor in terms of
increased safety and capacity, and should be implemented.

Alternative B, as recommended, follows the alignment
shown in the Environmental Assessment without change, and consists
of the addition of a fourth through traffic lane in each direction
to the existing eastbound and westbound roadways. A double faced
concrete median barrier would be constructed in the median to
separate the two roadways.

The Maryland State Police Department has requested that
provisions be made in the median barrier for the use of police and
other emergency vehicles. The planning team recommends that
emergency crossovers be provided, with the locations to be deter-
mined in the design phase.

Further discussions were held immediately following the
Team Meeting regarding the noise barriers that are to be included
in the Final Environmental Document. It was the consensus and
recommendation that the three barriers that are indicated along the
eastbound lanes of the Beltway and that are designed for the
protection of residences on the south side of the Beltway, should
be included in the FONSI.

The estimated costs (in 1981 Dollars) of further develop-
ing and implementing the recommended improvements described in the
next section of this chapter.
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E. IMPLEMENTATION COSTS

Alt. B - Build

8 Lanes
Right of Way & Relocation None
Construction Costs (1981 $):
¢ Contractor's Mobilization,
Maintenance of Traffic, etc. $ 4.03 Million
: Earthwork 0.65 "
: Closed Drainage System 1.59 "
: New/Widened Bridges 7.83 "
¢ Retaining Walls 9.04 "
: Noise Barriers 2.62 "
: Roadway & Shoulder Pavement 3.73 "
¢ Landscaping 1.37 "
Sub-Total $ 30.86 Million
: Design and Construction Engineering;
Administration/Overhead $ 8.03 Million
TOTAL ESTIMATED
CONSTRUCTION COST: $ 38.89 Million

A major part of the construction cost is in the retaining
walls which are required in order to maintain the maximum 30°7
recovery area within the existing right-of-way. 1In view of this,
it is recommended that an analysis of cost reduction measures for
these retaining walls be investigated in Phase IV, Final Design.
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Iv. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

Verbal Comments Made At Location-Design Public Hearing

A combined Location-Design Public Hearing was held
for this project on March 11, 1982 at the Albert Einstein High
School, Kensington, Maryland. The purpose of that hearing was to
summar ize the enigneering and environmental analyses and to receive
public comments on this project. Approximately 120 persons attend-
ed this hearing, and twenty-seven offered public comments for the
Official Record. These verbal comments are summarized below
followed by responses to their statements or questions. A complete
transcript of all comments made at the Hearing is available for
review at the Bureau of Project Planning, State Highway Administra-
tion, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland. Written
comments received subsequent to the Public Hearing are discussed in
Part V of this FONSI.
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1. Mr. Wechsler, President of the Forest Glen Park Citizens
Association opposed the Build Alternative and supported the
No-Build. Mr. Wechsler was concerned about the adverse noise
impacts and opposed the addition of recovery areas. In his
opinion, the project is not "in the interest of our community
or the metropolitan area" and he recommended a modified No-
Build Alternative, with revised lane drops, weaving patterns,
and redesigned exit ramps at Georgia Avneue, Connecticut
Avenue, and I-270.

Response:

By the design year 2010, ambient noise levels in residential
areas adjacent to the Beltway will increase regardless of the
alternative selected. This increase would be attributed to the
increase in traffic volumes (mainly "heavy-duty" trucks). Noise
levels attributed to Alternative B are expected to be either equal
to or 1 dBA greater than the No-Build. Noise barriers, where
required to reduce noise levels below 70 dBA, were evaluated for
the Build Alternative. Three noise barriers, all located south of
the Beltway along the eastbound lanes, have been recommended as a
part of the Build Alternative. These barriers are expected to
reduce noise levels as well as noise impacts at most sensitive
receptor locations to below the 70 dBA level. (See Section IV-G,
E.A.)

A 30' wide recovery area, located to the right of each
improved four-lane roadway, is necessary to improve the safety of
this section of the Beltway. These areas will provide, in most
cases, adequate space for the driver of an out-of-control vehicle
to regain control without hitting a fixed object or running off the
side slope. These recovery areas will also improve horizontal sight
distance and are proposed to transition to the widened br idge
structures. Without these recovery areas, the potential for
accidents to occur will increase as traffic volumes increase.

Operational improvements to the Beltway, resulting from the
Build Alternative, will divert significant numbers of vehicles from
the local street system. Traffic diversion in the design year has
been estimated by comparing the average daily traffic volumes on
the major east-west local arterial streets for the No-Build and
Build Alternatives. Approximately 17,000 vehicles per day are
projected to be diverted from the east-west arterial Street system
to the widened Beltway.

The proposed improvements to the Beltway will provide for a
safer facility. The addition of two travel lanes, vehicle recovery
areas, median barrier, pavement markings, the lengthening of
acceleration and deceleration lanes, and the elimination of lane
transitions, will reduce the number and severity of accidents. The
entrance and exit ramps at both Connecticut Avenue and I-270 would
be improved with the Build Alternative.

Improvements at Georgia Avenue are outside the scope of this
project.
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2. Mr. Miller of Forest Glenn supported the need for safety
improvements, but opposed the Build Alternative, He
questioned the assertion of "no adverse impacts", noise
impacts, sound pressure levels, the comparison of predicted

noise levels with EPA and HUD standards for residential
neighborhoods, and noise impacts on Rock Creek Park.

Response:

All new construction along this section of the Beltway would
occur within the existing highway right-of-way. Adverse impacts to
adjacent communities as a result of this construction would be
minimal. Noise levels will increase regardless of the alternative
selected and there will be no perceptable difference between noise
levels of the Build and No-Build Alternatives in the design year.
Proposed noise barriers (with the Build Alternative) are expected
to reduce noise levels as well as noise impacts at most sensitive
receptor locations to below the 70 dBA level. Although noise
levels along Rock Creek Park would increase, the Maryland-National
Capital Park & Planning Commission has recommended that noise
barriers not be constructed along Rock Creek Park.

See Final-Noise Impact Analysis for Capital Beltway (I-495) from
west of I-270 to west of Md. Route 97 (June, 1982).
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3. Mr. Robert Lodge of Bethesda, opposed the project and
questioned the original 1963 alignment and the political
pressure resulting in the "zig-zag" alignment. Mr. Lodge was
critical of SHA's efforts at "honest publicity" and cited
Alternative E (1976) as "straw man", as well as the inability
to eliminate curves. He suggested that more advance signs be
erected warning motorists to slow down, and suggested that a
greater flooding problem would occur if the floodplain is
narrowed. Mr. Lodge was also concerned about noise and air
pollution and suggested that money be spent on highway
repairs and transit.

Response:

Although Maryland SHA seriously studied and presented to the
public highway improvement Alternatives which reduced the "zig-zag"
alignment (i.e. 1975-'76) Alternatives C, D and E), the adverse
comments received from both the public and review agencies indicat-
ed that support would not be forthcoming for any alternative
requiring additional right of way. For this reason, these major
improvements were deleted from further study, and Alternative B was
revised to delete the need for additional right of way. While
Alternative B is clearly not the best highway alignment, it does
offer significant improvements in terms of traffic capacity,
safety, and noise control while advoiding adverse community or park
impacts.

Floodplain studies indicate that in one location near Cedar
Lane, retaining wall construction will encroach slightly on the
existing floodplain. The greatest encroachment anticipated will
result in a total maximum loss of approximately 120 square feet
from the 50-year floodplain cross-section. This loss, in a flood-
plain of approximately 4,800 square feet will be insignificant.
Since the floodplain is narrowest at this point, this would be the
point of greatest loss in storage area. Any increase in upstream
floodwater elevation resulting from this minor loss of storage area
would effect only undeveloped parkland.

See following parts of Project Planning Recommendation
reproduced in Chapter III of this FONSI:

Noise Impacts - Section II-C1l
Air Pollution - Section II-C2
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4. Mr. Arthur Tazell, representing 550 homes of the Rock
Creek Hills Citizen Association, opposed the Build
Alternative, Skeptical of traffic projections, Mr.
Tazell questioned the project need and suggested that
project cost should be stated in future dollars. He also

expressed the opinion that the cause of the accident
problem 1is failure to enforce the speed limit. Mr.

Tazell also opposed the concrete retaining walls.

Response:

Traffic projections for the No-Build and Build Alternatives,
in the design year 2010, have been developed from approved land use
plans and committed transportation network. The committed trans-
portation network includes only those facilities that are expected
to be fully operational in the analysis year. For the purpose of
this project, the Inter-County Connector and Rockville Facility
(and its effect on traffic volumes along the Capital Beltway and
local street system) have not been included in the committed net-
work.

For the purposes of project comparison, present dollars are
used in estimating the cost of the Build Alternative. For funding
purposes, costs will be presented in the Consolidated Transporta-
tion Program in future dollars.

The two most prominent accident types occurring along the
Rock Creek Park section of the Beltway are rear—-end accidents
(47.0%) and sideswipe accidents (18.6%). These two accident types
are typically congested-related and can be attributed to the large
volumes of traffic that use this section of the Beltway during AM
and PM peak hours (7-10 AM & 4-6 PM). Hit fixed object and opposite
direction accidents are more likely to occur during off-peak hours
when higher travel speeds are attainable. Although a review of the
accident records indicates that "excessive or high" speed is not
frequently cited by the investigating police officer as an accident
cause, the majority of motorists do drive too fast through the
study area. This portion of the Beltway was originally designed
for a maximum "safe" speed of 60 MPH, and is now posted for 50 MPH -
providing a 10 MPH margin of safety. As summarized in the follow-
ing table, however, most motorists along this portion of the Belt-
way travel in excess of the posted speed limit, thereby reducing
their margin of safety. )
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CAPITAL BELTWAY SPEED STUDY
Conducted by Md. SHA on March 8, 1982

S\
—
L

Location Starting Speeds in MPH
of Radar Time ‘1 2
and Direction of 20 Posted Average 50% 85% Max.
of Travel Minute (Signed) Running
Sample Speed Speed
East of MAd. 97 9:30 55 53 55 57 65
WB AM
East of Conn. Ave. 10:00 50 52 51 58 71
WB AM
West of 014 10:35 55 55 57 59 71
Georgetown Road AM
EB
At Cedar Lane 11:00 50 52 55 56 71
EB AM

1 Maximum speed traveled by 50% of all motorists.

2 Maximum speed traveled by 85% of all motorists (i.e. speed
exceeded by 15% of all motorists).

Although this speed study was rather limited, the following
general conclusions are probably valid:

Oo The "average" motorists tend to slow down slightly upon
entering the project area (3 MPH reduction in average
speed, 2 to 4 MPH reduction in the 50% speed) .

o The "speeding" motorists seem to be unaffected by the
advance warning signs and flashing lights.

As a final observation, enforcement of the posted speed limit
with radar equipped patrol cars along the curving alignment of the
Beltway through Rock Creek Park would be extremely hazardous
because of the lack of full shoulders and reduced horizontal sight
distances. There is just not enough room for a radar car to safely
monitor traffic and pull speeders over. Although not a compelling
reason for the selection of Alternative B, the Build Alternative
does provide full width and safe shoulders and typically 30°'
recovery areas, from which traffic could be more safely monitored.

Concrete retaining walls are necessary for two reasons: 1) to
retain the proposed construction within the existing highway right
of way, and 2) because there will be a difference in elevation
between the eastbound and westbound lanes at several locations
along the project,
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5. Mr. George DuBois, President of the Parkview Citizens
Association in Bethesda, opposed the Build Alternative. He
questioned the basic cost-effectiveness of the accident
analysis and believes construction funds would be better
spent on remunerating "victims" of accidents (for example,
$§1.5 million per fatality; $200,000 for personal injury;

$4,000 for property damage). He also recommended the
installation of the very best noise barriers and that they be
built first - at the very beginning of the construction
project.

Response:

Mr. DuBois's suggestion is contrary to the State Highway
Administration's policy of expending public funds to improve trans-
portation mobility and improve traffic safety. Banking needed con-
struction funds for this project in order to remunerate "accident
victims" would not solve the safety problem that exists along this
portion of the Capital Beltway. Public funds, generated in part
through the gasoline tax, must be expended on improving the traffic
capacity and safety. Leaving the present safety problem unresolved
and remunerating victims would not be in the overall public
interest.

Travel demand on this portion of the Beltway will
significantly increase by the design year. As a result, the annual
vehicle miles traveled and the accident rate (number of
accidents/100 million vehicle miles traveled) for the No-Build will
also increase. Safety features incorporated into the Build
Alternative will reduce the accident rate to a level below that
expected with the No-Build. The potential for an accident to occur
is greater with the No-Build Alternative than with the Build.

See response No. 1, page IV-2, for noise barrier discussion
and the Final-Noise Impact Analysis for Capital Beltway (I-495),
June 1982. Details of noise barrier construction, including
dimensions, sur-face treatments, associated landscaping and time of
construction in relation to proposed roadway improvements will be
coordinated directly with members of affected communities prior to
final design of this project. Although the actual sequence of con-
struction activities has not been developed, it is anticipated that
construc-tion would initially begin to the right of each roadway
and would include early construction of noise barriers (reference
page III-18 in Environmental Assessment, January, 1982).
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6. Mrs. Eleanor Jehle, President of the Locust Hill Citizen
Association, supports suggested safety improvements, but not
the addition of two lanes. She requested the redesign of the
Rockville Pike interchange to eliminate U-Turns, but
suggested that there should not be any encroachment onto
residential or park properties. Mrs. Jehle also requested
the early implementation of earth noise berms, and indicated
that her neighbors would be willing to discuss the possibil-
ity of taking a 15 or 20 foot strip off the back of their lots
for construction.

Response:

The two additional travel lanes are necessary to increase the
capacity of this section of the Beltway, thus reducing traffic
volumes on the local street network. The Build Alternative will
divert significant numbers of vehicles from these local streets,
improving air quality, noise and traffic impacts.

Previous alternatives, developed in 1974-1976, included
major redesign of the Pook's Hill interchange. In addition to
being very expensive, this redesign required property in the NW
quadrant of the interchange. The ramp requested by Mrs. Jehle (SB
I-270 to NB Wisc. Ave.), however, was NOT included in these earlier
studies because of exorbitant costs and low traffic demand. For

these reasons, the addition of such a ramp to Alternative B was not
considered.

While every effort was made to avoid encroachment of the
Build Alternative onto private property, consideration will be
given to the possibility of taking 15 to 20 feet off the back of
individual lots for the purpose of constructing earth berms during
final design. See previous response (No. 5, page IV-8) for comment
concerning sequence of noise barrier construction. Since this
project is consistent with the SIP, no air pollution controls will

be necessary (see Part II-C2 of Chapter III of this FONSI for
additional discussion).

IV-8
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7. Dr. William Bonner, representing 2,000 homes of the Rock
Creek Coalition in Kensington, opposed the addition of a 4th
lane because he believed it will worsen the accident rate.
Dr. Bonner questioned the traffic data and voiced concern
about noise impacts, floodplain (need to strengthen bridges,
etc.), and other environmental impacts. He supported the
construction of earth berms prior to highway construction and
supported the ICC, "... we must oppose any modification of
the Beltway until an alternate up-county route to handle its
share of the traffic burden is accepted". Dr. Bonner cited
lane changing and weaving as the primary causes of accidents
and requested re-design of the Rockville Pike interchange. In
addition, Dr. Bonner questioned if the effects of the

Grosvenor Metro Station had been incorporated into the
traffic forecasts.

Response:

Congestion related accidents will be reduced by construction
of two additional travel lanes. A reduction in the number and
severity of rear-end, sideswipe (same direction) and hit outside
guardrail/barrier accidents is expected to occur. The combination
of lane changing/weaving along with the presently highly congested
mainlines is a primary cause of accidents along this section of the
Beltway and would be reduced with the Build Alternative.

See following sections of Project Planning Recommendation
reproduced in Chapter III of this FONSI:

Noise Impacts - Section III-C1
Floodplain - Section III-C4
Other Environmental Impacts - Section III-C4

While seemingly desirable, redesign of the Pook's Hill inter-
change has been previously identified as a very expensive and not
cost-effective need. (Reference response to No. 6, page IV-8).

The traffic forecasts used on this project were developed in
close consultation with Washington, D.C. Council of Governments
(COG), Montgomery County, and SHA. Person trip tables were
developed for both highway travel and transit travel, with the
result that the forecasts of future automobile travel does not
include the auto trips made by transit riders to access the METRO
Sation (also see response to Speaker No. 14, page IV-12). With
respect to the Grosvenor Station, the following projections were
made regarding means of access to the station in the peak A.M. hour
in 1980. Also, see response to Speaker No. 14, page Iv-12.

Mode Number of Arrivals
1990 Peak A.M. Hour

Walk 83
Bus 430
Automobile-park 283
Kiss-n-Ride 271
Total 1,066
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8, 9, 10 & 11

Mrs. Eleanor Jehle, President of the Locust Hills Citizens
Association spoke on behalf of Mr. John Whitler (East
Bethesda Citizen's Association), Mr. William Hemsle
(Montgomery County Community Coalition), Mr. Foster Hubbe
(Maplewood Citizens Association) and Mr. Bruce Drury (Locust

Hill) to indicate their opposition to the Build Alternative.

Response:

12.

Their opposition is noted.

Mr. Al Lucas, representing the Suburban Maryland Home-
builders Association, supports the Build Alternative.
Members of the association built most of the homes now
adjacent to the Beltway, and they support a balanced trans-
portation system and ICC. They also support " in principal"

the widening of I-495 and its associated accident and traffic
benefits.

Response:

Mr. Lucas's support for the Build Alternative is noted.

Iv-10

>
-



13. Mr. Alfred Nicholas, President, Byeford-Rock Creek Highlands
Citizen Association of Kensington (350 homes) supported the
need for a safer Beltway, but believed that the Build
Alternative falls short of improving safety and improving
air, noise and recreational qualitities. He also suppor ted
the construction of earth berms and requested that they be
constructed prior to highway construction.

Responses:

The Build Alternative will eliminate lane transitions and
provides vehicle recovery areas, a median barrier, new pavement
marking and 1lenghened acceleration/deceleration lanes, all
designed to reduce the potential for an accident to occur and to
provide a safer facility. These safety features and the addition of
two through travel lanes would be constructed within the existing
right-of-way.

An air quality analysis, conducted in 1981, indicated that
the proposed construction will result in no violations of the one
or eight hour Federal Standards. The results of this analysis are

summarized in the technical analysis titled "Air Quality Analysis

Interstate Route 495: From I-270 to Georgia Avenue, 1981, REOTEC,
INC." ’

See response to Speaker 1 (page IV-2) for discussion on noise
impacts and response to Speaker No. 5 (page IV-7) for comments on
timing of barrier construction. Additional discussion of noise
impacts and mitigation is given in Section III-C2 of Chapter III of
this FONSI.
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14. Dr. John Wunderlich, representing 950 homes of the Parkwood
Residents Association, opposed the Build Alternative and
believes: 1) that because sources of the problem are not
understood (by SHA), the plan falls short, 2) that data base
should be improved to better address the problem, 3) another
Alternative (not specified) may be better, and 4) more effort
should be required to assess harmful effects of the Beltway

on the bordering communities. Dr. Wunderlich 1is not

convinced of the need to improve capacity along I-495, and’

stated that Metro and construction of the ICC will reduce the
need for 2 more lanes. He believed that 2 additional lanes
will only worsen weaving, Dr. Wunderlich supported the
safety improvements, but requests more data on the nature of
accidents. He suggested that the ramps should be redesigned
to improve egress & access. He was also concerned about air,
noise, floodplain, & flooding impacts.

Response:

Dr. Wunderlich's first four comments focus on the history of
the development of Alternative B, and the data to support its
selection. Residents of the Parkwood Association have been involved
with this current project planning study since 1975, and partici-
pated in the discussions of previous Alternatives C, D, and E. It
is the SHA's opinion that Alternative B, as presently defined,
represents the best alignment within the constraints imposed by
Rock Creek Park and adjacent residents. As of this date, SHA is not
aware of any independently developed citizen's Alternative to the
Build. SHA, and the reviewing agencies (as summarized by their
comments included in this report), believe that the sources of the
problem are understood, that the present data base is sufficient,
and that the Environmental Assessment (January 1982) adequately
addresses the environmental effects of Alterna-tives A and B.

The traffic analysis conducted for this project, and the
basis of the traffic warrants for the addition of 2 travel lanes,
included an assumption of "full Metro" and no Intercounty Connector
(ICC) . The full Metro assumption results in all transit trips being
removed from the highway trip table and not assigned to any highway
links - for this project, such an assumption actually produces
slightly low automobile volumes since many people travel along I-
495 to access nearby transit stations. Regional traffic analyses
have indicated that construction of the ICC would only reduce
traffic volumes on I-495 by 3% to 5% - clearly not sufficiently to
eliminate the need for 2 more travel lanes. An equally strong
warrant for the addition of 2 more travel lanes is the need to
provide lane continuity between the 8 1lane Beltway east of Md.
Route 97 and the 10 lanes west of Pook's Hill (6 lanes on the Belt-
way and 4 lanes on I-270).

Iv-12
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As discussed in Section II-E of the Environmental Assessment,
copies of the accident records and breakdowns of the tables
presented in the E.A. are available at SHA. As a part of the

Selected Action, Alternative B, acceleration and deceleration lanes
are being improved and lengthened.

Air Quality Impacts (Section IV-F), Noise Impacts (IV-G), and

Floodplains (IV-K) are discussed in the Environmental Assessment’

(January 1982).

15. Mr. Frederick Lawrence, President, Chevy Chase Valley
Citizens Association, opposed the Build Alternative. Mr,
Lawrence believed that the project will only shift the
traffic bottleneck elsewhere, and would result in more
traffic on local streets, not less. He supported express bus
lanes and car pool lanes and suggested that money be spent on
bridge repair, etc.

Response:

Operational improvements to the Beltway, resulting from the
Build Alternative, will divert significant numbers of vehicles from
the local street system. Traffic diversion in the design year has
been estimated by comparing the average daily traffic volumes on
the major east-west local arterial streets for the No-Build and
Build Alternatives. Approximately 17,000 vehicles per day will
divert from the east-west arterial street system to the Beltway.

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) measures consisted
of locating high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes either in the median
(a 3-2-3 lane configuration) or converting the left-hand lane to
HOV use (a 3-1-1-3 lane configuration). The reversible median lane
(3-2-3) appeared sufficiently warranted because of the directional
distribution (which in 1975 approximated a 55-45 split), and the
physical separation would facilitate easier enforcement, Access
control at the termini; heavy weaving volumes between these termini
and the Pook's Hill and Georgia Avenue Interchanges; denial of
access at Connecticut Avenue/Kensington Parkway; and discontinuity
with remaining portions of the Beltway, however, negated most of
the expected benefits of higher travel times and induced carpool/-
vanpool formation. The 3-1-1-3 lane configuration was deleted
because of the difficulty of enforcing the HOV lane designation and
the increased accident frequency between the higher speed HOV lane
and the adjacent Beltway lanes.

Iv-13
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l6. Ms. JoAnn Donnagan, a member of the original "Save the Trees
Committee" opposed the Build Alternative. Ms. Donnagan dis-
cussed the original Beltway construction (1963 agreement and
limit of 6 lanes), the removal of trees, and the channeliza-

tion of Rock Creek. She also opposed the removal.of any more
trees or bushes and she prefers trees to sound barriers. Ms.
Donnagan also questioned when accidents occur.

Response:

The Attorney General's review of the 1963 Agreement, in
consultation with M-NCP&PC and NCPC, concluded that the present
Build Alternative is not in conflict with the intent of this Agree-
ment (reference his letter, dated August 10, 1976, reproduced in
Section V of the Environmental Assessment, 1982).

Regrading for proposed improvements will require the removal
of numerous trees and shrubs along the existing SHA right-of-way.
Unfortunately, this impact will be unavoidable. Landscaping will
be provided to revegetate these areas.

Rock Creek will not be channelized, see Part II-C3 of Project
Planning Recommendations in Chapter III of this FONSI.

The majority of accidents that occur along this section of
the Beltway occur during the AM or PM peak hours when large volumes
of traffic use the roadway. A large majority of these accidents
result in property damage only, while the majority of fatal acci-

dents occur during off-peak hours when higher travel speeds are
attainable,

17. Mr. John Mathias of Chevy Chase believed that traffic conges-
tion will not be solved by the addition of 2 1lanes and
opposed the Build Alternative. Mr. Mathias supported the
median barriers and believed that the energy shortage will
significantly diminish projected traffic volumes.

Response:

Although traffic volumes will be greater with the Build
Alternative, the addition of two travel lanes and other improve-
ments will result in less congestion and delay, and a slight
increase in travel speed. The greatest benefit will occur along
the local street network. The Build Alternative will divert
approximately 17,000 vehicles per day from the major east-west
arterial streets, thus improving air quality, noise and traffic
impacts. It is anticipated that the diversion of traffic from the
congested local street network to the widened Capital Beltway will
result in more efficient engine operation and less fuel usage.

Iv-14
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18. Ms. Margaret Harrison, representing the Bethesda-Chevy Chase
Citizens Advisory Board (residential and business interests)
supported the Build Alternative on the basis of capacity and

safety need. Ms. Harrison also supported the relocation of
the EB entrance ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut
Avenue and believed that Metro will increase public use of
mass transit for cross-county travel.

Response:

Ms. Harrison's support for the Build Alternatives is noted.

19. Mr. John Bishop, a resident of Bethesda for 27 years,
supported the No-Build Alternative. Mr. Bishop suggested
that, if the project is built, make it as safe as possible
and place noise barriers where people live, not to protect

ducks in the park. He was also opposed to recovery areas and
concerned about flooding impacts.

Response:

Noise barriers, where required to reduce noise levels below
70 dBA, were evaluated for the Build Alternative. Three noise
barriers, all located adjacent to residential neighborhoods south
of the Beltway along the eastbound lanes, have been recommended as
a part of the Build Alternative. Although predicted noise levels,
in some cases, will exceed the 70 dBA level, the Maryland-National
Capital Park & Planning Commission has recommended that noise
barriers not be constructed along Rock Creek Park. See Final-Noise
Impact Analysis for Capital Beltway (I-495) - June, 1982.

A 30' wide recovery area, located to the right of each
improved four-lane roadway is necessary to improve the safety of
this section of the Beltway. These recovery areas will also
improve horizontal sight distance and are proposed to transition to
the widened bridge structures. Without these recovery areas the

potential for accidents to occur will be greater as traffic volumes
increase.

Adverse flooding impacts are not anticipated (see response to
Speaker No. 3, page IV-4).
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20. Mr. Terrence Wendel, of the Woodside Forest Citizens
Association, supported the Build Alternative. In 1977, the
Association supported the reconstruction of the Beltway to 8-
lanes within the existing right-of-way. They recommended the
construction of many of the Build Alternative's safety
features, as well as the earth berms. Mr. Wendel suggested
that more transit alternatives (similar to the Shirley
Highway) should be considered, especially east-west routes.

Response:

Mr. Wendel's support of the Build Alternative is noted. With
regard to east-west transit operations on the Beltway, a separate
study entitled "Beltway Transit Service, Demonstration Planning
Study" was recently completed by U.S. DOT and UMTA. This study
concluded that providing extensive bus transit service on the
Beltway would not be cost-effective. See also response to Speaker
No. 15, page IV-13 for discussion of carpool lanes, etc. and
Speaker No. 5 page, IV-7 for discussion of noise barriers.

21. Ms. Linda Esterson, of North Chevy Chase, opposed the Build
Alternative, however, she requested the immediate construc-
tion of a median barrier, noise barriers and land-scaping.
Ms. Esterson questioned the basis of trip generation rates
(pre-or post-energy crisis) and suggested that construction
costs should be presented in future dollars.

Response:

The projections of future traffic volumes were made using
trip generation rates developed by the Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments (COG). These rates were originally
calibrated using survey data collected in the late 1960's. Since
then, COG has continued to monitor socio-economic changes that
affect these rates, including a major validation study completed in
1980. As a result, the trip generation rates used to predict
traffic along this portion of the Capital Beltway are considered
"post energy crisis" rates.

For purposes of project comparison, present dollars were used
in estimating the cost of the Build Alternative. For funding pur-

poses, cost presented in the Consolidated Transportation Program
will be in future dollars.

IV-16
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22. Councilman C.D. Gall, of the Chevy Chase View Council,
corrected the record with regard to the Council's position as

stated by Speaker No. 10, page IV-10. Mr. Gall stated that
the Council has not met to formalize an opinion. .

Response:

None necessary

23. Mrs. Margaret Harrison corrected the organization for which
Mr. John Whitler represents (see Speaker No. 8, page IV-10).
Mr. Whitler spoke for The East Bethesda Citizens Association.

Response:

None necessary

24, Mr. Henry Malthy, who lives 150 yards from the Beltway,
strongly supported the capacity improvements associated with
the Build Alternative.

Response:

Mr. Malthy's support for the Build Alternative is noted.

25. Ms. Gwen Leopold of Byeford-Rock Creek Highlands supports
enforcement of the 50 mph speed limit and requested the
number of speeding tickets issued along the Beltway during
the period of the accident study (1972-1980). Ms. Leopold
is in favor of median barriers and lane buttons.

Response:

With regard to the enforcement of the 50 MPH speed limit, see
response to Speaker No. 4, pages IV-6, -7.

The Build Alternative includes a concrete traffic barrier the
full 1length of the median. Lane buttons, while effectively
delineating roadway lanes, have not been successfully used in snowy
climates (snowplow blades tend to tear these buttons out after a
few winters).
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26. Mrs. Robert Barley, a resident of Parkview for 27 years,
asserted that there were orginally no homes in the way of a
straighter alignment. She alluded to support for the ICC and

she supported noise barriers. Mrs. Baily was very concerned
about existing noise levels.

Response:

While it is true that there were fewer homes in the project
area 27 years ago than there are today, construction of the Beltway
was originally designed to minimize the taking of parkland from
Rock Creek Park. The present alignment of the Beltway was develop-
ed in close consultation with representatives of M-NCPsPC and NCPC.
(It should be pointed out that construction of the Beltway required
the displacement of homes located along Connecticut Avenue,
Kensington Parkway and Glenmoor Drive.)

The existing ambient noise level is the background noise con-
sisting of all natural and man-made noises within a given area.
The ambient noise levels, as recorded, represent a generalized view
of present noise levels., Ambient noise levels within the study
area range from 58 to 74 dBA. Of the 23 sensitive receptors moni-
tored, four presently experience noise levels in excess of the
Federal Design Noise Level of 70 dBA.

27. Mr. Edward Bensik, opposed the Build Alternative, however, he
recommended installation of the median barrier and that the
balance of funds be spent on resurfacing the existing Belt-
way.

Response:

Mr. Bensik's opposition to the Build Alternative is noted.,

Iv-18
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CORRESPONDE

1-495 IN ROCK CREEK PARK
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
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A. Elected Officials

In cooperation with the Chairman of Therﬁaryland—National

Capital Park and Planning Commission (then Dr. Royce Hanson),
Administrator M. Slade Caltrider held a briefing with Elected
Officials for the study area on May 16, 1980. While support for the
project was not specifically requested, the majority of the
Officials in attendance supported the project. Subsequent to that
briefing, formal comments on this project have been received from
one Elected Official; Delegate Patricia R. Sher. 1In her letter to
Secretary Bridwell, dated April 27, 1982, she asked for assurance
that the views of citizens will be given careful consideration, and
that if a decision is made to proceed with the project, the
Department of Transportation will "... create the most effective
noise barriers possible". Delegate Sher's 1letter and SHA's

response, dated May 19, 1982, are reproduced on page V-2,



Patricia R. SHanr
18TH LEGISLATIVE OISTRICT
MONTGOMERY COUNTY

MEMBER .
COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC MAYTERS

JOINT COMMITTEE ON
MANAGEMENT OF PUBLIC FUNDS

g
By’

{glfc T n
A,lf AT

HouseE oF DELEGATES
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLANO 21401

OfFFICE AODRESS!:
HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
858.3020 (WASHINGTON AREA}
841.3028 (BALTIMORE AREA)

HoME ADDRESS:
1916 ROOKXWOOO ROAD
SILVER SPRING, MARYLANO 20910
3011 589-7188

wAY 19 182

RE: Contract No, M 512-185-372
F.A.P. No., I-495-2(1388)10
Interstate Route 495
(Capital Beltway) - From
west of I-270 to west of
Maryland Route 67
The Honorable Patricia R, Sher

18th Legislative District
Montgomery County

1916 Rookwood Road

Silver Sprinyg, Maryland 20910

April 27, 1982

Dear Ms. Sher:
The Honorable Lowell K. Bridwell
Secretary of Transportation
Department of Transportation
P. 0. Box 8755
Baltimore-Washington International Airport
Baltimore, Maryland 21240

Thank you for your letter of April 27, 1982 expressiug concern
on behalf of your constituents regardinp our proposed I-49S wideninz,
from I-270 to Maryland Route 97,

As you noted, Project Planning studies are nearing conpletion.
The results of these engineering and environmental studies were pre-
sented to the public for comments and recommendations at the March 11,
1982 Public flearing. The final stage of the Project Plunning process
consists of addressing coumments in the Final Environmental Docuzent
and reaching a decision based on an assessment of all available infor-
mation. I can assure you that all comments that we receive are given
full and careful consideration.

Dear Secretary Bridwell:

It is my understanding that the Department will make a decision
in mid-June on the I-495 widening along the Georgia Avenue corridor.
As 1 am sure you are aware, there has been a great deal of opposition
to this project by the residents of the adjacent neighborhoods. They
feel that they are unfairly burdened with the traffic problems of the
County, and that the proposed widening will only increase their
burden. Of particular concern is the noise level, which they already
find offensive.

As part of the study, a noise analysis was completed for both
the Build and No-Build Alternatives, This analysis confirmed that
there are existing and potential future noise impacts urnder both the
Build and the No~-Build Alternatives. The investization identified
several areas whore noisc barriers could reduce noise levels to
within acceptable limits, Should the decision be made to oursue the
Build Alternative, these noise sensitive areas will be addressed ‘in
I).r?’\TTT‘ ™ - detall during further design studies in en attempt to arrive at cost

e /JLD (1) That the views of the citizens will be taken into offective nolsec mitication moasures.
consideration carefully, and .

I have no idea about the present leanings of the Department
on this issue. I would, however, like to have assurances from you in

two areas: .

' rnAgain, thank you for your interest in the project. If further

MAL - 1982 information is needed, please let me know.

(2) That 1f a decision is made to proceed with the project,
the Department will create the most effective noise
3 barriers possible.

[ A o e
PUNSING & porist AN iﬁﬁiHiing&

/37 LOYFLL k. BRIDWELL

Lowell K, Bridwell
Secretary

d like to thank you in advance-for any assistance you can --
lend to resolve the fears of my constituents.

Si 1
neesetyy LXB :bh

/ZZ‘?\/«M’«— ccs Mr, M. S, Caltrider
(o 2 -
bcc:/ﬂ/
M

Delegate Patricia R. Sher r. Hal Kassoff
r. Wm. F, Schneider. Jr.
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B. Written Comments Received As A Result of
December 7, 1981 Public Information Meeting

Six written comments were received as a reéult of the
December 7, 1981 Public Information Meeting. These six individuals
are identified below and their letters are reproducted in
chronological order on the following pages. Reproduced with each

comment letter is the written response prepared by SHA.

Page
1. November 16, 1981 Robertson Youngquist V-4
2, December 1, 1981 Peter Johnsen V-5
3. December 7, 1981 Woodrow Rankin V-6
4., December 8, 1981 Paul W. Reed V-8
5. December 29, 1981 Paul L. Pascal V-10
6. February 4, 1982 Rogerio F. Pinto v-11
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State Highway Admmnistration M. S. Caltrider
AZmintstryter

November ., 1981

RE: Contreact No. M 512-1€5-372
I-495 (Capital Beltway)
West of 1-270 to
West of Maryland Route 97

Mr. Kobertson Younggquist
9705 Kingston Road
Kensington, Maryland 20895

Dear Mr. Youngguist:

Your letter of November 16, 1981 regarding the proposeé'lmprove-
menrts to I-495 through Rock Cree} Park has beer receivec Zy thas
offaice.

We appreciate your comments ané assure you that they will be
consiocered before any d6ecisions are made.

A copy of the project status report is enclosed with thais ietter,
however. as to your request for a report that led to the terrarzst:ior
of improvements on new location, there is no report avsilable. 7Ir the
mic~1970's, the State Highway Administration actively pursued thne studsy
of several relocation alternates for this portion of the Beltway. st
the Project Initiation Meeting in 1975, and again at tne Alterriztes
Meeting in March of 1976, these proposals were soundly rejectec¢ oy the
public and elected officials. As a result, studies were begur. for
safety and capacity improvements that could be accomplished within the
existing right of way.

An information meeting will be held on December 7, 1981 at the
Albert Einstean High School in Kensington. I would like to extend ar
invitation to you tc attend that meeting. Detailed mapping of the
improvement alternate that we are proposing will be available, Technical
personnel from the State Highway Administration will be available to
answer any questions.

Very truly yours,

Yl bty =

Hal Kassoff, Director
Office of/Planning and
Prelimigary Engineering

BK:mcr
Attachment
€C: Mr. Wm. F. Schneider, Jr.
Mr. S. Lewis Helwig
Mr. Ronald E. Moon

My teloph berls_ 659-1110
Teletypowritar tor impalred Heaning or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Meiro — 5650451 D.C. Meiro — 1.800-492.5062 Statewide Tolt Froe
P.O. Box 717/ 707 North Catven St.. Baltimore, Marylang 21203 - 0717
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Peter H. Johnsen
Attorney-at-Law
7954 liclmart Drive
Laurel, Maryland 20707

Dcccmber 1, 1981

Mr. Hal Kasoff

Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

State Highway Administration

P. 0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Dear Mr. Kasoff:

In response to the public notice of improvement of a section
of Interstate Route 495 (the Capital Beltway) in Montgomery
County, and as a resident of Howard County and a daily
commuter on that section of the Beltway, I wish to urge
favorable considcration of the Alternate B, Build Option.
Clearly, the No Build alternate is unsatisfactory, given the
present congestion on that part of the Capital Beltway.

incerel

eter Ii.

PHJ:las
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Maryland Department of Transportation Loweel! K. Brigwal!
Sezreiar
Stale Highway Administration h: rsn[:.‘-..,,(e,
: Ar'.m-n-.x'.mr.z.’ -

Decuember 18, 1981

RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372

1-495 (Capital Beltway)
West of I-27C to west of
Marvyland koute 67

Mr. Peter H. Johnsen

Attornev=-at-Law

7954 Helmart Drive

Laurel, Marylanc 20707

Dear Mr., Johnson:

Your letier of Diecember 1, 1:f. rezarding the pro-
posed improvemcnts to the Cepital beltwzy in EontgoEe;y
County has been received by this office. I would like
to thank you for vour comments znd azssure vou that thev
will be carcfully considered before a decision is maéé
in the selection of an alternate. )

) You will be advised of the decision by the State
Highway Administration and kept awzrc of future develop-
Very truly yours,

ments via the project mailing list.

Hal_Kassoff, Director
Office of Planning and
Freliminary Engineering

HK:bh

cc: Mr, Eugene T. Camponeschi
Mr. Wm. F. Schneider, Jr.
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6307 East Halbert Road
Bethesda, Maryland 20034

December 7, 1981

Mr. Hal Kassof

Director

Office of Planning and Preliminary
Engineering

State Highway Administration

707 N. Calvert

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Dear Mr. Kassof:

As a frequent user of I-495 between I-270 and MD
Rt. 97, I have followed with more than casual interest
Maryland's efforts to improve that section of highway
which I understand has the poorest Interstate highway
safety record in the state. Unfortunately previous
commitments oreclude my attending the informal meeting
on December 7. Therefore I would appreciate your
answer to the following questions:

o} Will Alternate B, with its existing right-of-way
limitation, achieve any substantial improvement
< in the horizontal allignment of the highway?
My concern is principally with the section from
o) Georgia Avenue to Wisconsin Avenue where the road-

way looks more like a meandering river than a
section of the Interstate system which is expected
to have the best traffic safety record in the world.

o How much greater safety imorovement could be expected
if one of the earlier alternatives that required
additional right-of-way was built?

o What percent of the total project lenqgth will have
the "minimum" 14 foot recovery area, and how much
of the 14 foot recovery area is located along, or
just beyond, curved sections of the road?

You're response to the above questions will be
appreciated.

Sincere}y,

: OV

I

“Woodrow W. Rankin

Maryland Department of ransportation : Lowel. K. Erigaec

Secreiary
State thghviay Administration M. S Cak:ider
Decenpber 18, 1981 ACmin-izte

RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372
F.A.P. No. 1-495-2(188)10
Interstate Route 495
1-270 to Maryland Route 97

Mr. Woodrow W. Rankin
6307 East Halbert Road
Eethesda, Maryland 20034

Dear Mr. Rankin:

Thank you for your letter of December 7, 1981 eéxpressing ;r
in the improvement of I-495 adjacent :to Rock Creek Park. <g:i..
were unable o attend the December 7, 1981 public heeting, I
ing a copy of . he information Summary distributed a: tha: oe
Eefgonses to your specific quastions concerning Alternsce 3 -
follows:

1) No significant improvewment in the herizontal aligrm=ent
the Beltway within the study area is possible within
constraints of the existing right of way. It is e»
however, that we will achieve a signific

2) Upde; the No-Build alternate, the accident rate per 100

expected to remain fairly constant at 179. Based o,
specific accident reduction factors for the propox: .
safety and capacity improvements, we anticipate a disign
year (2010) accident rate of approximately 134 accidents
per 100 MVM. If one of the earlier alternatives that

alignment to current design standards were selected, it
would pe expected that the design year accident rate would
approximate the statewide average for similarly desigred

highways, which is currently approximately 121 iden
per 100 MVM. Y app y accidents

' ;Wlf%pubenuran-s.(2?;2h§§ﬁ'1}}c
<7
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Mr. Woodrow W. Rankin
December 18, 1981
Page 2

3) The recovery area mentioned in the status report refers
to the total unobstructed area from the edge of the
roadway to either a barrier, reteining wall, or the
beginning of embankment slopes. In the eastbound direc-
tion approximately 15% of the project length has the mini-
mum 14 foot distance to a retaining wall or barrier. The
remainder of the eastbound roadway (exclusive of transi-
tion areas) contains. the full 30' width recovery area. In
the westbound direction, approximately 55% of the project
length has the ininimum 14 foot recovery area, with recovery
areas the remaincer of the project length varying between
15 feet and 30 feet. 1In accordance with normal design
standards, a 12 foot outside shoulder is provided on 211
bridges. ’

Since, with the exception of the Connecticut Avenue interchange
area, the entire rcadway is a series of reversing curves, all of the
outside shoulder/recovery areas decscribed above can be assumed to be
located either along, or just beyond curved sections of the roadwav.

Thank you for ycur interest in the project. 1If, after reading
the attached information sheet, you have additional questions, plcase

let us know. We have verified that your name is on the project mail-
' ing list ané you will be advised of the date and location of the
< upcoming Location/Design Public Hearing, anticipated to take place in
| the first quarter of 1982.
~l

Very tyrul W

Hal Kassoff, Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

HK: cms
Attachment

cc: Mr., Eugene T. Camponeschi
Mr. Wm. F. Schneider, Jr.



December 8, “1081

improve traffic more than anything else you can do.

#r. Hal Kasaoff, Dirootor . I rogret that such a long lettor hae boen necoseary, but I fecl strongly
Office of Planning & Freliminary HEfndevinrs about this mattor and hope thai you will consider the matters I have discusscd.
State H{ighway Administration
P,0.Box 717 Baltimore, lid. Sipoerqly,
Re: Proposcd Expension of I-49% in liontgomery Co. 57
Dear Sir: Paul 4. Reed
I observed your public notice in the Washington Post that you are planning 4509 Traymore St.
to expand theCepital Beltway from I-270 to karyland Route 97, and I attended Bethesda, lieryland

the Public Meoting on the subject Dec. 7, 1951, 20814

I have lived at my present location since 1961 and attended the Public co

Gov. Harry Hughes

Meetings preceeding the construction of the present road. At that time I heard
Hon. Michael D. Barnee

the eame forccasts that I am hearing now, i.e. that congestion on thc feeder

roads would bo reduced, etc.. I have observed the exact opposite. Traffic is

worse end those of us that live close to the beltway have been subjected to
~ major noiee and air pollution problems.

I am of the firm opinion that the addition of asdditional lanec to the
present roadway is a meajor mistake. There may be some improvement in traffic
flow for a few years but in about 5 years traffio will expand and recrcate theo
problens that exist today. In fact, thcy may be much woree eince you do not
plan to expand the ocapaoity of oxit etreets such as Connecticut Avo. south to
the Dietrict Of Columbiea.

The same mistako is being made here ae has been made in the past in the
whole aroa; namoly, concentratc traffic in too few corridore. I wae shocked to
learn at the public mesting that no "origin .—destination " study has been made.
I fool ourec that if ono wors madc you would find that a major part of ths problcm
resulte from people coming from the great reeidontial growth along I~270 trying
to get to offices in D.C. Traffic reeulting from this growth ehould be epread
and not conoontratod. Ths Cabin John - Yaohington Memorial Parkway improved all
the way into D.C., S.R.190, S5.R. 191, and Hontrose~Randolph Road all appoar to
offor opportunities to recoivc part of tho load and thus spread it, I eleo
suggsot considoration to the exponditure of tho 845 plus million, proposed for
tho boltway expancion, be uood for free parking near the propoeed Metro station
in Rookville and at Shady Grovc Road. Tho improvement of feoder rozds to such
parking ( eepecially the junction of Shady Grove Road & S.R. 355 ) should also

be inoluded in a parking plan, iiaking it eaey for people to use Metro may

>



Lowell K Brigwa!i
Secratin

M § Cannger

Aominrgt-gie-

State Mignag, AQMimisitalior

gﬁﬁ Marylard Department of Transportation

Japaury 7, 1982

RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372
F.A.P. No. I-495-2(1§8)10
Interstate Route 495
West of I-270 to West of
Marylanc¢ Route 97

Mr. Paul W. Reed
4509 Traymore Sctreet
Bethesda, Marvland 20814

Dear Mr. Reed:

Thank you for your letter of December 8, 1981 expressinz vour
opinion regarding the widening of the Capital Beltway berween 1-270
and Maryland Route 97. Please Oe assured that your comments, as
well as those of other interested citizens, will be considered in
making a decision for either the Build or the No-Build Alternace.

In response to some of your specific concerns, I offer the

following comments which may serve to clarify our position on the
need for the project:

1. Addition of a fourth lane to the Capital Beltway will
not reduce congestion from its Present level on other
east-west streets, but will result in a significant
diversion of traffic from these streets in the design
ycar of the project, which is the year 2010. Anctici-
pated trip diversions for major east-west arterial
Streets between Wisconsin Avenue and Connecticut Avenue
were given at the informational meeting and will be
available for public review in the Environmental
Assessment, which will be published before the Public
Hearing. It is our belief that traffic is better
handled on a limited access highway than on the local

My totephone number 1s__653-1710

A T N LT

Mr.

Paul W. Reed

January 7, 1982
Page 2

accident rate lower for the Build Alternate than
for the No-Build.

3. There are no violations of State or National air
quality standards undcr either the Build or the
No-Build Alternarives.

4. Results of the Noise Analysis performed as a part
of this study indicate that predicted noise levels
in the design vear are nearly identical under either
.the No-Build Alternate or the Build Alternate wich-
out noise barriers. Inclusion of noise barriers,
where feasible and acceptable to the community, would
result in a reduction of design year noise levels at
certain locations.

5. An origin-destination study along the Capital Beltway
is not possible due to traffic volumes and the con-
trolled access nature of the highway. Such a study
is conducted by passing out questionnaires to drivers
using the facility, and is generally only practical
where traffic volumes are moderate or where a stop
condition (such as a traffic signal or toll booth) is
already being encountered. Reliable traffic forecasts
have been made using traffic simulation techniques
developed by the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments.

We appreciate your taking the time to éXpress your opinions

concerning the project. It is anticipated that a Location/Design
Public Hearing will be held sometime in the first quarter of 1982.
We have added your name to the project mailing list and you will
be notified in advance of the date, time, and location of that

meeting.
Hal Kassoff, Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

HK: cms

cc: Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi

Mr. Wm. F. Schneider, Jr.
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December 29, 1981

Mr, Hal Kassoff, Director

Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

P. O, Box 717

Baltirore, D 21203

Dear Mr., Kassoff:

This is in support of your Alternate B to enlarge the
Capital Beltway (I-L95) to eight lanes between Ceorgia and
Wisconsin Avenues within the existing right-of-way, Our
Federation's Executive Committee so voted at its meeting
of December 1, 1981,

With most of the Beliway eight lanes wide, it makes
good sense to extend the eight-lane width westward from
its present end near Georgia Avenue. That stretch of
I-i495 is a bottlerieck.

Sincerely,
fﬂ“%5k7'waqL£/

Paul L. Pascal,
President
(6609 Kenhill Road, Kenwood, MD)

PS: .

Please correct your mailing list for announcements on
Montgomery and Prince Ceorge's from 1616 P 3t., NW 20036 D.C.
to the above address: P. O. Box 4009k, Palisades Station,
Washington, D. C. 20016

Lowell K. Brigwsil
Secretary

M §. Catider
Admintstrator

Maryland Department of Transportauon -

S1ate Highway Administration

"January 8, 1982

RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372
I-495 (Capital Beltway)
West of 1-270 to west of
Maryland Route 97

Mr. Paul L. Pascal, President
National Capital Area
Transportation Federation
Post Office Box 40094
Palisades Station
Washington, D.C, 20016 N
Dear Mr. Pascal:

This is in reference to your letter of December 29,
1981 regarding the proposed improvements to the Capital
Beltway from I-270 to west of Maryland Route 97, We
appreciate the support that the Federation has shown in
the studies that are being conducted to upgrade this
section of the Beltway.

A public hearing for this project will be scheduled
in_the near future. By way of the mailing list, you
will be advised of the date and location, and kept aware
of any other developments.

Your continued support for this project is appreciated.

Very truly yours,

Hal Kassoff, Director
Office of Planning.and
Preliminary Engineering

HK:bh

cc: Mr, Eugene T. Camponeschi

- vMr, Wm, F. Schneider, Jr.

. (301) 659-1110

1anh
My telsp ber §
Teistypewriter for impaireg Heaning or Speech
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Bethesda, February 4,1982

Dear Mr, Anderson
o ?

I am pleased to learn that you have decided %o
conduct another noise study along I-49% adjaccnt to the Rockhurst
and Fernwood areas, As we have indicated to you earlier, in order for this
new study to,accurately reflect the noise problem that afflictsresidents
of the area,has to be conducted under tne following circumstances:

1- Readings should be taken when the folliage is still not out;

2~ Readings should be taken both on ground level and on rooftop({second
floor level) where boZdrooms are often locatad.

3Readings shoild be taxen at different hours, including “ren truck traffic
is heavy on the beltway: between G and 11 2.M,

4= As many locations as possible should be stulied, and if also possible
residents should be interviewed, so that you ean also ascess the personsl
effect that this disturbance has on indivicuals, :

As you know, the anticipated increade in traf{ie as a result
of the. projected expansion of I-465 will further aggravate the noise problem,
It would therefore seem logicel that roise abaienent measures should be taken
as soon as possible or in conjunction with measuras to reduce noise levels i
the segments of 1495 wvnere expansion will take place, In +this regard I would

request you to notify me when your office or trhe, Office of Planning and Preliminar

Engincering of the State Highway Administrationﬁﬂgid putlic hearings on the
I-495 expension plans, Jur ccmmunity intends to bring these matters to the
attention of authorities concerned with these expansion plans.

It would be greatly appreciated if you sharcd the resulis of your

new stucdy with us,
Ve ~ .
/ Sircerdly
~b //Z ('
rgrio)FFint
6510 Roekrurst fid,
Bethesda, D 20817

cc, Mr,Hal Kassoff
Dircctor, Office of Planning and Preliminary Enginecring
State Highway Administration

PO SR o s pie s o T . ‘
Klaiyiand Depaiiiest of Bansporis aon Lok St
State Highway Auibeinsliahicn g ’,, .

DRI

February 17, 1982

RE: Countract No. M 512-185-272
Interstate Rouce 495
(Capital Beltway)

. Frem West of 1-270 to
Vest of Maryland Route 97

Mr. Rogerio F. Pinto
6510 Rockhurst Road
Bethesda, Maryland 20817

Dear Mr. Pinto:

In response to your letter of February 4, 1932
Anderson hgi reguested that I provide you with infe
cerning public hearings on the 1-4%5 project in the
Rock Creek Park. Jeen -

at the Albert Einstein iHigh School in
of this’‘mdeting was to brief intex cd citizens on
of the project and to provide study informetion in
Location/Design Public Hearing, scheduled for 7~35

Thursday, March 11, 1982 at tke Aibert Einstein Mi s
11135 KNewport Mill Rozd, Kensingion, Harylaﬁd. .

To bring you up-to-date-on the progress of our stu
have attached a copy of the Informarion Sunmary distriboaied at
the December 7, 1981 meeting and a copy of the Puﬁlic.&oé‘é;
advertising the Bearing. This notice also indicates ]oc-:i%vs
where the I-495 Environmental Asscssiment is available fo;~¢;;r
review. In addition, your nage hus Leen added to the pro‘i“t
Ea}}{qg list, and you will be receiving a copy of the Fubi;E
pgg;;gglﬁlochu1e and periodic status updates regarding the

S i i f

that gzcgﬁzeagcgzszdg;;ig by the Bureau ?t Landfcape Architecture

t her conditions have delayed on-site noise
measurements at several locations scheduled for study Results
of the new noise investipations will be provided to you by the
Bureau of Landscape Architecture after field studies are complete
Your suggestions regsrding the time and locatien for roisakrbad- .
ings will be considered when field work beginé. ‘ -

I Loseenbone eember is{ 200 £39-1110 o
. L D L



Mr. Rogerio F. Pinto
February 17, 1982
Page 2

Thank you for your interest in the 1-495 project planning
study. Further information regarding noise studies ir cennec-

tion with this project will be available at the Loca:iion/Design
. Public Hearing.

. " Very truly yours,
\ -
R S WA
~~l.‘.’l T (E.;/'y_('.,:-'l .
* Wm. F. Schneider, Jr.,,c='u'
Bureau vf Project Planning

WFS :DMA:cms
Attachments

ce: Mr. Charles R. Anderson
Mr. Hal Kassoff
Mr. S. Lewis Helwisg
Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi
. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

CT-A
R

il
-‘e-:-b'_'--»--,--u-q---‘-‘-a
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C. Written Comments Received As A Result of
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing
March 11, 1982

Following the Combined Public Hearing seventeen persons
provided written comments on this project to SHA. Fifteen of these
comments were on SHA's "Questions and/or Comments" forms, and the
remaining two comments were in letter form. Ten of these comments
opposed the project, three supported the project and four offered
no recommendation. Copies of these seventeen comments are
reproduced on the following pages, with SHA responses (where

appropriate) reproduced on the page.

V-13
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~“TATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
\./

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No. M 512-185-372
CAPITAL BELTWAY I-495
From West of I1-270 to West of Maryland 97
Combined Location and Design Public Hearing
Thursday, March 11, 1982, 7:30 p.m.
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium

E Q(u-a—ac( —B{(—Wé
(T I RS Cném._ “\.\‘4“,
"Bt STATE: M a1p cope: 2o8ky
I/We wish to(Eg;;E;?\or inguire about the following aspects of this project.
0} %’m& Doatoo tre g Bl - mt(fmmmMu—w .
e peFime | L b va(am . QMLMJJ;\ PY SR A
A E;bﬂwn An VW* 2 Onme l
‘® T canle ‘A\?‘”ﬂ Bt2wmlles o oTuld € <Mf:n s
by = o b g L»ij aborecics iaed 4 4T,
(g) Tl 44u¢¢4f'4h R..k C«ﬁnlz - JQoWJﬂZun 6lu-4u~n 4 s
= o tidiy o Wby nael e dif
er' T S e Lt @44¢a11454 v odnstf

PI-A

NAME :

PLEASE

PRINT ADDRESS:

CITY/TOWN:

/‘7 MWL,.#LJL“{ZZLK% J‘uﬂw Mre Stca_
o) b A 0s A0 Yoo e Mmﬂw oo Cary

ke gy L & A Nl woitid pourlel ¥ e ‘
w%mw W len sl i piee] (0 iy < 1y loa, -

C::] I am currently on the Mailing List.

ML;EalPlease add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.
SHA 61.3-9-35 (Revr. 10/10/79)

ME NN A N S D A e

£

Maryland Department of Transportation

State Mighway Adminisiration

Secratary

Lo.el K. Bridwel

M. S. Csitrider

Adninltrator

March 18, 1982

: Contract No., M 512-185-372

. FAP No. I 495-2(188)10
1-495 (Capital Beltway)
West of 1-270 to VWest of
Md. 97

Mr. Edward Betzig
9703.Cedar Lane
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Cear Mr. Betzig:

Your comments regarding the Capital
project have been received by this office,
made a part of the project record by being
public’ hearing transcript.

and will be
entered into

We appreciate your views and assure
will be considered before a final decision
ing the project.

Your name has been added to

you that they
is made concern-

Beltway (1-495)

the

the project mailing 1ist

and in this manner you will be kept aware of future develop-

ments and advised of the decision

by the State Highway
Administration.

Very truly yours,

Wm. F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
e S Bureau of Project Planning

By‘fw%’z_’[}(ﬁ:‘—-

I 1 o

. . Ronald E. Moon
ot ; ) Project Manager
NFS REM:bk

,Nr. Eugene T. Camponeschi

i )

" My tetsph borts_ 659-1106

Telwtypewritar for Impaired Mearing or Speech
:uww Balmore Meire — SES081 0 = Gneel 1300427 E067 Coptep e T s,

-

=
<=;‘::b
e



“TATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRAT IOC‘/

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No. M 512-185-372
CAPITAL BELTWAY I-495
From West of I-270 to West of Maryland 97
Combined Location and Design Public Hearing
Thursday, March 11, 1982, 7:30 p.m.
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium

NaME:  Toan L. Da/;i?am //)Z/\s. Maun.’:g ,L‘)
PLEASE  anneess: P40/ (wAENMZOR DRIVE
PRINT
: ciry/TouN: CHEVY CHASE STATE:_/MD

ZIP CODE: Qp /5

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project.

. y recor
/' 77 - 5
o//- /% y erw, » #;
ar Fhat meeting E; i? é z ; o b
v, v [l , .
Eoawe Yo Fru 7%_]5ﬁca 2hie 517!E5éHé&AAé——éDﬁéddél%gé_ziﬁfgagau%fgzi__
cepnlraue. £
/9é 7 ats
; 2 : - .
7, 4 /10 L (222 (1 Qe Ll s B st d . -, QL AETS
L ) - %’
' . /7 .
(281792002 QYA o224 or2u oo X o7 e, 4 7 :
/ : ce bpr9 Yhe ors
¢
. . .

@ﬂgmwmwwmmds ofresilents =

. L)
< Q ¢ 7‘ Jr .
C::] I am currently on the Mailing List.

I~ OA ricase aaa my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.

LR TS B I e YA 1A AN

b
—
(6))]

Lowell K. Bridwell
Becrctery
M. S, Calirider
Administiator
? March 17, 1982
o wo w0 - RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372

F.A.P. No. I-495-2(188)10
I-495, Capital Beltway
West of I-270 to West of
Maryland 97

Mrs. Joan L. Donegan
3401 Glenmoor Drive

Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear Mrs. Donegan:

Your comments regarding the I-495, Capital Beltway, project
_ have been received by this office. They will be entered into
the public hearing transcript and made a part of the official
record, along with the testimony you gave at the public hearing
on March 11, 1982,

We appreciate your views and assur

e you that'they will be
considered before a

decision is made concerning the project.

i Your name has been ad
in this way you will be ke
advised of actions taken b

ded to the project maiiiﬁg list and
pt aware of future developments and
y the State Highway Administration.

" Very truly yours,

_:_Wm. F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
i . Bureau of Project Planning

J.‘~

: o “by: 7@_:«[}(670(014\
S o e L, 7. Ronald E. oon
" : . Project Manager

H.WFS:REM:cms}‘

ranl oy e

cc: -Mr. Eugene T.,Camponeschij,

My talsphone aumbar Is. 559‘1105



ATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATIO}"

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No. M 512-185-372
CAPITAL BELTWAY I-495
From West of I-270 to West of Maryland 97
Combined Location and Design Public Hearing
Thursday, March 11, 1982, 7:30 p.m.
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium

9T-A

MR. & MRS. GREGORY GAGARIN
9220 LeVelle Drive
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

NAME:

PLEASE

PRINT ADDRESS:

CITY/TOWN: STATE: ZIP CODE:

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project.

(Je Sewpp oa L A8 /oso‘/oo..u.[/ A elheel norge
[odowad) /Luv{ui/u a,/,,_ii, L 475~  wlore i
:/Lu_a ;2:4_, Close /Dw}m,y;, So  Pack V,w RD.
(See  Sectiom 3 ‘/of SAhe mi’;ﬂ _ _ .

ID/eCG-SQ note LAhot Yhe mep /8 In N Ror~
Shocwing ke ol rowte of Jones mill R with
& dog~ leg bridse acmss Lock Crees .
J)Oa_cﬂ’ L ZL/’J,:« ,S/kn-,‘ dlhe‘c’(/y acmoss f Le. open__ -
meadow — pot A& topoded Ocea Shown

. ad

CJi1anm currently on the Mailing List.

CEZJ Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.

M N M an aan W am

77; Neew '

- as =n = >

‘LowﬂlK.Bﬂdwdl
Secrtary

M. 5. Cattrider *
Administrator .

Maryland Department of Transportation

» -

March 26, 1982

State Highway Admimisiration

RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372
F.A.P. No. I-495-2(188)10
I-495, Capital Beltway
. West of I-270 to West of
.. Maryland Route 97

Mr. and Mrs. Gregory Gagarin
9220 LeVelle Drive
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear.Mr. and Mrs. Gagarin:

This will acknowledge receipt of your comments concerning the
I-495 project. They will be made a part of the official project
record by being entered into the public hearing transcript.

We appreciate your views and support of the proposals to
erect noise barriers and assure you that they will be considered
before any decisions are made concerning this project.

Your name has been added to the project mailing list, and in
this way you will be kept aware of future developments and advised
of the decision made by the State Highway Administra;ion.

' Very truly yours, ™

Wm. F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
Bureau of Project Planning

/7},
Ronald E. Mobh
Project Manager

by:

WFS:REM:cms

cc: Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi

. My telsph berts__659-1106

B N LI Y Py S
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"ATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATIOY
’ N\

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No. M 512-185-372
CAPITAL BELTWAY I-495
From West of I-270 to West of Maryland 97
Combined Location and Design Public Hearing
Thursday, March 11, 1982, 7:30 p.m.
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium

NAME: /144 3 éw’fn/ Z EOPD L[>

PLEASE . 25 ByEFsans (OF
pRoyy  ADDRESS: 4705 YEFERDZ

7
CITY/TOWN: /ZNSIN 5T 0N STATE: M/ 2IP CODE:ZOT 7S~

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project.

In the first place, the whole suggestion af using the available

space is prepostorous, The original "safe" roadway was neVer intended

to hold two more lanes of traffic safely. In the second place, there

are only two lanes each way of cars on-the beltway at the I 270 inter-

change, and upright cement walls to support overpasses; so one would

assume that nothing has been thought through in this respect. Thirdly,

the reason for traffic delays is due to dangerous, driving causing acci-

dents ~ a crisis-situation that will occur more frequently when the

same area allows a greater number of cars with no police protection.

——The only way to save lives in to slow down the traffjc, monitor the

traffic, protect the citizens from law-breaking, risk-taking drivers,
including 70-mph truck drivers. No protection is currently being used,
and this is an experiment worth trying: STOP THE SPEEDERS. You have
built a dangerous roadway:;DO NOT MAKE IT MORE DANGEROUS. Build into the
——>xoadway reflector buttons to help drivers and to show when lane-changing
is safe: BUILD SAFETY INTO THE SYSTEM YOU HAVE by using many more signs
warning drivers of the dangerous roadway ahead. YOUR RESPONSIBILITY IS
TO WARN OF THE DANGER, NOT TO INCREASE IT. So far you have done the
ini in this respect, and the police are making it easy for
speeders by staying away. We drive the beltway every day and can honestlyt
say there are no STATE TROOPERS in this section giving anyone tickets or
even showing their colors. What you propose is utter madness...what 1is
needed _is protection

E::] I am currently on the Mailing List.

E::] Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.
SHA 61.3-~9-35  -(Rev. 10/10/79)

5
e}
~J

Maiyland Depariment of Transportation Lowll K. Bridwsil
Secrela

State Highway Administration n. S.lamldu
Acminittretor

March 19, 1982

RE: Contract MWo. M 512-185-372
F.A.P. No. I-459-2(188)10
I1-495, Capital Beltway
West of I-270 to West of
Maryland Route 97

Mrs. Gwen Leopold
4105 Byeford Court

Kensington, Maryland 20895

Dear Mrs. Leopold:

Your comments regarding the I-495, Capital Beltwa roject
havg been received by this office and will be made a pgftpofjthe
project record by being entered into the public hearing tran-
script.

We appreciate your views and assure you that they will be
considered before a final decision is made concerning the pro-
ject.

. You wi}l.be advised of the decision made by the State
Highway Administration and kept aware of future developments
via the project mailing list.

Very truly yours,

Wm. F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
/ Bureau of Project Planning

. -

Ronald E. Moon .
Project Manager

WFS:REM:cms

cc: Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi

My telephone number is 659-1106

C



‘Y HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
A\ TE c o/

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No. M 512-185-372
CAPITAL BELTWAY I-495
From West of 1-270 to West of Maryland 97
Combined Location and Design Public Hearing
Thursday, March 11, 1982, 7:30 p.m.
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium

8T-4A

NAME : Algis A. Lukas

PLEASE ADDRESS : 10622 Great Arbor Dr.

PRINT

CITY/TOWN: Potomac STATE: Md.

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project.

ZIP CODE: 20854

Being a resident of Montgomery County, I and my family

use the I-495 Beltway frequently. We find the Rock Creek portion

of the Beltway crowded and unsafe. To avoid the congestion

we sometimes use other altérnate routes ¢¥¢t through residential

and urbanized areas to avoid the congestion on the Beltway.

The dialy peak hour traffic reporters over the radio frequently

advise motorists to stay off the Beltway alltogether. This creates

congestion on local streets.

The Beltway through Rock Creek Park must be widened without

delay in order to increase its capacity and reduce the number of

accidents in that section.

C}ﬁ] I am currently on the Mailing List.

E::] Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.

Ml N R e aam My Em Em

| s Em e

RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372
F.A.P. No. 1-495-2(188) 10
1-495 (Capital Beltway)
West of 1I-270 to West of
- Md. Route 97

Mr. Algis A. Lukas
10622 Great Arbor Drive
Potomac, Maryland 208534

Dear Mxr. Lukas:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your comments re-
%;rgég§ the Rock Creek portion of the Capital Beltway

We appreciate your views and assure you that they will

be fully considered before a final decision is made
concerning the project.

. You wil@ Fe advised of the decision by the State
nghway.Admlnlstration and kept aware of future develop-
ments via the project mailing list,

Very truly yours,

Wm. F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
Bureau of Project Planning

DT
g Y, ‘/
By: jzﬁ:ﬁ4434§;£:fi:gzK;énz-—'
Ronald E. Moon
Project Manager -

WFS:DMA: as

ce: Mr. S. Lewis Helwig

R L

My telephone number Is__(301) 659-1106

JE S G EE 9.

 Maiyland Department of Tiansportation Lawell X. Bricw el
£5 Saerstary
g State Highway Administration
March 11, 1982 i "
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QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS State Highway Administration ol K. Bridwelf
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¢ TE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

..

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No. M 512-185-372
CAPITAL BELTWAY I-495
From West of I-270 to West of Maryland 97
Combined Location and Design Public Hearing
Thursday, March 11, 1982, 7:30 p.m.
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium ’

NAME : [‘BJ’.T/‘/I/‘.‘) /94-_{-;;‘»—) y
5

ADDRESS: 9400¢ (F hvomme®™> 01,

CITY/TOWN: ﬁ);n@ (5)\.- " STATE: 27-2' gfz,. zIP CODE: 10¢1¢

0Z-A

PLEASE
PRINT

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project.
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fg I am currently on the Mailing List.

D Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.

TE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATIOYN

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No. M 512-185-372
CAPITAL BELTWAY I-495
From West of I-270 to West of Maryland 97
Combined Location and Design Public Hearing
Thursday, March il, 1982, 7:30 p.m.
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium

NAME: GWV\%/QM
S ADDRESS: Fu0 ¥ %\.ﬁ/}m(“"lﬂ DI",
CITY/TOWN: C@J/Vj//% state: /U0

21p cope: 2O K15

I/We wish to comment or inéuire about the following aspects of this project.
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QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS : )
Contract No. M 512-185-372 [atyland Depariment of Transportation Lowal K. idwol
CAPITAL BELTWAY 1-495 Htate Highway Administration M. S. Cattrlar
From West of I-270 to West of Maryland 97 March 18, 1982 Acminitieater
Combined Location and Design Public Hearing . , - RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372
h 11, 1982, 7:30 p.m. F.A.P. No. I-495-2(188)10
Thursday, Mérc : i i ‘ I1-495, Capital Beltway
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium West of 1-270 to West of

Maryland Route 97
NAME : /Mrg é(’Oif/e w /€€/7Z(J/£S/U/E/€-

PLEASE  arneess: A R0 ( S,qus/juf_)/ /@ogp
PRINT

Mrs. Ceorge W. Reitwiesner

- ) : ZIP CODE: <09/ 2201 Salisbury Road :
CITY/TOWN: Sicvee Sprivesmare:_ MHaryeopp —_— . Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

i i i aspects of this project. o
1/We wish to comment or inquire about the following asp 2 Dear Mrs. Reitwiesner:

Tt [ raf{ s Sping -+ 140 \/“ﬁroag/t %/te/ﬂ/@f;[ép%zﬂs

[d Your comments regarding the I1-495, Capital Beltway, prociecst
t - . have been received by this office and will be entered into the
/\(ZW wa’/\ /AN YA /3€ /#w&? doriny Co 5’7L/-oc7/;7, w/ﬂt;/ public hearing transcript.
~ = (_, .
LUOU /d /( ke SWW Séo Ct"l ves %{7"’Le a \FJZJA 4 We appreciate your views and assure you that they will be
fully considered before a decision is made concerning thi -
@ 3 g this pro
S Toﬁ S / @/U &V/_ [(/blfi“?” %0'87& + L/”‘/ Al Lne. Ject. The State Highway Administration does not maintain juris-
- . > ‘. diction or responsibility over the local streets and rcads in
{b(’?‘c{/@én ForestKlen -}’}’[r/f/LargjgaJ? Gnd Aa V"&Q”””“/j ) /b@CMS@ . your nmeighborhood, however, we will ask our District office im
N - R tc LU&/M Creenbelt to forward your request for a Four Way Stop Sign at
/74 excesSiye Sﬂ@ed Foor Pes bty rom Warren Street and Linden Lane to the appropriate Montgomery
- v 2 County authorities. :

L

; 4 -
’ od (mponct ST € potra fraddec
S\Hee‘/‘ nm(/ % 2 old v Your name has been added to the project mailing list and,

/4
Se g “ " dhe Be [fpry {n thi - :
n 3 Wrona M e 2 in this way, you will be kept aware of future developments and
/U&/ZMﬂf- M;/\Ael 3 7 advised, of the decision made by the State Highway Administra-
tion concerning this project.

Very truly yours,

Wm. F. Schneid@r, Jr., Chief
Bureau of Project Planning

Voo .

by: 7/514/((57@“_,
. Ronald E. Moon
Project Manager

.

WFS:REM:cms

T ce: Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi (w/attach.)

.

! l I am currently on the Mailing List.

- My telephone numbar I:.fiw.s_*
vwT=3 please aad my/our name(s) to the Mailing List. : ' Tertze s der Imeanes ez nr o Srages

SHA 61.3-9-35 (Rev. 10/10/79)
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ATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
\

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No. M 512-185-372
CAPITAL BELTWAY I-495
From West of I-270 to West of Maryland 97
Combined Location and Design Public Hearing
-Thursday, March 11, 1982, 7:30 p.m.
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium

NAME : —97. 3. ST A
appress: 4306 sl Lo
CITY/TONN: Albrg i sTATE: 7N 4 ZIP CODE: XOF T

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project.

ZC¢-A

PLEASE
PRINT

Qo  _a  Ireapfec o ﬁ%&/ﬁn&&x&&
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i% Roh Crech. Copvie Qag pecologra.

ZI am currently on the Mailing List.

E::j Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.

E; Maryland Department of Transportation

v -

Lowell K. Bridwell
Secretary

M. S. Cattrider .
Administeater

Stale Highway Administration
March 23, 1982

RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372
F.A.P. No. I-495-2(188)10
I-495, Capital Beltway
West of I-270 to West of
Maryland Route 97

Ms. M. B. Stock
4300 Dunnel Lane
Kensington, Maryland 20895

Dear Ms. Stock:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your comments regarding
the Capital Beltway, I-495. They will be made a part of the
official project record by being entered into the public hear-
ing transcript.

We appreciate your views and assure you that they will be
fully considered before a final decision is made concerning
the project. L '

You will be advised of the decision made by the.gtéte
Highway Administration and kept aware of future-developments
via the project mailing list.

Very truly yours,

Wm. F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
Bureau of Project Planning

e,
by: 7ézlvcéizié;?kﬁbm_,
Ronald E. Moon
Project Manager

WFS:REM:cms

cc: Mr. Eugene T.'Camponeschi
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My tolaphone numbar 1s__ 659 -1106
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"ATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No. M 512-185-372
CAP1TAL BELTWAY I-495
From West of I-270 to West of Maryland 97
Combined Location and Design Public Hearing
Thursday, March 11, 1982, 7:30 p.m.
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium
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Maryland Department of Transportation gg:;:'w& Bridwel

Stale Highway Administration . M. S. Caltrider
March 31 , 1982 Administrater

RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372
F.A.P. No. I-495-2(188)10
I1-495 (Capital Beltway)
West of I-270 to West of
Maryland Route 97

Mr. Jim Welsh
4805 Edgefield Road
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Dear Mr. Welsh:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your comments concerning
the I-495 (Capital Beltway) project. We appreciate your views
and they will be made a part of the formal transcript of the
public hearing and considered in the final decision for this
project.

As a result of a detailed noise analysis, wall type noise
barriers were determined to be the most effective and feasible
means of noise abatement, and have been recommended in three

Alternative, details of design such as height, texture, and
material have not been worked out, however, their design and

texture should be such so as to preclude the reflection of noisge
across the beltway,

The need for the other six barriers has been tentatively
identified, and their locations are shown on the attached map,
however, a decision has not been made and there is no commit-
ment to build these six barriers. The feasibility of construct-

ing them will be determined through further analysis during the
final design phase.

The ‘use of permeable pavement materials for the construc-
tion of the shoulders was looked into, however, due to the

runoff to a considerable degree.

My tslophane number Is___ 659-1106

Teiets i cpe f - irpacer Heazng o0 Sragon

Al



Mr. Jim Welsh
March 31, 1982
Page 2

Again, I would like to thank you for your comments and
should you need additional information, please let me know.

Very truly yours,

‘Wm. F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
Bureau of Project Planning

7
by: 7FZ¢~24ﬁ::é?T:Z?zo“_

Ronald E. FMoon
Project Manager

WFS:REM:cms
Attachment

cc: Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi
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S™ATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION .

\GBESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No. M 512-185-372
CAPITAL BELTWAY I-495
From West of I-270 to West of Maryland 97
Combined Location and Design Public ‘Hearing
Thursday, March 11, 1982, 7:30 p.m.
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium

NAME: CLUw«:_ gﬂu‘z\&r]wﬁﬁek MM £ SS CA
PLEASE  appRess:_f0 4f ‘Tfm\/g e ffec
CITY/TOWN: &'/\)E‘z S’h‘-’lNg stare: /W i? 21P copE: 2O F/ &

I/We wish to comment or inquiré about the following aspects of this projec?.
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C::] I am currently on the Mailing List.

Z}ATE;ZI_Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.
SﬁA 61.3-9-35 (Renr. IN/AO/T0Y b
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Maryland' Uepartment of Transportation Le it K. Brigwel
*slary
State Highway Administration M. S. Ceitider
; AT ixtrator

March 17, 1982

- RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372

- F.A.P. No. I-495-2(188)10
I-495, Capital Beltway
West of I-270 to West of
Maryland 97

Mrs. Cherise Baker Whited
President

East Silver Spring Citizens
Association, Inc.

404 Thayer Place

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Mrs. Whited:

We have received your comments on the I- 495, Capital Beltway,
project. They will be entered into the public hearlng transcript
and made a part of the official project record.

We appreciate the action of your organization in vot 1ng to
endorse this project and before any decision is made' it will
be fully considered.

Your name has been added to the project mailing list and in
this way you will be kept aware of future developments and advised
of the-decision by the State Highway Administration.

' Very truly yours,

Wm. F. Schneider, Jr. , Chief
Bureau of Prorect Planning

by: ﬂaqzk S P e
Ronald E. Moon
Project Manager

WFS:REM: cms

ce: Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi

My talaphnne nuntu Is_ \6 Khll!lﬁ__
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\')TE HIGHW. N

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No. M 512-185-372
CAPITAL BELTWAY I-495
From West of I-270 to West of Maryland 97
Combined Location and Design Public Hearing
Thursday, March 11, 1982, 7:30 p.m.
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium
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I/Ne wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project.
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PLEASE
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Mam currently on tf:; Mailing/List. (/Lon'l wan [ To e /ﬁo/ﬁ/-//e/

[::j Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.

. Maryland Department of Transportation

State Highway Administration
Admislstrater
March 26, 1982

RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372
F.A.P. No. I 495-2(188)10
1-495, Capital Beltway West
of 1-270 to West of Maryland
97

Mr. Robertson Youngquist
9705 Kingston Road
Kensington, Maryland 20895
Dear Mr. Youngquist:

Your comments regarding the Capital Beltway project
(I-495) have been received by this office. They will be
entered into the public hearing transcript and made a part
of the official project record. .

In response to your inquiry concerning the 100 year
floodplain of the Rock Creek Watershed, a study of impacts
to the floodplain was performed in conjunction with this ’
project. The results of that study indicates that there
will be aminor impact to the floodplain through the loss of
a very small amount of storage area in the vicinity of Cedar
Lane. The actual impact on the level of filoodwaters for the
100 year flood is negligibie and any increase in upstream
floodwater elevation would effect only undeveloped parkland.

We appreciate your support of this project, and assure
you that your views will be fully considered before a final
decision is made. If further information is ‘needed, please
let us know. Through the project mailing 1ist you willobe

LowsH K. Bridwae!l
Secrenary

M. 5. Caftrider

kept aware of future developments and advised of the decision

by the State Highway Administration. PN
Very truTy'yours,

Wm. F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
Bureau of Project Planning

Ve
L ?”3/

By: /(/(‘«_—Q% /Q:"-
Ronald E£. Moon
Project Manager

WFS:REM:bk

cc: Mr. Eugene 7. Camponeschi

My telaphone number Is 659-1106
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TATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATIU™ : AL . .
S AND/OR COMMENu. , o o T . |
QUESTTON L By Maryland Department of Transportation , Lowel X. Bridwsll
Contract No. M 512-185-372 , A ﬁg Secraney
CAPITAL BELTWAY I-495 V&E}#‘ State Highway Administration April 28, 1982 M. S. Ca'tridsr
ACm ainirpig:
From West of I-270 to West of Maryland 97 : : RE:  Contract No. M 512-185-372
. i ) ' . 1-495 (Capital Beltway)
Combined Location and Design Public Hearing : ) S ©Weet of 1-270 to west of
Thursday, March 11, 1982, 7:30 p.m. : Maryland Route 97
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium ER S Mr. Peter D. Galvin

. . : . 9633 Parkwood Drive '
o P / - Bethesda, Maryland 20814 ' e
! vy
NAME: é}?’/a /.% A Ll . :
R . Dear Mr. Galvin:
PLEASE  ADDRESS: 77 /g’/‘/// ’”0/ e ‘

PRINT ; ';y % This is in response to Your recent inquiry regarcding e .
’ CITY/TOWN: %%K% STATE: z1p CODE'——Q . barriers on the parkland {north) side of the Capital Belts

1 i i ; between Rockville Pike and Connecticut Avenue.
I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project. N

The current plannir; studies on this secticn of the V¢ - -

. . way through Rock Creek Park has included a comprehensive rnoj..
N / analysis for both the No-Build and Build Alternatives in the
/%4/6 4@4///¢’ & T 7D fD)Y =L study area. Measuremcrts of ambient noise levels were madc .+
_— - . 25 sensitive receptor locations along both sides of the beliz-
oy e ///ﬁ’/j/g/ N == way, including sites within the Park.
- = R
’ é/z—/‘(i/" 25 /4//1//44/ .7/(/é %’7-???” Noise levels were predicted at each of the 23 sites ¢+
7 N / both the No-Build and Euiid Alternates in the vear 2010 usan
/é/[// % %/n‘i 6,%/@,,/474,&///_ e "worst case" traffic volumes and conditions, and evaluations
= - o /— o were made to determine the noise impacts at each. Wall-ty;
/%/Zg G -/Za//y ZAT %f/—f 7?4///’/44 noisc barriers were evaiuated for the Build Alternate, where
— 4 // //\ / éék required }t]o rc_edl_xcg noiieclsveli belo\l\' 70 d}l?A. A goisg t;ar»
N - 5 = 2 : rier in the vicinity o ecar Lane along the westboun anes
ZL Copiscesiiay Ll oz 2 = IS of tlie Capital Beltway has been considered in this study. |
4/'&/%/af/\”‘7 ﬁ/ /f/é; = é/—/p‘f/f While a barrier in this location would provide protection

for a section of Rock Creek Park used for recreation and pic-
nicking, and is technically feasible, it would require

// approval of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
y A e . .. Commission. A final cecision will not be made regarding this
L pzs M‘V//C EA Y 2 " ‘ ! ‘or any of the other proposed barriers without further coordi-
/[/// é/ N _?/f,”/‘&g ¢+ . hation with the agencies. involved.
Z7 s . R i s .

- Locations of all proposed noise barriers are shown in

) ' ,the brochure that was used at the recent Public Headring. 1In

! ..;the event that you did not receive a brochure through the
*'mail, another is being ‘enclosed with this letter.,

. Lo by Lok

HERRS B A Very truly yours, -

Wm, F, Schneider, Jr,, Chief
Bureau of Project Planning

WFS :REM: cms ' o0 '
- Enclosure . by: 5,,4\%57/"(6‘
* ‘Ron

-

€c: Mr. E. Camponeschi T T T
Mr. D. Wallace . . ‘- ald E. Moon, Project Managor

L ; Mr. C. Anderson’
ml am currently on the Mailing List. ¥y telophans mumber ts_ 650 1101

PRP : ) Teletvnpoete: be o fomea, . H in~ or Spae:
[: Please add my/our name(g) to the Mailing List. - , o ) | Tetevne " imcarer v or Snee:n

SHA 61.3-9-35 (Rev. 10/10/79)




\TE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No. M 512-185-372
CAPITAL BELTWAY I-495
From West of I-270 to West of Maryland 97
Combined Location and Design Public Hearing
Thursday, March 11, 1982, 7:30 p.m.
Albert Einstein High School Auditorium

8Z-A

NAME: i llias NV e lev [.N
ADDRESS: *] 71 l%c e v Br,'vf—
CITY/TOWN: A7 fesd A state: /700D ZIP CODE: 2 ¢5/ Y4

iI/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project.

PLEASE
PRINT

I temg el dy Lonon oT7 e Toms sz zdloc)
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[::] I am curqéntly on the Mailing List.
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EE;] Please add my/eur name(s) to the Mailing List.
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Maryfand Department of Transportation Lowell K. Bridwsl
Stale Highway Administzahion M. S. Catirider
Administrator

June 23, 1982

RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372
1-495, Capital Beltway
W. of I-270 to W. of Md. 97

Ms. Lillian W. Golovin
9719 Bellevue Drive
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Dear Ms. Golovin:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your comments concerning
the Capital Beltway project between I-270 and Georgia Avenue
(Maryland Route 97).

In response to your concerns regarding the 100 year
flood, our studies indicate that the proposed improvements
to the Beltway would have little effect on the floodplain.
The 100-year floodplain in the project area has been mapped
by the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission.
According to these maps, the southern boundary of the 100-year
floodplain is generally the embankment on which the Capital
Beltway is constructed. In the 100 year storm, flooding could
occur on sections of the Beltway as it is now constructed, includ-
ing the section between Cedar Lane and the Pook's Hill interchange.
The proposed improvements which consist of widening the existing
roadway should not worsen this condition. There will be a minor
impact to the floodplain in the vicinity of Cedar Lane, where
retaining wall construction will result in the loss of a small
amount of storage area. However, this loss will be insignificant
and any increase in floodwater elevations will be negligible.

As a result of a detailed noise analysis conducted for this
project, noise barriers have been recommended and are proposed
in three locations along the eastbound lanes of the Capital
Beltway. One of these locations is between Wisconsin Avenue
and the existing earth berm, just west of Cedar Lane. Some
mention of constructing earth type barriers was made at the
Public Hearing in March, however, there have been no decisions
made as to the type of barriers to be installed. Details of
design, such as the type of barrier, material, texture and
height will be worked out in the design phase of the project
and in consultation with the affected communities.

My teleph bor1s__ 659-1106

Teletypewrlter for impaired Hearlng or Speech
383-7555 Beltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewlde Toll Free
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Ms. Lillian W. Golovin
Page Two (2)
June®23, 1982

As you have requested, your name has been added to the
project mailing list. In this way, you will be kept aware
of future developments on this project. Also, a brochure that
was prepared for use at the Public Hearing is enclosed with

this letter.
I would like to thank you for writing, and should you
desire further information, please let me know.

Very truly yours,

Wm. F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
Bureau of Project Planning

o e D

"Ronald E. Moon
Project Manager

6C-A
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Attachment

cc: Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi
Mr., S. Lewis Helwig
Mr. David Wallace
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i March 15,1982

Mr. Fugene T. Camponeschi » Hearing Officsr
State Highway Administration
9300 Kenilworth ave,
Greenbelt , Md. 20770
Res Proposed Expaneion of 1495 in Montgomery Co.
Dear Sirg :

I wish the record to show my strong opposition to the addition of two
lanss to 1495 from 1270 to Georgia Ave.

I have lived in this neighborhood since 1956 and have observed the
deterioration resulting from the noise and air pollution from I495 since it
was constructed,

I atiended the public meetings prior to the origional construction of
the beltway,the recent meetings, and studied statements concerning the expansion
proposed now.,At the time of the orgional construction I heard some of the same
forcasts that I hear now, butI have observed the exact opposite, Traffic that
normally would be spread over a wide area has been ooncentrated on the feeder/ exit
strcete with the normal problems associated with overloading,

Citizens of the area vere also promised noise barriers at the time'of the -
origional construction but the State failsd to honor that promise once the
pavement was down and the citizens were faced with a fait accompli,

I question the accuraoy- of your projections of traffio volume on I 495
for the future and the amount of relief provided feeder strects. In Yyour phamplet
prepared for the March 11, 1982 meeting positive statemente are made but no informatiéh\
is provided on how these conclusions were reached, I prosumo bhey are mathematically
derived based upon a set of assumptions, The faot that oonclusions can vary
widsly as alrssult of the assunptions solscted is Widoly kffoim. If we look at
the recerd of what happened -to the presont beltway, Rookville Pike and Connecticut
Ave, follewing new oonsiruction we can be reasonably certain that traffio volume
will expand rapidly +thig time alsoland ipé vory short time the presont situation
will be reorocated— except that it probably will be worse as a result of your
failure to expand the exits, i.e. 33% moro traffio will try to use exits elready
overloaded during rush hours,

You make a point that ths » Build Alternative " will have an accident rate
" which is significantly less than the No Build ", I also question the validity
of this statcment and wonder how it was derived. If new lanes are built, southbound
I 270 traffio will need to croes one additional lane to exit south on Connectiout

dvs, eto,

The eame mistake ie being made here as has been made in the past in the
whole area - namely, traffic has been ooncentrated in too few areas. It is time
to recognize thie mistake and start to spread the load rather than to concentrate
it more, and to support publio transportation with improved access and parking,.

On page 1 of the material prepared for the March 11 meetinglreferenoe is
made to the construction agrecment with the National Capital Planning Commission
and the Maryland National Capital Park & Planning Commission that the segnant
within the park would be limited to six lanes. If I hcard you correctly at the
Harch 11 meeting you answered a question on this matter by reporting that your
Attorney met with their Attorney wherein it was agreed that you could procecd
with four lanes. It would appear that this is legally questionable without a
public hearing.,

I also note on page 1 of the materal prepared for the March 11 meeting
that you report on the December 7, 1981 meeting to the effect that " the vast
majority of those persons in attendence seemed to support the Build Alternative".
I attended that meeting and remember olearly that persons who tried to make
statements were cut off with a remark that that meeting was not the time nor
place for statemente and were dismissed to an adjoining room to review exhibits,
The remarks that I overheard from people seated near me expressed dfsgust that
they had come out on a rainy night and then were not pa;mited~fd’express their
opposition to the projeot.

I hope that the strong opposition of Citigen groups and others expressed
at the March 11 meeting will ocause the Highway Administration to reconsider its
rlan to expand I 495 and favor aotions that will roduce traffic by making it
easy to use publio transit. e.g. feeder roads to metro stations and adequate

ol HES_

aul W, Reed
4509 Traymore St,
Bethesda, Md. 20814

prarking at those etations,.

e
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Maryland Department of Transportation

State Highway Administration March 22, 1982

Office of District Lnginaer
State Highwey Administration
9300 Kentiworth Avenue

?.0. Box 327

Greenbelt, Maryland 20770

Mr. Paul W. Reed
4509 Traymore Street
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Lowell K. Bridwe!l
Secistary

M. S. Caftrider
Admintatrator

Re: Contract M-512-185-372
I-495 - from west of I-270
to west of MD 97

Dear Mr. Reed:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated March 15;
1982 which records your opposition to the addition of two (2) 1lanes

to I-495 between the subject limits.

Camponeschi

/ Your statement will be made part of the formal transcrxpt and
will be addressed and considered in the final decision for this
project.
. hd
Sincerely,
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY
EUGENE T, CAMPONESCH)
Eugene T.
" bistrict Engiqe?r
ETC:

cc: }ﬁ. F. Schneider

Dﬁv( L‘)Q/A‘.cg
?/( < &~

345-7100 Ext. 212

My telsphone number is

Tetelypewrlter tor Impalred Hearlng or Speech
3837555 Baltimore Metro — 5650451 D.C. Metro — 1.800-492.5062 Statewlde Toll Fres

)
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10645 Weymouth St, #204%
Bethesda, Md., 20814

> T~ March 29, 198
v T ree.l
b 43 W oe
[
Mr. Hal Kassoff, T
State Highway Administration .
707 North Calvert St, i « 1 preme

Fuclpyoaeys &8
RN

Baltimnre, M4, 21202

Dear Mr. Kassoff,

I wish to go on publie record as a strong supporter of the NO-BUILD ALTRRNATIVE A
proposal concarning the future destiny of ths 3,5 milas of the Capital Beltway I-%475
betwaen 1-270 and Georgia Ave, I strongly oppose the BUILD ALTERNATIVE B concerning
this sectinn,

Adding two additional lanes within the existing right of way will increase capa-
city but will do notning to solve the basic design flaw in that section. On page two
of your green oublic hearing brochure you state that the "lack of design consistency
is a major factor in the high accident rates and poor oparating conditions experienced
in this ot of the Beltway.” This "lack of design consistency” will not be altared
With the ad4ition of two additional lanes. The twisting roadway with it's numerous~
nergas and exits will remain, The addition of two lanes will eventually add morse
cars to tha same desiqn flaved Reltway area resulting in more accidents. Thers will.
bs more 1ane switching and cars travelling in exaess of 50 m.p.h. during non peak
hours. I raccamand that the State Hizhway Adwinistration inenrporate the safety
fratures mantioned in the BUILD ALTERVATIVE B to the NO BUILD ALTERWATIVE'A (mndian
barrier, wider shouldars, bettar lighting, etc.) to improve safnty and service along
the existinz roadway. Put up mors speed limit and warninzg sirns, (which are almost
non-existent), and ENFORCE THE SPEZD LIMIT!I It seems ludicrous to spend millions of
dsllars on a 3.5 mila ssction of roadway rconsidering the ponr conditinn of many
state hichways avi bridses, I would much rather ses my tax dollar spent on rapatiing
existing roadways a~d bridges rathnr than on adding more lanes to the Beltway,(and
I travel the 3.5 mile saction in question resularly),

I an also concarned ahout the impact of the BUILD ALTERNATIVE B on Rock Crenk,
Althoirh a s=dimant control plan is proposed for the project, the Montgomary County
office raspontible for enforcement-of sadiment laws is pitifully undorstaffed.
Sadinant. is onn of the biveest anvironmental problems concerning the health and vitality
of Rnck Crack, Anothar concarn is storm water runoff. Rock Creek will continue tn
axparinnce incraased runoff as more nf the watershed is paved over. Any increased
rinnf € 1s significant to park structures, eauipment and facilities located dnwnstream,
Rnck 7reak already suffaers fram an overabundance of pnllutants., Water qnality »f this
assthatic resource will wnesen, Although no parkland will be sacrificed, (THANK GOD)
the watar quality of Ruck Creek will bs permansently worsaned,

Tn closing, I'd liks to anconrase the State Highway Administratinn to choose
NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE A. Safety features could be incnrporated to make it as safe or
517er than ALTERNATIVE B, ALTERVATIVE B will nnly put morn cars on the same desison
flawad roadway that currently axists. Thank you very much.

Sinceraly,

e .
A L 3 e ritt
William B. Yeaman

Lows!l X. Bridwell

n  Maryland De}}artment of Transportation

Secretary
i State Highway Admimistration M. S. Caltrider
Administrater

April B, 19B2

RE: Contract No. M 512-185-372
F.A.P. No. I 495-2{(188)10
1-495 (Capital Beltway)
West of 1-270 to West of
Maryland 97

Mr. William B. Yeaman
10644 Weymouth St. #204
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Dear Mr. Yeéaman:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated
March 29, 1982 regarding the proposed improvements to the
Capital Beltway (I-495). Your letter will be made a part
of the official project record by being entered into the
public hearing transcript. .

We appreciate your views and assure you that they
will receive every consideration before a decision is
made concerning this project. You will be advised of the
decision by the State Highway Administration and kept.aware
of future developments via the project mailing _list.

Veri tr)al/y yours, /

Hal Kassoff, Director
O0ffice of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering
~
HK:bk ”;.3
cc: Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi i
Mr. Wm. F. Schneider, Jr, (Mecn t _—

) 659-1110
My telsph ber Is
Tetetypewnter for Impaired Heanng or Speach
3817555 Baltimore Melro — 5650451 0 C. Metro — 1-800-492.5062 Statawide Toll Free

O Re. 70T T TN e € aipan G B s Bigey e feden a47aT

-
=
o



D. Agency Letters

1. Montgomery County Planning Board (of M-NCP&PC)

At its regular meeting on March 18, 1982, the
Montgomery County Planning Board unanimously approved the Selected
Alternative, subject to several conditions. Their approval and the
noted conditions are documented in the letter and memoranda
reproduced on the following pages (V-34 through V-36). Responses

to their comments have been appended where appropriate.
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THE!MARYLAND-NATiONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

8787 Georgia Avenue » Silvar Spring, Marylsnd 20807

(301 E28XERA
March 19, 198> 565-7408

==
s il

Mr. M. S. Caltrider, Administrator
State Highway Administration

707 N. Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Re: Capital Beltway (I-495) .
From I-270 to MD Route 97

Dear Mr. Caltrider:

The Montgomery County Planning Board, at its regular megting
on March 18, 1982, reviewed the recommendations of the Planning
Staff and the Park Staff on the proposed improvements of adding
additional lanes to the subject project.

The Board voted unanimously to approve the staff's recommenda-
tion of approval of Alternative B subject to the conditions recom-
mended in the memorandums by the Environmental Planning Division and
the Parks Department.

$incerely yours,

Do X (il

orman L. Christeller
Chairman .

NLC:ELF:bap

Attachment_

A ———
Form 20 VI/T0

NB:JAV:el

ce: J. Koadis

I

EMO_7

THE MATYLAND-MATICNAL CAPITAL PARX AND PLANNING COMMISSION

v

March 12, 1982

TO: Robert Winick, thief, Transportation Division
VIA: Jorge A. Valladares, Chief 76/
Eovirommenta) Planning Division
7 .
FROM: Sazir Baig, Eavironmental Planning Cocrdinator 7/ 7{4]—~7

SUBJECT: ¥D. DOT Enviroomental Assessment Study for I-495 (Capital Beltway)

We bave carefully revieved the above-referenzed study. Staff recommends
that the proposed "huild" alternative he conditionally approved based upon
the following:

1) an drainage alterations, modifications, and/or iaprovements -
will coaform to M-NCPPC requirenents.

2) A1l land surface and/or strean channel éisturbance activities
within M-NCPPC park land will he subject to M-NCPPC review
and approval.

3) The M-NCPPC Parks Department should addrass the peed for noise
barriers along Rock Creek Park to ‘protect park users, If the
Parks Department feels that barriers are not necessary for the

north of the Park.

4) The height of the proposed harriers neeced to protect other
residences adjacent to the beltway necessitates a careful
ev2luation and consideration of the aesthetics of these
barriers. M-NCPPC should be involved ir every stage of
review and design of these barriers, an¢ should be "involved
in all decisions which may change the harrier appearance
for structural, aesthetic, engineering, or eaviroamental
reasons.
5) M-NCPPC should be apprised of al)l meetirzs with citizens
vhere barrier design is discussed.

Should you have additional questions Please contact us.

"Response: (1) thru (5)

As with this Projegil
Planning Study, SHA will
closely coordinate the Final
Design and Construction Phases

with M-NCP&PC. ‘9

S. Tederline
J. Calyd
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. Item #31 L Form 30 13778 ' o Item #31
. 3/18/82 C: i: ; . 3/18762
AN . . 4\ .

THE MARYLAND-NATICNAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION ) .
—_— _ . B787 Geargia £ senue ¢ Silver Spring. Maryland 20910-3760 ) THE J'WHW‘D"MHONAL CAPITAL PARK AD PLANNING COMMISSION
FV . o . March 16, 1983 Trrsoiinzs manA? Db
jﬂ March 15, 1982 . - ' . GG -
) TO: . Montgomery County.Plannihg Board
MEMORANDUM ’ . ' FROM: Department of Parks, Montgomery'county

10: Montgomery County Plarning Board SUBJECT: Propoéed Capital Beltway Improvements,
) Rock Creek Park Area

FROM: Planning Staf=*

ZCT: ita & 1-495) from I-270 to MD Route 97 : . : .
SUBJZCT:  Capital Beltway ( ) The Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway

section of

The State Highway Adninistration has conducted a study to
determine measures which would increase the safety and capacity of miles, to the Forest
the existing six-lane section of the subject project. Two alter-
ratives are uncder consideration. These are klternative A: the no-
build alternative which would result in tre continued use of the . ark on both sides.
six-lane rcadway and 2lternative B: the build alternative which P
Froposes to upcrade thre existing six-lane roadway to eight-lanes,

- Way originally
and is bordered by the

The State Highway Administration ang the Department of

and the incorporation of other capacity and safety improvements Transportation Planni %
- N . . . . po ing ha k . N

which can reasonably be accomplished completely within the existing - &nd involved in the plgnni::/dzgggﬁh;rgggz:t?ggttgfsParg? 1nfo;med

< right-of-way. Jt; inception, ang during that time the Department ofp;ég::th:;nce
s . : made its concer . .
| Attachsd is a cozy of the brochure describing the project and o erns clear
W - a meno from the Environmental Planning Division commenting on the . The ma<or :
> g ajor concern e it

o environmental assessment document. A memo from the Parks Depart- * should be ug 3 for'highwzirszssg :gswthat no additional parklang

ment on this project will be distributed to the Board prior to a4y or improvements. The other

: major concerns were related to enviro
Thursday's meeting. . on the park, particularly in the area

ai;, water, and noise Pollution; ang visual impact.

nmental impacts of the project

The staff is recommending approval of Alternative B subject

to the conditions that are reconmended.by the above memorandums. L very well. these concerns
) . " e
Attachments . . R . . The Stgte Highway Admipistration conductéﬁ'a combined Locatj
) . S Design Public Hearing on this Project 7:30 P.M., Thursday, M on/.
. . 1982 at the Albert Einstein High School, Kensington. » Hareh 11,

R The "build alternative" now being studieq
e g?etzmp;o;eﬁint gf the existing highway within the right of way
IR . ¢ existing facility. The stug o i
oL of this segment of the beltway to aﬁ gigsgffznghioggsgnst;ucylon
. . the safety ang capacity improvements which can reasonagi §v1ng
co accomplished within the existing right of way. fThe pro'g te i
. ) - o involve No stream relocations, and there will be no addztf ot A
. = floodplain encroachments. An environmental assessment h hes )
: ~ Prepared by the consultant. for S.H.A. a8 been

is concentrated on
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buring review of the study wi-- S.4.A. representatives, the
consultant, and staff, there was cc' iderable discussion regarding
location and design of retaining walls and noise abatement structures.
It was determined that an on-site inspection of the Proposed wall .
and structure locations would be desirable. This inspection was held
1:30 P.M., March 8, 1982 by the following:

Edward Ferber, Transportation Planning Division
Steve Federline, Environmental Planning Division
Robert Bushnell, Urban Design Division

Carl Schoening, Associate Director of Parks

Joseph P. Kondis, Chief, E & D Division

Hans Hanses, Landscape Architect, E & D Division
Robert Barris, National Capital Planning Commission

s~ o o~
NOWMA W -
— —

The most critical area regarding noise and visual impact on the
park is the Cedar Lane area, west of the beltway. The elevation of
the beltway above the park here will make it the most difficult
location to screen. While a combination retaining wall and 15°' high
noise abatement ‘structure would probably be the most effective from a
noise standpoint, it could be very undesirable from a visual standpoint.
Ve recommend that heavy planting of evergreens be considered in
some combination with retaining wall and low level noise_abatement
structure instead.

It should be pointed out that decibel level readings from Cedar
Lane and Beach Drive traffic at this location often exceeded those
from the beltway, as registered on the noise monitoring device
operated by Steve Federline of Environmental Planning.

The second most critical area recarding noise and visual  impact
on the park is the area between Beach Crive and the beltway southeast
of Raymoor Road. Vhile a noise abatement structure would be beneficial

.at this location, we feel that it is just as important that as many

of the existing (deciduous) trees on the bank as possible be saved.
A supplemental planting of evergreens at this location should be
considered.

Except for these two areas, it was the feeling of the group
that the greatest noise and visual impacts would be on private
residences adjoining the park, and use of other noise abatement
structures should address that problem.

Other recommendations:

(1) Existing trees growing on the bank between the beltway
paving and Rock Creek should be preserved where possible.
Supplemental planting of tall evergreens on this bank ~
should be given consideration. :

(3) Project plans shal
to The Maryland-National Capi
(4) a1n1 of these recommendation
Iesponded to, by the S.H.A.
Chief, Charles R. Anderson.

S .should be reviewed, and

JPK/dw

¢cc - E. Ferber
S. Federline : '
J. Galli ’ : .

Response: ((1),.(3), and (4))

The Bureau of Landscape and Architecture, Md SHA, will
prepare a landscape plan for this project, and will closely
" coordinate this plan with M-NCP&PC.

2) . ' e

The noise analyses conducted as a part of this Project
Planning Study have been reviewed by the Environmental Plan-
ning Group of M-NCP&PC. In addition, - field inspection was
‘held by staff from M-NCP&PC on March 8, 1982. As a result
of M-NCP&PC's review, the limits of the noise barriers have

. been revised, and the barriers originally proposed adjacent

to Rock Creek Park have been deleted. The Build Alternative -

incorporates the suggestions made by M-MCRsPC.
. B

1 inc%ude a landscape plan acceptable
tal Park and Planning Commission.

Bureau of Landscape Architecture




2. Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments

.\‘

The Metropolitan Washington Cou%ﬁil of Governments,

ry

(COG), reviewed this project as part of the A-95 Clearinghouse’

Process. Their Memorandum and attached Review comments are
reproduced on the following pages (V-38 through V-40). As noted on
page 4 of their Memorandum, dated May 20, 1982, they endorsed

implementation of the Selected Alternative, Alternative B.

!
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A-95 METROPOLITAN CLEARINGHOUSE MEMORANDUM A
DATE: May 21, 1982 '
TO: Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr., Chief <
Maryland Department of Transportation =
Bureau of Project Planning =
707 North Calvert Street, Rocm 310 N

Baltimore, Maryland 21202
SUBJECT: PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND REVIEW FOR
PROJECT: Environmental Assessment--Capital Beltway COG NO.: 82-03-020

from West of I-270 to West of Maryland Rte- 97--Montgamery County
APPLICANT: U.S. Department of Transportation, Maryland Department of Transportation

COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

1875 Eye Street. N.W., Suite 200. Washingion, D.C. 20006 223.6800

The project title, COG number, and applicant's name should be used in all correspon-
dence with COG concerning this project. Correspondence should be addressed to Mr.

Walter A. Scheiber, Executive Director. The staff may be reached by telepnone at
223-6800.

“INAL OISPOSITION

We have concluded review of the above item and have determined that its nature

[:] does not warrant metropolitan comments. A copy of this memorandum and any
attachments should accompany your application to indicate that the Metropolitan
Clearinghouse review has been completed.

A copy of the above item has been sent to

for review and comment, with direct response to be made by

Copies of any local agency comments which you receive should also accompany your
application to the Federal agency.

We have concluded review of the above item and have determined that it is in

[:] general accord with the metropolitan planning process and COG's adopted policies.
A copy of this memorandum and any attachments should accompany your application
to indicate that the Metropolitan Clearinghouse review has been completed.

We have concluded review of the abbve item and submit herewith, the attached
Metropolitan Clearinghouse Review Comments. A copy of this memorandum and the at-
tached comments should accompany your application when submitted to the Federal

agency to indicate that the Metropolitan clearinghizse reyiew has been completed.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

WE APPRECIATE YOUR COOPERATION

Clearinghouse review comments will be valid for a period of two years from the date
of this A-95 Metropolitan Clearinghouse Memorandum. All projects not submitted to the
Federal funding agency within that period must be resubmitted to the Clearinghouse for

update of the review comments before formal application is made to the Federal Government.

Oreunet of Columbia . Adingran Coumy . Fairfas County . Lradoun Coumy .

metropolitan washingtion

COJNCIL OF GO+ERNMENTS

1875 Eye Street. N.W.,, Suite 200, Washington. D.C. 20006 22:3-6500

May 20, 1982

METROPOLITAN CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW COMMENTS

COG _PROJECT NUMBER: 82-03-020

PROJECT NAME: Capital Beltway (I-495) from I-270
to Md. Route 97;

Environmental Assessment.

SUBMITTING AGENCY:

Maryland Department of Transportation

FEDERAL AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration

FEDERAL PROGRAM: Submitted Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 4332
(2) {c) and 23 U.S.C. 128 (a), CEQ
Regulations (40 CFR 1500 et seq)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project study area includes the 3.5 mile, six-lane dortion
of the Capital Beltway (I-495) from just west of the interchanae
with I-270 (Pook's Hill Interchange) to the existing eight-lane
portion of the Beltway at Seminary Road, west of the imterchance
with Maryland Route 97 (Georgia Avenue) in Montgoméry County,
Maryland. The State Highway Administration, Maryland Demartment
of Transportation, proposes to provide an additional through
traffic lane in each direction, and incorporate other safety andé
capacity improvements, as possible within existing hiaghway rights-
of-way, along these 3.5 miles. The additional lanes and continuous
concrete median barrier are proposed to be constructed typically
within the existing roadway median except for in the vicinitv of
Cedar Lane where a full additional lane, anpragimately 3000' lonc,
is proposed along the north side of the existjng roadway.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The section of I-495 in the study area was desicned and
built in 1963-64 to less than desired standards because it had
to follow an alignment generally paralleling Rock Creek Park's
southern boundary; also locations outside the Park were rejected
because of unacceptable impacts to the adjacent residential
communities. As a result of this, a highway was produced with
safe operating speeds lower than those on adjacent portions of
the Beltway. The speed limit was lowered as a safety measure but
this proved ineffective as traffic volumes increased. In 1977,
the highway was resurfaced to improve skid-resistance. This a3
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only temporarily eficctive in reducing accide..cs, primarily
because of increasing traffic volumes.

By 1971, adjacent Maryland nortions of the Beltwayv had
been widened to 8 lanes to accommodate increasing traffic volumes,
but the section through Pock Creek Park remained a 6-lane
facility with less than desireable curvature. The oresent study
was initiated in late 1973 to analyze the safety and capacity
of this portion of the Beltway and develop recommendations to
improve the existing conditions. Five initial imorovement
alternatives were developed and presented to the public. From
the hearing process over the next couple of years it became
apparent that major improvements bevond the existing nighway
right-cf-way in this section would not receive opublic or acency
support. Work has since continued on a significantly reduced
construction alternative which proposed widening the existing
6-lane Beltway to 8 lanes entirely within the existing highwav
right-of-way. This alternative, together with the YNo-3uild
Alternative, form the subject of this Environmental Assessment.

RELATIONSHIP TO METROPOLITAN PLANNING PROCESS:
STAFF COMMENTS:

TRANSPORTATION

The purpose of this environmental assessment has been to
compare the No-Build (6 lanes) and Build (8 lanes) Alternatives.
The No-Build would result in continued use of the exXisting aigaway,
with normal maintenance continued and certain improvemeats in
signing, marking and lighting. All existing desian cdefici
would remain, however, and, under steadily increasing tra
demands, operating and safety conditions could be exnected =0

further deteriorate.

The Build Alternative is shown in the adonted Long Range
Element of the TPB Transportation Plan.l/ Also it has been
proposed as a 8-lane facility in the Transportation Improvement
Program since 1973. It is also included in the so-called "1987
Base Case Network" for conducting the transvortation/air cuality
emissions inventory in the SIP planning process. It comes from
a conforming TIP; hence it can be found in conformance with the
SIP planning process. The expected impacts of the 8uild
Alternative are discussed in the following paragraph.

No adverse impact on the quality of the human environment
is expected since the Build Alternative provides for a facility
within the existing right-of-way. There would be beneficial
impacts on traffic and safety, however. There would be an
estimated overall increase in traffic over the No-Builé Alsernative

i/Adopted by the TPB on May 21, 1980
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of 15% in the year 2010; in the peak P.M. hour the increase
would be in the 17-22% range. But the level of service in
the P.M. (E, or capacity) would be the same as for the No-
Build, except it would be better than the No-Build in the
eastbound direction which would deteriorate to F (forced
flow). Due to the better operating conditions it would
afford, the Build Alternative would attract a significant
number of trips from local roadways such as Wisconsin Avenue,
Jones Bridge Read, etc. This should result in a net decrease
in fuel consumed per vehicle.

The proposed capacity improvements would enable this
section of the Beltway to operate more efficiently with adiacent
existing 8-lane sections. This, along with pronosed safsty
improvements, is expected to result in an accident rate of 134
per 100 million vehicle miles of travel. This rate is 25% lass
than what might be expected from the No-Build.

The noise levels associated with both altermatives would
increase to approximately the same magnitudes by the Year 2010.
However, the Build Alternative provides for barriers to alleviate
the noise. Analysis of 23 receptors along the route iadicatad
that 10_receptors are predicted to exceed Federal Design Noise
Level (L10 = 70 dBA) in the year 2010 with the No=-3Builé Al-zsr—a-
tive, compared to only 3 with the Build Alternative.

The Build Alternative supports the COG/TPB goal for energy

conservation and the highway objective for improving efficiency
through the reconstruction of existing facilities.

AIR QUALITY COMMENTS

Because this proposal is for the expansion of an existing
facility within existing right-of-way, it is important to compare
the projected no-build conditions to those anticipated if the
project is completed as proposed. As described in a previous
section, the proposed project is the widening of a 3.5 mile segmen
of the Capital Beltway. In developing projections for both build
and no-build conditions the existing and planned land use patterns
in the area were examined. The Kensington-Wheaton, Silver Spring,
and Bethesda areas are largely developed. North Bethesda-Garrett
Park still has large tracts of undeveloped land and plans for that
area include intensive development near transit stations and points
of freeway access. This planned development provided the basis
for.projecting total number of trips and VMT in the area in the
design year 2010. If no improvements are made to this section of
the Beltway, levels of service of F are projected by 2010. Over-
flow traffic from the Beltway would be diverted onto major arterials
such as Wisconsin Avenue and onto other facilities such as Viers
Mill Road and Randolph Road, decreasing their levels of service.
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] Analyses included in the DEIS evaluated carbon monoxide con-
+ centrations for both the build and no-build options at fourteen

O receptors. Based on studies done by COG, concentrations in thne
region have been shown to meet the 1 hour and 8 hour CO standards
before the year 2010. Analyses included in the DEIS support this
conclusion, showing no violations of either standard for the
build or no-build option. What is not included in this report is
the CO impact at intersections on arterials and local streets in
the area of this project. CO emissions produced when vehicles are
forced to idle or qgueue up at intersections are significantly
higher than in free-flow conditions. With either the build or

no-build options, CO levels will be decreasing between now and 2010.

However, in the no-build condition CO levels would be expected to
be higher than the build because of the lower levels of service on
all facilities in the area.

Improvements to this section of the Beltway, which does not
even meet current Interstate standards, would improve traffic flow
on the Beltway and would attract trips that would otherwise use
local alternatives. The increase of one lane in each direction
would satisfy projected demand but it is unlikely it would improve

conditions to the point of attracting trips that woulé not otierwise

have been made. No additional right of way would be requireé for
the proposed improvements.

Staff supports the construction of two additional througn lanes

on this section of the Beltway within the existing right of way,
believing that these improvements will decrease local CO concentra-
tions that will otherwise occur.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION.

Staff recommends the project be endorsed and these comments be

transmitted to the Federal Highway Administration and the State Highway

Highway Administration, Maryland Department of Transportation.

COMMITTEE ACTION:

Transportation Planning Board (TPB) - April 21, 1982.

The TPB endorsed staff recommendations.

Air Quality Planning Committee (AQPC) - April 21, 1982.

Consideration tabled until May 19, 1982.

Air Quality Planning Committee (AQPC) - May 19, 1982.

The AQPC endorsed staff comments.



3. National Capital Planning Commission

At its meeting on April 1, 1982, the National Capital
Planning Commission (NCPC) approved implementation of the Selected
Action. That approval is documented on the following pages (pages

V-42 and V-43). Responses have been appended where appropriate.

V-41
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NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION
1325 G STREET NW.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20376

IN REPLY REFER TO:
NCPC File No. 0255

APR 71982

Mr. M. S. Caltrider

State Highway Administrator

Maryland Department of Transportation
P. 0. Box 717
Baltimore, Maryland 21203
Dear Mr. Caltrider:

The National Capital Planning Commission, at its meeting on April 1, 1982,
approved the enclosed report to the Maryland Department of Transportatlon
on the proposed improvements to I-495 (Capital Beltway) from I-270 to west
of Maryland Route 97, Montgomery County, Maryland.

Sincerely,

-7 *
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Reginald W. Griffith
Executive Direcgtor

Eoclosure

cc: Hal Kassoff

.. watershed conservation atudy,
: . .

NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION
1323 G STREET Nw.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20576

NCPC File No. 0255

I-495 (CAPITAL BELTWAY) FROM I-270 TO WEST OF
. MARYLAND ROUTE 97, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLA!ND

Report to the Maryland Department of Transportation
¢

April 1, 1982

The Commission finds that the proposed improvements to I-495 (Capital
Beltway), between I-270 and Maryland Route 97, as described in the environ-
mental assessment, dated January 20, 1982, prepared by the U. S. "and Maryland
Departmen..s of Traasportation, can be accomplished within the existing
right-of~way without amendment to the September 12, 1963 agreement between
the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, the Maryland
State Roads Commission, and the Commission, without modification of the
Master Plan for Rock Creek Stream Valley Park, Units 2 and 3. Accordingly,
the Commission finda that the pmposed improvements to I-495 will not have
4 negative impact on the Federal Establishment or other Federal interests
in the National Capital Region, except for the following issues identified
by the National Park Service:

Storm water nmoff is expected to increase from 70 ¢.f.3. to

1~.- . . ’

fot the tee—yeat storm frequency in the project area.' DOT

characterizes this as not sig-nificantly affecting storm water runoff in

ths Rock Creek Basin. whila this aloma may be true, flow iocreases from a

TR

seties 'of developments upstteam from the National Park Service portion of

';? Rock Cteek Park must ba individually and forcefully mitigated if an ultimste

“ reduction in severe flooding problems, receatly documented in the Rock Creek

is to be achisved.

In this light, a 3%

A ey

=

-



€Ev-A

o N N e am e
Gl OGNS GNO GNO BNR NN NN B Bw ae 4

increase (MD DOT figures) in Rock Creek flow from a single project is
significant. Detention devices or facilities ahould be incorporated into
the design, perhaps to retain on;siCe the two-year storm runoff recommended
for developed areas in the recently approved and adopted (1980) Maryland-
National Capital Park and Planning Commission Functional Master Plan for
Conservation and Management - Rock Creek Basin. 4

2. Non-point source pollution to Rock Creek may be increased. Control
measures, as itemized and approved in the functional master plan, ahould be
incorporated into the design and operation of the new roadway, if constructed.
The expected increased concentration of traffic on the Beltway concurrently
offers an improved opportunity to control pollution at its sources. The
plan, for instance, recommends frequent street vacuuming of high density
areas such as Beltway traffic would represent.

3. 1In the absence of detailed plans, erosion potentials at the eighteen
stream outfalls in the project area cannot be evaluated. However, erosion
could increase downstream sediment loads. Grass-lined drainage ditches,
flow velocity checks, and appropriate outfall devices should be considered
for incorporation into ‘the design.

4. The Hayes' Spring Amphipod (Stygobromus Hayi) 1s an endangered

species inhabiting the Rock Creek Basin within Washington, D.C.i:Incteased

flows and pollutants could be expected to affect':he habitat bfvihia';nimal.

on occasion, even though it is several miles downstream from the'project

Response:

1.

To retain or retard the release of any increase in storm-
water discharge from the Beltway would add this increasegd
flow to the discharge from the remainder of the drainage area
to create increased flow conditions during periods of maximum
discharge to the Creek, which results from draining the
relatively large adjacent areas beyond the Beltway. This in-
crease in maximum discharge rate would occur, if flows from
the Beltway were retarded, since times of concentration for
flood waters originating on the Beltway are considerably less
than for flood waters originating in the remainder of the
drainage areas. For this reason, an improved drainage system
that will handle increased flows without retaining any
incremental increases in runoff volume is included with
Alternative B. The M-NCP&PC has agreed that this approach may
be best for overall management of the watershed.

It may be desirable in some locations to provide some
storage capacity in order to use existing discharge piping if
replacement of existing piping results in problems in main-
taining traffic during construction.

Measures to minimize non-point source pollution from the
Capital Beltway will be incorporated where feasible into the
design and operation of the roadway. Such measures will be
coordinated with NCPC and other appropriate agencies.

Measures to control the generation and transport of sedi-
ment will be incorporated, where feasible during final design
of the new roadway. These measures will be coordinated with
NCPC and other appropriate agencies.

The Hays Spring Amphipod inhabits a single small spring
in the National Zoological Park in Washington, D.C. approxi-
mately four miles south of the project area. This spring is
situated over 100 feet from the banks of Rock Creek. Since
the spring inhabited by the amphipod flows down to the Creek,
and since this project will not significantly increase normal
Stream flows nor flood levels in the area of the Zoological
Park, no impact to the Hays Spring Amphipod or its habitat
will result from implementaiton of the Selected Alternative.



