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The proposed action consists of measures to improve safety and relieve severe congestion along MD 210 (Indian Head 

Highway) in the 10-mile segment between I-95/I-495 (Capital Beltway) and MD 228. The Selected Alternative is 

Alternative 5A Modified, which consists of widening to provide auxiliary lanes associated with various intersection 

improvements to improve safety, capacity and pedestrian/bicycle mobility. Intersection improvements range from at- 

grade widening at three locations to grade-separated interchange improvements at six locations. 

Environmental impacts associated with this project are summarized in Table S-l and would include residential and 

business displacements, right-of-way acquisitions, and impacts to wetlands and Waters of the U.S., 100-year 

floodplains, noise, and parks. 
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Summary 

1. Administrative Action 

(   ) Environmental Assessment 
(   ) Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(X) Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(   ) Findings of No Significant Impact 

(X) Section 4(f) Evaluation 

2. Information Contacts 

Additional information concerning the proposed project may be obtained from: 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson Ms. Caryn Brookman 
Deputy Director Environmental Specialist 
Office of Planning Preliminary Engineering Federal Highway Administration 
State Highway Administration City Crescent Building 
707 North Calvert Street 10 South Howard Street 
Mailstop C-301 Suite 2450 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Hours: 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. Hours: 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 
Phone: (410)545-8500 Phone:(410)962-4440 

Fax: (410)962-4054 

Introduction 

This document presents the results of studies that have been completed to address both 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and US Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 
Permit requirements. NEPA focuses on the environmental analysis of alternatives, whereas the 
Corps Section 404 permit addresses specific impacts to wetlands and Waters of the U.S. in 
accordance with the Clean Water Act. In addition, Section 4(f) requirements of the U.S. 

Department of Transportation Act are addressed. 

4.        Description of Proposed Action/Purpose and Need 

MD 210, also known as Indian Head Highway, connects Washington, D.C. at its northern 
terminus with the town of Indian Head, in Charles County, approximately 20 miles south of the 
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Prince George's CountyAVashington, D.C. line. The project area lies within Prince George's 
County and extends approximately ten miles along MD 210, from I-95/I-495 (the Capital 
Beltway) to MD 228 (Figure S-l). The following 11 signalized intersections with MD 210 are 
located in the project area: Oxon Hill Road, Wilson Bridge Drive, Kerby Hill/Livingston Road, 
Livingston/Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek/Livingston 
Road, Old Fort Road South, Farmington Road, MD 373, and MD 228. However, intersection 
improvements at Oxon Hill Road and MD 228 are being addressed by other projects and are not 

included in this study. 

The purpose of this study is to improve traffic operations and safety conditions along the 
segment of MD 210 from the Capital Beltway to MD 228. The need for this project is 
demonstrated by the peak hour delays and congestion that have become particularly prevalent at 
the 11 signalized intersections along this segment of MD 210 for through traffic and traffic 

accessing or crossing MD 210 from the side roads. 

MD 210 serves as a major route connecting I-95/I-495, the District of Columbia and 
Virginia with southern Prince George's County and Charles County. MD 210 is a six-lane 
divided arterial highway with partial control of access. Access to and from MD 210 is mainly 
provided at signalized major intersections with some non-signalized access points betv/een the 

intersections. 

The existing 2000 average daily traffic (ADT) volumes on MD 210 range from 
approximately 68,600 vehicles per day (VPD) at a point just south of the 1-295 "S-curve" ramps 
to 43,600 VPD north of MD 228. Traffic volumes are expected to increase steadily through the 
design year 2020. The projected daily volumes for the MD 210 no-build condition in the year 
2020 range from 92,000 VPD south of the 1-295 "S-curve" ramps to about 63,000 VPD north of 

MD 228. 

According to level of service (LOS) analysis for existing MD 210, five of the eleven 
signalized intersections in the study are currently operating at failing conditions (LOS F). Future 
operations throughout the day are predicted to worsen along the MD 210 corridor and the 
number of hours each day that intersections will operate at LOS F will increase. By the year 
2020, if no improvements are made, all eleven-study area intersections will reach LOS F, and 
some intersections will be handling almost twice the volume of traffic they were designed to 

handle. 
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A review of three-and-a-half-year accident history (January 1997 through July 2000) 

indicates the average accident rate for MD 210 between MD 228 and Fort Washington Road 
(6.0 miles) from 1997 through July 2000 was approximately equal to the statewide average 
accident rate for similarly designed rural/urban highways. The average accident rate for MD 210 
between Fort Washington Road and the 1-95/495 interchange (4.60 miles) was significantly 

higher than the statewide accident rate for similarly designed urban highways. 

5.        Alternatives Descriptions 

A.       Alternatives Presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and at 
the Informational Public Workshop (Mav 2000) 

As described in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the following 

alternatives were presented at the Informational Public Workshop on May 15, 2000, and the 
Location/Design Public Hearing on June 21, 2001. (See Table S-l for a summary of the 

environmental impacts) 

1.)       No-Build Alternative 

This alternative included routine maintenance, minor construction projects and 
developer-based improvements associated with new developments. These minor improvements 

would not have been expected to measurably affect roadway capacity or safety. 

2.)       Alternative 5A: No High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes 

Alternative 5A included no HOV lanes on MD 210 (or side roads) and no widening of 
MD 210 other than that necessary in the immediate vicinity of an intersection location to support 
a given intersection improvement option (e.g., acceleration lanes, turn lanes, etc.). This 
alternative was predicted to reduce traffic congestion but not alleviate it altogether. Two sets of 
intersection capacity improvement options were considered with all of the proposed alternatives. 

The capacity options were as follows: 

a.)       Capacity Option 1 

This included the least number of interchanges considered reasonable. Interchanges 
would only be provided at the Kerby Hill/Livingston Road and Livingston Road/Palmer Road 
intersections. The remaining intersections were proposed to be expanded with the existing traffic 
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signals to remain. Under this option, a 4th through lane in each direction was to be included on 

MD 210, from Old Fort Road North to Old Fort Road South. 

b.)       Capacity Option 2 

Capacity Option 2 included the number of interchanges necessary to achieve satisfactory 
Levels of Service during the peak periods. Interchanges were proposed at the Kerby Hill 
Road/Livingston Road, Livingston Road/Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington 
Road, Swan Creek Road/Livingston Road and Old Fort Road South locations. These 
interchanges were expected to operate LOS D or better for the weaves on and off MD 210 as 
well as the intersections proposed where the ramps tie into the side roads. Most of the ramp tie- 
in intersection locations would warrant traffic signals and should operate at LOS C or better 
during the peak period. The remaining intersections, Farmington Road and MD 373, were 
proposed to be expanded with the existing traffic signals to remain. As described in the DEIS, 
the following intersection locations were proposed to be upgraded as part of the Capacity 
Option 2: 

MD 210 Ramps to and from 1-295 
Location A - Wilson Bridge Drive 
Location B - Livingston Road/Kerby Hill Road 
Location C - Palmer Road/Livingston Road 
Location D - Old Fort Road North 
Location E - Fort Washington Road 
Location F - Livingston Road/Swan Creek Road 
Location G -Old Fort Road South 
Location H - Farmington Road 
Location I - MD 373 

3.) Alternative 5B 

Alternative 5B consisted of the widening of MD 210 to provide two reversible, barrier- 
separated median HOV lanes. The southern limit of the proposed reversible HOV section was to 
be at Swan Creek Road, and the roadway would have transitioned to concurrent flow HOV south 
of that point. As described in the DEIS, the following intersection locations were proposed to be 
upgraded as part of Alternate 5B: 

• MD 210 Ramps to and from 1-295 
• Location A - Wilson Bridge Drive 
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• Location B - Livingston Road/Kerby Hill Road 
• Location C - Palmer Road/Livingston Road 
• Location D - Old Fort Road North 
• Location E - Fort Washington Road 
• Location F - Livingston Road/Swan Creek Road 
• Location G - Old Fort Road South 
• Location H - Farmington Road 
• Location I - MD 373 

Alternative 5B was also developed with Capacity Option 1 and Capacity Option 2, as 

described above for Alternative 5A. 

4.)       Alternative 5C 

Alternative 5C consisted of the widening of MD 210 to provide one concurrent flow 
HOV lane adjacent to the three existing general use lanes in each direction. As described in the 
DEIS, the following intersection locations were proposed to be upgraded as part of Alternate 5C: 

• MD 210 Ramps to and from 1-295 
• Location A - Wilson Bridge Drive 
• Location B - Livingston Road/Kerby Hill Road 
• Location C - Palmer Road/Livingston Road 
• Location D - Old Fort Road North 
• Location E - Fort Washington Road 
• Location F - Livingston Road/Swan Creek Road 
• Location G - Old Fort Road South 
• Location H - Farmington Road 
• Location I - MD 373 

Alternative 5C was also developed with Capacity Option 1 and Capacity Option 2, as 

described above for Alternative 5 A. 

B.       Alternatives Dropped From Consideration 

Subsequent to the June, 2001 Location/Design Public Hearing, the following were 

dropped from consideration: 
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1.)       No-Build Alternative (Alternative 1) 

Alternative 1 (No Build) was not selected because it does not satisfy the purpose and 
need. 

2.)       Alternative 5 A 

Alternative 5A was not selected because it would preclude any future accommodation of 
transit or other options to increase capacity on mainline MD 210. 

3.)       Alternative 5B 

Alternative 5B was not selected primarily because of strenuous opposition voiced by the 
public to HOV lanes. Ultimately, this alternative resulted in higher costs and impacts compared 
to SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified presented at the Public Informational Workshop in 
September 2003 and described below in detail. 

4.)       Alternative 5C 

Alternative 5C was also not selected because of the public opposition to HOV lanes. 
This alternative also had higher costs and impacts compared to Alternative 5A Modified. 

5.)       Capacity Option 1 (All Alternatives) 

Capacity Option 1, which included improved at-grade intersections at all locations south 
from Palmer/Livingston Road, was not selected since failing intersections operations would 
occur in the design year at four locations. 

6.)       Value Pricing Feasibility Study 

The Maryland Department of Transportation included the MD 210 corridor as part of a 
statewide Value Pricing Feasibility Study, investigating high occupancy toll (HOT) application 
in corridors that were considered HOV lanes. With the decision to not include HOV in the SHA- 
Selected Alternative, HOT lane consideration on MD 210 has been dropped. 
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C. Preferred Alternative Presented at the Public Informational 
Workshop (September 2002) 

1.)       Alternative 5A Modified Mainline 

Following the Combined Location/Design Public Hearing, further studies were conducted 
to refine both the mainline alternatives and intersection improvements options. The considerable 
public opposition to the widening of MD 210 to provide HOV lanes was balanced against travel 
demand forecasting data indicating substantial increases in traffic volumes in the future. 

In consideration of all comments received, the State Highway Administration (SHA) 
developed a modified alternative, Alternative 5A Modified. This modified alternative was only 
developed with Capacity Option 2 due to the level of support the interchanges received from the 
public and the fact that Capacity Option 1 would not provide acceptable levels of service. 
Alternative 5A Modified would provide six interchanges from Kerby Hill Road to Old Fort Road 
South, while maintaining the existing three through lanes in each direction (plus auxiliary lanes 
at the interchanges) with no HOV. However, the median would be widened to provide the 
Alternative 5C (concurrent HOV) footprint in the vicinity of the interchanges so as to not 
preclude additional improvements in the future. Bridge abutments for the side road overpasses 
would be set consistent with the Alternative 5C footprint, but the mainline lanes would generally 
coincide with the existing roadway pavement between the interchanges. Where needed, the 
right-of-way for the Alternative 5C footprint would be preserved through the development 
review process for the potential additional lane or other improvements in each direction 

throughout. 

Designated bike lanes within the roadway, as well as sidewalks behind the curb, are 
included with all the proposed overpasses with Alternative 5A Modified. Bike travel along 
MD 210 would be accommodated under the alternative in the same manner as with current 
conditions. Bike travel will not be prohibited on the MD 210 shoulder, but, through various 
county projects and public information campaigns north-south bike travel will be encouraged on 

parallel county facilities, such as Oxon Hill Road and Livingston Road. 

2.)       Location A - Wilson Bridge Drive Option A 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A consists of an at-grade intersection with no widening of 
MD 210, but closure of the median opening and removal of the traffic signal, allowing right-in, 
right-out movements only.  Improvements would be made to the internal roadway network for 
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the Brookside Condominiums and Wilson Towers Apartments to provide full range of access to 

MD 210 at the Kerby Hill Road interchange. Please see Figure II-5 and II-6. 

3.)       Location B - Kerby Hill Road Option C 

Kerby Hill Road Option C consists of a grade-separation with interchange ramps in the 
northeast and southwest quadrants of Kerby Hill Road. The proposed Relocated Kerby Hill 
Road is realigned to the north side of the existing roadway on the west side or MD 210 for better 
geometries and maintenance of traffic. See Figure 11-6. 

4.)       Location C - Palmer/Livingston Road Option E 

Palmer/Livingston Road option E consists of a half-diamond interchange on the east side 
of MD 210, with single-lane ramps each in the northeast and southeast quadrants. In the 
southwest quadrant, a 2-lane ramp from MD 210 southbound to Palmer/Livingston Road and a 
Palmer/Livingston roadway alignment is skewed rather sharply in relation to MD 210 in order to 
tie the vertical grade into existing Livingston Road on the west side of MD 210 with as few 
business displacements as possible. See Figure II-7. 

5.)       Location D - Old Fort Road North Option C 

Old Fort Road North Option C consists of a diamond interchange at Old Fort Road North. 
See Figure 11-8. Commitments have been made to keep the profile of the northwest quadrant 
ramp as low as possible to maximize visibility between MD 210 and the Livingston Square 
Shopping Center. 

6.)       Location E - Fort Washington Road Option D 

Fort Washington Road Option D consists of a 3/4-diamond interchange with the relocated 
Fort Washington Road flyover north of the existing Tanallon Shopping Center. See Figure 11-9 

7.)       Location F - Swan Creek Road 

As of the September 2002 workshop, no preferred option had been identified for Location 
F and Options C and G were both under consideration. 
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a.)       Option C 

Swan Creek Option C consisted of an interchange with a loop ramp from MD 210 

southbound to Relocated Swan Creek Road and an outer ramp from Relocated Swan Creek Road 

to MD 210 southbound in the southwest quadrant. On the east side of MD 210, a MD 210 

northbound to Relocated Swan Creek Road outer ramp in the southeast quadrant and a Relocated 

Swan Creek Road to MD 210 northbound outer ramp in the northeast quadrant was proposed. 

b.)       Option G 

Swan Creek Road Option G was developed at the request of the U. S. Army 

Corps of Engineers to minimize impacts to wetlands in the southwest intersection quadrant. 

Option G provides a configuration to restore the continuity of Livingston Road across MD 210 

via an overpass. Redundant exit ramps are proposed from northbound MD 210 to Livingston 

Road to maximize visibility and accessibility to the Old Forte Village Shopping Center and Fort 

Washington Hospital. See Figure 11-10 and n-.l 1. 

8.)       Location G - Old Fort RnaH South Option C 

Old Fort Road South Option C consists of a standard diamond interchange with Old Fort 

Road South over MD 210. Location G is the southernmost of the grade-separated interchanges 

proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative. See Figure 11-12. 

9.)       Location H - Farmington Road Option A 

Farmington Road Option A includes minor improvements to widen the eastbound and 

westbound approaches of the at-grade intersection. See Figure 11-15. 

10.)     Location I - MD 373 Option A 

MD 373 Option A includes lengthening the accel/decel lanes on the MD 210 approaches 

to the intersections. See Figures 11-16 and 11-17. 
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D.       SHA - Selected Alternative 5A Modified Subsequent to the September 2002 
Public Informational Workshop 

The SHA Administrator chose Alternative 5A Modified as the SHA-Selected Alternative 
on June 2,2003. 

The general description of the SHA-Selected Alternative is the same as what was 
described previously in the Preferred Alternative Presented at the Public Informational 
Workshop, with the exception that at Location F - Swan Creek Road Option G was included as 
part of the SHA-Selected Alternative. 

Alternative 5A Modified has a total estimated cost of $233.6 million. A breakdown by 
segment of Alternative 5 A Modified costs is included on Tables S-2 and S-3. 

6.        Summary of Environmental Impacts 

The SHA-Selected Alternative for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study is an intricate 
combination of mainline and intersection improvements. However, by segmenting the project 
area, according to intersection location as shown in Figures S-2 through S-4, impacts can be 
broken down in such a way as to allow analysis of impacts under any number of likely build 

scenarios. 

Table S-2 provides impact assessments for mainline MD 210 segments and 
intersection/interchange areas, with the segments and areas delineated as shown in Figures S-2 
through S-4. Table S-3 provides impact assessments based on likely buildable segments 1 
through 7. The segments, which begin from the north and end in the south, were based on the 
highest congested areas. The costs listed in Tables S-2 and S-3 are total costs including 
right-of-way, noise walls and mitigation, where applicable. 

Socioeconomic 

The SHA-Selected Alternative should reduce the response time of emergency vehicles. 

Existing land use along MD 210 is a mixture of the following: residential, commercial, 
public/quasi-public and parkland, as well as some undeveloped areas. Planned land use in the 
study area is mostly residential but also includes commercial, public/quasi-public, parkland, 
employment and private open space land uses. 
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The MD 210 Multi-Modal Study has been evaluated and is consistent regarding the State 

of Maryland's Priority Places Strategy Executive Order. Of the ten-mile portion of MD 210 in 
the project area, all but approximately 1.3 miles is within a Priority Funding Area (PFA) 
designated by Prince George's County under the Maryland Priority Places Strategy. PFA gaps 
are present at two locations - between Old Fort Road North and Fort Washington Road, and at 

the crossing of Piscataway Creek. 

Under Alternative 5 A Modified fifteen residential and thirteen commercial displacements 
would occur. Additionally, one religious facility displacement, Shalom Ministries Worship 

Center, would be required with Alternative 5 A Modified. 

The total amount of right-of-way required would be 165 acres including 63.4 acres for 

proposed mitigation sites. Approximately 0.2 acre could be required from Henson Creek Stream 
Valley Park. A Section 4(f) Evaluation has been prepared to address these impacts (See Chapter 

V. Section 4 (f) Evaluation.) 

An analysis of minority population groups and low income population groups in the 
study area indicates that no disproportionate amount of adverse impacts would occur as a result 
of the SHA-Selected Alternative. Most of the residential displacements are known to be non- 
minority, and there are no low income population areas impacted by the project. Thirteen 
business displacements could occur and several may have minority ownership and/or operation, 
but the number of minority displacements is not disproportionately high compared to the non- 

minority displacements. 

The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has determined that four historic sites 
which are on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places are located within the area of 
potential effect. These sites are Oxon Hill Manor, Broad Creek Historic District, Hovermale's 

Taste Best, and the J.R. Lee Manning House. 

The project would have no physical impact to: Oxon Hill Manor, Hovermale's Taste Best 
or the J.R. Lee Manning House. However, Alternative 5A Modified would require acquisition of 
0 21 acres within the Broad Creek Historic District for intersection improvements at Old Fort 
Road North. TTiis area is located entirely within a parcel (Parcel 189) not contributing to the 
historic district. The SHPO concurred with the determination that the project would have no 
adverse effect on the Broad Creek Historic District. The interchange option proposed at 
Palmer/Livingston Road (Option E) would require a new access road to be constructed in front 
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of Hovermale's Taste Best. The SHPO has concurred provided that SHA will provide the SHPO 
with a plan of the SHA-Selected Alternative at 60% completion for final review and approval 
regarding Hovermale's Taste Best. The SHPO has concurred that there will be no adverse effect 
to Oxon Hill Manor and no impact to the J.R. Lee Manning House. 

Secondary effects in terms of induced changes in the type of development that would 
occur in the MD 210 corridor are not expected. The SHA-Selected Alternative is in-keeping 
with transportation recommendations contained in the area master plans which would support the 
land use recommended in the master plans. Alternative 5 A Modified would enhance intersection 
capacity affecting when development could occur and thus the rate of development; however, the 
SHA-Selected Alternative would not affect the type of development that would occur. 

Cumulative effects to natural resources within the Secondary and Cumulative Effects 
Analysis (SCEA) boundary are the result of impacts to resources from other past, present and 
future actions in addition to the direct impacts that would result from Alternative 5A Modified. 
Surface waters, floodplains, wetlands, woodlands and prime farmland have all historically been 
impacted by development within the SCEA boundary and would be further impacted by 
Alternative 5 A Modified. Overall, in the context of the current federal, state and local regulatory 
framework, future cumulative effects to resources, particularly floodplains, wetlands, parklands 
and agricultural land, are expected to be minor while impacts to surface waters from other future 
actions would be minimized and woodland impacts would be offset through conservation and 
reforestation. Protection of natural resources would be facilitated through permitting, planning 
and zoning, and approval processes that are conducted by those agencies that regulate potential 
efforts to resources. 

Natural Resources 

The following water resources impacts would result from Alternative 5A Modified: 
thirteen stream crossings (three new crossings and 10 modifications of existing) resulting in the 
channelization of 9,140 linear feet of waters of the U.S., of which 3,255 linear feet are 
ephemeral; encroachment on 3.40 acres of 100-year floodplain (associated with Henson Creek), 
and 1.3 acres of wetland impacts (palustrine emergent and forested). 

Alternative 5A Modified would impact 58.2 acres of woodlands and six specimen trees 
would be removed. 
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Coordination with the United States Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) did not identify any federally listed threatened and endangered species in the project 
area. Coordination with the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) indicated that 
there are recent records for two state listed species of concern known to occur within the vicinity 
of the project area, Torrey's Rush (State Endangered) and Small-flowered-baby-blue-eyes 

(Highly State Rare.) Subsequent to completion of the DEIS, at the request of MDNR, SHA 
conducted a field survey in search of Torrey's rush and Small-flowered-baby-blue-eyes was 

identified near the project area but not within the project grading limits. 

There are no impacts to the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area, which overlaps a portion of 

MD 210 in the southern part of the corridor. 

Instream work within Henson Creek mainstem will be restricted from March 1 through, 
June 15 of any year. If instream work is to involve construction of cofferdams, installation and 
dismantling of cofferdams within the stream will be .restricted from the closure period 
appropriate to the stream impacted by the work. Should cofferdams be utilized, the diversion 
channel established by the cofferdam will be sized according to hydraulic requirements. 
Wherever possible, SHA will maintain at least 50% of the width of the stream open to allow for 
the passage of migratory fish. Width of thfe stream will be determined from the location of 
ordinary high water lines occurring under base flow conditions during the spawning season. 
During the design phase of the project, studies will be undertaken to assess potential secondary 
impacts to the lower portion of the watershed resulting'from proposed stream relocation included 
in the project. Sinuosity and stream channel length will be replicated to the greatest extent 
possible in order to ensure that stream bank erosion and channel incising will not be exacerbated 

in downstream areas. 

In order to minimize adverse changes to in stream hydrology and avoid excessive export 
of nutrients and sediments to downstream areas, mitigative measures will be employed. Tree and 
shrub removal in the work zone will be minimized and the cutting of the canopy provided by 
larger trees will be avoided wherever possible. In addition, protective fencing will be installed 
around individual trees or groups of trees that are to be conserved so that tree root systems and 

woodland soils are not compacted or otherwise disturbed by heavy equipment. 

Best Management Practices will be used during all actions affecting instream waters. 
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Air Quality and Noise Impacts 

A microscale air quality analysis was completed indicating that CO concentrations at all 

air quality receptors and all signalized intersections for the SHA-Selected Alternative are below 

the State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards in the one-hour and eight-hour analyses. 

Seventy-two (72) receptor sites within 14 Noise Sensitive Areas (NSA) were selected to 

represent the overall noise environment and to determine locations where residences may be 

impacted by traffic noise associated with the SHA-Selected Alternative. Of the 14 NSA's, the 

Federal Noise Abatement Criteria were exceeded at 13, and noise mitigation was evaluated at 

each of these areas. 

Upon review of the results, the SHA Administrator, in collaboration with FHWA, 

directed that barriers meeting reasonableness and feasibility criteria along the entirety of any 

community abutting proposed interchange/intersection improvements be recommended for 

further study with the SHA-Selected Alternative. This amounts to portions of six of the NSA's 

(NSA B, C, E, G, H and N), which would be considered further. 

Mitigation 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified would impact 1.3 acres of nontidal wetlands, 

within the Henson Creek Watershed and Piscataway Creek Watershed. The Parker Farm, 

located east of MD 210 in the Piscataway Creek watershed, was chosen as the most favorable 

wetland mitigation site. A majority of the site lies within the floodplain of Piscataway Creek and 

is used for production of row crops. The wetland creation and restoration areas are located on an 

interfluve between two unnamed tributaries to Piscataway Creek. 

Approximately seven acres of wetland creation, one acre of wetland restoration and 

sixteen acres of wetland preservation are proposed on the Parker Farm. The SHA proposes that 

2.6 acres (2:1 replacement ratio) of the Parker Farm wetland creation be considered as mitigation 

for wetland impacts for the construction of Alternative 5A Modified. The SHA is investigating 

potential future projects with mitigation needs that fall within the Middle Potomac watershed for 

the remaining mitigation credit. If future projects are identified, SHA will request environmental 

agency concurrence to use the site as mitigation for the specified future projects. 

Coordination with the FWS and the DNR indicates that no state rare of federal listed 

threatened or endangered species are known to exist in the wetland mitigation area. On April 23, 
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2004 the SHPO concurred that the proposed wetland mitigation will have no adverse impacts on 
historic standing structures and no impact on archeological resources. An initial field assessment 
and regulatory review indicates that there are no hazardous material issues with this mitigation 

project. 

As a result of SHA's stream mitigation site search and interagency field meeting in April 
2003 SHA has selected the restoration of approximately 2,200 linear feet of Tinkers Creek along 
the Potomac Airfield as mitigation for the proposed stream impacts associated with Alternative 
5A Modified. SHA's project goals are to establish a stream channel that is connected to a 
forested floodplain with an adequate riparian buffer and to examine a range of potential planform 

changes to the stream channel including relocation. 

Coordination with the FWS and the DNR indicates that no state rare or federal listed 
threatened or endangered species are known to exist in the Tinkers Creek stream mitigation study 
area However, the forested area on the site contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird (FID)species. 
DNR has documented the spawning activities of anadromous fish species in Tinkers Creek. 
These fish species should be adequately protected by the Use I instream work prohibition period, 
sediment and erosion control methods, and other Best Management Practices typically used for 
protection of stream resources. An initial field assessment and regulatory review indicates that 
there are no hazardous material issues with this mitigation project. On April 23, 2004, the SHPO 
concurred that the proposed stream mitigation will have no adverse impacts on historic standing 

structures and no impact on archeological resources. 

In response to agency comments received on the MD 210 Draft Selected Alternative & 
Conceptual Mitigation package, SHA is proposing out-of-kind mitigation for the remaining 
unmitigated stream impacts. When funding is available, SHA will acquire the 6.5-acr* forested 
wetland and forested upland parcel located at the southwest quadrant of MD 210 and Swan 
Creek Road. Preservation of the parcel will be assured through covenants and restrictions. 

Carey Branch, located south of the Kerby Hill Road and MD 210 intersection, will be 
impacted by the preferred Alternative 5A Modified. The stream impact at this location is 
estimated to be 1205 linear feet. The segment of Carey Branch is characterized by poor channel 
definition and substantial erosion. The stream has migrated close to the existing edge of MD 
210 exposing an underground utility pipe culvert. In addition, an abandoned box culvert 
remains in the middle of the channel that once accommodated a driveway access to a property on 
the west side of the stream. The environmental agencies stated at a field meeting on Apnl 22, 
2003 that SHA would receive credit for stream mitigation by providing better channel stability m 
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this reach and removing the abandoned box culvert. This mitigation would be considered in- 

kind 1:1 mitigation for stream impacts. 

below. 

list of the proposed stream impacts and associated mitigation is shown in the table 

Proposed Stream Impacts and Proposed Mitigation 

Proposed Impacts (LF) 
1,205 (Carey Branch) 

3,255 (Ephemeral) 

2,200 

2,480 

Proposed Mitigation 
1205 LF (on-site, in-kind mitigation) 
No mitigation proposed for ephemeral impacts 

2,200 LF mitigation at Tinkers Creek 
Swan Creek Wetland purchase & protection (out-of-kind 

mitigation) 

Total: 9,140 LF 

S-16 



5/ 

TABLE S-l 
ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED 

AT THE LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

^     MD 210 Total Impacts Alt.l 
No.- 

Build 

Alternative SA 
No HOV Lanes 

Alternative SB 
Reversible, Barrier- 

Separated HOV 
Lanes 

Alternative 5C 
Concurrent 

Flow HOV Lanes 

Intersect 
Capacity 
Option 1 

Intersect 
Capacity 
Option 2 

Intersect 
Capacity 
Option 1 

Intersect 
Capacity 
Option 2 

Intersect 
Capacity 
Option 1 

Intersect 
Capacity 
Option 2 

^Ptio-Economic Environment 
1. Displacements 

A. Residential 6 6a ir 8a lla 8a ir 
B. Business/Commercial 0 4a 6ab 4a 6°b 4a 6'" 

fer   Church/School 0 1 i 1 1 1 i 
V                                        TOTAL 0 11 18 13 18 13 18 

2. No. of Properties & Resources 
Affected 
^A   Residential 0 61 95 137 157 129 150 

^PB. Business/Commercial 0 21 33c 35 38c 35 38c 

""^ C. Parkland or Recreation 0 1 1 2 2 2 2 

D. Church/School 0 4 5 5 5 5 5 
E. Historic/Archeological 0/0 1/0 1/0 1/0 1/0 1/0 1/0 

M                                       TOTAL 0 88 135 180 203 172 196 
^ Right of Way Required - Acres 

A. Residential 0 32.4 75.1 53.6 74.9 53.0 74.7 

B. Business/Commercial 0 21.5 32.8" 29.8 34.7a 29.8 34.7" 

^C   Parkland or Recreation 0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 

Bn   rhnrch/School 0 2.8 2.8 3.8 3.4 3.1 2.7 

E. Historic/Archeological 0/0 0.2/0 0.2/0 0.3/0 0.2/0 0.3/0 0.2/0 

TOTAL 0 57.0 111.0 87.7 113.3 86.3 112.4 

Natural Environment 
^Number of Stream Crossings 0 16 15 22 22 22 22 

W 100-Year Floodplain Affected 
(Acres) 

0 3.6 3.6 8.4 8.4 8.4 8.4 

3. Wetlands Affected (Acres) 0 1.0 3.5 3.4 4.1e 3.3 4.0 

^Waters of the U.S. Affected (LF) 0 3,700 9,085 14,450 17,020 13,350 15,400 

^Woodlands Affected (Acres) 0 27.3 60.0 55.9 81.5 54.9 80.5 

^ Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 
(Acres) 

0 0 0 7.3 7.3 7.3 7.3 

Air and Noise 
^k Sites Exceeding State/National 
^Pibient Air Quality Standards (2020) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2. Noise Sensitive Areas approaching 
or exceeding FHWA Noise 

Abatement Criteria (2020)/or having 
^•se levels increase by lOdBA or 
flore over ambient (existing) levels 

13 13 13 13 13 13 13 

Imer/Livingston Option C and D have one additional business displacement and one additional residential displacement not reflected in this Summaiy Chart. 
Swan Creek/Livingston Option E has one additional business displacement not reflected in this Summary Chart. 

c Swan Creek/Livingston Option E has 11 additional business/commercial properties affected that are not reflected in this Summary Chart. 
" Swan/Creek/Livingston Option E has an additional 5.6 acres right of way required from business/commercial properties that is not reflected in this Summary Chart. 

The maximum impact for wetlands affected is 4.12 acres if Old Fort Road North Interchange Option D is used with Alternative SB Capacity Option 2. 
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TABLE S-2 ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY OF SHA SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 5A MODIFIED 
INTERSECTIONS 

INTERSECJ ION/INTERCHANGE 
OPTIONS ALT.l 

NO-BUILD 

1 

MAINLINE WILSON 
BRIDGE 
DRIVE 

KERBY HILL 
ROAD 

PALMER ROAD/ 
LIVINGSTON 

ROAD 

OLD FORT 
ROAD NORTH 

FORT 
WASHINGTON 

ROAD 

SWAN : 
CREEK 
ROAD 

OLD FORT I 
ROAD SOUTH 

i 

FARMINGTON 
ROAD 

MD373 

TOTAL 
OPTION A OPTION C OPTION E OP1 ION C OPTION D OPTION G OPTION C OPTION A OPTION A 

Socioeconomic Environment 

1. Displacements 

A. Residential 0 0 0 9 1 3 1 0 1 0 0 15 
B. Business/Commercial 0 2 0 2 5 0 1 2 1 0 0 13 
C. Place of Worship/School 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

TOTAL 0 2 0 12 6 3 2 2 2 0 0 29 
2. No. of Properties & Resources Affected 

A. Residential 0 3 1 38 11 14 9 11 8 1 0 96 
B. Business/Commercial 0 3 0 4 9 1 3 10 5 1 4 40 
C. Parkland or Recreation* 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
D. Place of Worship/School 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 5 
E. Historic/Archeological 0/0 0 0/0 0/0 0/0 1/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 1/0 

TOTAL 0 6 1 44 21 16 13 21 IS 2 4 143 
3. Right-of-Way Required (Acres) 

A. Residential 0 57.5** 0.02 18.0 9.1 12.1 15.5 10.2*** 3.9 0.3 0 126.7 
B. Business/Commercial 0 2.1 0 2.6 2.9 0.6 1.1 21.7 2.3 0.3 0.4 34.0 
C. Parkland or Recreation* 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 
D. Place of Worship/School 0 0 0 2.7 0 0 0.8 0 0.5 0 0 4.0 
E. Historic/Archeological 0/0 0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0.2/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0.2/0 

TOTAL 0 59.6 0.02 23.3 12.2 12.9 17.4 31.9 6.7 0.6 0.4 165.1 
Natural Environment 

0 7 0 3 1 1 0 0 
t 

0 1 0 13 
1. Number of Stream Crossings 

2.100-Year Floodplain Affected (Ac.) 0 0 0 0 3.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.4 
3. Wetlands Affected (Acres) 0 0.15 0 0.01 0.55 0.25 0 0.34 0      i 0 0 1.3 
4. Waters of the U.S. Affected (LF) 0 705 0 1,205 660 1,600 2,150 935 1,555        | 110 220 9,140 
5. Woodlands Affected (Acres) 0 1.3 0 8.5 3.6 9.8 16.8 9.8 8.0 QA 0 58.2 
6. Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (Acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cost ($ Millions) 0 53.8 0.3 483 28.4 20.4 33.7 26.6 19.7           1             0.9 1.5 233.6 

••Includes Parker Farm Mitigation Site. 
•••Includes Parcel 212 Mitigation Site. 
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TABLE S-3 - ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY OF SHA SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 5A MODIFIED 
LIKELY BUILD ABLE SEGMENTS 

^3 
1 

INTERSECTION/INTERCHANGE 
OPTIONS 

ALT. 1 NO- 
BUILD 

SEGMENT! 
MAINLINE 

WILSON BRIDGE DR. 
KERRY HILL ROAD 

:: ••SEGMENT 2':   : 
MAINLINE 

PALMER/LIVINGSTON 
ROAD 

SEGMENT 3 
MAINLINE 

OLD FORT ROAD 
NORTH 

SEGMENT 4 
MAINLINE 

FT. WASHINGTON 
ROAD 

SEGMENT 5 
MAINLINE 

SWAN CREEK 
ROAD 

SEGMENT 6 
MAINLINE 

OLD FORT ROAD 
SOUTH 

SEGMENT? 
MAINLINE 

FARMINGTON ROAD 
MD 373 TOTAL 

Socioeconomic Environment 

1. Displacements 

A. Residential 0 9 1 3 1 0 1 0 15 

B. Business/Commercial 0 2 7 0 1 2 1 0 13 

C. Place of Worship/School 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

TOTAL 0 12 8 3 2 2 2 0 29 

2. No. of Properties & Resources 
Affected 

A. Residential 0 42 11 14 9 11 8 8 96 

B. Business/Commercial 0 4 12 1 3 10 5 5 40 

C. Parkland or Recreation* 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

D. Place of Worship/School 0 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 5 

E. Historic/Archeological 0/0 0/0 0/0 1/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 1/0 

TOTAL 0 48 24 16 13 21 IS 6 143 

3. Right-of-Way Required (Acres) 

A. Residential 0 75.6** 9.1 12.1 15.5 10.2*** 3.9 0.3 126.7 

B. Business/Commercial 0 2.6 5.0 0.6 1.1 21.7 2.3 0.7 34.0 

C. Parkland or Recreation* 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 

D. Place of Worship/School 0 2.7 0 0 0.8 0 0.5 0 4.0 

E. Historic/Archeological 0/0 0/0 0/0 0.2/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0.2/0 

TOTAL 0 80.9 14.3 12.9 17.4 31.9 6.7 1.0 165.1 
Natural Environment 

0 6 2 2 1 0 i   0 2 13 1. Number of Stream Crossings 

2.100-Year Floodplain Affected (Ac.) 0 0 3.4 0 0 0 0 0 3.4 

3. Wetlands Affected (Acres) 0 0.01 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.2 • o 0 1.3 

4. Waters of the U.S. Affected (LF) 0 1,450 1,010 1,640 2,150 1,005 1,555 330 9,140 

5. Woodlands Affected (Acres) 0 8.5 3.7 10.7 17.1 9.8 8.0 0.4 58.2 

6. Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (Acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cost ($ Millions) $0 $54.9 $48.5 $24.7 $37.4 $36.0 $24.3 $7.8 $233.6 

•The SHA-Selected Alternative will impact one publicly owned park and recreation area: the Henson Creek Stream Valley Park (0.2 ac). 
**Includes Parker Farm Mitigation Site. 
•••Includes Parcel 212 Mitigation Site. 
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SEGMENT 1 SEGMENT 2 

H,U *o4o 

7 
WILSON   BRIDGE DRIVE 

INTERSECTION  AREA 
SEE TABLE S-2, S-3 

KERBY HILL ROAD 
INTERSECTION /INTERCHANGE AREA 

SEE TABLE S-2, S-3 
I MMnQTHM   QOAn '        0LD   F0RT R0AD   NORTH 

INTERSECTN^N^RC^BGE AREA T^sWV^IT^ AREA 
SEE TABLE S-2, S-3 b ^ ^J 

13 

NOTES: 
1. FIGURES IV-1 THROUGH   IV-3 INDICATE THE LIMITS THAT 

WERE USED   FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS FOR THE ALTERNATIVES AND  OPTIONS UNDER  CONSIDFRATinNl 
AN   ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY FOR  EACH   INTCRSECTION / 
INTERCHANGE AREA HAS BEEN  PREPARED AND   IS PROVIDED  IN  THF 
ABOVE REFERENCED  TABLES. A TOTAL PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL 
SUMMARY IS  INCLUDED   IN  TABLE S-2, S-3. <=iNvinuiNMtNlAL 

2. IMPACTS ASSESSMENTS FOR THE LOCATIONS BETWEEN 
INTERSECTION /INTERCHANGE AREAS WERE COMBINED   INTO   ONE 
MD  210 MAINLINE IMPACTS SUMMARY SEE TABLE S-2 S-3 

MD   210 - 1-95 /I-495 TO   MD   228 

IMPACTS  ASSESSMENT KEY MAP 

DATE 

MAY, 2004 I SCALE:  1" =     1500' I FIGURE 
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SEGMENT 4 SEGMENT 5 

FORT WASHINGTON   ROAD 
INTERSECTION /INTERCHANGE AREA 

1 
'L 
sfmmm 

7 

SWAN  CREEK ROAD 
INTERSECTION /INTERCHANGE AREA OLD   FORT ROAD  SOUTH 

INTERSECTION /INTERCHANGE AREA 
SEE TABLE S-2, S-3 

IJ 

— ~ \ *    —T,   - - 1 " T .  •     j T-ZTZ-r-*-—~ 

SWAN   CREEK ROAD 
INTERSECTION /INTERCHANGE AREA 

SEE TABLE S-2, S-3 

FORT WASHINGTON   ROAD 
INTERSECTION /INTERCHANGE AREA 

SEE TABLE S-2, S-3 

NOTES: 
1   FIGURES IV-1 THROUGH   IV-3 INDICATE THE LIMITS THAT 

WERE USED   FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS FOR THE ALTERNATIVES AND  OPTIONS UNDER CONSIDERATION. 
AN   ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY FOR  EACH   INTERSECTION / 
INTERCHANGE AREA HAS BEEN  PREPARED  AND   IS PROVIDED  IN  THE 
ABOVE REFERENCED  TABLES. A TOTAL PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL 
SUMMARY IS INCLUDED   IN  TABLE S-2, S-3. 

2. IMPACTS ASSESSMENTS FOR THE LOCATIONS BETWEEN 
INTERSECTION /INTERCHANGE AREAS WERE COMBINED   INTO   ONE 
MD  210 MAINLINE IMPACTS SUMMARY. SEE TABLE S-2, S-3. 

StateHighway 
MD   210 - 1-95 71^95 TO   MD   228 

IMPACTS  ASSESSMENT  KEY  MAP 

DATE 

MAY, 2004 SCALE:  1" =     1500' 
FIGURE 
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SEGMENT 7 

FARMINGTON   ROAD 
INTERSECTION  AREA 

MD  373 
INTERSECTION  AREA 

FARMINGTON ROAD 
INTERSECTION AREA 
SEE TABLE S-2, S-3 

MD  373 
INTERSECTION  AREA 
SEE TABLE S-2, S-3 

NOTES: 
1. FIGURES IV-1 THROUGH  IV-3 INDICATE THE LIMITS THAT 

WERE USED  FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS FOR THE ALTERNATIVES AND  OPTIONS UNDER CONSIDERATION 
AN   ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY FOR  EACH   INTERSECTION/ 
INTERCHANGE AREA HAS BEEN   PREPARED AND   IS PROVIDED   IN  THE 
ABOVE REFERENCED  TABLES. A TOTAL PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL 
SUMMARY IS INCLUDED  IN  TABLE S-2, S-3. 

2. IMPACTS ASSESSMENTS FOR THE LOCATIONS BETWEEN 
INTERSECTION /INTERCHANGE AREAS WERE COMBINED   INTO   ONE 
MD  210 MAINLINE IMPACTS SUMMARY. SEE TABLE S-2 S-3 

MD   210 - I-95 /l-^95 TO   MD   228 

IMPACTS  ASSESSMENT  KEY  MAP 

| SCALE:  1" =     1500' I 
DATE 

MAY, 2004 
nOJRE 
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7. Permits Required 

Construction of this project would require review and approval for the following permits: 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: Section 404 Permit 

• Maryland Department of the Environment:   National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit 

• Maryland Department of the Environment:   Approved Sediment and Erosion 
Plan 

• Maryland Department of the Environment:   Approved Stormwater Management 
Plan 

• Maryland Department of the Environment:   Water Quality Certificate 

• Maryland Department of the Environment:   Nontidal/Tidal Wetland and 
Waterways Permit 

• Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission: Critical Area Law and Criteria 
Review 

8. Public Involvement Process 

This  project  planning   study  includes   an   extensive  public   involvement  process. 

Components of the program have included: 

• Project Initiation Field Review Meeting conducted with resource agency 
representatives, SHA, FHWA and others on April 20,1998. 

• A Focus Group comprised of local residents, business owners, elected officials, 
county representatives and SHA team members was formed in early 1998 and has 
met regularly throughout the study. The group's primary mission is to assist in the 
development of possible solutions for traffic congestion and safety concerns along 
the MD 210 corridor, to provide a local perspective to the study and communicate 
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citizens' concerns to SHA team members. 

Alternatives Public Workshop (held December 1998) to acquaint the public with 

the MD 210 project planning study and present a summary of conception 

engineering end environmental studies. 

Informational Public Workshop (held May 2000) to update the public concerning 

project issues, as well as to receive public input on the Alternatives Retained for 

Detailed Study. 

Location/Design Public Hearing (held June, 2001) to afford all interested persons 

the opportunity to present their views regarding the proposed locations and design 

of the project alternatives, including the associated social, economic and natural 

environmental effects. 

Public Informational Workshop (held September, 2002) to acquaint the public 

with the progress of the study to date and present the preferred alternative, 

alternatives previously considered and potential environmental impacts. 

Briefings to civic groups and community associations, the most substantive of 

which was a group of owners residing in the Brookside Park Condominium 

complex, near the MD 210/Wilson Bridge Drive intersection. The condominium 

owners were concerned with access to buses, the inconvenience caused by the 

proposed Wilson Bridge Drive median closure, the effects that additional traffic 

volumes would have on quality of life, the existing poor pavement condition in 

the complex, and potential cut-through traffic. Follow-up meetings were held 

with the group demonstrating, through computer traffic simulation, that over time, 

delays would become considerably longer at the existing Wilson Bridge Drive 

intersection and travel times for connecting to northbound MD 210 using the new 

Kerby Hill Road interchange will be comparable to those using the existing 

Wilson Bridge Drive intersection. The new service road from Kerby Hill Road 

and bus turnaround included in the SHA-Selected Alternative will allow transit 

patrons within the condominiums to get onto northbound buses without having to 

cross MD 210 on foot and stand on a shoulder next to high speed traffic, as they 

do currently. 
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• Briefings to a coalition of business owners. These included meetings with the 
owners and major tenants of the Olde Fort Village shopping center, at the 
northwest comer of MD 210/Swan Creek intersection, who were concerned with 
access and visibility to the shopping center with the proposed interchange 
improvements. Based on comments from a series of meetings, interchange design 
modifications to provide redundant access, and enhanced visibility to the 
shopping center were incorporated into the SHA-Selected Alternative. 

• Briefings to elected officials. 

• A comprehensive Environmental Justice outreach was conducted to identify low 
income or minority communities and determine the potential for disproportionate 
and adverse impacts. The outreach included formation of the Focus Group with 
diverse representation, a public involvement campaign which included two 
workshops and several community meetings, coordination with the National 
Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) and over 100 
religious facilities, within the project area, that included an invitation to meet with 
SHA, and coordination with local elected officials and planning organizations. 

• As part of the NEPA review process for the project, the U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (COE) and the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) have 
been included as cooperating agencies. 

9.        Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) 

The following Environmental Assessment Form is a requirement of the Maryland 
Environmental Policy Act and Maryland Department of Transportation Order 11.01.06.02. It's 
use is in keeping with the provisions of 1500.04(k) and 1506.2 and .6 of the Council of 
Environmental Quality Regulations, effective July 31, 1979, which recommend that duplication 
of Federal, State and Local procedures be integrated into a single process. 

The checklist identifies specific areas of the natural and social-economic environment 
which have been considered while preparing this environmental assessment. The reviewer can 
refer to the appropriate section of the document, as indicated in the "Comment" column of the 
form, for a description of specific characteristics of the natural or social-economic environment 
within the proposed project area. It will also highlight any potential impacts, beneficial or 
adverse, that the action may incur. The "No" column indicates that during the scoping and early 
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coordination processes, that specific area of the environment was not identified to be within the 

project area or wound not be impacted by the proposed action. 

• 
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MD 210 MULTI-MODAL STUDY 

I-95/I-195 (Capital Beltway) to MD 228 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

YES NO COMMENTS 

A. Land Use Considerations 

1.     Will the action be within the 
100-year floodplain? X 

See Sections m.I, p. m-60 and 
IV.I, p. IV-50 

2     Will the action require a permit 
for construction or alteration 
within the 50 year floodplain? X 

Will the action require a permit 
for dredging, filling, draining or 
alternation of a wetland? X 

See Sections m.G., p. 111-42 and 
IV.G., p. IV-35 

Will the action require a permit 
for the construction or operation 
of facilities for solid waste 
disposal including dredge and 
excavation spoil? 

Will the action occur on slopes 
exceeding 15%? 

X 

X 

Will the action require a grading 
plan or a sediment control 
permit? 

Will the action require a mining 
permit for deep or surface 
mining? 

Will the action require a permit 
for drilling a gas or oil well? 

X 
See Sections m.E.2., p. 111-33 
and IV.E.2, p. IV-24 

X 
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MD 210 MULTI-MODAL STUDY 

1-95/1-195 (Capital Beltway) to MD 228 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

Will the action require a permit 
for airport construction? 

10.      Will the action require a permit 
for the crossing of the Potomac 
River by conduits, cables or 
other like devices? 

11.     Will the action affect the use of 
a public recreation area, park, 
forest, wildlife management 
area, scenic river or wild land? 

12.     Will the action affect the use of 
any natural or manmade features 
that are unique to the county, 
state, or nation? 

13.     Will the action affect the use of 
an archaeological or historical 
site or structure? 

YES NO 

X 

COMMENTS 

X 

X 

X 

See Sections m.A.5., p. 111-15, 
IV.A.5., p. rV-6 and V.D., p. V-3 

See Sections m.F.l., p. 111-35 
andIV.F.l.,p.IV-26   

See  Sections m.D., p.  111-24, 
IV.D., p. IV-21 and V.D., p. V-3 

B.        Water Use Considerations 

14. Will the action require a permit 
for the change of the course, 
current, or cross-section of a 
stream or other body of water? X 

See Sections ffl.F.l., p. 111-35 
and IV.F. 1., p. IV-26       

15. Will the action require the 
construction, alteration, or 
removal of a dam, reservoir, or 
waterway obstruction? X 
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MD 210 MULTI-MODAL STUDY 

I-95/I-195 (Capital Beltway) to MD 228 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

YES NO COMMENTS 

16. Will the action change the 
overland flow of storm water or 
reduce the absorption capacity 
of the ground? X 

See Sections m.F.2., p. 111-41, p. 
IV.F.2, p. IV-34 

17. Will the action require a permit 
for the drilling of a well? X 

18. Will the action require a permit 
for water appropriation? 

19. Will the action require a permit 
for the construction and 
operation of facilities for 
treatment or distribution of 
water? 

X 

20. Will the project require a permit 
for the construction and 
operation of facilities for 
treatment and/or land disposal 
of liquid waste derivatives? X 

21. Will the action result in any 
discharge into surface or 
subsurface water? X 

See Sections IRF., p. 111-35 and 
IV.F., p. IV-25 

22. If so, will the discharge affect 
ambient water quality 
parameters and/or require a 
discharge permit? X See Sections IV.F.l., p. IV-26 
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MD 210 MULTI-MODAL STUDY 
1-95/1-195 (Capital Beltway) to MD 228 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

^ 

• 

Air Use Considerations 

YES NO COMMENTS 

• 

23. Will the action result in any 
discharge into the air? 

X 

See Sections m.L., p. 111-71, 
IV.L, p. IV-72 and IV.0.2., p. 
IV-124 

24. If so, will the discharge affect 
ambient air quality parameters 
or produce a disagreeable odor? 

25. Will the action generate 
additional noise which differs in 
character or level from present 
conditions? 

26. Will the action preclude future 
use of related air space? 

27. Will the action generate any 
radiological, electrical, 
magnetic, or light influences? 

X 

X 

X 

See Sections ELK., p. 111-66, 
IV.K., p. IV-56 and IV.0.3, p. 
IV-124 

X 

D. Plants and Animals 

28. Will the action cause the 
disturbance, reduction or loss of 
any rare, unique or valuable 
plant or animal? X 

See Sections HI.!., p. 111-60 and 
rVJ.,p.IV-51 

29. Will the action result in the 
significant reduction or loss of 
any fish or wildlife habitats? X 

See Sections m.F.3., p. 111-42, 
m.J., p. m-60, IV.F.3., p. IV-35 
andIV.J.,p.IV-51 
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MD 210 MULTI-MODAL STUDY 

I-95/I-195 (Capital Beltway) to MD 228 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

YES NO 

30. Will the action require a permit 
for the use of pesticides, 
herbicides or other biological, 
chemical or radiological control 
agents? X 

COMMENTS 

E. Socioeconomic 

31.    Will the action result in a pre- 
emption or division of 
properties or impair their 
economic use? 

X 

See   Sections   HI.A.,  p.   ffl-l, 
ni.B., p. m-19 m.D., p. ra-24, 
IV.A., p. IV-1, IV.B., p. IV-16 
andIV.D.,p.IV-21 

32.    Will the action cause relocation 
of activities, structures, or result 
in a change in the population 
density or distribution? 

See Sections m.A., p. III-l and 
IV.A., p. IV-1 

33.    Will the action alter land 
values? 

X See Sections III.A., p. III-l and 
IV.A., p. IV-1 

34.    Will the action affect traffic 
flow and volume? 

X 

See Sections LA., p. 1-1, E.G., p. 
n-30, IV.A.7., p. IV-14, 
IV.L.6.a, p. IV-77 and IV.O.l., 
p. IV-123 

35.    Will the action affect the 
production, extraction, harvest 
or potential use of a scarce or 
economically important 
resource? 

S-28 



% 
MD 210 MULTI-MODAL STUDY 

I-95/I-195 (Capital Beltway) to MD 228 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

36.    Will the action require a license 
to construct a sawmill or other 
plant for the manufacture of 
forest products? 

37.     Is the action in accord with 
federal, state, regional and local 
comprehensive or functional 
plans—including zoning? 

YES NO COMMENTS 

X 

X See Section I.E., p. 1-6 

38.    Will the action affect the 
employment opportunities for 
persons in the area? 

39.    Will the action affect the ability 
of the area to attract new 
sources of tax revenue? 

X 
See Sections m.B., p. 111-19 and 
IV.B.,p. IV-16 

X 

40.    Will the action discourage 
present sources of tax revenue 
from remaining in the area to 
attract new sources of tax 
revenue? 

• 

X 

41.    Will the action affect the ability 
of the area to attract tourism? X 

D.        Other Considerations 

42.    Could the action endanger the 
public health, safety or welfare? X 
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37 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

YES NO COMMENTS 

43.     Could the action be eliminated 
without deleterious effects to the 
public health, safety, welfare or 
the natural environment? X See Section I.B., p. 1-1 

44.    Will the action be of statewide 
significance X 

45.    Are there any other plans or 
actions (federal, state, county or 
private) that, in conjunction 
with the subject action, could 
result in a cumulative or 
synergistic impact on the public 
health, safety, welfare, or 
environment? See Section IV.M.2.b., p. rV-96 

46.    Will the action require 
additional power generation or 
transmission capacity? X 

47.    This agency will develop a 
complete environmental effects 
report on the proposed action. DEIS Document 

*In accordance with the Natural Environmental Policy Act, and 23 CFR 771, this Environmental 
Assessment has been prepared. This document satisfies the requirements of the Maryland Environmental 
Policy Act and the National Environmental Policy Act. 
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I. PURPOSE AND NEED 

A.       Project Location, Description and Purpose 

The purpose of this multi-modal study is to address safety and the increasingly severe and 
frequent traffic congestion along this 10-mile long segment of MD 210 in an environmentally 
sensitive manner, while promoting aesthetic quality, community cohesiveness, multi-modal 
accessibility, and pedestrian/bicycle mobility. 

The project area is located along MD 210 (Indian Head Highway) from 1-95/495 (Capital 

Beltway) to MD 228 (Figure 1-1). 

MD 210 is a six-lane divided arterial highway with partial control of access. The 
northbound and southbound roadways are separated by a paved and/or grassed median, which 
includes a concrete barrier in some areas. Paved shoulders with open grading and guardrail exist 
generally along the outside of the roadways. Access to and from MD 210 is mainly provided at 
signalized major intersections with some non-signalized access points in between. Within the 
project area, MD 210 is paralleled intermittently on one or both sides by two-lane, two-way 
service roads. The discontinuity of these service roads prevents them from being a significant 
benefit to the capacity or operation of MD 210 or its intersections. 

MD 210 serves as a major route connecting 1-95/1-495 (the Capital Beltway), the District 
of Columbia, and Virginia with southern Prince George's County and Charles County. To avoid 
traffic congestion along MD 210 and its intersections, some commuters divert to county 
roadways, which parallel and/or cross MD 210, resulting in congestion on the side roads. These 
two-lane roads were intended to handle local traffic only and not the high volumes of through 
traffic that are being diverted from MD 210. 

Although they are within the study area, the Oxon Hill Road and MD 228 intersections 
are being or have been improved under separate projects. Reconstruction of the 
I-95/495/MD 210 Interchange (Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project) will include the provision of a 
grade separated interchange at MD 210/Oxon Hill Road, including loop ramps in the southeast 
and southwest quadrants of this intersection. Bald Eagle Road over the Beltway will be 
reconstructed to provide pedestrian/bicyclists and vehicular access to Oxon Hill children's farm. 

MD 228 improvements, which have been completed, consisted of three separate projects 
including the extension of MD 228 from Bealle Hill Road to MD 210, followed by dualization of 
MD 228 within the same area and finally, a continuous flow intersection at the intersection of 

MD210andMD228. 
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B.        Need 

1.        Deficiencies 

This project planning study began in the fall of 1997, following a feasibility study 
conducted by SHA, to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic congestion along this 

10-mile segment of MD 210. 

Peak hour delays and congestion have become particularly prevalent at the 11 signalized 
intersections along this segment of MD 210 for through traffic and traffic accessing or crossing 
MD 210 from the side roads. Because the MD 210 intersections at Oxon Hill Road and MD 228 
are being addressed by other projects, this study has focused on MD 210 and its nine signalized 
intersections from south of Oxon Hill Road to north of MD 228. Please see Figure 1-2 for the 

locations of the study area intersections. 

Observations of intersection traffic operations indicate that peak hour traffic entering or 
crossing MD 210 from side roads often requires several traffic signal cycles to go through the 
intersection. At many of these locations, short auxiliary lanes are prevented from being used by 
vehicles in queues approaching the traffic signal, resulting in, what is in effect, one lane 
approaching the intersection. In addition, the severe skew angle and sharp curvature at side road 
approaches reduce capacity below what it would normally be for the given number of lanes at a 
perpendicular intersection. Further complicating operations at several intersections (particularly 
Old Fort Road North and Fort Washington Road) is the close proximity of the service road 
intersections to MD 210. These service roads create unsignalized conflict points immediately 

adjacent to the main intersection. 

2.        Traffic 

The existing 2000 average daily traffic (ADT) volumes on MD 210, as shown on Figure 
1-3 range from approximately 68,600 vehicles per day (VPD) at a point just south of the 
1-295 "S-curve" ramps to 43,600 VPD north of MD 228. This is the average number of 
vehicles passing a location on the road in both directions during a 24-hour period. South of 
MD 228, traffic volumes drop by 37% to 27,600 VPD on four lanes, and north of the Capital 
Beltway, traffic volumes drop by 42% from 37,600 to 22,000 VPD on four lanes. As shown 
on Figure 1-4, the projected daily volumes for the MD 210 no-build condition in the year 
2020 range from 92,000 VPD south of the 1-295 "S-curve" ramps to about 63,000 VPD north 

ofMD228. 
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An analysis was performed using the Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments (MWCOG) Regional Travel Demand Model output for the design year 2020 to 
determine general origins and destinations of traffic projected to be using MD 210 at two 
locations -just south of MD 228 and just south of the S-curve (1-295) ramps. The breakdown 
of flow between regional groupings of traffic analysis zones using MD 210 is illustrated on 
Figures 1-5 and 1-6. At a point just south of MD 228, approximately 75% of the MD 210 
ADT is projected to be oriented either to or from Charles County. At a point just south of the 
1-295 ramps, approximately 40% of the MD 210 ADT is projected to be oriented either to or 

from Charles County. 

The traffic flow along any type of highway or through any intersection is measured in 
terms of level of service (LOS). LOS at a given location is graded A through F, with LOS A 
representing excellent traffic flow with little or no delay, and LOS F representing "failing" 
traffic flow with total congestion where several signal cycles are required to clear traffic 
through an intersection. The Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) ratio is the volume of traffic desiring 
to travel through the intersection divided by the theoretical capacity of the intersection in a 

given period. 

Level of Service (LOS) analyses for existing MD 210 have been performed for 2000 
and the projected 2020 traffic volumes. Existing (2000) peak hour, peak direction volumes 
on MD 210 range from 4,450 vehicles near the Wilson Bridge Drive intersection to 2,900 
vehicles near the MD 373 intersection. Levels of service for existing conditions, summarized 
in Figure 1-3, indicate that four of the eleven signalized intersections in the study area are 
currently operating at failing conditions during the morning peak period and six of the eleven 
signalized intersections are currently operating at failing conditions during the evening peak 

period. 

The current vehicle occupancy level on MD 210 ranges from 1.20 to 1.23 occupants per 
vehicle during the peak periods based on observations made in October 2000. 

Since the through-traffic on MD 210 requires most of the green time at the signalized 
intersections, congestion and delay are also experienced by motorists on the intersecting 
streets. Signals along MD 210 operate with an average cycle length of 210 seconds. Traffic 
on the intersecting streets often experience significant intersection delays and vehicle queues 
when approaching MD 210. Currently, some side streets only receive 12 seconds of green 
time per cycle forcing many commuters on the local roads to wait two to three traffic cycles 
to access or cross MD 210 during the morning and evening peak periods. If congestion along 
MD 210 is not addressed this condition is expected to become worse by the year 2020. 
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Future operations throughout the day are predicted to worsen and the number of hours 

each day that intersections will operate at LOS F will increase. For example, the Kerby Hill 

Road intersection currently operates at LOS F for approximately four hours per day, from 

6:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. By the year 2020, if no improvements are 

made, the total daily duration of failing conditions at this intersection is projected to be 11 

hours. In addition, all eleven-study area intersections will reach LOS F, and some 

intersections will be handling nearly twice the volume of traffic they are designed to handle. 

2020 levels of service are summarized on Figure 1-4. 

3.        Safety 

A review of a three-and-a-half-year accident history (January, 2000 through June, 2003) 

indicates that a total of 727 accidents occurred along MD 210 from MD 228 to 1-95/495 during 

this period. Intersection collisions and rear-ends were the primary types of accidents and are 

caused by traffic congestion. The accident data were broken down into four segments: MD 228 

to Fort Washington Road, Fort Washington Road to Palmer Road/Livingston Road, Palmer 

Road/Livingston Road to the 1-295 ramps and the 1-295 ramps to the I-95/I-495 interchange. 

The average accident rate for MD 210 between MD 228 and Fort Washington Road (6.0 

miles) from 1997 through July, 2000 was 85.3 accidents per 100 million vehicle miles of travel 

(acc/100 mvm), which was less than the statewide average accident rate of 113.7 acc/100 mvm 

for similarly designed rural/urban highways. The rates for parked vehicle and crashes 

categorized as "other" were significantly higher than the statewide average. 

The average accident rate for MD 210 between Fort Washington Road and Palmer 

Road/Livingston Road (1.64 miles) from 1997 through July, 2000 was 136.5 acc/100 mvm, 

which was less than the statewide average accident rate of 156.5 acc/100 mvm for similarly 

designed highways. The rates for sideswipe and crashes categorized as "other" were 

significantly higher than the statewide average. 

On the section of MD 210 between Palmer/Livingston Roads and the 1-295 ramps 

(2.3 miles), the average accident rate was 140.3 acc/100 mvm, which was less than the statewide 

accident rate of 159.7 acc/100 mvm for similar highways. The rate for crashes categorized as 

"other" was significantly higher than the statewide average. 

On the section of MD 210 between the 1-295 ramps and the 1-95/495 interchange 

(0.6 mile), the average accident rate was 427.8 cc/100 mvm, which was significantly higher than 

the statewide accident rate of 159.7 acc/100 mvm for similarly designed highways. The rates for 

all categories of crashes were significantly higher than the statewide average. 
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Two locations within the.study area qualified as Priority Candidate Safety Improvement 

intersections during the study period: MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road/Livingston Road (in 2001 and 
2002), and MD 210 at MD 414/Oxon Hill Road (in 2002). The MD 414/Oxon Hill intersection 

is being addressed as part of the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project. 

C.       Existing and Proposed Land Use 

Existing and proposed development is composed of primarily residential and commercial 
land uses. The land use along MD 210, from the Capital Beltway to Henson Creek (included in 
the Subregion VII, Henson Creek and South Potomac planning area) is higher density suburban 
type development. The MD 210 corridor south of Henson Creek is traditionally a suburban, 
mostly single family residential, atmosphere with a strain of commercial development at major 
intersections. The commercial development along this corridor includes Livingston Square, Fort 
Washington, Potomac, Old Forte Village, Tantallon-Livingston and Forest Plaza Shopping 
Centers. Residential land use accounts for approximately 50 percent of the developed area. 

Residential growth within Subregion V is expected to increase. 

One major development is planned near MD 210 beyond the study limits. The National 
Harbor project has been proposed along 1-95/495 between the Potomac River and Oxon Hill 
Road and is currently being constructed. Numerous minor developments are planned throughout 
the MD 210 corridor, primarily in the southern half, and in northern Charles County. 

D.       System Linkage 

MD 210 serves as a major route connecting 1-95/495, the District of Columbia, and 
Virginia with Southern Prince George's County and Charles County. This facility is on the 
National Highway System and it is also part of the State Primary System. MD 210 is 
functionally classified as a Rural Other Principal Arterial on the Federal Functional 
Classification System south of Piscataway Creek and an Urban Freeway/Expressway north of 

Piscataway Creek. 

The previously two-lane section of MD 228 between MD 210 and the Charles County 
Line has been recently reconstructed as a four-lane divided highway. This project included a 
major reconstruction and capacity upgrade to the MD 210/MD 228 intersections. 

Several park and ride facilities currently serve the MD 210 Corridor: (1) Oxon Hill, 
located on Oxon Hill Road west of MD 210, owned by Prince George's County, with 650 
spaces, experiencing usage of 35% to 40% of capacity; (2) ABC Drive-in, located at MD 210 
service drive north of Palmer/Livingston Roads intersection, owned by Prince George's County, 
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with 100 spaces experiencing usage of 10% of capacity; (3) Fort Washington, located on Swan 
Creek Road west of MD 210, owned by Prince George's County, with 400 spaces experiencing 
usage of 25% to 30% of capacity; and (4) Livingston Road, located on MD 373 east of MD 210, 

owned by SHA, with 550 spaces, has recently opened. 

Transit services along the MD 210 Corridor include services by the Maryland Mass 
Transit Administration (MTA) and Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), 
as well as vanpool services coordinated by the Tri-County Council Van Service. 

The Mass Transit Administration operates a long-distance commuter bus service along 
MD 210 between Charlotte Hall and Washington DC, via Waldorf. This service includes 36 
trips (18 round trips) that operate during morning and evening peak periods with an average 
headway of five to ten minutes. The average daily ridership is approximately 1,100 and makes 

no stops in Prince George's County. 

WMATA currently operates five lines on MD Route 210 south of 1-495 (D13, D14, W15, 
W17, W19) with a daily total ridership of approximately 2,200. Other routes operating on 
roadways parallel to MD Route 210 between Oxon Hill Road and MD 228 (PI7, P18, P19, W13, 
W14) have an average weekday ridership of approximately 2,600. In addition, 45 vanpools 

coordinated by the Tri-County Council Van Service operate along MD 210. 

E.       County Comprehensive Plan 

The proposed project is located in the Prince George's County Subregion V (Clinton, 
Accokeek, Piscataway, Brandywine, and Vicinity planning area) and Subregion VII (Henson 
Creek and South Potomac) planning areas. The Prince George's County Council has designated 
MD 210 as a growth policy corridor from the District of Columbia to Livingston Road in their 

Adopted and Approved Biennial Growth Policy Plan (BGPP). 

Maryland Route 210 north of Piscataway is included in Prince George's County 
Subregion VII. Recognizing the growth in this area, the Subregion VII Master Plan recommends 
major improvements along the MD 210 corridor. The plan identifies MD 210 South of the 

Capital Beltway as expressway/freeway in this planning area. 

Transportation improvements to MD 210 are also recommended in the Subregion V 
Master Plan. Improving traffic circulation and operational problems and addressing regional 
traffic diversion from residential frontage properties and residential roadways along this segment 
of MD 210 is recommended in the master plan. The master plan calls for incremental upgrades 
to accommodate commuters using the roadway as a route to Washington, DC.    It also 
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recommends upgrades to make the facility more transit friendly, efficient to handle future 
employment growth and capable of circulating large through-traffic movements. 

Conclusion 

In summary, MD 210 within the study area experiences severe traffic congestion during 
the morning and evening peak periods. The projected traffic volumes indicate that congestion 

will worsen, particularly at the intersections. 

Delays along the side streets during the morning and evening peak periods are long and 
anticipated to worsen, if no improvements are implemented along this corridor. Elected officials and 
area residents are anxious to resolve significant intersection delays along side streets and the inability 
to access MD 210 from local roads during peak periods. SHA - Selected Alternative 5A Modified 
will improve traffic congestion along MD 210, accessibility problems along the corridor and adjacent 

side roads and will address the high accident rates experienced along MD 210. 
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II.       ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

A.       Background 

1.        History 

MD 210, also known by its original name of Indian Head Highway, connects 
Washington, D.C. at its northern terminus with the town of Indian Head, in Charles County, 
approximately 20 miles south of the Prince George's CountyAVashington, D.C. line. Indian 
Head Highway was constructed as a two-lane roadway by the Federal Government in 1945 as 
part of the National Defense Highway System conceived during World War II. MD 210 
supplanted Livingston Road and Oxon Hill Road as the primary north-south corridor in Prince 
George's County. After World War II, the highway provided a direct, partially controlled access 
connection from the nation's capital to the U.S. Naval Ordinance Station on the Potomac River in 

Indian Head. 

Indian Head Highway continued to grow in importance with the sub urbanization of 
Washington, D.C, the growth in population in southern Prince George's County, and most 
recently the growth in Charles County. Various projects to widen MD 210 have been 

implemented, the most important of which are as follows: 

• 1966 - MD 210 was dualized to four-lanes from Fort Washington Road to the north 

• 1986 - MD 210 was dualized to four-lanes from MD 373 to Fort Washington Road 

• 1992 - MD 210 was widened to six-lanes from Old Fort Road North to the north 

• 1996 - MD 210 was widened to six-lanes from Old Fort Road North to MD 228 

It is noted that along with the 1996 widening of MD 210, MD 228 was completed, which 
provided a two-lane east-west connection from the US 301 and MD 5 corridors in the Waldorf 

area to MD 210. 

This project planning study was initiated in 1997 based on the growing frequency and 
severity of traffic congestion, and associated safety concerns along MD 210 between the Capital 
Beltway and MD 228, a distance of approximately ten miles. Peak hour delays/congestion have 
become particularly prevalent at the eleven signalized intersections within the segment of 
MD 210 for through traffic and traffic accessing or crossing MD 210 from side roads. The 

eleven intersections south of the beltway in the project area consist of: 
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Interchange Ramps (Closed Section) 

Geometric Criteria 

Description 

Maximum Super elevation 

Design Speed 

Maximum Degree of Curve 

Minimum Radius 

Maximum Vertical Grade* 

Directional & Other 2 
Lane Ramps (1-295 
HOV Connections) 

Gores 
Ramp 
Proper 

0.08 

60 

1,206 

50 

7.5 

764 

5% 

Single Lane Outer 
Ramps Diamonds, 

etc. 

0.08 

50 

7.5 

764 

5% 

Inner Loops 

Gores 
Ramp 
Proper 

0.10 

40 

13.5 

432 

30 

25 

250 

6% 

*Where topographic conditions dictated, grades steeper than desirable were used, in accordance 

with AASHTO minimum criteria. 

B.       Alternatives Presented at the Informational Public Workshop (May 2000) 

1. No-Build Alternative (Alternative 1) 

The No-Build Alternative was presented for consideration at each of the intersection 

locations as well as along mainline MD 210. This alternative included routine maintenance, 

minor construction projects and developer-based improvements associated with new 

developments. These minor improvements would not have been expected to measurably affect 

roadway capacity or safety. The No-Build Alternative served as a baseline for the comparison of 

all other alternatives. 

2. Alternative 5A: No High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes 

Alternative 5A included no HOV lanes on MD 210 (or side roads) and no widening of 

MD 210 other than that necessary in the immediate vicinity of an intersection location to support 

a given intersection improvement option (e.g., acceleration lanes, turn lanes, etc.). There would 

be no improvement to the MD 210 connection to or from 1-295. This alternative is predicted to 

reduce traffic congestion but not alleviate it altogether. Two sets of intersection capacity 

improvement options as previously discussed were considered with Alternative 5A: 

o 
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a. Capacity Option 1 

Capacity Option 1 included the least number of interchanges considered potentially 
reasonable for analysis. Interchanges would only be provided at the Kerby Hill/Livingston Road 
and Livingston Road/Palmer Road intersections. The remaining intersections were proposed to 
be expanded with the existing traffic signals to remain. Under this option, a 4th through lane in 
each direction would be included on MD 210, from Old Fort Road North to Old Fort Road 
South. With this 4th through lane and additional side road turn lanes these intersections were 
predicted to operate at 5% to 30% over capacity. The intersections to the north would be a 
greater percentage over capacity then those to the south. While these intersections were 
predicted to operate over capacity, the proposed improvements were much less impactive to the 
socio-economic and natural environment and less costly. The existing MD 210 median openings 
would be closed at Wilson Bridge Drive and all unsignalized median break locations, leaving 

each of these locations right-turn in, right-turn out access only. 

b. Capacity Option 2 

Capacity Option 2 included the greatest number of interchanges considered necessary to 
achieve LOS D or better during the peak periods. Interchanges were proposed at the Kerby Hill 
Road/Livingston Road, Livingston Road/Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington 
Road, and Swan Creek Road/Livingston Road and Old Fort Road South locations. These 
interchanges were expected to operate at LOS D or better for the weaves on and off MD 210 as 
well as the intersections proposed where the ramps tie into the side roads. Most of the ramp 
tie-in intersection locations would warrant traffic signals and would operate at LOS C or better 
during the peak period. The remaining intersections, Farmington Road and MD 373, were 
proposed for expansion, with the existing traffic signals to remain. Again, the existing MD 210 
median openings were to be closed at Wilson Bridge Drive and all unsignalized median break 
locations, leaving each of these locations right-turn in, right-turn out access only. 

3.        Alternative 5B: Reversible. Barrier-Separated Median HOV Lanes 

Alternative 5B consisted of widening MD 210 to provide a two-lane, reversible, barrier- 
separated HOV facility in the median of MD 210 for the portion of the study area from the 
Capital Beltway to south of Swan Creek Road. South of Swan Creek Road, the barrier-separated 
HOV lanes would transition to concurrent flow HOV lanes, which would continue down to 
MD 373, becoming general use lanes south of MD 373. At the northern extremity of the project, 
an exclusive HOV connection was proposed between MD 210 and the 1-295 ramps. Two options 
were developed for this connection. One option included an exclusive HOV connection via a 
fly-over ramp, from the median of MD 210, over the southbound MD 21t) roadway using an 

II-5 



7f 

alignment splitting the vacant area between the existing "S-curve" ramps. Another option 
included an exclusive HOV ramp fly-over of the northbound MD 210 general use lanes, whereby 
the new HOV ramps would have been closely aligned adjacent to the existing northbound 1-295 
"S-curve" ramp. The reversible section of the HOV lanes would have operated northbound for 

morning peak traffic conditions and southbound for evening peak conditions. 

This type of HOV facility was projected to carry a minimum of 5,970 vehicles a day, 
including buses, vanpools and carpools of three or more persons. These two lanes were expected 
to carry an additional 50% or more of the people in the three general use lanes. These lanes were 
projected to operate at the posted speed limit (or greater), which would have resulted in travel 
time saving of up to 10 to 15 minutes within the project area, as compared to the No-Build 

Alternative, depending on the Capacity Option chosen. 

Access to and from the HOV lanes would not have been permitted at the intersections 
due to the driver confusion resulting from two types of turning movements from side roads. 
Access would have been provided at approximately three locations northbound and southbound 
between the Capital Beltway and MD 228. The access points consisted of slip ramps allowing 

general-use traffic to merge into and out of the HOV lanes, at certain locations. 

Intersection Capacity Option 1 and Option 2, as described under Alternative 5A above, 

were both evaluated with this alternative. 

The typical section for Alternative 5B is shown on Figure II-1 A. 

4.        Alternative 5C: Concurrent Flow HOV Lanes 

Alternative 5C consisted of the widening of MD 210 to provide an additional lane in each 
direction designated as a concurrent flow HOV lane (i.e., one HOV lane in each direction). 
Special striping to create an approximate four-foot wide separation between the new HOV lane 
and the existing three general-use lanes would have been included. The determinations as to 
whether flexible pylons would be used to separate the HOV and general-use lanes and the extent 
to which vehicles would have the freedom to move between the HOV and general use lanes as 

they travel along the corridor were not finalized. 

This type of HOV facility was expected to carry a maximum of 4,720 vehicles a day, 
including buses, vanpools and carpools of three or more persons. The additional lane was 
expected to carry an additional 50% of the people in the three general use lanes. These lanes are 
projected to operate at the posted speed limit (or greater).  Travel time saving studies were not 
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modeled for Alternative 5C, but the time saving were anticipated to be slightly less than the 

travel times for Alternative 5B, depending on the Capacity Option chosen. 

Intersection Capacity Option 1 and Option 2, as described under Alternative 5A above, 

were evaluated with this alternative. 

The typical section for Alternative 5C is shown on Figure II-1 A. 

5.        Alternative 5A: Interchange/Intersection Option Locations 

a. MD 210 Ramos to and from 1-295 

Capacity Option 1,2 

No improvement to the MD 210 connection to and from the 1-295 "S-Curve" Ramps 
would have been provided under Alternative 5A Capacity Option 1 or 2. Various improvements 
to the 1-295 S-Curve Ramps and the Oxon Hill Road intersection with MD 210 are proposed 

under the Woodrow Wilson Bridge project. 

b. Location A - Wilson Bridge Drive 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option A - Included an at-grade intersection improvement with right-in/right-out turn 

movements and no widening of MD 210. 

c. Location B - Livingston Road/Kerbv Hill Road 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option A - Included a grade-separation with interchange ramps in the northeast and 
southwest quadrants of Kerby Hill Road. On the west side of MD 210, a MD 210 southbound to 
Kerby Hill Road ramp ties into a two-way service road which then intersects with Relocated 
Kerby Hill Road. A ramp to MD 210 southbound from existing Kerby Hill Road uses the 
existing access road alignment adjacent to the existing service station. East of MD 210, a loop 
ramp from MD 210 northbound to Relocated Kerby Hill Road and an outer ramp to MD 210 
northbound from Relocated Kerby Hill Road are proposed. The proposed Relocated Kerby Hill 
Road requires two lanes eastbound and westbound and is realigned, west of MD 210, to the north 
side of the existing roadway, eliminating the skewed intersection. The proposed roadway 
crosses over the existing concrete stream channel and MD 210 tying in east of MD 210 following 

closely adjacent to the existing roadway. 
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Option A-l - An optional two-lane access road alignment to the Wilson Towers 

Apartments and Brookside Park Condominiums was also proposed in the northwest quadrant 

crossing over the existing concrete stream channel and tying into opposite the proposed service 

road improvements to create a four-way intersection. This optional alignment allowed the two 

complexes to access MD210 northbound without entering MD210 traffic. This connection 

allowed the existing concrete stream channel culverted rather than bridged. 

Option A-2 - Also a two-lane access road, but differing from Option A-l by creating a 

four-way intersection east of the existing concrete channel. This alignment required that the 

proposed Kerby Hill Road structure span over the existing concrete channel, as well as MD 210. 

d.        Location C - Palmer Road/Livingston Road 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option A - Included a % diamond interchange at Palmer/Livingston Road, with diamond 

ramps in the northeast, northwest and southeast quadrants. Additionally, in the southwest 

quadrant, MD 210 southbound to Palmer/Livingston Road and Palmer/Livingston Road to 

MD 210 southbound single lane ramps was proposed. Palmer/Livingston Road would have been 

realigned to the south of the existing intersection, to accommodate two lanes in each direction 

and cross over MD 210. A new access road was proposed behind the existing businesses 

(displacing one business) in the northwest quadrant. The existing trail along Henson Creek 

would have been reconstructed in the immediate vicinity of MD 210. 

Option B - Included a '/a diamond interchange on the east side of MD 210, with ramps in 

the northeast and southeast quadrants. On the west side of MD 210, in the southwest quadrant, a 

two-lane ramp from MD 210 southbound to Palmer/Livingston Road and a Palmer/Livingston 

Road to MD 210 southbound single lane ramp are proposed. Proposed Palmer/Livingston road 

is the same as Option A but the proposed access road differs by not displacing any businesses. 

Because there was no proposed ramp in the northwest quadrant, a proposed access road with 

retaining walls was proposed in front of the existing businesses along Palmer/Livingston Road. 

As with Option A, the existing trail along Henson Creek would be reconstructed. 

Option C - Included a grade-separation with closed section interchange ramps in the 

southeast and southwest quadrants only. East of MD 210, in the southeast quadrant a 

Palmer/Livingston Road to MD 210 northbound loop ramp and MD 210 northbound to 

Palmer/Livingston Road outer ramp was proposed. These ramp alignments allowed the 

avoidance of impacts to parkland and the minimization of impacts to wetlands in the northeast 

quadrant.   Similar to Option B, a two-lane ramp from MD 210 southbound and a single lane 
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ramp to MD 210 southbound from Palmer/Livingston Road was proposed. Proposed 
Palmer/Livingston Road was the same as Option A and B. A proposed access road, similar to 
Option B, with retaining walls, was included in front of the existing businesses along Livingston 
Road. The existing trail along Henson Creek was to be reconstructed with the MD 210 

improvements under this option. 

Option D - Included a grade-separation with closed-section ramps in all quadrants except 
for the northeast quadrant. East of MD 210 in the southeast quadrant, similar to Option C, a loop 
ramp and outer ramp connection was proposed. On the west side of MD 210, similar to 
Option A, single lane ramps in the southwest quadrant as well as a single lane ramp in the 
northwest quadrant were proposed. Realigned Palmer/Livingston Road was the same as with the 
previous options. The access road was the same as Option A with the road behind the existing 
businesses. The trail along Henson Creek was to be reconstructed, immediately west of MD 210. 

e.        Location P - Old Fort Road North 

Capacity Option 1 

Option A - Included an additional through lane and acceleration/deceleration lanes in 
each direction on MD 210, with the intersection remaining at-grade. Old Fort Road North would 
have been widened to accommodate a single left turn, two through lanes and a right turn lane 
eastbound and westbound. The existing service road in the northeast quadrant would have been 
closed and traffic diverted east to the Broadview Road intersection with Old Fort Road North. 

Capacity Option 2 

Option C - Consisted of a diamond interchange at Old Fort Road North, including a 
realigned Old Fort Road North to the south of the existing intersection, with two lanes in each 
direction crossing over MD 210. The existing service road in the northeast quadrant would have 
been closed with traffic being diverted east to the Broadview Road intersection with Old Fort 

Road North. 

Option D - Consisted of a half-diamond interchange west of MD 210, with ramps in the 
northwest and southwest quadrants. A loop ramp from MD 210 northbound and outer ramp 
connection to MD 210 northbound were also proposed in the northeast quadrant on the east side 
of MD 210. Old Fort Road North and the service road were similar to Option C. 
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f. Location E - Fort Washington Road 

Capacity Option 1 

Two optional at-grade designs were proposed for Capacity Option 1. 

Option A - Included an additional through lane and acceleration/deceleration lanes in 

each direction on MD 210. Fort Washington Road west of MD 210 would have been widened to 
accommodate five total lanes at the intersection. The eastbound intersection approach consisted 
of two left turn lanes, a left/through lane and a right through lane. East of MD 210, the existing 
access road would have been realigned to allow additional queuing length. At the intersection, 
the existing church entrance on the east side of MD 210 would have also been realigned. The 
westbound traffic lanes consisted of a left through lane and a double right turn. 

Option B - Included the same improvements as Option A except the realigned access road 
east of MD 210 would have resulted in the westbound to northbound movement being 
accommodated by the parallel the service road to northbound MD 210, rather than via the double 

right turn at the intersection. 

Capacity Option 2 

Option D - Included a 3/4 diamond interchange with ramps in the northeast, northwest and 
southeast quadrants. The design also required a relocated Fort Washington Road fly-over north 
of the existing Tantallon Shopping Center. The existing access road east of MD 210 was to fly- 
over MD 210 and tie into existing Fort Washington Road west of MD 210 at the existing 
Livingston Road intersection. Existing Fort Washington Road would have then become a right 
in/right out only intersection at MD 210. Relocated Fort Washington Road would have had one 

lane in each direction with left turn lanes where required. Mk 

g. Location F - Livingston Road/Swan Creek Road 

Capacity Option 1 

Option A - Included an additional through lane and acceleration/deceleration lanes in 
each direction on MD 210. The enhanced Swan Creek Road approaches to the intersection 
consisted of two left turn lanes, two through lanes and a right turn lane eastbound, with one left 

turn lane, two through lanes and one right turn lane westbound. 
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Capacity Option 2 

Option C - Included an interchange with a loop ramp from southbound MD210 to 

Relocated Swan Creek Road and an outer ramp from Relocated Swan Creek to southbound MD 

210 in the southwest quadrant. On the east side of MD 210, a northbound MD 210 to Relocated 

Swan Creek Road outer ramp in the southeast quadrant and a relocated Swan Creek to 

northbound MD 210 outer ramp in the northeast quadrant was proposed. A Relocated Swan 

Creek Road crossing over MD 210 to the south of the existing intersection was proposed, with 

one lane in each direction and a center turn lane. The existing access road in the northeast 

quadrant was to be relocated. 

Option E - Included an interchange with a single lane ramp from MD 210 southbound to 

Livingston Road in the northwest quadrant. Access to Swan Creek Road from MD210 

southbound would have been achieved with an at-grade right-in/right-out configuration. On the 

east side of MD 210, a MD 210 northbound to Swan Creek Road outer ramp and a loop ramp 

from Swan Creek Road to MD 210 northbound was proposed in the southeast quadrant. The 

Livingston Road crossing over MD 210, located to the north of the existing intersection, included 

one lane eastbound and one lane westbound with a center turn lane. The existing service road in 

the northeast quadrant would have been relocated east of its current location. A Swan Creek 

Road to Livingston Road Connector, behind the Old Forte Village Shopping Center, was also 

proposed. This option avoided the need for any roadway movements in the environmentally 

sensitive southwest quadrant. 

h.        Location G - Old Fort Road South 

Capacity Option 1 

Two options for at-grade intersection improvement were proposed for Capacity Option 1. 

Option A included acceleration/deceleration lanes on MD 210. The Old Fort Road South 

approaches to the intersection included two left turn lanes, a through lane and right turn lane 

eastbound and westbound. 

Option B included acceleration/deceleration lanes on MD 210 and indirect left turns to 

Old Fort Road South from MD 210. The enhanced Old Fort Road South approaches to the 

MD210 intersection included two left turn lanes, two through lanes and a right turn lane 

eastbound and westbound. 
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Capacity Option 2 

Option C - Included a diamond interchange with Old Fort Road South over MD 210. The 

proposed Old Fort Road South approaches to the MD 210 intersection consisted of two lanes 

eastbound and westbound. 

i. Location H - Farmington Road 

rapacity Option 1, 2 

Two at-grade design options were considered collectively for Capacity Options 1 and 2. 

Option A included a single left turn, one through lane and a right turn lane for the eastbound 

approach and a left turn, through lane and single right turn lane for the westbound MD 210 

intersection approach. 

Option B included indirect left turns from MD 210 northbound and southbound onto 

Farmington Road. The enhanced Farmington Road approaches to the MD 210 intersection 

consisted of a single left turn, a through lane and a through/right turn lane eastbound and a single 

left turn, through lane and right turn lane westbound. 

j. location I-MD 373 

Capacity Option 1, 2 

Two at-grade design options were considered collectively for Capacity Options 1 and 2. 

Option A included improvements to lengthen acceleration/deceleration lanes on MD 210, and the 

enhanced approaches to the MD 210 intersection consisted of a single left turn and through/right 

turn lane eastbound and two left turn lanes, a single through and a right turn lane westbound. 

Option B included acceleration/deceleration lanes on MD 210 and indirect left turns to 

MD 373 from MD 210 northbound and southbound. The MD 373 approaches to the MD 210 

intersection consisted of a single left turn; one through lane and one through/right turn lane 

eastbound and two left turn lanes, through lane and a right turn lane westbound. 

6.        Alternative SB: Interchange/Intersection Option Locations 

Alternative 5B consisted of the widening of MD 210 to provide two reversible, barrier- 

separated median HOV lanes, as presented at the May, 2000 Workshop. Subsequent to the 

workshop, however, the southern limit of the proposed reversible HOV section was shifted north 

to Swan Creek Road, with a transition to concurrent flow HOV south of that point. Alternatives 

5B and 5C were then identical south of Swan Creek Road. 
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a. MD 210 Ramps to and from 1-295 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option A - Consisted of an exclusive HOV connection between MD 210 and 1-295 via a 

fly-over ramp from the median of MD 210 over the southbound MD 210 roadway using an 

alignment splitting the vacant area between the existing "S-curve" ramps. 

Option B - Consisted of an exclusive HOV flyover ramp of the northbound MD 210 

general use lanes. Once over MD 210 northbound, the HOV ramp formed two barrier-separated 

lanes. The new HOV ramps would have closely paralleled the existing northbound 1-295 

"S-curve" ramp then split and connected to the existing northbound and southbound 1-295 ramps. 

b. Location A - Wilson Bridge Drive 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option A - Consisted of an at-grade intersection improvement with right-in/right-out turn 

movements. 

c. Location B - Livingston Road/Kerby Hill Road 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option A - Included a grade-separation with interchange ramps in the northeast and 

southwest quadrants of Kerby Hill Road. On the west side of MD 210, a MD 210 southbound to 

Kerby Hill Road ramp tied into a two-way service road which then intersected with Relocated 

Kerby Hill Road. A ramp to MD 210 southbound from existing Kerby Hill Road used the 

existing access road alignment adjacent to the existing service station. East of MD 210, a loop 

ramp from MD 210 northbound to Relocated Kerby Hill Road and outer ramp to MD210 

northbound from Relocated Kerby Hill Road were proposed. The proposed relocated Kerby Hill 

Road required two lanes eastbound and westbound and was realigned, west of MD 210, to the 

north side of the existing roadway, eliminating the skewed intersection. The proposed roadway 

crossed over the existing concrete stream channel and MD 210 tying in to existing Livingston 

Road east of MD 210. 

Option A-l - An option consisting of a two-lane access road to the Wilson Towers 

Apartments and Brookside Park Condominiums in the northwest quadrant, which crossed over 

the existing concrete stream channel and tied into the existing apartment/condominium access 

road opposite the proposed service road improvements to create a four-way intersection was 
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considered. This optional alignment would have allowed the apartment/condo residents to 
access MD210 northbound without entering MD210 traffic. Option A-l assumed that the 

existing concrete stream channel would be culverted under Kerby Hill Road. 

Option A-2 - Also an optional two-lane access road alignment, which differed from 
Option A-l by creating a four-way intersection east of the existing concrete channel. This 
alignment required the proposed Kerby Hill Road structure over MD 210 to span the existing 

concrete channel. 

d.        Location C - Palmer Road/Livingston Road 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option A - Included a 3A diamond interchange at Palmer/Livingston Road, with ramps in 
the northeast, northwest and southeast quadrants. The southwest quadrant of the interchange 
included ramps accommodating the MD 210 southbound to Palmer/Livingston Road and 
Palmer/Livingston Road to MD 210 southbound movements. Palmer/Livingston Road was to be 
realigned to the south of the existing intersection, to accommodate two lanes in each direction 
and cross over MD 210. A new access road was proposed behind the existing businesses 
(displacing one business) in the northwest quadrant. The existing trail along Henson Creek was 

to be reconstructed in the immediate vicinity of MD 210. 

Option B - Included a Yz diamond interchange on the east side of MD 210, with ramps in 
the northeast and southeast quadrants. In the southwest quadrant, a two-lane ramp from MD 210 
southbound to Palmer/Livingston Road and a single lane ramp from Palmer/Livingston Road to 
southbound MD210 were proposed. Under this option, the design of Proposed 
Palmer/Livingston road was identical to that for Option A, but the proposed access road differed 
by not displacing any businesses. With no proposed ramp in the northwest quadrant, a proposed 
access road with retaining walls was possible in front of the existing businesses along 
Palmer/Livingston Road. As with Option A, the existing trail along Henson Creek would have 

been reconstructed. 

Option C - Consisted of a grade-separation with closed section interchange ramps in the 
southeast and southwest quadrants only. In the southeast interchange quadrant, a loop ramp 
carrying Palmer Road to MD 210 northbound and an outer ramp carrying northbound MD 210 to 
Palmer Road outer ramp were proposed. These ramp alignments allowed the avoidance of 
impacts to the parklands and the minimization of impacts to wetlands in the northeast quadrant. 
In the southwest quadrant, similar to Option B, a two-lane ramp from MD 210 southbound and a 
single lane ramp to MD 210 southbound from Palmer/Livingston Road were proposed.   The 
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alignment of the Proposed Palmer/Livingston Road overpass was the same as for Options A and 

B. Similar to Option B, a proposed access road with retaining walls was possible in front of the 

existing businesses along Livingston Road. The existing trail along Henson Creek was to be 

reconstructed under this option. 

Option D - Consisted of a grade-separation with closed-section ramps in all quadrants 

except for the northeast quadrant. Similar to Option C, a loop ramp and outer ramp connection 

were proposed in the southeast quadrant. Similar to Option A, a single lane ramp in the 

southwest quadrant as well as a single lane ramp in the northwest quadrant were proposed. The 

alignment of the Palmer/Livingston Road overpass was proposed in the same location as the 

previous options. The access road behind the existing businesses was the same as with 

Option A. The trail along Henson Creek would have been reconstructed immediately west of 

MD210. 

e.        Location D - Old Fort Road North 

Capacity Option 1 

Option B - Included at-grade intersection widening with indirect left turns from MD 210 

to Old Fort Road North. On the approaches to MD 210, Old Fort Road North would have been 

widened to accommodate a single left turn, two through lanes and a right turn lane eastbound and 

westbound. The two reversible HOV lanes proposed in the median of MD 210 would have been 

bridged over the intersection at Old Fort Road North. The existing service road north of Old Fort 

Road would have been closed and traffic diverted east to the Broadview Road intersection with 

Old Fort Road North. 

Capacity Option 2 

Option C - Consisted of a diamond interchange at Old Fort Road North. An overpass of 

MD 210, located to the south of the existing intersection would have consisted of two lanes in 

each direction. The existing service road in the northeast quadrant was to be closed, with traffic 

diverted east to the Broadview Road intersection with Old Fort Road North. 

Option D - Included diamond interchange ramps in the northwest and southwest 

quadrants, a loop ramp from northbound MD 210 to westbound Old Fort Road North and an 

outer ramp connection from westbound Old Fort Road North to northbound MD 210. The 

designs of Old Fort Road North and the existing service road were similar to those for Option C. 
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f. Location E - Fort Washington Road 

Capacity Option 1 

Option C - Consisted of an at-grade intersection widening with an indirect left turn from 
southbound MD 210 to existing Fort Washington Road. The two reversible HOV lanes proposed 
in the median of MD 210 would have been bridged over the intersection at Fort Washington 
Road. East of MD 210, the existing service road was realigned to create additional queuing 
length for the approach to MD 210. Right turns onto MD 210 northbound were relocated from 
the existing intersection to the realigned service road ramp, which then merged onto northbound 
MD 210. The westbound intersection approach consisted of one left lane and one through lane. 
West of MD 210, Fort Washington Road approach was to be widened to two left turn lanes, a 

left/through lane and right turn lane. 

Capacity Option 2 

Option D - Included a % diamond interchange with ramps in the northeast, northwest and 
southeast quadrants. The design also provided a relocated Fort Washington Road fly-over north 
of the existing Tantallon Shopping Center. The existing access road east of MD 210 crossed 
over MD 210 to tie into existing Fort Washington Road west of MD 210 at the existing 
Livingston Road intersection. Existing Fort Washington Road then became a right in/right out 
only intersection at MD 210. Relocated Fort Washington Road had one lane in each direction 

with left turn lanes where required. 

g. Location F - Livingston Road/Swan Creek Road 

Capacity Option 1 

Option B - Consisted of an at-grade intersection with indirect left turns from MD 210 to 
Swan Creek Road on the east side of MD 210, a ramp in the southeast quadrant to connect 
northbound MD 210 with Livingston Road and a realignment of the existing access road 
opposite the proposed ramp tie-in in the northeast quadrant. The southwest intersection quadrant 
included a loop ramp connecting southbound MD 210 to Swan Creek Road as well as an outer 
ramp providing the return movement to southbound MD 210. The proposed Swan Creek Road 
approach configuration was two left tum lanes and two through lanes eastbound, and a single 

left, two through lanes and a right tum lane westbound. 
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Capacity Option 2 

Option C - Included an interchange with a loop ramp in the southwest quadrant, 

connecting southbound MD 210 to Relocated Swan Creek Road and an outer ramp from 

Relocated Swan Creek to southbound MD 210. A northbound MD 210 ramp to Relocated Swan 

Creek Road was proposed in the southeast quadrant and a relocated Swan Creek Road ramp to 

northbound MD 210 ramp was proposed in the northeast quadrant. The Relocated Swan Creek 

Road crossing over MD 210 to the south of the existing intersection included one lane in each 

direction with a center turn lane. The existing access road in the northeast quadrant was to be 

relocated. 

Option D - Included an interchange with a loop ramp from MD 210 southbound to 

Relocated Swan Creek Road and an outer ramp from Relocated Swan Creek Road to MD 210 

southbound in the southwest quadrant. On the east side of MD 210, a MD 210 northbound to 

Relocated Swan Creek Road outer ramp and a loop ramp from Relocated Swan Creek Road to 

MD 210 northbound was proposed. A Relocated Swan Creek Road crossing over MD 210 to the 

south of the existing intersection required one lane eastbound and westbound with a center turn 

lane. The existing access road in the northeast quadrant was to be relocated. An HOV median 

structure providing a connection between Relocated Swan Creek Road and MD 210 was 

proposed requiring MD 210 to be widened to the east. The HOV median structure would have 

operated northbound for the morning peak traffic period allowing vehicles to access the MD 210 

HOV lanes. For evening peak conditions, the HOV median structure would have operated 

southbound allowing vehicles to exit to Swan Creek Road from the MD 210 HOV lanes. 

Option E - Consisted of an interchange with a single lane outer ramp from MD 210 

southbound to Livingston Road in the northwest quadrant on the west side of MD 210. Access 

to Swan Creek Road from MD 210 southbound would have been achieved with an at-grade 

right-in/right-out intersection improvement. On the east side of MD 210, a MD 210 northbound 

to Swan Creek Road outer ramp and a loop ramp from Swan Creek Road to MD 210 northbound 

was proposed in the southeast quadrant. The Livingston Road crossing over MD 210 required 

one lane eastbound and westbound with a center turn lane. The existing service road in the 

northeast quadrant was to be relocated east of its current location. A Swan Creek Road to 

Livingston Road Connector, behind the Old Forte Village Shopping Center, was also proposed. 

This option avoided the need to accommodate any interchange movements in the 

environmentally sensitive southwest quadrant. 
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h.        Location G - Old Fort Road South 

Capacity Option 1 

Option B - Consisted of at-grade improvements, including acceleration/deceleration 
lanes on MD 210 and indirect left turns to Old Fort Road South from MD 210. The widened Old 
Fort Road South approaches to the MD 210 intersection included two left turn lanes, two through 
lanes and right turn lane eastbound and westbound. 

Capacity Option 2 

Option C - Included a diamond interchange with Old Fort Road South over MD 210. The 
proposed Old Fort Road South typical section within the interchange area consisted of two lanes 

eastbound and westbound. 

i. Location H - Farmington Road 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option B - Consisted of at-grade improvements, including indirect left turns from MD 
210 northbound and southbound to Farmington Road. The widened Farmington Road 
approaches to the intersection consisted of a single left turn, a through lane and a through/right 
turn lane eastbound, with a single left turn lane, through lane and right turn lane westbound. 

j. Location I - MD 373 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option B - Consisted of at-grade improvements, including acceleration/deceleration lanes 
on MD 210 and indirect left turns to MD 373 from MD 210 northbound and southbound. 
Proposed MD 373 approaches to the MD 210 intersection consisted of a single left turn; one 
through lane and one through/right turn lane eastbound, with two-left turn lanes, one through 

lane and one right turn lane westbound. 

7.        Alternative SC: Interchange/Intersection Option Locations 

Alternative 5C consisted of the widening of MD210 to provide one concurrent flow 
HOV lane adjacent to the three existing general use lanes in each direction, as shown in Figure 

II- 1C and presented at the May, 2000 Workshop. 
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a. MD 210 Ramps to and from 1-295 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option A - Included an exclusive HOV connection between MD 210 and 1-295 via a fly- 

over ramp, from the median of MD 210, over the southbound MD 210 roadway using an 

alignment splitting the vacant area between the existing "S-curve" ramps. 

Option B - Included an exclusive HOV ramp fly-over of the northbound MD 210 general 

use lanes. Once over MD 210 northbound, the HOV ramp formed two barrier-separated lanes. 

The new HOV ramp closely paralleled the existing northbound 1-295 "S-curve" ramp then split 

to connect with the existing northbound and southbound 1-295 ramps. 

b. Location A - Wilson Bridge Drive 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option A - Consisted of an at-grade intersection improvement with right-in/right-out turn 

movements. 

c. Location B - Livingston Road/Kerby Hill Road 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option A - Included a grade-separation with interchange ramps in the northeast and 

southwest quadrants of Kerby Hill Road. On the west side of MD 210, a MD 210 southbound to 

Kerby Hill Road ramp tied into a two-way service road which then intersected with Relocated 

Kerby Hill Road. A ramp to MD 210 southbound from existing Kerby Hill Road used the 

existing access road alignment adjacent to the existing service station. East of MD 210, a loop 

ramp from MD 210 northbound to Relocated Kerby Hill Road and outer ramp to MD210 

northbound from Relocated Kerby Hill Road were proposed. The proposed relocated Kerby Hill 

Road required two lanes eastbound and westbound and was realigned, west of MD 210, to the 

north side of the existing roadway, eliminating the skewed intersection. The proposed roadway 

crossed over the existing concrete stream channel and MD 210 tying in to existing Livingston 

Road east of MD 210. 

Option A-l - An option consisting of a two-lane access road to the Wilson Towers 

Apartments and Brookside Park Condominiums in the northwest quadrant, which crossed over 

the existing concrete stream channel and tied into the existing apartment/condominium access 

road opposite the proposed service road improvements to create a four-way intersection was 
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considered. This optional alignment would have allowed the apartment/condo residents to 
access MD 210 northbound without entering MD210 traffic. Option A-l assumed that the 

existing concrete stream channel would be culverted under Kerby Hill Road. 

Option A-2 - Also an optional two-lane access road alignment, which differed from 
Option A-l by creating a four-way intersection east of the existing concrete channel. This 
alignment required the proposed Kerby Hill Road structure over MD 210 to span the existing 

concrete channel. 

d.        Location C - Palmer Road/Livingston Road 

Capacity Option 1, 2 

Option A - Included a 3/4 diamond interchange at Palmer/Livingston Road, with ramps in 
the northeast, northwest and southeast quadrants. The southwest quadrant of the interchange 
included ramps accommodating the MD 210 southbound to Palmer/Livingston Road and 
Palmer/Livingston Road to MD 210 southbound movements. Palmer/Livingston Road was to be 
realigned to the south of the existing intersection, to accommodate two lanes in each direction 
and cross over MD 210. A new access road was proposed behind the existing businesses 
(displacing one business) in the northwest quadrant. The existing trail along Henson Creek was 

to be reconstructed in the immediate vicinity of MD 210. 

Option B - Included a 54 diamond interchange on the east side of MD 210, with ramps in 
the northeast and southeast quadrants. In the southwest quadrant, a two-lane ramp from MD 210 
southbound to Palmer/Livingston Road and a single lane ramp from Palmer/Livingston Road to 
southbound MD210 were proposed. Under this option, the design of Proposed 
Palmer/Livingston road was identical to that for Option A, but the proposed access road differed 
by not displacing any businesses. With no proposed ramp in the northwest quadrant, a proposed 
access road with retaining walls was possible in front of the existing businesses along 
Palmer/Livingston Road. As with Option A, the existing trail along Henson Creek would have 

been reconstructed. 

Option C - Consisted of a grade-separation with closed section interchange ramps in the 
southeast and southwest quadrants only. In the southeast interchange quadrant, a loop ramp 
carrying Palmer Road to MD 210 northbound and an outer ramp carrying northbound MD 210 to 
Palmer Road outer ramp were proposed. These ramp alignments allowed the avoidance of 
impacts to the parklands and the minimization of impacts to wetlands in the northeast quadrant. 
In the southwest quadrant, similar to Option B, a two-lane ramp from MD 210 southbound and a 
single lane ramp to MD 210 southbound from Palmer/Livingston Road were proposed.   The 
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alignment of the Proposed Palmer/Livingston Road overpass was the same as for Options A and 
B. Similar to Option B, a proposed access road with retaining walls was possible in front of the 
existing businesses along Livingston Road. The existing trail along Henson Creek was to be 
reconstructed under this option. 

Option D - Consisted of a grade-separation with closed-section ramps in all quadrants 
except for the northeast quadrant. Similar to Option C, a loop ramp and outer ramp connection 
were proposed in the southeast quadrant. Similar to Option A, a single lane ramp in the 
southwest quadrant as well as a single lane ramp in the northwest quadrant were proposed. The 
alignment of the Palmer/Livingston Road overpass was proposed in the same location as the 
previous options. The access road behind the existing businesses was the same as with 
Option A. The trail along Henson Creek would have been reconstructed immediately west of 

MD210. 

e. Location D - Old Fort Road North 

Capacity Option 1 

Option B - Included at-grade intersection widening with indirect left turns from MD 210 
to Old Fort Road North. On the approaches to MD 210, Old Fort Road North would have been 
widened to accommodate a single left turn, two through lanes and a right turn lane eastbound and 
westbound. The existing service road north of Old Fort Road would have been closed and traffic 
diverted east to the Broadview Road intersection with Old Fort Road North. 

Capacity Option 2 

Option C - Consisted of a diamond interchange at Old Fort Road North. An overpass of 
MD 210, located to the south of the existing intersection would have consisted of two lanes in 
each direction. The existing service road in the northeast quadrant was to be closed, with traffic 
diverted east to the Broadview Road intersection with Old Fort Road North. 

Option D - Included diamond interchange ramps in the northwest and southwest 
quadrants, a loop ramp from northbound MD 210 to westbound Old Fort Road North and an 
outer ramp connection from westbound Old Fort Road North to northbound MD210. The 
designs of Old Fort Road North and the existing service road were similar to those for Option C. 
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f. Location E - Fort Washington Road 

Capacity Option 1 

Option C - Included at-grade intersection widening with an indirect left turn from 
MD210 southbound to existing Fort Washington Road in the northwest quadrant of the 
intersection. East of MD 210, the existing service road was realigned to create additional 
queuing length for the MD 210 approach. Right turns onto MD 210 northbound would have 
been relocated from the intersection onto the realigned service road ramp, which would then 
have merged onto northbound MD 210. The westbound approaches consisted of one left turn 
and one through lane. West of MD 210, the Fort Washington Road approaches were to be 
widened to two left turn lanes, a left/through and a right turn lane. 

Capacity Option 2 

Option D - Included a % diamond interchange with ramps in the northeast, northwest and 
southeast quadrants. The design also provided a relocated Fort Washington Road fly-over north 
of the existing Tantallon Shopping Center. The existing access road east of MD 210 crossed 
over MD 210 to tie into existing Fort Washington Road west of MD 210 at the existing 
Livingston Road intersection. Existing Fort Washington Road then became a right in/right out 
only intersection at MD 210. Relocated Fort Washington Road had one lane in each direction 
with left turn lanes where required. 

g. Location F - Livingston Road/Swan Creek Road 

Capacity Option 1 

Option B - Consisted of an at-grade intersection with indirect left turns from MD 210 to 
Swan Creek Road on the east side of MD 210, a ramp in the southeast quadrant to connect 
northbound MD210 with Livingston Road and a realignment of the existing access road 
opposite the proposed ramp tie-in in the northeast quadrant. The southwest intersection quadrant 
included a loop ramp connecting southbound MD 210 to Swan Creek Road as well as an outer 
ramp providing the return movement to southbound MD 210. The proposed Swan Creek Road 
approach configuration was two left turn lanes and two through lanes eastbound, and a single 
left, two through lanes and a right turn lane westbound. 

Capacity Option 2 

Option C - Included an interchange with a loop ramp in the southwest quadrant, 
connecting southbound MD210 to Relocated Swan Creek Road and an outer ramp from 
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Relocated Swan Creek to southbound MD 210. A northbound MD 210 ramp to Relocated Swan 
Creek Road was proposed in the southeast quadrant and a relocated Swan Creek Road ramp to 
northbound MD 210 ramp was proposed in the northeast quadrant. The Relocated Swan Creek 
Road crossing over MD 210 to the south of the existing intersection included one lane in each 
direction with a center turn lane. The existing access road in the northeast quadrant was to be 
relocated. 

Option D - Included an interchange with a loop ramp from MD 210 southbound to 
Relocated Swan Creek Road and an outer ramp from Relocated Swan Creek Road to MD 210 
southbound in the southwest quadrant. On the east side of MD 210, a MD 210 northbound to 
Relocated Swan Creek Road outer ramp and a loop ramp from Relocated Swan Creek Road to 
MD 210 northbound was proposed. A Relocated Swan Creek Road crossing over MD 210 to the 
south of the existing intersection required one lane eastbound and westbound with a center turn 
lane. The existing access road in the northeast quadrant was to be relocated. An HOV median 
structure providing a connection between Relocated Swan Creek Road and MD 210 was 
proposed requiring MD 210 to be widened to the east. The HOV median structure would have 
operated northbound for the morning peak traffic period allowing vehicles to access the MD 210 
HOV lanes. For evening peak conditions, the HOV median structure would have operated 
southbound allowing vehicles to exit to Swan Creek Road from the MD 210 HOV lanes. 

Option E - Consisted of an interchange with a single lane outer ramp from MD 210 
southbound to Livingston Road in the northwest quadrant on the west side of MD 210. Access 
to Swan Creek Road from MD 210 southbound would have been achieved with an at-grade 
right-in/right-out intersection improvement. On the east side of MD 210, a MD 210 northbound 
to Swan Creek Road outer ramp and a loop ramp from Swan Creek Road to MD 210 northbound 
was proposed in the southeast quadrant. The Livingston Road crossing over MD 210 required 
one lane eastbound and westbound with a center turn lane. The existing service road in the 
northeast quadrant was to be relocated east of its current location. A Swan Creek Road to 
Livingston Road Connector, behind the Old Forte Village Shopping Center, was also proposed. 
This option avoided the need to accommodate any interchange movements in the 
environmentally sensitive southwest quadrant. 

h.        Location G - Old Fort Road South 

Capacity Option 1 

Option B - Consisted of at-grade improvements, including acceleration/deceleration 
lanes on MD 210 and indirect left turns to Old Fort Road South from MD 210. The widened OW 
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Fort Road South approaches to the MD 210 intersection included two left turn lanes, two through 
lanes and right turn lane eastbound and westbound. 

Capacity Option 2 

Option C - Included a diamond interchange with Old Fort Road South over MD 210. The 
proposed Old Fort Road South typical section within the interchange area consisted of two lanes 
eastbound and westbound. 

i. Location H - Farmington Road 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option B - Consisted of at-grade improvements, including indirect left turns from 
MD210 northbound and southbound to Farmington Road. The widened Farmington Road 
approaches to the intersection consisted of a single left turn, a through lane and a through/right 
turn lane eastbound, with a single left turn lane, through lane and right turn lane westbound. 

j. Location I - MD 373 

Capacity Option 1,2 

Option B - Consisted of at-grade improvements, including acceleration/deceleration lanes 
on MD 210 and indirect left turns to MD 373 from MD 210 northbound and southbound. 
Proposed MD 373 approaches to the MD 210 intersection consisted of a single left turn; one 
through lane and one through/right turn lane eastbound, with two-left turn lanes, one through 
lane and one right turn lane westbound. 

C. Alternatives Presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and at 
the Location/Design Public Hearing 

All of the Alternatives and Options presented at the Informational Public Workshop were 
selected for detailed study, included in the DEIS and presented at the Location/Design Public 
Hearing on June 21, 2001. In consideration of all comments received, SHA developed with 
capacity Option 2 due to the level of support the interchanges received from the public and the 
fact that Capacity Option 1 would not provide acceptable levels of service. 

D. Alternatives Dropped From Consideration 

Subsequent to the June, 2001 Location/Design Public Hearing, the following Alternatives 
were dropped from consideration: 
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1. No-Build Alternative (Alternative 1) 

Alternative 1 (No Build) was not selected because it does not satisfy the purpose and 
need. Minor improvements for normal traffic maintenance and safety operations would not 
improve the degrading roadway capacity. 

2. Alternative 5A 

Alternative 5A was not selected because it would preclude any future accommodation of 
transit or other multi-modal options on mainline MD 210. 

3. Alternative 5B 

Alternative 5B was not selected primarily because strenuous opposition voiced by the 
public to HOV lanes. In addition, this alternative had higher impacts and approximately 20% 
higher costs as compared to Alternative 5A Modified (Refer to Section II.E. 1. for description) 
and provided more roadway capacity than would be needed for the design year traffic. 

4. Alternative 5C 

Alternative 5C was also not selected because of the public opposition to HOV lanes. 
This alternative also had higher impacts and approximately 15% higher costs as compared to 
Alternative 5A Modified and provided more roadway capacity than would be needed for the 
design year traffic. 

5. Capacity Option 1 

Capacity Option 1, which included improved at-grade intersections at all locations south 
from Palmer/Livingston Road, was not selected since failing intersection operations would occur 
in the design year at four locations, and there was general support from the public for access 
control (i.e., interchanges) at those four locations (Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington Road, 
and Old Fort Road South). 

6. Value Pricine Feasibility Study 

The Maryland Department of Transportation included the MD 210 corridor as part of a 
statewide Value Pricing Feasibility Study, investigating high occupancy toll application in 
corridors that were considering HOV lanes. With the decision to not include HOV in the 
SHA-Selected Alternative, HOT lane consideration on MD 210 has been dropped. 
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E.        Preferred Alternative Presented  at the Informational Public Workshop 

(September 2002) 

1. Alternative 5A Modified Mainline 

Following the combined Location/Design Public Hearing further studies were conducted 

to refine both the mainline alternatives and intersection improvements options. The considerable 

public opposition to the widening of MD 210 to provide HOV lanes was balanced against travel 

demand forecasting data indicating that HOV lanes on MD 210 would be heavily utilized due to 

the substantial long distance commuter orientation in the corridor, expanding transit service 

plans (particularly commuter bus) and high vehicle occupancy rates. 

Alternative 5A modified would provide six interchanges from Kerby Hill Road to Old 

Fort Road South, while maintaining the existing three through lanes in each direction (plus 

auxiliary lanes at the interchanges) with no HOV. However, the median would be widened to 

provide the Alternative 5C (concurrent HOV) footprint in the vicinity of the interchange so as to 

not preclude additional improvements in the future. Bridge abutments for the side road 

overpasses would be set consistent with the Alternative 5C footprint, but the mainline lanes 

would generally coincide with the existing roadway pavement, as feasible, between the 

interchanges. Where needed, the right-of-way would be preserved through the development 

review process for the potential additional lanes or other improvements in each direction 

throughout. 

Designated bike lanes within the roadway, as well as sidewalks behind the curb, are 

included with all the proposed overpasses with Alternative 5A Modified. Bike travel along 

MD210 would be accommodated under the Alternative in the same manner as with current 

conditions. Bike travel will not be prohibited on the MD 210 shoulders, but through various 

county projects and public information campaigns, north-south bike travel will be encouraged on 

parallel county facilities, such as Oxon Hill Road and Livingston Road. 

2. Location A - Wilson Bridge Drive Option A 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A consists of an at-grade intersection with no widening of 

MD210, but closure of the median opening and removal of the traffic signal, allowing 

right-in/right-out movements only. Improvements would be made to the internal roadway 

network for the Brookside Condominiums and Wilson Towers Apartments to provide the full 

range of access to MD 210 at the Kerby Hill interchange. Please see Figures II-5 and II-6. 
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3. Location B - Kerbv Hill Road Option C 

Kerby Hill Road Option C consists of a grade-separation with interchange ramps in the 
northeast and southeast quadrants of Kerby Hill Road. On the west side of MD 210, the 
southbound exit ramp from MD 210 ties into Kerby Hill Road opposite a two-way service road 
that serves the Brookside Park Condominium and Wilson Towers Apartments communities. A 
ramp to MD 210 southbound from existing Kerby Hill Road uses the existing access road 
alignment adjacent to the existing service station. East of MD 210, a loop ramp from northbound 
MD 210 to Relocated Kerby Hill Road and a ramp to MD 210 northbound from Relocated Kerby 
Hill Road are proposed. The proposed Relocated Kerby Hill Road requires two lanes in each 
direction through the interchange area, and is realigned to the north side of the existing roadway 
on the west side of MD 210 for better geometries and maintenance of traffic. See Figure II-6. 

4. Location C - Palmer/Livingston Road Option E 

Palmer/Livingston Road Option E consists of a half-diamond interchange on the east side 
of MD 210, with single-lane ramps each in the northeast and southeast quadrants. In the 
southwest quadrant, a 2-lane ramp from MD 210 southbound to Palmer/Livingston Road and a 
Palmer/Livingston Road to MD 210 southbound single lane ramp are proposed. The proposed 
Palmer/Livingston roadway alignment is skewed rather sharply in relation to MD 210 in order to 
tie the vertical grade into existing Livingston Road on the west side of MD 210 with as few 
business displacements as possible. The northwest quadrant contains a proposed access road 
with retaining walls to allow access to the existing businesses along Palmer/Livingston Road. 
The existing trail and Henson Creek would be reconstructed as necessary where the MD 210 
bridge over the trail and Henson Creek is proposed to be widened, and a new trail connecting the 
above-described access road to the existing Henson Creek trail would be constructed. 

See Figure II-7. 

5.        Location D - Old Fort Road North Option C 

Old Fort Road North Option C consists of a diamond intersection at Old Fort Road North. 
Old Fort Road North would be realigned to the south of the existing intersection and would be 
comprised of two lanes in each direction while crossing over MD 210. The existing service road 
in the northeast quadrant would be closed with traffic being diverted east to the Broadview Road 
intersection. See Figure II-8. Commitments have been made to keep the profile of the northwest 
quadrant ramp as low as possible to maximize visibility between MD 210.and the Livingston 

Square Shopping Center. 
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6. Location E - Fort Washington Road Option D 

Fort Washington Road Option D consists of a 3/4-diamond interchange with a relocated 

Fort Washington Road fly-over north of the existing Tantallon Shopping Center. The existing 

access road east of MD 210 would fly-over MD 210 and tie into existing Fort Washington Road 

west of MD 210 at the existing Livingston Road intersection. The existing Fort Washington 

Road then becomes a right in/right out only intersection at MD 210. Relocated Fort Washington 

Road would have one lane in each direction with left turn lanes at intersections. See Figure II-9. 

7. Location F - Swan Creek Road 

a. Option C 

Swan Creek Option C consists of an interchange with a loop ramp from MD210 

southbound to Relocated Swan Creek Road and an outer ramp from Relocated Swan Creek to 

MD210 southbound in the southwest quadrant. On the east side of MD 210, a MD210 

northbound to Relocated Swan Creek Road outer ramp in the southeast quadrant and a relocated 

Swan Creek to MD 210 northbound outer ramp in the northeast quadrant is proposed. A 

Relocated Swan Creek Road crossing over MD 210 to the south of the existing intersection 

would require one lane in each direction with a center turn lane. The existing access road in the 

northeast quadrant would be relocated. 

b. Option G 

Swan Creek Road Option G developed at the request of the U. S. Army Corps of 

Engineers to minimize the impacts to wetlands in the southwest intersection quadrant. Option G 

consists of a configuration to restore the continuity of Livingston Road across MD 210 via an 

overpass. Redundant exit ramps are proposed from northbound MD 210 to Livingston Road to 

maximize visibility and accessibility to the Old Forte Village Shopping Center and Fort 

Washington Hospital. Northbound Livingston Road would remain connected to the existing 

parallel service road in the east side of MD 210. Exits would also be redundant off of 

southbound MD 210, with a new ramp to intersect Livingston Road in front of the Fort 

Washington Hospital and the retention of the existing right turn onto Swan Creek Road at the 

existing intersection location. A new road behind the Old Forte Village Shopping Center would 

maintain access to Livingston Road, on the west and east sides of MD 210, for Swan Creek Road 

traffic from the west. See Figure 11-10 and 11-11. 
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8. Location G - Old Fort Road South Option C 

Old Fort Road South Option C consists of a standard diamond interchange with Old Fort 

Road South over MD 210. Location G is the southernmost of the grade-separated interchanges 

proposed with Alternative 5A Modified. Old Fort Road South is proposed to include two lanes 

in each direction in the interchange area. Since a service road is being eliminated by the ramp 

onto southbound MD 210, a new access road is proposed to serve residences in the southwest 

quadrant of the interchange. See Figure 11-12. 

9. Location H - Farmington Road Option A 

Farmington Road Option A includes minor improvements to widen the eastbound and 

westbound approaches of the at-grade intersection. The westbound approach would be widened 

by one additional lane width to provide a deceleration lane for the ramp spur connecting to 

northbound MD 210 and separated through and left turn lanes at the MD 210 intersection. The 

eastbound approach would be widened by one additional lane width to allow an exclusive right 

turn lane onto southbound MD 210. See Figure 11-15. 

10. Location I - MD 373 Option A 

MD 373 Option A includes lengthening the accel/decel lanes on the MD 210 approaches 

to the intersection. The westbound MD 373 approach to MD 210 proposed to be widened by one 

lane width to provide a double left turn, a single through and a right turn lane. The eastbound 

approach would remain as is with a single left turn and through right turn lane. MD 210 

resurfacing is proposed throughout the intersection area. See Figures 11-16 and 11-17. 

F.        SHA- Selected Alternative 5A Modified Subsequent to the September. 2002 

Informational Public Workshop 

The SHA Administrator chose Alternative 5A Modified as the SHA-Selected Alternative 

in June 2003. 

The description of the selected alternative is the same as what was described previously 

in the Preferred Alternative at the Informational Public Workshop. 

The individual intersection/interchange options comprising the SHA-Selected Alternative 

are summarized as follows: 

Location A - Wilson Bridge Drive Option A 

Location B - Kerby Hill Road Option C 
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Location C - Palmer/Livingston Road Option E 

Location D - Old Fort Road North Option C 

Location E - Fort Washington Road Option D 

Location F - Swan Creek Road Option G 

Location G - Old Fort Road South Option C 

Location H - Farmington Road Option A 

Location I - MD 373 Option A 

Preliminary concept plans for the SHA-Selected Alternative indicating potential 
landscaping measures are shown on Figures rV-19 through IV-26. 

Alternative 5A Modified has a total estimated cost of $228.4 million. A breakdown by 
segment of Alternative 5 A Modified costs is included on Tables S-2 and S-3. 

G.       Traffic Operations with SHA - Selected Alternative 5A Modified 

Peak hour delays/congestion have become particularly prevalent at the eleven signalized 
intersections within the study segment of MD 210 for through traffic and traffic accessing or 
crossing MD 210 from side roads. The eleven signalized intersections along MD 210 studies and 
presented herein consist of: 

Oxon Hill Road 

Wilson Bridge Drive 

Kerby Hill Road/Livingston Road 

Livingston Road/Palmer Road 

Old Fort Road North 

Fort Washington Road 

Swan Creek Road/Livingston Road 

Old Fort Road South 
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• Faimington Road 

• MD 373 (Accokeek Road) 

• MD228 

As previously noted, the Oxon Hill Road and MD 228 intersections are being addressed 
as part of other design contracts and were therefore not included in this study. 

3.        Traffic Volumes 

The existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes along the study segment of MD 210, 
as measured in 2000, range from 43,550 vehicles per day (vpd) between the MD 228 and MD 
373 intersection to 68,550 vpd between the 1-295 Ramps and Kerby Hill Road intersections. 
These traffic volumes are projected to increase to range from 62,785 vpd between the MD 373 
and MD 228 intersections to 93,970 vpd between the Kerby Hill Road/Livingston Road and 
Palmer Road intersections in the design year 2020. Table II-1 presents the existing (2000) and 
projected (2020) ADT's along with the projected (2020) ADT's for the proposed Build 
Alternative. 

Alternative 5 A Modified includes no HOV lanes on MD 210 and no widening of MD 210 
other than that necessary in the immediate vicinity of an intersection location to support a given 
intersection improvement. Consequently, the ADT's for Alternative 5A are projected to be the 
same as the No-Build Alternative, as shown in Table II-1. 
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TABLE III 

MD 210 BI-DIRECTIONAL AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC 

Intersection Along MD 210 
(2000) 

Existing 

No-Build 

2020 

Alt. 5A 

2020 

Oxon Hill Road 27,650 93,445 93,445 

Wilson Bridge Drive 68,550 91,850 91,850 

Kerby Hill Road/Livingston Road 68,200 93,970 93,970 

Livingston Road/Palmer Road 57,450 84,100 84,100 

Old Fort Road North 59,300 83,685 83,685 

Fort Washington Road 49,600 74,315 74,315 

Swan Creek Road/Livingston Road 46,200 70,280 70,280 

Old Fort Road South 45,650 66,595 66,595 

Farmington Road 44,200 63,410 63,410 

MD373 43,550 62,785 62,785 

MD228 

""Includes the respective HOV ADT. 
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2.        Level of Service and Operational Characteristics 

Level of Service - Signalized Intersections 

Level of service (LOS) for signalized intersections is defined in terms of delay. Delay is 
a measure of driver discomfort, frustration, fuel consumption, and lost travel time. Qualitatively, 

level of service criteria are stated as follows: 

• LOS A describes operations with very low delay 

• LOS B describes operations where delay just starts to be noticeable 

• LOS C describes operations with an average amount of perceived delay 

• LOS D described operations where delays begin to approach the unacceptable levels 

and congestion becomes more noticeable 

• LOS E described operations considered to be the limit of acceptable delay 

• LOS F describes operations, which are considered to be unacceptable to most drivers 
(generally greater than 1 minute). This condition often occurs with over saturation, 
i.e., when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the intersection. 

Level of Service - Ramps and Merge/Diverge Areas 

Level of service for ramps and merge/diverge areas is defined in terms of driving 

turbulence. 

• LOS A represents unrestricted operations. Merging and diverging maneuvers are 
carried out without disruption to through vehicles. There is no noticeable turbulence 

in the ramp influence area. 

. At LOS B, minimal levels of turbulence exist. Merging and diverging maneuvers 
become noticeable to through drivers, as merging and diverging drivers to smoothly 
fill available gaps and make lane changes within the ramp influence area must adjust 
speeds. Speeds of vehicles in the influence area begin to decline slightly. 

• At LOS C, the level of merging or diverging turbulence becomes noticeable and the 
average speed within the ramp influence area begins to decline. Driving conditions 

are still relatively comfortable at this level. 
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• At LOS D, virtually all vehicles slow to accommodate merging or diverging 
maneuvers as turbulence levels become intrusive. Some ramp queues may form, but 
freeway operation remains stable. 

• At LOS E, speeds reduce to 50+ miles per hour as the turbulence of merging and 
diverging maneuvers becomes intrusive to all drivers in the influence area. Both 
ramp and freeway queues begin forming as flow levels approach capacity limits. 

• LOS F represents breakdown, or unstable, operation. Queues have visibly formed on 
the freeway and on-ramps as approaching demand flows exceed the discharge 

capacity of the downstream freeway. 

Table II-2 presents the predicted AM and PM levels of service for the design year 2020 at 
each intersection location under Alternative 5 A and the No-Build Alternative. If the intersection 
location for the Build Alternative is proposed to be upgraded to an interchange then the levels of 
service shown in Table II-2 pertain to merge/diverge areas. 

The levels of service for intersections formed by the interchange ramp terminals are 
presented in Figure II-2 along with the proposed lane configurations. If the intersection location 
for the Build Alternative is proposed to be upgraded and remain a signalized at-grade 
intersection then the levels of service pertain to signalized intersections. These are also 
presented in Figure II-2 along with the proposed lane configurations. 

One set of intersection capacity improvement options is currently being considered with 
Alternative 5A Modified, namely Capacity Option 2. Capacity Option 2 includes the greatest 
number of interchanges considered necessary to achieve LOS D or better during the peak 
periods. Interchanges are proposed at the Kerby Hill Road/Livingston Road, Livingston 
Road/Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road/Livingston 
Road and Old Fort Road South locations. These interchanges are predicted to operate at LOS D 
or better for traffic merging and diverging to and from MD 210. The intersections formed by the 
ramp terminals and the secondary roads would require signalization and are predicted to operate 
at LOS D or better during the peak periods. The two remaining intersections are proposed to be 
expanded with the existing traffic signals to remain. The existing MD 210 median openings 
would be closed at Wilson Bridge Drive and all other unsignalized existing median break 
locations would be closed, leaving each of these locations right-tum/in right-turn out access only. 
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TABLE II-2 

LEVELS OF SERVICE USING 2020 DEMAND TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Intersections Ramps 

No-Build Alternative 5A 

AM PM Capacity Option 2 

AM PM 

Wilson Bridge Drive 
SB Off 

F 

1.35 

F 

1.61 

B E 

SB On B E 

NBOff 
F 

1.59 

F 

2.02 

D B 

Kerby Hill/Livingston NBOn D B 

SB Off B E 

SB On B D 

Palmer/Livingston 

NBOff 
F 

1.68 

F 

1.70 

D B 

NBOn D B 

SB Off B E 

SB On B D 

Old Fort North 

NBOff 
F 

1.67 

F 

1.86 

D B 

NBOn D B 

SB Off B D 

SB On B D 

Fort Washington 

NBOff 
F 

1.55 

F 

1.66 

C A 

NBOn D B 

SB Off B D 

SB On A C 

Swan Creek/Livingston 

NBOff 
F 

1.29 

F 

1.36 

C A 

NBOn C A 

SB Off A C 

SB On B C 

Old Fort South 

NBOff 
F 

1.14 

F 

1.43 

C A 

NBOn C A 

SB Off B C 

SB On A C 

Farmington 
At-Grade F 

1.08 

F 

1.11 

C D 

MD373 At-Grade F 

1.23 

F 

1.25 

D D 
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TRANSIT SERVICE MITIGATION 
(Wilson Bridge Drive to Palmer/Livingston Road) 

Currently, bus service is provided by WMATA in the northern end 
of the study corridor, with stops along MD 210 as indicated by the 
circled numbers on these exhibits. 
The SHA Selected Alternative would result in disruption to this service 
that is proposed to be mitigated by means of a local circulator bus 
service within the neighborhoods currently served by the bus stops 
along MD  210. 
The system  would be provided by Prince George's County and the 
Maryland Transit Administration through coordination with WMATA 
to at least replicate if not enhance the transit service currently provided. 
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TRANSIT SERVICE MITIGATION 
(Wilson Bridge Drive to Palmer/Livingston Road) 

Currently, bus service is provided by WMATA in the northern end 
of the study corridor, with stops along MD 210 as indicated by the 
circled numbers on these exhibits. 
The SHA Selected Alternative would result in disruption to this service 
that is proposed to be mitigated by means of a local circulator bus 
service within the neighborhoods currently served by the bus stops 
along MD  210. 
The system   would be provided by Prince George's County and the 
Maryland Transit Administration through coordination with WMATA 
to at least replicate if not enhance the transit service currently provided. 
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TRANSIT SERVICE MITIGATION 
(Wilson Bridge Drive to Palmer/Livingston Road) 
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Currently, bus service is provided by WMATA in the northern end 
of the study corridor, with stops along MD 210 as indicated by the 
circled numbers on these exhibits. 
The SHA Selected Alternative would result in disruption to this service 
that is proposed to be mitigated by means of a local circulator bus 
service within the neighborhoods currently served by the bus stops 
along MD 210. 
The system  would be provided by Prince George's County and the 
Maryland Transit Administration through coordination with WMATA 
to at least replicate if not enhance the transit service currently provided. 
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III.      AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A.       Social, Economic and Land Use 

1.        Population and Housing 

a.        Census Tracts 

According to the U.S. Bureau of the Census, the population of Prince George's County 
grew by 10.9 percent, from 728,553 to 801,515 people, during the period 1990 - 2000. By the 
design year 2020, the County's population is expected to reach 933,500 people, based on 
projections prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning. This represents an increase of 

16.5 percent over the 2000 County population. 

The study area, situated just south of Washington, D.C. in Prince George's County, 
extends along MD 210 from I-95/I-495 to south of MD 228. As shown on Figure ffl-l, the study 
area consists of the following 2000 census tracts or portions thereof: 8012.04, 8013.01, 8013.02, 
8013.05 through 8013.09, 8014.02 through 8014.07 and 8017.02. The data available from the 
census tracts will be used to describe the study area. The boundaries of several of the study area 
census tracts were changed during the period 1990 - 2000. The geographic area encompassed by 
each of the 2000 Census Tracts 8013.05, 8013.06, 8013.07 through 8013.09, 8014.01 8014.06 
and 8014.07 differs somewhat from the geographic area encompassed by each of their respective 
1990 Census Tracts 8013.04, 8013.98 and 8014.01. Although not exactly the same, the 
geographic areas of these respective study area census tracts are comparable and the census data 
for these tracts will be used in the study area analysis. During the period 1990 - 2000, the total 
population in the area defined by the study area census tracts increased by 8.7 percent, from 
67,448 to 73,349 people. Census Tracts 8013.98, 8014.02, and 8014.03 experienced net declines 
in population while the other study area census tracts experienced a growth in population. The 
population in Census Tract 8017.02 increased by 30.2 percent, from 2,605 to 3,394 people, 
during the period 1990 - 2000. In 2000, the largest portion (11.3 percent) of the total population 
in the study area census tracts resided in Census Tract 8013.01, and the smallest percentage 
(3.4 percent) in Census Tract 8013.02. Table III-l shows population data for the study area for 
1990 and 2000. 
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TABLE III-l 
POPULATION AND GROWTH IN THE STUDY AREA 

/3*1 

Area 1990 2000 % Change 

Prince George's County 728,553 801,515 + 10.0 

Census Tract 
1990                       2000 
8012.04 8012.04 6,933 7,043 + 1.5% 

8013.01 8013.01 6,585 8,304 + 26.1% 

8013.02 8013.02 2,078 2,513 + 20.9% 

8013.04 9,230 + 22.1% 
8013.05 4,900 

8013.06 6,371 

8013.98 10,786 
8013.07 3,431 

- 3.8% 8013.08 3,712 

8013.09 3,239 

8014.01 8,248 
8014.06 3,140 

+ 13.6% 8014.07 6,232 

8014.02 8014.02 7,283 6,010 -21.1% 

8014.03 8014.03 6,489 6,379 -1.7% 

8014.04 8014.04 3,663 4,635 + 26.5% 

8014.05 8014.05 3,548 4,046 + 14.0% 

8017.02 8017.02 2,605 3,394 + 30.2% 

Total Census Tracts 67,448 73,349 + 8.7% 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 
*The 1990 and 2000 census tract boundaries are not exactly the same, but are comparable. 

An analysis of 2000 census data indicates that 70.2 percent of the total population in the 
study area census tracts were persons 16 through 64 years old, and 8.6 percent were persons 65 
years and older. The largest portion of the age group 65 years and older (10.9 percent) appears 
in Census Tract 8012.04. However, Census Tract 8013.09 has the highest ratio of persons 65 
years and older to total number of persons residing in the census tract (approximately 1 in 8 

persons). 

Countywide data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census indicates that the number of 
households in Prince George's County increased by 11.1 percent, from 258,011 to 286,610 
households, during the period 1990 - 2000.   In 1990, the average household size was 2.76 
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persons, while in 2000 the average household size was 2.74 persons. By the year 2020, the 

number of households in Prince George's County is projected to reach 350,300 households, an 

increase of 22.2 percent over the 2000 countywide number of households. The total number of 

housing units in Prince George's County in 2000 was 302,378 units including 15,768 vacant 

units. By housing type, single-family detached units were the most numerous with 151,888 

units, or 50.2 percent of the total number of housing units in 1990. Based on census tract data, 

the number of households in the study area census tracts increased by 14.8 percent, from 22,635 

to 26,002 households, during the period 1990-2000. According to information provided by 

Prince George's County Planning Department, the number of dwelling units within the study area 

can be expected to increase on the order of 25 percent over the next 20 years. 

b. Racial Characteristics 

According to 2000 census data, 27.0 percent of the total population of Prince George's 

County were White, 62.7 percent were African-American, 0.3 percent were American Indian, 

Eskimo or Aleut, 3.9 percent were Asian or Pacific Islander, and 7.1 percent were of Hispanic 

origin (any race). An analysis of 2000 census data to determine the racial characteristics of the 

MD 210 study area indicates that 18.5 percent of the total population in the study area census 

tracts were White, 71.7 percent were Black or African-American, 0.4 percent were American 

Indian and Alaskan Native, 6.3 percent were Asian or Pacific Islander and 2.2 percent were 

Hispanic or Latino (of any race). Table III-2 summarizes the racial composition of the study 

area according to 2000 census data in comparison to countywide and statewide data. 

c. Income 

The U. S. Bureau of the Census develops median household's income data based on 

sample data from the 2000 Census. The sample data is weighted to represent the total population 

and is based on 1999 income figures. According to this information, the median household 

income in 1999 was $55,256 in Prince George's County, as compared to $52,868 for the State of 

Maryland. 

Within the MD 210 study area, the median household income in 1999 ranged from 

$42,127 to $99,246, based on a review of census data for the study area census block groups. 

The data indicates two census tracts where similar median household incomes are concentrated 

within the study area. According to the census data, census tracts 8014.05 and 8017.02 contain 

concentrations of households having a median household income under $50,000. 
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TABLE III-2 
2000 RACIAL POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Location White Black American Indian, 

Eskimo or Aleut 

Asian or Pacific 
Islander 

Some Other Race; 
Two or More Races 

'Hispanic Origin % Minorities1 

Population % Population % Population % Population % Population % Population % 

State of Maryland 3,286,547 62.1 1,464,735 27.7 13,312 0.3 211,651 4.0 92,325 1.7 227,916 4.3 37.9% 

Prince George's 

County 216,729 27.0 502,550 62.7 2,795 0.3 31,479 4.0 47,962 6.0 57,057 7.1 74.1% 

Census Tract 

8012.04 1340 19.0 5274 74.9 18 0.3 194 2.7 217 3.1 176 2.5 80.4% 

8013.01 2410 29.0 5189 62.5 31 0.4 390 4.7 284 3.4 188 2.3 69.8% 

8013.02 1579 62.8 764 30.4 18 0.7 82 3.3 70 2.8 45 1.8 36.2% 

8013.05 601 12.3 3928 80.2 25 0.5 211 4.3 135 2.7 90 1.8 86.8% 

8013.06 1286 20.2 4347 68.2 30 0.5 515 8.1 193 3.0 142 2.2 79.0% 

8013.07 543 15.8 2432 70.9 19 0.5 321 9.4 116 3.4 89 2.6 83.4% 

8013.08 377 10.2 2828 76.2 16 0.4 389 10.5 102 2.7 51 1.4 88.5% 

8013.09 1229 37.9 1789 55.2 6 0.2 127 3.9 88 2.7 74 2.3 61.6% 

8014.02 692 11.5 4954 82.4 19 0.3 195 3.2 150 2.5 85 1.4 87.4% 

8014.03 827 13.0 4366 68.4 9 0.1 927 14.5 250 3.9 175 2.7 85.9% 

8014.04 792 17.1 3118 67.3 14 0.3 558 12.0 153 3.3 106 2.3 81.9% 

8014.05 781 19.3 2604 64.4 26 0.6 477 11.8 158 3.9 108 2.7 79.5% 

8014.06 213 6.8 2732 87.0 23 0.7 86 2.7 86 2.7 40 1.3 91.7% 

8014.07 592 9.5 5274 84.6 17 0.3 139 2.2 210 3.4 134 2.2 89.3% 

8017.02 257 7.6 3008 88.6 8 0.2 32 0.9 89 2.6 92 2.7 92.5% 

Study Area 

Census Tracts 

13.519 18.5 52,607 71.7 279 0.4 4,643 6.3 2,301 3.1 1,595 2.2 80.6% 

Source:     U.S. Bureau of the Census 
'-American; American Indian, Eskimo or Aleut; Asian Or Pacfica islander; Hispanic 
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According to 2000 census data that provides information about poverty status in 1999 
(collected from one in six sample and weighted to represent the total population), the percentage 
of persons below poverty level was 7.7 percent in Prince George's County. For the study area 
census tracts, a review of poverty status data hereafter referred to as low income data, indicates 
the low income population percentage in the following census tracts, all in the northern 
extremities of the project area, is higher than their respective countywide low income population 

percentage: 

2000 Census Tract Low Income Population Percentage 
8014.02 8.2 

8014.04 7.7 

8014.05 9.3 

8017.02*                         11.9 

*Tract 8017.02 is located in the northeast extremity of the study area. 
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Table III-3 summarizes the low income population characteristics in 1999 for the study area. 

TABLE III-3 

1999 POVERTY STATUS CHARACTERISTICS 

Location 

Persons for Whom 

Poverty Status Was 
Determined 

Persons Below 

Poverty 

% Persons Below 

Poverty 

Prince George's 

County 782,291 60,196 7.7% 

Census Tract: 

8012.04 6924 122 1.8 

8013.01 8190 345 4.2 

8013.02 2536 122 4.8 

8013.05 4844 7 0.1 

8013.06 6135 113 1.8 

8013.07 3501 155 4.4 

8013.08 3796 42 1.1 

8013.09 3122 20 0.6 

8014.06 3127 132 4.2 

8014.07 6218 160 2.6 

8014.02 6006 493 8.2 

8014.03 6365 202 3.2 

8014.04 4593 353 7.7 

8014.05 4022 375 9.3 

8017.02 3450 410 11.9 

Study Area 

Census Tracts 

72,829 3,051 4.2 
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2.        Environmental Justice 

a.        Methodology 

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low income Populations, was issued on February 11, 1994. The Executive 
Order directs that "each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its 
mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations 
and low income populations." Minority is defined as a person who is: 

• Black (a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa); 

• Hispanic (a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American or other 
Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race); 

• Asian-American (a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the far East, 
Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands); or 

• American Indian and Alaskan Native (a person having origins in any of the original 
people of North America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal 

affiliation or community recognition). 

Low income is defined as a person whose median household income is at or below the 
Department of Health and Human Services' poverty guidelines. 

The Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice reinforces and supplements the 
requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. The concept of environmental justice is 
intended to ensure that procedures are in place to further protect groups, which have been 
traditionally underserved. Fundamental goals are to identify minority and low income 
populations, bring them into the project and development process, and ensure that reasonable 
efforts are made to address their concerns and provide them meaningful opportunities to 
influence transportation decisions. In addition, the Executive Order directs that programs, 
policies and activities do not have a disproportionately high and adverse human health and 
environmental effect on minority and low income populations. 
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b.        Minority Population 

Based on the environmental justice definition of minority, 2000 census data (Table III-2 
Racial Population Characteristics) indicates that 74.1 percent of the Prince George's County 

population was minorities. 

To identify minority and low income populations, analysis was first conducted using 
2000 census data. Based on this, the percentage of minorities in each of the study area census 
tracts exceeds 50 percent, with the exception of Census Tract 8013.02, which has a minority 
percentage of 36.2 percent. A value exceeding 50% was selected arbitrarily based on the fact 
that it represents those census tracts with minorities representing a majority of the population in 
that given area. Of the study area census tracts, Census Tracts 8014.06 and 8017.02 have the 
higher percentage of minorities, 91.7 percent and 92.5 percent, respectively. The study area 
census tracts with the higher percentage of persons below the poverty level consists of: Census 
Tracts 8017.02 (11.9 percent), 8014.05 (9.3 percent), 8014.02 (8.2 percent) and 8014.04 (7.7 
percent). From this it can be concluded that there is a high presence of minority populations 
throughout the geographical area encompassed by the study area census tracts except in the area 
west MD 210, south of Piscataway Creek. In general, the highest presence of persons below the 
poverty level is located to the east of MD 210, excluding the area between Palmer Road and 
Tinkers Creek. Tables III-2 and III-3 summarize the 2000 census data relative to the racial 

distribution and economic characteristics of the study area census tracts. 

The identification of minority and low income populations also included an extensive 
outreach program. This program included various public meetings, formation of a Focus Group 
with diverse representation, various small group meetings with individual property and business 
owners, and a letter writing campaign to over 100 study area churches and the National 
Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP). Copies of the letter (dated 
September 27, 2000) to the study area churches and the letter (dated June 20, 2000) to the 
NAACP are included in the DEIS Section VI. Comments and Coordination. Of all the study area 
churches that were sent letters, one request for a meeting was obtained from the Whitehall 
Baptist Church and a few others requested information packets. A meeting giving an overview 
of the MD 210 project was held at the Whitehall Baptist Church on November 16, 2000. (Refer 
to Comments and Coordination Section VI.D.4. for meeting minutes). No issues were identified 

as a result of this outreach program. 

Public involvement has been integrated throughout this project planning study. Among 
the purposes of the public involvement process is the outreach to the public including minority or 
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low income communities to provide information and to generate input and concerns regarding 

the project. 

Four public meetings have been held for the project. A detailed summary of these 
meetings is provided in Chapter VI Comments and Coordination. The Alternatives Public 
Workshop, the first meeting, was held on December 3, 1998. More than 250 people were in 
attendance to review and offer comments on proposed alternatives. The second meeting, an 
Informational Public Workshop, was held on May 15, 2000, at which approximately 170 people 
attended. A Location/Design Public Hearing, the third meeting, was held on June 21, 2001, at 
which approximately 190 people attended. The fourth meeting, an Informational Public 
Workshop, was held on September 26, 2002, with approximately 153 people attending. 

The MD 210 Focus Group was formed at project initiation in early 1998. The Focus 
Group consists of local residents, business owners, elected officials, county representatives and 
SHA team members. Participants in the Focus Group include at least one representative from all 
of the major residential communities in the study area. The members have provided a local 
perspective to the study and have promoted better communication of citizens' concerns to SHA 
team members. The group has met regularly with a total of 23 meetings to date. (Refer to 

Section VI.D.4). 

Various small group meetings that were held include the following: 

• On April 26, 2000 and November 20, 2002, meetings were held with the Greater 
Accokeek Civic Association to update members of the community on the MD 210 

planning study. 

• On May 9, 2000, a meeting was held with the Friends of Oxon Hill to update 
members of the community about the MD 210 project. 

• On January 23, 2001, a meeting was held with the Allentown Recreation Council 
to update members of the community on the MD 210 project. Intersection and 
mainline improvement options, Woodrow Wilson Bridge, HOV and HOT lanes 
were discussed. The community was made aware of the upcoming Public 
Hearing for the project scheduled for late Spring 2001 and various ways were 
outlined for members on how to communicate their concerns about the project. 
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• On February 6, 2001, a meeting was held with persons who could potentially be 
relocated as a result of the MD 210 project. The project was described to the 17 
people in attendance and the project schedule and time frame was explained. 

• On July 23, 2002, a meeting was held with community leaders to discuss plans for 
pedestrian and bicycle access associated with the interchange and intersection 

improvements. 

• On July 30, 2002, a meeting was held with property owners of potential 
residential displacements associated with improvements to MD 210. The project 
was described to the 9 people in attendance including a presentation by SHA 
District III Real Estate Office explaining property owner's rights and benefits. 

• On August 12, 2002, a meeting was held with business owners of potential 
displacements associated with the MD 210 project. Seven people were in 
attendance. A presentation included a project description and explanation of 

owner's rights and benefits. 

• On March 4, 2003 and June 4, 2003, meetings were held with the Brookside Park 
Condominium Association to discuss the direct impacts of the MD 210 SHA- 
Selected Alternative upon their community. (See pages S-17 for summary of 

meetings) 

The Maryland State Highway Administration ensures compliance with Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act, which provides that no person in the United States shall on the grounds of race 
color or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of or be 
subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance. 

3.        Neighborhoods and Communities 

The study area is located in Subregions V and VII (Additional detail on Subregions V 
and VII, along with their respective planning areas, is provided in Section III.C.2.). The 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) has defined the 
community structure of each of these subregions in their respective master plans. According to 
concepts described in the 1982 Prince George's County Comprehensive General Plan, a 
neighborhood is the smallest unit of community structure and contains a population of 3,000 to 
6,000 people, a village is made up of several neighborhoods and contains 10,000 to 20,000 
people, and a community encompasses two to three villages and contains 23,000 to 40,000 
people.     Subregion V  is divided into three corridor suburban  communities  (Accokeek, 
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Brandywine and Clinton), one interior suburban village (Tippett) and three rural living areas 

(Moyaone/West Accokeek, Piscataway/Danville and Cedarville). Within Subregion V, the study 

area includes portions of the following communities and living areas: Accokeek, Moyaone/West 

Accokeek, Piscataway and Tippett. Subregion VII is divided into nine communities (Eastover, 

Hillcrest Heights-Marlow Heights, Silver Hill-Momingside, Camp Springs, Oxon Hill, Fort 

Foote, Broad Creek, Friendly and Allentown), with each community containing three or more 

neighborhoods. Within Subregion VII, the study area includes the following communities: 

Friendly, Broad Creek, Allentown, Fort Foote and a portion of Oxon Hill. There are a number of 

existing residential subdivisions within the communities and living areas included in the study 

area. Single-family detached homes are the dominant housing type. The communities and living 

areas within the study area are shown on Figures III-2A and III-2B. 

4.        Community Facilities and Services 

Community facilities that are located within the study area are indicated on Figures III- 

2A and III-2B and listed below according to community and by their corresponding mapping 

identification number. 

Schools 

Oxon Hill: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Fort Foote: 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Allentown: 

13. 

Formerly the Forestville High School Annex (See 25) 

Oxon Hill High School 

National Christian Academy 

Saint Ignatius Elementary School 

J. Frank Dent Elementary School 

Oxon Hill Staff Development Center 

Oxon Hill Elementary School 

Saint Columbia 

Fort Foote Elementary School 

Beddow 

Oxon Hill Middle School 

Indian Queen Elementary School 

Apple Grove Elementary School 
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14. 
15. 

Friendly: 

16. 

Tayac Elementary School 
Lord Baltimore Middle School 

Fort Washington Forest Elementary School 

Tippett: 

17. Friendly High School 
18. Rose Valley Elementary School 

Broad Creek: 

19. Potomac Landing Elementary School 

Accokeek: 

20. Eugene Burroughs Middle School 
21. Henry G. Ferguson Elementary School 
22. Beddow High School 

Moyaone/WestAccokeek: 

23. Canterbury 

Religious 

Oxon Hill: 

24. Forest Heights Baptist 
25. Eagles Nest Life Center Church 

26. Oxon Hill Methodist 

27. Oxon Hill Baptist 
28. Saint Paul United Methodist 

29. Calvary Baptist 
30. National Church of God 

31. Saint Ignatius Catholic 

32. Southminster United Presbyteri* 

33. Saint Columbia 

Fort Foote: 

34. Fort Foote Baptist 

35. Shalom Worship Center 

36. Riverside Baptist 
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Allentown: 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

Friendly: 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

Tippett: 

45. 

46. 

47. 

Broad Creek: 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

Accokeek: 

Henson Valley Christian 

Bethel Free Methodist 

Allentown Baptist 

Metropolitan Church of God 

Washington Memorial Christian 

Grace Lutheran 

Grace United Methodist 

Victory Deliverance Temple 

Trinity Church of the Nazarene 

First Baptist Church of Friendly 

Providence United Methodist 

Saint Johns Episcopal 

Breath of Life Adventist 

Fort Washington Baptist 

New Hope Baptist 

Fort Washington United Methodist 

53. Whitehall Baptist 

54. First Church of God 

55. Faith United Methodist 

56. First Baptist of Accokeek 

Moyaone/West Accokeek: 

57. Christ Church 

Libraries 
58. 

59. 

Oxon Hill 

Accokeek 
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Fire Companies 
60. Ox on Hill Company 21 

61. Allentown Road Company 32 

62. Silesia Company 47 (Broad Creek) 

63. Accokeek Company 24 

Police Services 

64. Oxon Hill District 4 

65. Fort Washington Park (Broad Creek) 

Health Facilities 

66. Fort Washington Community Hospital (Broad Creek) 

67. Lexington Health Care Center (Friendly) 

U.S. Post Offices 

68. Oxon Hill 

69. FortWashington/Jacob Joseph Chestnut Building 

(Broad Creek) 

70. Accokeek 

Governmental Features 

71. Federal Communications Center (Broad Creek) 

72. Piscataway Wastewater Treatment Plant (Accokeek) 

Points of Interest 

73. Oxon Hill Manor Historic House (Fort Foote) 

74. Fort Foote Historic Site 
75. Lighthouse and Visitor's Center at Fort Washington Park (Broad Creek) 

76. Tantallon Marina (Broad Creek) 

77. Fort Washington Marina (Broad Creek) 
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5.        Parks and Recreation Areas 

Parks and recreation areas that are located in the study area are indicated on Figures III- 

2A and in-2B and listed below according to community. 

Oxon Hill: 
Parks 

1. Frank Dent Neighborhood Park/School 

2. Southlawn Neighborhood Park/School 

3. Henson Creek Stream Valley Park (also located in the communities of 
Allentown, Fort Foote and Broad Creek) 

Recreational Areas 

4. Leyte Drive Neighborhood Playground 

5. Henson Creek Golf Course (partially located in the community of 

Allentown) 

Fort Foote: 
Parks 

6. Betty Blume Neighborhood Park 

7. Potomac River Waterfront Community Park 

8. Fort Foote Historic Site (National Park Service) 

Recreational Areas 

9. Fort Foote Neighborhood Recreation Center 

Allentown: 
Parks 

10. Apple Grove Neighborhood Park/School 

11. Hunters Mill Community Park (partially located in the community of 

Friendly) 

12. Tinkers Creek Stream Valley Park (also located in the communities of 
Friendly and Tippett) 
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Recreational Areas 

13. Lynnalan Neighborhood Playground 

14. Tucker Road Recreation Center 

Friendly: 
Parks 

15. Fort Washington Forest Neighborhood Park/School 

16. Piscataway Creek Stream Valley Park 

(Also located in the communities of Piscataway and Broad Creek) 

Tippett: 
Parks 

17. Rose Valley Neighborhood Park/School 

18. Friendly Neighborhood Park 

19. Valley View Community Park 

Broad Creek: 
Parks 

20. Livingston Road Community Park 

21. Riverview Community Park 

22. Tantallon North Neighborhood Park 

23. Franklin Square Neighborhood Park 

24. Tantallon South Neighborhood Park 

25. Potomac Landing Neighborhood Park 

26. Tantallon Neighborhood Park 

27. Fort Washington Park 

28. Piscataway National Park 

29. Potomac River Waterfront Conservation Area (Park) 

Recreational Areas 

30. Harmony Hall Recreation Center 
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POTOMAC 

:SCHOOLS 

©   Formerly the Forestville High 
School Annex (See 23?) 
Oxon Hill High School' 

National Christian Academy 

Saint Ignatius Elementary School 

J.Frank Dent Elementary School 

Oxon Hill Staff Development Center 

Oxon Hill Elementary School 

Saint Columba 

Fort Foote Elementary ,School 

Beddow , 

Oxon Hill Middle School 

Indian Queen Elementary School 

Apple Grove Elementary School 
Tayac Elementary School 

Lord Baltimore Middle School 

Friendly High School 

Rose Valley Elementary School 

© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
® 
© 
© 
© 

1 CHURCHES 

@  Forest Heights Baptist 
(g)   Eagles Nest Life Ctr. Church 

@  Oxon Hill Methodist     I 

(ST)  Oxon Hill Baptist ' 

@  Saint Paul United Methodist 
(§)  Calvary Baptist j 

(30)   National Church of God 

@  Saint Ignatius Catholic 

(32) Southminster United Presbyterian 

(33) Saint Columba 

©  Fort Foote Baptist       ' 

(35)  Shalom Worship Center 

(si)  Riverside Baptist ! 

(3?)  Henson Valley Christia i 

(38) Bethel Free Methodist 

(39) Allentown Baptist 

(So)  Metropolitan Church of! God 

©  Washington Memorial Christian 
- (42)  Grace Lutheran 

65)  Trinity Church of The Nazarene 

(«>)   First Baptist Church of Friendly 

@   Providence United Met lodist 

@  Saint Johns Episcopal 

(49)  Breath of Life Adventis 

(so)   Fort Washington Baptist 
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ft LIBRARIES 

(§8)   Oxon Hill 

H   FIRE COMPANIES 

(§)  Oxon Hill Company 21 

@  Allentown Road Company 32 

©  Silesia Company 47 

•& POLICE SERVICES 
(64)  Oxon Hill District 4 

© U.S. POST OFFICES 

(§)   Oxon Hill 

•  POINTS OF INTEREST 

(73)  Oxon Hill Manor Historic House 

©  Hovermale's Taste Best 

@  Fort Foote Historic Site 

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

@  Oxon Hill Park and Ride 

@  Potomac Air Field 

LEGEND 
" — "~ ~" Project Area 

|0X0N HILL Community Name 

p^v-sas^  park / Recreation Area 

MD 210 MULTI-MODAL STUDY 
1-95/1-495 TO MD 210 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
I DATE 

MAY, 2004 
1        

3000 3000 

SCALE IN FEET 

FIGURE 
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iSCHOOLS 

®   Fort Washington Forest Elementary School 

©  Potomac Landing Elementary School 

@)  Eugene Burroughs Middle School 

©   Henry G. Ferguson Elementary School 

(§)  Beddow High School 

@  Canterbury 

l CHURCHES 

@  Grace United Methodist 
@  Victory Deliverance Temple 

@  New Hope Baptist 

©   Fort Washington United Methodist 

(§)  Whitehall Baptist 

(§)   First Church of God 

(§)   Faith United Methodist 

©   First Baptist of Accokeek 

(§)  Christ Church 

ft LIBRARIES 
©  Accokeek 

ffl   FIRE COMPANIES 
©  Accokeek Company 24 

£  POLICE SERVICES 
©   Fort Washington Park 

© HEALTH FACILITIES 
1   ©   Fort Washington Community Hospital 

@  Lexington Health Care Center 

© U.S. POST OFFICES 

©  Fort Washington (Jacob Joseph Chestnut Building) 
©  Accokeek 

'© GOVERNMENTAL FEATURES 
©   Federal Communications Center 

@  Piscataway Wastewater Treatment Plant 

:•  POINTS OF INTEREST 

@   Lighthouse and Visitor's Center at Fort Washington Park 
©  J.R. Lee Manning House 
©  Tantallon Marina 

@  Fort Washington Marina 
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

©   Fort Washington/ Tantallon Park and Ride 
©  Accokeek Park and Ride 

LEGEND 

• Project Area 

FRlENDLYl Community Name 

—"• Community Boundary 

^^r^td  Park / Recreation Area 

MD 210 MULTI-MODAL STUDY 
1-95/1-495 TO MD 210 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
J   DATE 

MAY, 2004 

3000 

SCALE IN FEET 

FIGURE 
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31. Tantallon Country Club 

Accokeek: 
Parks 

32. Accokeek Neighborhood Park 

33. Piscataway Park Scenic Easement (also located in the community of 
Moyaone/West Accokeek) 

34. Mattawoman Watershed Park 

Moyaone/West Accokeek: 
Parks 
35. Piscataway Park 

Publicly Owned Public Parks in the Immediate Project Area 

Of the above listed parklands, the parks described below are publicly owned public parks 
under the administration of M-NCPPC that are located in the immediate vicinity of MD 210. All 
park acreage owned by M-NCPPC serves a current or future function of "significance" since 
park acreage is accumulated based on M-NCPPC standards which require 10 acres of parkland 
for every 1,000 persons - 2.5 acres per 1,000 persons for active recreational use and 7.5 acres per 
1,000 persons for passive recreational use, open space, floodplain and stream valley protection, 
and historic preservation. M-NCPPC has indicated that all of the active recreational components 
in their developed parks are well used and the land associated with the stream valley parks is 
extensively used by hikers, on and off trails, and bikers, on trails. The M-NCPPC recognizes the 
need to acquire additional parkland and to develop additional recreational facilities in order to 

fulfill present and future park and recreational needs. 

• Southlawn Neighborhood Park/School is a 7.68-acre active recreation park that 
includes two tennis courts, a football/soccer field with a softball field overlay, play 
equipment, a picnic area, a picnic shelter and parking. Program Open Space (POS) 
funds were utilized for the development of this park. 

• Leyte Drive Neighborhood Playground is undeveloped. This 3.21-acre site was not 

acquired with POS funds. 

• Henson Creek Stream Valley Park is comprised of multiple parcels of land. The 
section of park in the vicinity of MD 210 is undeveloped except for a hiker/biker trail 
following the creek and crossing under MD 210.   POS funds were utilized in the 
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purchase of several of the parcels acquired for the park. Also, POS functt were used 

in the construction of the trail. 

• Livingston Road Community Park is undeveloped. This 45.43-acre site was not 

acquired using POS funds. 

• Fort Washington Forest Neighborhood Park/School is a 19.12-acre active recreation 
park that includes two tennis courts, a football/soccer field, a baseball diamond, a 
basketball court, play equipment, a picnic area and parking. This site was acquired 

using HUD funds. , 

• Piscataway Creek Stream Valley Park is comprised of multiple parcels of land. The 
section of park in the vicinity of MD 210 is undeveloped and the property was 

acquired using POS funds. 

6.        Public Services 

The following public transportation services are provided in the study area: The 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) operates five local Metro bus 
routes in the MD 210 corridor. The Maryland Mass Transit Administration (MTA) Operates a 
long distance commuter bus service that travels along MD 210, originating in St. Mary's County 
and continuing to Washington, D.C. Also available within the study area are the Oxon Hill Park 
and Ride located in the Fort Foote community, the Potomac Air Field in Tippett, the Fort 
Washington/Tantallon Park and Ride in Broad Creek and the Accokeek Park and Ride (Figures 

in-2A and m-2B). 

Throughout most of the study area, public water and sewer service is either existing or 
planned in accordance with the County's Ten-Year Water and Sewerage Plan. Public water and 
sewer service in the study area is provided by the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission. 
There are isolated areas throughout the study area where public systems are not planned, in 
particular, within the rural area of Moyaone/West Accokeek, from west of Livingston Road to 

Piscataway Creek. 

There are no existing pedestrian/biker facilities along MD 210 in the project area. As 
previously discussed, a hiker/biker trail in the Henson Creek Stream Valley Park follows the 

creek and crosses under MD 210. 
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7.        Smart Growth 
1 •   i 

The Maryland Priority Places Strategy introduces a rejuvenated and refocused state 
policy with the intent to direct state funding for growth-related projects to areas designated as 
Priority Funding Areas (PFA's). PFA's are existing communities and other areas designated for 
growth by local jurisdictions in accordance with the criteria outlined in the Priority Places 
Strategy Executive Order. The Priority Places Strategy Executive Order directs development to 
existing towns, neighborhoods and business areas by directing State infrastructure improvements 
to those places. Of the approximately ten mile long portion of MD 210 in the project area, all 
but 1.3 miles is within PFA. The PFA gaps are present at two locations - between Old Fort 
Road North and Fort Washington Road (1.0 mile) and at the crossing of Piscataway Creek (0.3 
mile). SHA will continue to coordinate with the Maryland Department of Planning regarding 

compliance with the Priority Places Strategy Executive Order. 

B.       Economic Environment 

1. Countvwide Employment Characteristics 

According to information from the U.S. Bureau of the Census, the labor force in Prince 
George's County dropped by 2.5 percent, from 441,800 to 431,120 persons, during the period 
1990 - 2000. By the year 2020, Prince George's. County's labor force is expected to reach 
492,790 persons, based on projections prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning. This 
represents an increase of 14.3 percent over the 2000 county labor force. Of the total number of 
employed persons in Prince George's County in 2000, the greater percentages of persons were 
employed in the following occupational areas: education, health and social services (20.0 
percent), public administration (15.9 percent), professional, scientific, management and waste 
management services (12.6 percent), retail trade (9.4 percent), transportation and warehousing 
(6.7 percent), accommodation and food services, entertainment and recreation services (6.5 

percent) and finance, insurance and real estate (6.0 percent). 

2. Study Area Employment Characteristics 

MD 210 serves as a major route for commuters, connecting I-95/I-495, the District of 
Columbia and Virginia with southern Prince George's County and Charles County. Within the 
study area census tracts in 2000, there were 40,665 persons in the labor force. Similar to the 
countywide statistics, of the total number of employed persons in the study area census tracts in 
2000, the greater percentages of persons were employed in the following occupational areas: 
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public administration (20.6 percent), educational, health and social services (18.9 percent), 
professional, scientific, management and waste management services (12.2 percent), retail trade 
(8.3 percent), transportation and warehousing (8.3 percent) finance, real estate and insurance (6.1 

percent) and other services (6.1 percent). 

Located within the study area are a number of shopping centers providing varied 
employment. During the summer of 1998, M-NCPPC gathered information on shopping centers 
in Prince George's County that have four or more stores, a common parking area and a total floor 
area of at least 20,000 square feet. Based on this, a description of centers within the study area 

with these characteristics is provided below: 

Oxon Hill Plaza - Livingston Road and Oxon Hill Road 
• An open shopping center with 159, 519 square feet of leaseable floor space 

and 843 parking spaces 

• Opened in 1966 
• Contains 31 stores (9 vacant), the largest a drug store 

Oxon Hill Shopping Center - Livingston Road, north of Bock Road 
• An open shopping center with 120,274 square feet of leaseable floor space 

and 550 parking spaces 

• Opened in 1966 
• contains 17 stores, the largest a thrift store, and a church 

Rivertowne Commons - Oxon Hill Road, east of Livingston Road 
• An open shopping center with 408,105 square feet of leaseable floor space 

and 2,014 parking spaces 

• Opened in 1987 
• Contains 67 stores (16 vacant), the largest a general merchandise store 

Fort Foote Shopping Center - Oxon Hill Road and Fort Foote Road 
• A strip shopping center with 23,502 square feet of leaseable floor space and 

159 parking spaces 

• Opened in 1981 
• Contains 13 stores (3 vacant), the largest a valet service 

Livingston Square - MD 210 and Livingston Road at Old Fort Road North 
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An open shopping center with 103,950 square feet of leaseable floor space 

and 582 parking spaces 

Opened in 1976 
• Contains 22 stores (4 vacant), the largest a supermarket 

Tantallon Center - MD 210 and Fort Washington Road 
• A strip shopping center with 70,229 square feet of leaseable floor space and 

245 parking spaces 

• Opened in 1964 
• Contains 14 stores (3 vacant), the largest a supermarket 

Olde Forte Village - East Swan Creek Road and Livingston Road 
• An open shopping center with 205,899 square feet of leaseable floor space 

and 820 parking spaces 

Opened in 1981 
Contains 26 stores (6 vacant), the largest a supermarket 

Potomac Village - MD 210 and Old Fort Road South 
• An open shopping center with 64,668 square feet of leaseable floor space and 

250 parking spaces 

• Opened in 1973 
• Contains 18 stores (4 vacant), the largest an automotive supplies store 

Accokeek Village - MD 210 and MD 373 
• A strip shopping center 

• Includes a supermarket 

According to information prepared by the Prince George's County Economic 
Development Corporation in September 1997, major employers within the study area include the 
Ramada Inn (150 employees), Rosecroft Raceway (400 employees) and Lexington Health Care 

Center (Nursing Home) (150 employees). 

Within the study area, there is the potential for further growth in commercial and office 
development. The master plans for Subregions V and VH, which encompass the study area, 
provide a framework for area development, which includes specific recommendations for 
commercial areas, activity centers and employment areas within the study area. This translates 
into increased employment opportunities in the future.     Housing to compliment future 
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employment opportunities is available in the study area.   As of November 2003, over 250 

residential units were available in the Oxon Hill, Fort Washington and Accokeek areas. 

C.       Land Use 

1.        Existing Land Use in the Study Area 

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) is a 

bi-county (Montgomery and Prince George's) agency whose responsibilities include all local 
plans, recommendations on zoning amendments, administration of subdivision regulations and 
general administration of parks. To carry out these responsibilities, M-NCPPC has divided the 

counties into planning areas, which may be grouped into subregions. 

The existing land use in the study area is a mix of residential, commercial, public/quasi- 

public, parkland and private open space. In addition, there are portions of the study area that are 
undeveloped. The existing land use in the study area is shown on Figures m-3A and m-3B. 
The study area is located in Subregions V and VII. According to information in the Subregion V 
Master Plan. 1993, nearly half of the developed land in the subregion at that time was in 
public/quasi-public uses such as parks and Federal installations. Based on information in the 
Subregion VII Master Plan. 1981. more than half of the developed land in the subregion at that 

time was in residential use. 

A substantial portion of the study area consists of residential development, mostly single- 
family detached homes. There is also a significant amount of parkland throughout the study 
area, most of which is M-NCPPC owned. However, there are several areas of parkland included 
in the study area, particularly along the Potomac River, which is part of the National Park 
Service. Commercial land use in the study area is not widespread and occurs sparsely, mostly 
along MD 210 and in the Oxon Hill portion of the study area. Commercial land uses in the study 
area include several shopping centers, fast food restaurants, gas stations, several medical centers 
and professional offices. The Rosecroft Raceway, a commercial use, is also located in the study 
area in Oxon Hill. Public/quasi-public land uses are scattered throughout the study area and 
include schools, churches, police facilities, fire facilities, a hospital, Washington Suburban 
Sanitary Commission (WSSC) facilities, Potomac Edison Power Company (PEPCO) facilities 
and a U.S. government facility (Federal Communications Center). A small portion of the study 
area is being used for private recreation (open space), such as the Tantallon Country Club in the 

Broad Creek community. 
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2.        Future Land Use in the Study Area 

As stated earlier, the study area is located in Subregion V (Clinton, Accokeek, 
Piscataway, Brandywine and Vicinities) and Subregion VII (South Potomac - Henson Creek). 
The Subregion V Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment, approved in September 1993, 
provide a detailed land use plan which depicts the ultimate development character envisioned for 
each community in terms of specific land use recommendations. Subregion V encompasses 
Planning Areas 81A, 81B, 83, 84, 85A and 85B. The study area, within Subregion V, includes 
portions of Planning Areas 8 IB, 83 and 84. The Subregion VII Master Plan, approved in 
October 1981, sets forth land use objectives, concepts and guidelines, presenting a general 
framework for area development for a variety of living styles and a full range of employment, 
commercial and recreational opportunities. Subregion VII encompasses Planning Areas 76A, 
76B and 80. A separate master plan for Planning Area 76A, called Heights, is currently being 
developed to upgrade the planning for this area located inside the Capital Beltway. The study 
area, within Subregion VII, includes Planning Area 80 and a portion of Planning Area 76B. 
Figures ni-4A and III-4B show the study area in relationship to Subregions V and VII and the 

planning areas. 

The future land use designated in the study area consists of the following categories: 
residential, commercial, employment, mixed use, public/quasi-public, park and private open 
space. The Subregion V and Subregion VII Master Plans contain specific proposals for the three 
major components of land use (living areas, commercial areas and activity centers, and 
employment areas) and land use recommendations for each community contained in the 
subregions. Activity centers that are recommended in the study area include the following types: 

Major Community Activity Center: 30 to 60 acres 
• Services more than one community 
• Principal retail outlets - a junior department store and a large supermarket 

• . Average gross lease able area of 200,000 to 300,000 square feet 

• Housing may include 200 to 800 dwellings 
• Other facilities could include a large community building, library, clinics, 

employment center and mini-governmental center 

Village Activity Center: 10 to 20 acres 

Serves three to five neighborhoods 
Principal retail outlet - a supermarket and/or a small variety store 

Average gross lease able area of 40,000 to 150,000 square feet 
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• Housing may include 50 to 150 dwellings 

• Other facilities might include medical and professional offices, a day care" 

center, educational facilities and a post office 

Convenience Center: less than 3 acres 
• Serves a population of at least 3,000 people 

• Primary anchor store - a dairy store 
• Contains less than 20,000 square feet of gross lease able area 
• Other facilities might include a dry cleaners, video store and a small fast food 

restaurant 

The future land use within the study area as described in the Subregion V and Subregion 
VII Master Plans, is discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) 
Evaluation (Refer to DEIS page 111-21 through 111-26) according to each community and is 

indicated on Figures III-4A and III-4B. 

D.        Cultural Resources 

Historic architectural and archeological resources surveys and determinations of 
eligibility were conducted in accordance with Federal and State laws, which protect significant 
cultural resources. Federal and State mandates for cultural resources protection include: the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended in 1968; the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969; the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended; Executive 
Order 11593- the Maryland Historical Trust Act of 1990 (Article 83B, Sections 5-619 of the 
Annotated Code of Maryland); and Article 83B, Sections 5-617 and 5-618 of the Annotated 
Code of Maryland. All work was performed in accordance with the standards established in 
Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and Historical Investigations in Maryland (Maiyland 
Historical Trust 2000); the Guidelines for Completing the Maryland Inventory of Historic 
Properties Form (Maryland Historical Trust, July 1, 1996); Consultant Specifications for 
Archeological Services (Maryland State Highway Administration 1992); Standards and 
Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in Maryland (Shaffer and Cole 1994); Collections 
and Conservation Standards (Maryland Historical Trust 1999); and Archeology and Historic 
Preservation: Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines (National Park Service 1983). 

Research was conducted and reports were prepared to facilitate evaluation of the cultural 
resources. Documents prepared include: Historic Structures Identification Study for MD 210: 
1-495 to MD 228 Prince George's County, Maryland (Dowling 1998); Determination of 
Eligibility Forms; Phase IB Intensive Archeological Identification Survey for the Widening of 
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MD 210 (Indian Head Highway) and the Improvement of Nine Signalized Intersections, 
Extending from the Capital Beltway to MD 228, Prince George's County, Maryland 
(Thunderbird Archeological Associates, Inc., 2000); Phase I and Phase II Terrestrial 
Archeological Survey, MD Route 210 Wetland Mitigation at the Parker Berry Farm, Prince 
George's County, Maryland (URS Corporation); and Phase I Archeological Investigations at the 
MD 210 Stream Restoration Project, Prince George's County, Maryland (John Milner 

Associates, Inc.). 

All cultural resources identified during the architectural and archeological surveys were 
evaluated and submitted to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for National Register 
of Historic Places eligibility determinations. These properties were evaluated in accordance with 
criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. These criteria state that "the quality of 
significance in American History, architecture, archeology, and culture is present in districts, 
sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and: that are associated with events that have 
made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history (Criterion A); or that are 
associated with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B); or that embody the 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction that represent the work of 
a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable 
entity whose components may lack individual distinction (Criterion C); or that have yielded, or 
may be able to yield, information important in prehistory or history" (Criterion D) (36 CFR 63, 

and National Register Bulletin Series No. 15). 

1.        Historic Resources 

The term "historic resources" refers to any aboveground building, structure, district or 
object, which attributes to our cultural past. In accordance with the laws referenced above, all 
structures fifty years old or older must be identified and evaluated for eligibility to the National 
Register of Historic Places by the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). The resources 
that were determined to meet the criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic Places are 

discussed below. 

Three historic sites are listed on or determined eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places and are located within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). They are: the Broad 
Creek Historic District (PG: 80-24), Hovermale's Taste Best (PG: 80-25), and the J.R. Lee 
Manning House (PG: 83-16). The locations of the sites are indicated on Figures m-2 and 111-5. 
A description of each property and its significant characteristics are provided below. 
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Since publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the APE for the project 
has been slightly reduced and a previously identified National Register Eligible resource, Oxon > 
Hill Manor (PG 80-1) is no longer within the APE for SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified. 

The SHPO has concurred (page VI-339G) that the three historic sites are within the APE 

and listed on or determined eligible for the NRHP. 

a. Broad Creek Historic District (PG: 80-24) 

The historic district consists of a rural area containing historic sites, archeological 
remains, and the natural area surrounding the Broad Creek Estuary. The district represents the 
site of Aire, one of the original six port towns established in 1706 by the Maryland General 
Assembly as a tobacco shipping port. The district includes three important IS^-century 
buildings: St. John's Episcopal Church (1766), Harmony Hall (circa 1760), and Piscataway 
House (circa 1750). The district also includes the ruins of Want Water (circa 1708). 

The eligibility of the Broad Creek Historic District is a complicated issue. The MNCPPC 
assumed it was eligible and proposed a 590-acre area as the district's boundary in 1983. Since 
that time extensive development in and adjacent to these boundaries has resulted in pervasive 
modem residential and commercial intrusion. Despite these changes, the SHA now assumes that 
the historic district is eligible and that its boundaries are as they were defined by MNCPPC in 
1983. However, the SHA has determined that Parcel 189 is not contributing to the historic 

district, and the SHPO has concurred with this determination (March 21, 2001). 

b. Hovermale's Taste Best (PG: 80-25) 

This one-story ice cream drive-in was originally constructed in 1953-1954. The property 
is significant for its illustration of the history of the automobile (Criterion A) and as an 
outstanding example of its type (Criterion C). The resource also meets Criteria Exception G 
because it is an intact example of a rare resource even though it is less than 50 years of age. The 
SHPO made the determination that this resource is eligible for the National Register of Historic 

Places in its letter of December 8,2000. 

SHA has determined the boundary for the resource and the SHPO has concurred 

(February 27, 2001) that the boundary is appropriate. 

c. T.R. Lee Manning House (PG: 83-16) 

This two-story, gable roofed, frame dwelling was originally constructed circa 1820-1840, 
substantially added to in 1870, and finally assumed its present form after Manning's acquisition 
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in 1897. J.R. Lee Manning was a County Commissioner and State Tobacco Inspector who 
inherited 176 acres from his father, John Manning. He added to the inheritance by acquiring this 
house and 14 additional acres. Manning operated a general store on Piscataway Creek. The 
farm was sold in 1949, and the 163 acres associated with it were subdivided in 1950. The 
property is significant for its association with the significant individual, J.R. Lee Manning, and 
for its representation of the progression of a vernacular house typical of the area to accommodate 

a farming family. 

The MNCPPC has considered the resource exempt from its historic sites plan due to 
extensive alterations. However, the J.R. Lee Manning House is eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places under Criteria B and C. The SHPO has concurred with the eligibility and 
National Register boundaries for the resource (April 14,1998). 

2.        Archeological Resources 

The term "archeological resources" refers to all evidence of past human occupation, 
which can be used to reconstruct the life ways of past peoples. These include sites, artifacts, 
environmental and all other relevant information, as well as the contexts in which they occur. In 
accordance with the laws previously referenced, all archeological (prehistoric and historic) sites 
must be evaluated for their eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places by the SHPO. 

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the immediate MD 210 corridor portion of this 
project extended along MD 210 from south of 1-495 to MD 228, including nine intersection 
locations within the project limits. The APE for archeological investigations was defined by the 
limits of proposed and existing right of way associated with worst-case impacts under all three 
mainline alternatives and capacity options. Because extensive prior archeological surveys had 
been conducted along the MD 210 corridor, and because of recent disturbance resulting from 
development and prior road construction, the APE was substantially reduced to include 

undisturbed areas situated primarily at the various intersections under study. 

A Phase IB Archeological Identification Survey for the MD 210 corridor was conducted 
in January 2000. The draft technical report was submitted for review and comment to the 
Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) on September 12, 2000. At that time it was iterated that 
archeological sites 18PR141, 18PR166, and 18PR297, would be avoided by the current 
undertaking and fencing would be erected during construction to protect National Register 
Eligible site 18PR141. SHPO concurrence that sites 18PR144 and 18PR590 are ineligible for 

inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places was rendered October 16,2000. 
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The APE for this project also encompasses the two discontiguous mitigatioh sites at the      '   MB 

Parker Farm and Tinker's Creek; as shown on Figure IV-10. 

The APE for archeology at the Parker Farm Wetland Mitigation Site contains 
approximately 18 acres in which all ground disturbing activities will take place. While wetland 
creation and enhancement will require only eight acres to be undertaken primarily along the 
terraces and floodplain of Piscataway Creek and an adjacent tributary, other aspects of the 
project that may impact the adjacent uplands include construction of stormwater management 
and water quality ponds, equipment staging and storage areas, access roads, and stockpile areas. 
Areas where wetland preservation is proposed were not included in the APE as no impacts are 

anticipated from that component of the undertaking. 

Phase I archeological investigations within the APE for Parker Farm resulted in the 
identification of Site 18PR622 and Site 18PR623. Subsequent Phase H evaluation of Locus 4 
within Site 18PR622 was conducted and the Locus 4 component is recommended eligible for the 
NRHP. Locus 4 represents the remains of a Late Woodland or Contact Period hamlet, probably 
occupied by a single family. Features investigated during the evaluation include a refuse pit and 
a house structure. This is a highly significant archeological site as few Late Woodland sites have 
been investigated in the Potomac Valley. Its location in the middle reaches of Piscataway Creek 
upstream from the embayed portion of the drainage is unique in the existing regional 
archeological database, and corroborates the dispersed settlement pattern hypothesized for this 
time period from John Smith's (1608) map of the Chesapeake region. The site retains excellent 
preservation of organic materials, and patterns in the distribution of features and artifact deposits. 
Consequently, Locus 4 within Site 18PR622 contributes important information to our knowledge 
of Late Woodland settlement patterns, technology, and subsistence. Site 18PR623 is 
characterized as a chronologically and functionally non-diagnostic lithic scatter confined to the 
surface and plowzone of a cultivated field. It is recommended not eligible by virtue of its low 
information potential and disturbed context. The SHPO has concurred with these determinations 

(page VI-339G). 

The APE at the Tinker's Creek Stream Restoration Area includes approximately 
13.6 acres in which all possible ground disturbing activities will take place. While stream 
restoration and enhancement will be undertaken primarily along the stream bed of Tinkers Creek, 
other aspects of the project that include equipment staging and storage areas, and access roads, 
may impact the adjacent well-drained floodplain margins and low terrace settings. Phase I 
archeological investigations within the APE for Tinker's Creek identified one prehistoric site 
(18PR653), and two prehistoric isolates (18PRX182 and  18PRX183).    These sites were 

IH-28 



P'7 

concluded to have limited research potential and no further investigations Were recommended. „ 

The SHPO has concurred with these determinations (page VI-339G). 

E.       Physiography. Topography, and Soils 

1.        Soils 

All soils in the project area have developed from the weathering of underlying parent 
material. Weathering, by precipitation and biotic action, of these deposits over time has created 
some old deep soils that are in equilibrium and some very new evolving alluvial soils. Most soils 
in the project area formed in sandy and clayey, gravelly deltaic materials that were carried down 
the larger rivers in the Pleistocene and were deposited on what is now the Coastal Plain. The 
relative influences of parent material, climate, time, relief, and biotic activity form the present 

soil and determine the resulting characteristics of that soil. 

A soil association is a landscape that has a distinctive proportional pattern of soils. It 
normally consists of one or more major soils and at least one minor soil. The soil association is 
named for the major soils. The soils in one association may occur in another, but in a different 
pattern or proportion. The study area has four main soil associations and 53 different soil types 

(Table m-4). 

Sassafras - Croom Association - Gently sloping to steep, well-drained, dominantly 
gravelly soils. On and in the soils are concentrations of smooth, rounded gravel. Major soils 
include the Sassafras and Croom series. Minor soils include Aura, Collington, Beltsville, and 

Woodstown series. 

Beltsville - Leonardtown - Chillum Association - Moderately deep, well drained to 
poorly drained, dominantly gently sloping soils. In the project area major soil series in this 

association include Beltsville and Chillum. 

Sassafras - Keyport - Elkton Association - Nearly level to strongly sloping, well 
drained to poorly drained soils on terraces along the Potomac River. This association occupies a 
small area south of Piscataway Creek. This area is dominated by Matapeake and Mattapex soils, 

which are usually minor soils within the association. 

Bibb - Tidal Marsh Association - Poorly drained soils of the floodplains and soils in the 
marshes that are subject to tidal flooding. This association occurs along Henson, Broad, and 
Piscataway Creeks. It is composed chiefly of alluvial soils of the floodplains. Bibb soils 

represent the majority of this association within the project area. 
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Soil drainage classes are identified as follows: 

CLASS DESCRIPTION 

A (Low runoff potential)  -  Soils  having high infiltrations  rates  even  when 
thoroughly wetted and consisting chiefly of deep, well to excessively drained sand 

or gravels. These soils have a high rate of water transmission. 

B Soils having moderate infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted and consisting of 
moderately deep to deep, moderately well to well drained soils with moderately 
fine to moderately coarse textures. These soils have a moderate rate of water 

transmission. 

C Soils having slow infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted and consisting chiefly 
of soils with a layer that impedes downward movement of water, or soils with 
moderately fine to fine texture. These soils have a slow rate of water 

transmission. 

D (High runoff potential)  -  Soils  having  very  slow  infiltration  rates  when 
thoroughly wetted and consisting chiefly of clay soils with a high swelling 
potential, soils with a permanent high water table, soils with a claypan or clay 
layer at or near the surface, and shallow soils over nearly impervious materials. 

These soils have a very slow rate of water transmission. 

The majority of soils in the project area are class B or C. 

/ 54 
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Table III-4. Description of Soils in the Project area 

See Figures III-6 A, B, C 

Symbol Soil Description 
Drainage 

Class 

AdA Adelphia fine sandy loam, 0-2% slopes B 

AdB2 Adelphia fine sandy loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded B 

AhA Adelphia silt loam, 0-2% slopes B 

AuC2 Aura gravelly loams, 6-12% slopes B 

AuD Aura gravelly loams, 12-20% slopes B 

AvE Aura and Croom, gravelly loams, 20-50% slopes B-C 

B1A Beltsville silt loam C 

B1B2 Beltsville silt loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded C 

B1C2 Beltsville silt loam, 5-10% slopes, moderately eroded C 

BmB Beltsville - Urban land complex, 0-5% slopes ,    C 

BmC Beltsville - Urban land complex, 5-15% slopes C 

Bo Bibb silt loam D 

BtB2 Butlertown silt loam, 0-5% slopes, moderately eroded C 

CaC2 ,Chillum silt loam, 6-12% slopes C 

CbE Chillum - Urban land complex, 12-35 % slopes C 

CniB2 Collington fine sandy loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded B 

CmC2 Collington fine sandy loam, 5-10% slopes, moderately eroded B 

CsC2 Croom gravelly loam, 8-15% slopes, moderately eroded C 

CtC3 Croom gravelly sandy loam, 8-15% slopes, severely eroded C 

CtD2 Croom gravelly sandy loam, 15-25% slopes, moderately eroded C 

CuB Croom - Urban land complex, 0-8% slopes C 

CuC Croom - Urban land complex, 8-15% slopes C 

Ek Elkton silt loam D 

Fl Fallsington loam D 

Fs Fallsington sandy loam D 

Fu Fallsington - Urban land complex D 
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Symbol Soil Description 
Drainage 

Class 

HwC2 Howell silt loam, 6-12% slopes, moderately eroded B 

ImA luka sandy loam, 0-2% slopes C 

ImB luka sandy loam, 2-5% slopes C 

In luka silt loam C 

loB luka silt loam, 2-5% slopes C 

KpA Keyport silt loam, 0-2% slopes B 

KpB2 Keyport silt loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded B 

M1E Marr fine sandy loam, 20-35% slopes B 

MmA Matapeake fine sandy loams, 0-2% slopes B 

MmB2 Matapeake fine sandy loams, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded B 

MnA Matapeake silt loam, 0-2% slopes B 

MnB2 Matapeake silt loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded B 

MnC2 Matapeake silt loam, 5-10% slopes, moderately eroded B 

MtB2 Mattapex fine sandy loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded C 

MuA Mattapex silt loam, 0-2% slopes C 

MuB2 Mattapex silt loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded C 

MvB Mattapex - Urban land complex, 0-5% slopes C 

OcA Ochlockonee sandy loam, 0-2% slopes B 

OcB Ochlockonee sandy loam, 2-5 % slopes B 

01 Othello fine sandy loam D 

Ot Othello silt loam D 

SaE Sandy land, steep B 

SfB2 Sassafras gravelly loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded B 

SgE Sassafras gravelly sandy loam, 15-30% slopes B 

S1E Sassafras - Collington - Aura gravelly sandy loams, 20-35% slopes B 

SmA Shrewsbury fine sandy loam, 0-2% slopes D 

WoA Woodstown sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes B 
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2. Sedimentation and Soil Erosion 

Sediment yield from construction sites is dependent upon soil erodibility, rainfall 

frequency and magnitude, degree of vegetative cover, slope, and degree of control practiced. It 

ranges from 35 tons to 45 tons of soil per acre per year (Schueler, 1987). Sediment and erosion 

controls which may greatly limit the amount of sediment actually leaving a construction site are 

about 65 percent efficient overall, and about 46 percent efficient for outfall flows (Schueler, 

1990). All soils identified in the project area are erodible, moderately erodible, or highly 

erodible. 

3. Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance 

Eighteen prime farmland soils and seventeen soils of statewide importance, as defined 

through coordination with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, occur in the project area (Table 

m-5). These soil classification groups, identified by the Natural Resources Conservation 

Service, have the potential for high agricultural productivity. They are located throughout the 

project area as shown on Figures in-6A, HI-6B and m-6C. The completed Farmland 

Conversion Impact Rating Form is located in the Appendix. 

TABLE III-5. PRIME FARMLAND AND SOILS OF STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE 

Symbol 

AdA 

AdB2 

AhA 

AuC2 

B1A 

B1B2 

B1C2 

CaC2 

CmB2 

CmC2 

CsC2 

Soil Description 

Adelphia fine sandy loam, 0-2% slopes 

Adelphia fine sandy loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded 

Adelphia silt loam, 0-2% slopes 

Aura gravelly loams, 6-12% slopes 

Beltsville silt loam 

Beltsville silt loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded 

Beltsville silt loam, 5-10% slopes, moderately eroded 

Chillum silt loam, 6-12% slopes 

Collington fine sandy loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded 

Collington fine sandy loam, 5-10% slopes, moderately eroded 

Croom gravelly loam, 8-15% slopes, moderately eroded 

Fl 

Fs 

Fallsington loam 

Fallsington sandy loam 

Class 

PF 

PF 

PF 

SI 

SI 

SI 

SI 

SI 

SI 

SI 

SI 

SI 

SI 
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Symbol 

HwC2 

ImA 

ImB 

In 

loB 

KpA 

KpB2 

MmA 

MmB2 

MnA 

MnB2 

MnC2 

MtB2 

MuA 

MuB2 

OcA 

OcB 

Ol 

Ot 

SfB2 

SmA 

WoA 

Soil Description 

Howell silt loam, 6-12% slopes, moderately eroded 

luka sandy loam, 0-2% slopes 

luka sandy loam, 2-5% slopes 

luka silt loam 

luka silt loam, 2-5% slopes 

Keyport silt loam, 0-2% slopes 

Keyport silt loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded 

Matapeake fine sandy loams, 0-2% slopes 

Matapeake fine sandy loams, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded 

Matapeake silt loam, 0-2% slopes 

Matapeake silt loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded 

Matapeake silt loam, 5-10% slopes, moderately eroded 

Mattapex fine sandy loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded 

Mattapex silt loam, 0-2% slopes 

Mattapex silt loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded 

Ochlockonee sandy loam, 0-2% slopes 

Ochlockonee sandy loam, 2-5 % slopes 

Othello fine sandy loam 

Othello silt loam 

Sassafras gravelly loam, 2-5% slopes, moderately eroded 

Shrewsbury fine sandy loam, 0-2% slopes 

Woodstown sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 

IW L 
Class 

SI 

PF 

PF 

PF 

PF 

SI 

SI 

PF 

PF 

PF 

PF 

SI 

PF 

PF 

PF 

PF 

PF 

SI 

SI 

PF 

SI 

PF 

SI = Soils of Statewide Importance 

PF = Prime Farmland Soils 
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F.        Water Resources and Fish Fauna 

1.        Surface Water 

a.        Surface Water Quality 

The designated use of the streams within or adjacent to the project area is Use I-P (water 
contact recreation, protection of aquatic life and public water supply) which is discussed later in 
this section. Perennial streams crossed by or potentially impacted by the project were surveyed 
in May and June of 1999, for benthic macro invertebrates and analyzed with respect to 
chemical/physical/biological water quality. Ten benthic macro invertebrate samples were taken 
from nine streams: Carey Branch (two samples), Henson Creek, Hunter's Mill Creek, two 
unnamed tributaries to Broad Creek, Piscataway Creek, and three unnamed tributaries of 
Piscataway Creek (see Figure m-7A through in-7H). A discussion of methods and results of the 

analyses follows. 

1)        Benthic Macro invertebrates 

a) Methods 

The benthic macro invertebrate survey was performed following the U. S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Rapid Bioassessment Protocol II (Plafkin, et al 1989). One hundred 
count benthic macro invertebrate samples were collected from riffle and run habitats in each 
stream and supplemented with separate samples from coarse particulate organic matter (such as 
leaf packs) that collect in depositional areas. Benthic Macro invertebrates were collected from 
the referenced streams in the Spring and Summer seasons. Benthic organisms were sorted and 
identified to the family taxonomic level in the field. All organisms were classified according to 
functional feeding groups (Cummins and Wilzbach, 1985) and tolerance values (Hilsenhoff, 
1987). Samples from riffle/run habitats were taken using kick seines, sampling approximately 1 
square meter. Due to impoundment by beavers no riffle or run habitats occurred within the 
southern unnamed tributary to Broad Creek, samples were taken using D-frame nets. Similarly, 
in Piscataway Creek, a deep, slow moving stream, organisms were picked from an artificial 
substrate (rock baskets). Organisms were also picked from leaves and woody debris in 

depositional areas. 

b) Results 

Carey Branch North: This site is located approximately 0.4 miles south of 1-495, west 
of MD 210. This is a headwater section of Carey Branch, a first and second order stream that 
parallels MD 210 for more than 1.5 miles. Low flow, cobble and rubble substrate, and a general 
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lack of habitat diversity characterize the stream section sampled. This part of the stream is 
predominately riffle and run habitat. Few fish are present; only black nose dace, a pollution 
tolerant species, is apparent. Periphyton is abundant, filamentous algae are common, and benthic 
macro invertebrates occur in relatively poor densities. Pollution tolerant Chironomid midges 
dominate the benthic macro invertebrate community. Only three Ephemeroptera, Plecoptera, and 
Tricoptera (mayflies, stoneflies, and caddisflies) (EPT) taxa occur: the caddis flies Hydroptilidae 
and Hydropschidae, and the mayfly Baetidae. Stoneflies and the other pollution sensitive taxa'are 
absent. Of the functional feeding groups, only scrapers are well represented with 25% of the 

sample; shredders are absent. 

Carey Branch South: This site is located approximately 1.8 miles south of 1-495, west 
of MD 210. The stream receives large inputs of storm water discharge. Carey Branch is a third 
order stream in this section with portions that are channelized immediately upstream. The 
sampled stream section is characterized by silt, sand, gravel and cobble substrate. Pools and 
riffles occur in this section. The water is turbid. No fish are apparent. Periphyton is abundant 
and filamentous algae are common. Benthic macro invertebrate diversity and abundance are very 
poor. Pollution tolerant Chironomid midges and black flies Simulate dominate the benthic 
macro invertebrate community. Only two EPT taxa occur: the caddis fly Hydropschidae and the 
mayfly Baetidae. Stoneflies and the other pollution sensitive taxa are absent. Of the functional 
feeding groups, scrapers are well represented with 11% of the sample; shredders are absent. 

Henson Creek: This site is located approximately 2.4 miles south of 1-495. This is a 
third order stream with a sand and gravel substrate. The sampled section of stream contains a 
variety of habitats including riffles, runs, and pools. There is much evidence of flooding and 
scouring. Fishes are abundant, predominantly black nose dace and tessellated darters in the 
pools and long nose dace in the riffles. Periphyton and filamentous algae are not apparent. 
Benthic macro invertebrates occur in poor diversity and numbers. Pollution tolerant Chironomid 
midges dominate the benthic macro invertebrate community. Only one EPT taxon occurs: the 
caddis fly Hydropschidae. Stoneflies, mayflies and the other pollution sensitive taxa are absent. 
Of the functional feeding groups, scrapers and shredders occur (9% and 14% of the sample, 

respectively). 

Hunter's Mill Creek: This site is located approximately 2.9 miles south of 1-495. This 
is a third order stream with a sand and gravel substrate. The sampled section contains a variety 
of habitats including riffles, runs, and pools. This stream receives relatively large amounts of 
storm water runoff, resulting in streambed scouring. Fishes are uncommon, with only black nose 
dace apparent. Periphyton and filamentous algae are common. Benthic macro invertebrates 
occur in fair diversity and numbers. Pollution tolerant crane flies Tipulidae dominate the benthic 
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macro invertebrate community.,,,Only one EPT taxon occurs: the caddis fly Hydroptilidae., 
Stoneflies, mayflies, and other pollution sensitive taxa are absent.   Of the functional feeding 
groups, scrapers are well represented with 10% of the sample, but shredders are absent. 

Broad Creek North: This site is located approximately 3.7 miles south of 1-495. This is 
an unnamed tributary to Broad Creek and is a second and third order stream with a sand and 
gravel substrate. The sampled section of stream contains a series of semi-isolated pools 
connected by riffles with very low flow. There is much evidence of flooding and scouring. 
Periphyton is common and filamentous algae are rare. Water and substrate were stained orange- 
brown indicating a high concentration of iron bacteria. Fishes are abundant, predominantly black 
nose dace, rosy side dace, creek chubs and tessellated darters in the pools. Periphyton is common 
and filamentous algae are rare. Benthic macro invertebrates occur in poor diversity and numbers. 
The benthic macro invertebrate community is dominated by crane flies Tipulidae. Only two EPT 
taxa occur: the caddis fly Hydroptilidae and the mayfly Baetidae. Stoneflies and the other 
pollution sensitive taxa are absent. Of the functional feeding groups, only scrapers are well 

represented (28% of the sample) and shredders are absent. 

Broad Creek South: The site is located approximately 4.8 miles south of 1-405. This is 
an unnamed tributary to Broad Creek and is a second order stream that has been dammed by 
beavers. The water is deep and nearly stagnant. Benthic macro invertebrates occur in poor 
diversity and numbers. The benthic macro invertebrate community is dominated by predaceous 
water beetles (Dytiscisdae). No EPT taxa occur. Pollution sensitive taxa are absent. Of the 
functional feeding groups, only scrapers are well represented (20% of the sample) and shredders 

are absent. 

Piscataway Creek: The site is located approximately 7.2 miles south of 1-495. This is a 
fourth order stream that is deep, slow moving, with a sand and silt substrate. An artificial 
substrate was used to obtain riffle/run community representation. Filamentous algae are 
common. Benthic macro invertebrates occur in poor diversity and numbers. Pollution tolerant 
Chironomid midges dominate the benthic macro invertebrate community. Only one EPT taxon 
occurs: the mayfly Baetidae. Stoneflies, caddis flies and the other pollution sensitive taxa are 
absent. Of the functional feeding groups, only scrapers are present (1% of the sample) and 

shredders are absent. 

Piscataway Creek Tributary 1: The site is located approximately 7.2 miles south of I- 
495, east of MD 210. This is a second order stream with a sand and gravel substrate. The 
sampled section of stream contains a variety of habitats including riffles, runs, and pools. Few 
fish are present; only black nose dace, a tolerant species, is apparent.   Periphyton occurs but 
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filamentous algae are absent. Benthic macro invertebrates occur in moderate diversity and 
numbers. The pollution tolerant mayfly Baetidae dominates the benthic macro invertebrate 
community. Six EPT taxa occur: the mayflies Baetidae and Siphlonuridae, the stonefly 
Perlodidae, and the caddis flies Hydropsychidae, Hydroptilidae, and Rhyacophilidae. Of the 
functional feeding groups, scrapers occur in 31% of the sample, but shredders are absent. 

Piscataway Creek Tributary 2: The site is located approximately 8.2 miles south of I- 
495. This is a second order stream with a sand and gravel substrate. The sampled section of 
stream contains a variety of habitats including riffles, runs, and pools. There is much evidence 
of flooding and scouring. Fishes are abundant, predominantly black nose dace, rosy side dace, 
and tessellated darters in the pools and long nose dace in the riffles. Periphyton. occurs but 
filamentous algae appear to be lacking. Benthic macro invertebrates occur in greater diversity 
and numbers than in any of the sampling sites in this project. The pollution sensitive stoneflies 
and mayflies dominate the benthic macro invertebrate community. Five EPT taxa occur: the 
mayflies Baetidae and Tricrythodes, the stoneflies Capriidae and Perlodidae, and the caddis fly 
Rhyacophilidae. Of the functional feeding groups, scrapers and shredders occur in 6% and 34% 

of the sample, respectively. 

Piscataway Creek Tributary 3: The site is located approximately 10.6 miles south of I- 
495. This is a first order stream with a rubble substrate. The sampled section of stream contains 
a variety of habitats including riffles, runs, and pools. Fish are not present. Periphyton occurs 
but filamentous algae are not apparent. Benthic macro invertebrates occur in moderate diversity 
and numbers. The benthic macro invertebrate community is dominated by a pollution tolerant 
caddis fly. Three EPT taxa occur: the mayfly Baetidae, the stonefly Perlodidae, and the caddis 
fly Hydropsychidae. Of the functional feeding groups, scrapers occur (10% of the sample), but 

shredders are absent. 

a)        Summary 

Of the ten-benthic macro invertebrate sampling sites two are in the "good" category, six 
are in the "fair category, and two are in the poor category (see DEIS Table ffl-6 page m-39 and 
Table HI-? page 111-40). The relatively low scores are attributable to a general lack of diversity, 
EPT taxa, and shredders in the benthic macro invertebrate community (see DEIS Table m-7, 
page 111-40). While this is a generalization, there are few exceptions to this in the Study Area's 
streams. The two streams rated good for benthic macro invertebrates are the streams with the 

least amount of urbanization and other development in their watersheds. 

Piscataway Creek Tributary 1, located east and parallel to MD 210 and south of the 
MD 210 Bridge over Piscataway Creek, had the highest water quality rating of the streams in the 
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project area, based on benthic biodiversity and community composition. Piscataway Creek 

Tributary 2, located near the sewage treatment plant, was also rated in the "good" range. 

Carey Branch North, Henson Creek, Hunters' Mill Creek, Broad Creek North, Broad 

Creek South, and Piscataway Creek Tributary 3 rated in the "fair" range. 

Carey Branch South and Piscataway Creek rated "poor". 

2)        Chemical. Physical, and Bacteriological Analyses 

a) Methods 

Seven streams potentially impacted by this project were selected for chemical, physical, 
and bacteriological analyses. The streams were selected based on size and potential for 
supporting fish populations. They are the largest perennial streams within the project limits. 
Water samples were collected from each stream, fixed with nitric acid, and transported to Phase 
Separation, Inc. for metal analyses. An additional water sample was collected from each stream 
for five-day BOD (biochemical oxygen demand) testing using BOD apparatus. Dissolved 
oxygen was measured on site using a dissolved oxygen meter. Conductivity, temperature, and 
total dissolved solids were measured on site using a conductivity meter. A pH meter was used to 
determine hydrogen ion-concentration on site. A Direct Reading Environmental Laboratory 
spectrophotometer was used on site to measure concentrations of ammonia, nitrite, nitrate, 
phosphate, and turbidity. A Millipore Field Filtration kit was used on site to collect samples for 
total coliform and fecal-coliform bacteria analyses. Sampling, assay, and quality control/quality 
assurance procedures followed EPA accepted protocols for water quality data reporting. 

b) Results 

Carey Branch South: All of the measured water quality parameters are within the Use I 
criteria (see DEIS Table m-8 page 111-42 and Table 111-9 page 44). The phosphate concentration 
of 0.04mg/l is elevated. Elevated phosphate concentration accelerates the eutrophication process 

in receiving waters. 

Henson Creek: All of the measured water quality parameters are within the Use I criteria 
(see DEIS Table m-8 page m-42 and Table 111-9 page 44). The phosphate concentration of 
0.04mg/l is elevated. Elevated phosphate concentration accelerates the eutrophication process in 

receiving waters. 

Hunter's Mill Creek: The phosphate concentration 7.2mg/l is far higher than the 
recommended maximum level for streams (recommended maximum level is 0.1mg/l) (see DEIS 
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Table III-8 page 111-42 and Table 111-9 page 44) Fecal coliform numbers of 1920/lOOml sample 
exceed the Use I criterion of not more than 400/100ml sample.   The silver concentration of 

57|ig/l is far higher than the allowable limit of 4. l^-g/l for Use I waters. 

Broad Creek North: All of the measured water quality parameters are within the Use I 
criteria (see DEIS Table 111-8 page 111-42 and Table ni-9 page 44). The phosphate concentration 
of 0.05mg/l is elevated. Elevated phosphate concentration accelerates the eutrophication process 

in receiving waters. 

Broad Creek South: The dissolved oxygen criterion for Use I streams is not less than 
5.0mg/l (see DEIS Table ni-8 page 111-42 and Table m-9 page 44). The measured concentration 
is 4.1mg/l. Percent dissolved oxygen saturation is only 49%, indicating the presence of 
biodegradable waste. Five-day biochemical oxygen demand is elevated at 5.6mg/l. fecal coliform 
numbers 550/lOOml sample exceed the Use I criterion of not more than 400/100inl sample. The 
phosphate concentration 0.06mg/l is elevated. Elevated phosphate concentration accelerates the 

eutrophication process in receiving waters. The silver concentration of 6^g/l is higher than the 

allowable limit of 4.1|J.g/l for Use I waters. 

Piscataway Creek: The measured concentration of dissolved oxygen is 5.6mg/l. Percent 
dissolved oxygen saturation is only 58%, however, indicating the presence of biodegradable 
waste (see DEIS Table 111-8 page IH-42 and Table ni-9 page 44). Five-day biochemical oxygen 
demand is elevated at 6.4mg/l; this falls within the "poor" range. Ammonia concentrations are 
the highest of any sampled stream in the study area 0.77mg/l. Concentrations higher than 
0.06mg/l can cause gill damage in sensitive fish species. Ammonia in streams can result from 
bacterial decomposition of urea and protein or from contamination by fertilizers. This ammonia 
concentration accelerates the eutrophication process in receiving waters. Fecal coliform numbers 
of 2020/100ml sample exceed the Use I criterion of not more than 400/100ml sample. 

Piscataway Creek Tributary 2: The dissolved oxygen criterion for Use I streams is not 
less than 5.0 mg/1. The measured concentration is 4.6mg/l (see DEIS Table 111-8 page 111-42 and 
Table 111-9 page 44). Percent dissolved oxygen saturation is only 50%, indicating the presence 
of biodegradable waste. Five-day biochemical oxygen demand is elevated at 5.4mg/l. The 
phosphate concentration of 0.45mg/l is greatly elevated. This phosphate concentration far 

exceeds the recommended maximum concentration for streams of 0.1 mg/1. 

The designated use of the strezuns within or adjacent to the project area is: 

Use I-P - (water contact recreation, the protection of aquatic life, and public water 

supply) for all waters within the project area. 
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Water quality criteria for Use I-P streams is summarized in Table III-9. (See DEIS page 111-44)    i; 

The land along the Potomac River is within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area and is 
regulated in accordance with the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection Act to minimize 
damage to water quality and natural habitats along the shoreline of the Chesapeake Bay and its 
tidal tributaries. All land and water areas within 1,000 feet landward of the heads of tide or State 
and private wetlands designated under the Annotated Code of Maryland, Natural Resources 
Article are included in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. In addition, a Critical Area Buffer has 
been established that extends at least 100 feet inland from the edge of mean high tide or the 
banks of tributary streams and includes adjacent nontidal wetlands, the 100-year floodplains, and 
steep slopes. The Chesapeake Critical Area Buffer is a vegetated area that serves to protect 
aquatic wetland, shoreline, and terrestrial environments from manmade disturbances. A portion 
of the project area in the vicinity of Piscataway Creek is located in the Chesapeake Bay Critical 

Area (Figure HI-SB). 

2.        Groundwater Resources 

Aquifers are geologic units that yield economic quantities of water. The project area is 
underlain by at least two aquifers of varying thickness and yields. The Patuxent and Patapsco 
Aquifers, at depths of 400 feet to 800 feet and 0 to 100 feet, respectively, yield commercial 
quantities of groundwater. The 1985 withdrawals of groundwater by Prince Georges' County 
were 2.4 million gallons per day (mgd) from the Patuxent Aquifer and 0.87 mgd from the 

Patapsco Aquifer (MDE 1987). 

The Patuxent formation consists of irregularly stratified, cross-bedded and lenticular 
moderately sorted sands and quartz gravels with silt and clay beds. The Patuxent formation is 
fluvial in origin and dates from the early Cretaceous period (98-144 million years old). This is a 
multi-aquifer unit and is one of the most productive water-bearing formations in Maryland. Well 
yields range from a few hundred to 1,200 gallons per minute (gpm). Specific capacity ranges 
from 130 to 10,700 feet squared per day. The average storage coefficient is 0.0001. The natural 
quality is generally good in most up dip areas. In these areas the formation's water is commonly 
soft, low in total dissolved solids (TDS) and low in chlorides, pH levels are moderately low, but 

acceptable. 

The Patapsco formation consists of fluvial and swamp sediments deposited during the 
early Cretaceous period. The Patapsco is also a multi-layered aquifer and consists of irregularly 
stratified and inter-bedded, silt and clay, fine to medium-grained quartz sand with minor amounts 
of gravel. Well yields range from 3 to 2,160 gpm. Specific capacity ranges from 160 to 6,700 
feet squared per day. The average storage coefficient ranges from 0.005 to 0.00005. The natural 
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quality of Patapsco formation groundwater is good in most up dip areas.   In these areas.'the 
formation's water is commonly acidic with high iron concentrations, low in chlorides and TDS. 

3.        Fish Fauna 

The fish fauna of the project area is diverse and includes anadromous (fish that live the 
majority of their life in brackish or saltwater and migrate to freshwater for spawning), 
catadromous (fish that live the majority of their life in freshwater and migrate to saltwater for 
spawning), and freshwater fishes. The only anadromous fish with documented spawning in the 
project area are the white perch (Morone Americana) and herring (Alosa sp.). The yellow perch 
(perca flavescens) is also listed as occurring but without documented spawning. The only 
catadromous fish species with documented spawning in the project area is the American eel 
(Anguilla rostrata). The Piscataway Creek and its associated tributaries were sampled in the mid 
1980's by the Storm Water Management Technical Group and more recently by DNR as part of 
the ongoing Maryland Biological Stream Survey (MBSS). The freshwater fishes collected during 
both surveys are listed in the Appendix. The data for the Henson Creek watershed is only from 

the MBSS. 

G.       Waters of the U.S. Including Wetlands 

1.        Introduction 

Waters of the United States, including wetlands, potentially affected by the proposed 
project have been identified. Waters of the U.S. include resources such as streams, lakes, tidal 
waters, and wetlands, which are transitional areas between water and land. The federal 
government defines wetlands as "those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal 
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil 
conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas" (EPA, 40 

CFR 230.3 and CE, 33 CFR 328.3). 

Primarily Section 404 of the Clean Water Act administered by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers regulates these resources, which provide many valuable functions in both the natural 
and cultural environment. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and Natural Resources Conservation Service also are 
involved with the protection of these resources at the federal level. The Maryland Department of 

the Environment also regulates waters and wetlands at the state level. 
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Existing information, including National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping, soil survey 

mapping, and U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps were reviewed by the Study Team in 

the early stages of the present study. 

2.        Methods 

All jurisdictional wetlands were identified, mapped, and described in accordance with 

procedures outlined in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual 

(USACOE, 1987). This study used a three-parameter approach to wetland identification and 

delineation in which all three parameters, hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland 

hydrology must be met to qualify for jurisdictional wetland status. A Routine Data Sheet was 

completed for each wetland, providing documentation for these parameters. Soil information 

was obtained from the Prince Georges' Soil Survey published by the U.S. Soil Conservation 

Service (Natural Resources Conservation Service). The indicator status for the dominant plant 

species encountered was taken from the National List of Plant Species That Occur in Wetlands: 

Maryland (Reed, 1988). The Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United 

States (Coward in, et al., 1979) developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was used to 

classify wetlands in the Study Area. Wetland limits were mapped using topographic land plan 

metric features and were not surveyed. 

The Evaluation for Planned Wetlands method (1994) was used as a guide for assessing 

the potential impacts of the proposed alternates to wetlands. Evaluation for Planned Wetlands: A 

Procedure for Assessing Wetland Functions and a Guide to Functional Design (Bartoldus et. al, 

1994) was used to assess the functions and values of potentially impacted wetlands and wetland 

systems greater than one acre in size. The final result of this methodology is a numerical 

quantification of the primary functions and values that exist in a particular wetland or wetland 

system. The functions and values that were assessed by this methodology in the study area are as 

follows: 

Sediment Stabilization - This function considers the potential capacity of a wetland to 

stabilize and retain previously deposited sediments. 

Water Quality - This function considers the capacity of a wetland to retain and process 

dissolved or particulate materials to the benefit of downstream surface water quality. 

Wildlife Habitat - This function considers the capacity of a wetland to provide habitat 

for various types and populations of animals typically associated with wetlands and the wetland 

edge. 
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Fish Habitat (non-tidal stream/river) - This function considers the degree to which a 
wetland's habitat meets the food, cover, reproductive, and water quality requirements offish. 

Uniqueness/Heritage - These values consider the presence of characteristics that 
distinguish a wetland as unique, rare, or valuable; among these values are considerations to 
endangered species, public park property, recreation, uniqueness, etc. 

3. Results 

A total of 39 surface water resource areas and 27 wetland areas were identified during the 
present study. Table 111-6 provides general information for each surface water resource area, and 
Figure 111-7 A through 7H is a generalized summary map of these resource areas. 

TABLE III-6 
WATERS OF THE U.S./WETLANDS SUMMARY 

Area Resource Watershed Wetland Type Associated Wetlands 

CB1. Carey Branch Henson Creek lst-3rtl order stream WS-1B, WS-2 

CB2 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek lst-2ncl order stream - 

CB3 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek 1st order stream - 

CB4 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek 1st order stream - 

CBS Unnamed tributary Henson Creek 2nd order stream - 

CB6 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek 1st order stream - 

CB7 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek lst-2ncl order stream WS-3A 

HC1 Henson Creek Henson Creek 3rd order stream WS-4A/B/C/D, WN- 
5 

HC2 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek lst-2nd order stream - 

HC3 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek 2nd order stream WN-6 

HC4 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek 1st order stream - 

HC5 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek 1st order stream - 

HM1 Hunter's Mill Creek Henson Creek 3rd order stream WS-4C, WS-4D 

HM2 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek l51^1"' order stream - 

BC1 Broad Creek Henson Creek 2nd order stream WN-BC2 

BC2 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek lst-3rd order stream WS-5, WS-5A, WS- 
6, WS-7, WN-BC 

BC3 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek ls,-2nd order stream - 
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Area Resource Watershed Wetland Type Associated Wetlands 

BC4 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek 2nd order stream - 

BC5 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek lst-3rd order stream WS-8, WN-4 

BC6 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek lst-2,,d order stream - 

BC7 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek 1st order stream WS-9,WS-10 

BC7A Unnamed tributary Henson Creek 1st order stream WS-9 

BC7B Unnamed tributary Henson Creek 1st order stream WS-10 

BC8 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek 1st order stream - 

BC9 Unnamed tributary Henson Creek 1st order stream - 

PCI Piscataway Creek Piscataway Creek 4th order stream WS-12,WN-2 

PC 2 Unnamed tributary Piscataway Creek ls,-2nd order stream - 

PCS Unnamed tributary Piscataway Creek lst-2nd order stream WN-A 

PC 4 Unnamed tributary Piscataway Creek lst-2nd order stream WS-11 

PCS Unnamed tributary Piscataway Creek lst-3rd order stream WN-2 

PC 6 Unnamed tributary Piscataway Creek 1st order stream - 

PC 7 Unnamed tributary Piscataway Creek ls,-3rd order stream WN-1 

PCS Unnamed tributary Piscataway Creek ls,-2nd order stream WS-13 

PC 9 Unnamed tributary Piscataway Creek lst-2nd order stream - 

PC 10 Unnamed tributary Piscataway Creek lst-2nd order stream WN-1 A 

PC 11 Unnamed tributary Piscataway Creek ls,-2nd order stream - 

PC 12 Unnamed tributary Piscataway Creek lst-2nd order stream - 

PC 13 Unnamed tributary Piscataway Creek ls,-2nd order stream - 

PCM Unnamed tributary Piscataway Creek lst-2nd order stream - 

Resources CB 1 - 7 fWaters of the U.S.) 

These resources are Carey Branch and associated unnamed tributaries. Carey Branch is a 
tributary to Henson Creek. These resources are 1st - 3rd order streams. Portions of these 
resources are channeled and receive large volumes of storm water discharge. There is moderate 
associated flooding and scouring of the unchannelized and unstabilized portions of these streams. 
Water quality for these resources ranges from poor to fair (see Section III.F.l.b.). Associated 
wetlands are WS-1B, WS-2, and WS-3A. 
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Resources HC 1 - 5 (Waters of the U.S.) 

These resources are Henson Creek and associated unnamed tributaries. Henson Creek is 
a tributary to the Potomac River. These resources are 1st - 3rd order streams. For much of their 
length these resources receive large volumes of storm water discharge. There is substantial 
associated flooding and scouring of portions of these streams. Water quality for these resources 
is fair (see Section III.F.l.b). Associated wetlands are WS-4A, WS-4B, WS-4C, 

WS-4D, WN-5, and WN-6. 

Resources HM 1 - 2 (Waters of the U.S.) 

These resources are Hunter's Mill Creek and associated unnamed tributaries. Hunter's 
Mill Creek is a tributary to Henson Creek. These resources are 1st - 3rd order streams. For much 
of their length these resources receive large volumes of storm water discharge. There is minimal 
associated scouring of these streams. Water quality for these resources is fair (see Section 
IHF.l.b.). Associated wetlands are WS-4C and WS-4D. 

Resources BC 1 - 9 (Waters of the U.S.) 

These resources are unnamed tributaries to Broad Creek. Broad Creek is a tributary to 
the Potomac River. These resources are 1st - 3rd order streams. Portions of some of these 
resources are channeled and receive large volumes of storm water discharge. There is moderate 
associated flooding and scouring of the unchannelized and unstabilized portions of these streams. 
Water qualityfor these resources is fair (see Section III.F.l.b.). Associated wetlands are WS-5A, 

WS-5, WS-6, WS-7, WS-8, WS-9, WS-10, WN-4, WN-3, WN-BC, and WN-BC2. 

Resources PC 1 -14 (Waters of the U.S.) 

These resources are Piscataway Creek and associated unnamed tributaries. Piscataway 
Creek is a tributary to the Potomac River. These resources are Ist - 4th order streams. These 
resources receive large volumes of storm water discharge. There is moderate associated flooding 
and scouring of portions of these streams. Water quality for these resources ranges from poor to 
good (see Section m.F.l.b.). Associated wetlands are WS-11, WS-12, WS-13, WN-1A, WN-1, 

WN-2, and WN-A. 

Resource WS-1B (PEM/PSS Wetland) 

This resource is a small, disjointed wetland system within the influence of Carey Branch. 
It is located west of MD 210, just south of 1-495. Because this resource is less than one acre in 
size, functions and values were not assessed.   The dominant vegetation includes Salix nigra, 
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Typha latifolia, Juncus effusus, and Carex lurida. These plants are either Obligate Wetland 

Plants (OBL) or Facultative Wetland Plants (FACW) for Maryland. The soil consists of an A 

layer from 0-2 inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 4 chroma 4 with a silt clay texture and a B 

layer from 2 inches down with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 5 chroma 2 with a gravely sandy clay 

texture. 

Resource WS-2 fPEM Wetland) 

This resource is a small roadside wetland associated with Carey Branch. It is located 

west of MD 210, south of Kerby Hill Road. Because this resource is less than one acre in size, 

functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes Juncus effusus and 

Carex lurida. These plants are either OBL or FACW for Maryland. The soil consists of an A 

layer from 0-4 inthes with a matrix color of 10 YR 3 chroma 1 with a silt clay texture over a B 

layer of sandy gravel. 

Resource WS-3A (POW/PEM/PSS Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland associated with CB7 and Henson Creek. It is located 

west of MD 210, north of Livingston Road. Because this resource is less than one acre in size, 

functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes Juncus effusus, Carex 

lurida, and Acer rubrum. These plants are FACW and OBL for Maryland. The soil consists of 

an A layer from 0-18+ inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 3 chroma 2 with a silt loam texture. 

Resource WS-4A fPFO Wetland) 

This resource is part of a large wetland system within the floodplain of Henson Creek. It 

is located west of MD 210, north of Livingston Road. Functions and values were assessed and 

functional capacity indices follow: sediment stabilization 0.98, water quality 0.86, wildlife 

habitat 0.87, uniqueness and heritage 0.24. The dominant vegetation includes Acer negundo, 

Sambucus canadensis, Comus amomum, Lonicera japonica, and Cinna arundinacea. These 

plants range from FACW+ to FAC- for Maryland. The soil consists of an A layer from 0-12+ 

inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 4 chroma 3 with a silty sandy loam texture. 

Resource WS-4B (PEM Wetland) 

This resource is part of a large wetland system within the floodplain of Henson Creek. It 

is located west of MD 210, north of Livingston Road. Functions and values were assessed and 

functional capacity indices follow: sediment stabilization 0.98, water quality 0.86, wildlife 

habitat 0.87, uniqueness and heritage 0.24. The dominant vegetation includes Impatiens 

capensis, Typha latifolia, Juncus effusus and Carex lurida.   These plants range from OBL to 
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FACW for Maryland. The soil consists of an A] layer from-O - 10 inches with a matrix color of 
10 YR 3 chroma 4 with a silt clay texture over an A2 layer from 10 inches down with a matrix ' 
color of 10 YR 3 chroma 3 and a silt clay texture. 

Resource WS-4C (PEM/PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Henson Creek. 
It is located west of MD 210 and south of Livingston Road. Because this resource is less than 
one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica, Rosa multiflora. Ambrosia artemisifolia, and Graminae spp. These 
plants range from OBL to FACU for Maryland. The soil consists of an O layer from 0-6 inches 
with a matrix color of 10 YR 3 chroma 2 with an organic texture over an Ai layer from 6 inches 
down with a matrix color of 10 YR 4 chroma 2 and a gravely clay loam texture. 

Resource WS-4D (PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Henson Creek. 
It is located west of MD 210 and south of Livingston Road. Because this resource is less than 
one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes 
Liquidambar styraciflua, Acer rubrum, Toxicodendron radicans, Juncus effusus, and Impatiens 
capensis. These plants range from FACW+ to FAC for Maryland. The soil consists of an Ai 
layer from 0-4 inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 3 chroma 2 with an organic clay texture 
over an A2 layer from 4 inches down with a matrix color of 10 YR 4 chroma 2 with a clay 

texture. 

Resource WS-5 (PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Broad Creek. It 
is located west of MD 210 and south of Old Fort Road North. Because this resource is less than 
one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes 
Smilax rotundifolia and Acer rubrum. These plants are FAC for Maryland. The soil consists of 
an Ai layer from 0-4 inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 3 chroma 2 with an organic clay 
texture over an A2 layer from 4 inches down with a matrix color of 10 YR 4 chroma 2 with a 

clay texture. 

Resource WS-5A (PFO/PEM Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Broad Creek. It 
is located west of MD 210 and north of Old Fort Road North. Because this resource is less than 
one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes Acer 
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negundo, Fraxinus Pennsylvania, Leersia oryzoides, Impatiens capensis,* and Polygonum 

sagittatum. These plants range from OBL to FACW for Maryland. The soil consists of an 

organic muck layer over a layer of confining silt clay. 

Resource WS-6 (PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Broad Creek, It 

is located west of MD 210 and south of Old Fort Road North. Because this resource is less than 

one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes 

Liquidambar styraciflua, Acer rubrum, and Smilax rotundifolia. These plants are FAC for 

Maryland. The soil consists of an organic muck layer over a confining layer of gravel. 

Resource WS-7 (PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Broad Creek. It 

is located west of MD 210 and south of Old Fort Road North. Because this resource is less than 

one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes 

Arisaema triphyllum, Toxicodendron radicans, and Ulmus rubra. These plants range from 

FACW to FAC- for Maryland. The soil consists of an A layer from 0-8+ inches with a matrix 

color of 10 YR 3 chroma 3 and a silt loam texture. 

Resource WS-8 (PFO and PEM Wetland) 

This resource is a large wetland system along the floodplain of an unnamed tributary to 

Broad Creek. It is located west of MD 210, between Fort Washington and Livingston Roads. 

Functions and values were assessed and functional capacity indices follow: sediment 

stabilization 0.8, water quality 0.94, wildlife habitat 0.68, fish support 0.35, uniqueness and 

heritage 0.9. The dominant vegetation includes Betula nigra, Juncus effusus and Carex lurida. 

These plants range from OBL to FAC for Maryland. The soil consists of an O layer from 0-2 

inches over an Aj layer from 2-11 inches with a matrix color of gley 15/10Y with a clay texture 

over an A2 layer from 11 inches down with a matrix color of gley 4/N with a clay texture. 

Resource WS-9/9A (PFO and PEM Wetland) 

WS-9 is a large wetland system associated with an unnamed tributary to Broad Creek. It 

is located west of MD 210, south of Swan Creek Road. Functions and values were assessed and 

functional capacity indices follow: sediment stabilization 0.75, water quality 0.95, wildlife 

habitat 0.36, uniqueness and heritage 0.9. The dominant vegetation includes Acer rubrum, 

Quercus palustris, Ulmus rubra, Lindera benzoin, Viburnum dentatum, Alnus serrulata, 

Lonicera japonica, Liquidambar styraciflua, Impatians capensis, Sambucus canadensis, and 
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Cinna arundinacea. These plants range from OBL to FAC- for Maryland. The soil consists of an 

Ai layer from 0-4 inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 3 chroma 3 with a loam texture over an 

A2 layer from 4 - 6 inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 5 chroma 4 with a clay loam texture over 

an B layer from 6 inches down with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 5 chroma 2 with a clay texture. 

WS-9A is a large wetland system associated with an unnamed tributary to Broad Creek. 

It is located west of MD 210, north of Swan Creek Road. Functions and values were assessed 

and functional capacity indices follow: sediment stabilization 0.48, water quality 0.86, wildlife 

habitat 0.56, and uniqueness and heritage 0.9. The dominant vegetation includes Acer rubrum, 

Liquidambar styraciflua, Vaccinium corymbosum, Lindera benzoin, Viburnum dentatum, Smilax 

rotundifolia, Lonicera japonica, Toxicodendron radicans, Symplocarpus foetidus, Claytonia 

virginiana, Typha latifolia, Glyceria striata, Juncus effuses, and Carex lurida. These plants 

range from OBL to FAC for Maryland. The soil consists of an Ai layer from 0 - 4 inches with a 

matrix color of 2.5 Y 6 chroma 3 with a silt clay texture over an A2 layer from 4-10+ inches 

with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 6 chroma 2 with large distinct mottles of 7.5 YR 4 chroma 6 of a 

clay texture. 

Resource WS-10 (PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Broad Creek. It 

is located west of MD 210 south of Swan Creek Road. Because this resource is less than one acre 

in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes Liquidambar 

styraciflua, Parthenocissus quinquefolia, Acer rubrum, and Cinna arundinacea. These plants 

range from OBL to FACU for Maryland. The soil consists of a silty clay loam from 0-12+ 

inches with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 4 chroma 2. 

Resource WS-11 (PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Piscataway 

Creek. It is located west of MD 210, south of Swan Creek Road. Because this resource is less 

than one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation is 

Liquidambar styraciflua. This plant is FAC for Maryland. The soil consists of an O layer from 0 

- 1 inches with an organic texture over an A layer from 6 inches down with a matrix color of 2.5 

Y 5 chroma 4 and a silt clay texture. 

Resource WS-12 (PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a large wetland system within the floodplain of Piscataway Creek. It is 

located west of MD 210 and south of Piscataway Creek. Functions and values were assessed and 
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functional capacity indices follow: sediment stabilization 1.0, water quality 1.0, wildlife habitat 
0.85, uniqueness and heritage 1.0. The dominant vegetation includes Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 
Viburnum dentatum, Ulmus rubra, Acer negundo, Leersia oryzoides, Iris pseudoacorus, and 
Carex crinita. These plants range from OBL to FAC for Maryland. The soil consists of an O 
layer from 0-2 inches over an Aj layer from 2-10 inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 3 
chroma 2 with a silt clay loam texture over an A2 layer from 10 inches down with a matrix color 

of 5 Y 5 chroma 1 with a clay texture. 

Resource WS-13 (PEM /PSS/PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Piscataway 
Creek. It is located west of MD 210, north of Farmington Road. Because this resource is less 
than one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation is 
Liquidambar styraciflua, Acer rubrum, Juncus effusus, and Typha latifolia. These plants are 
OBL and FACW+ for Maryland. The soil consists of an Ai layer from 0 - 4 inches with a matrix 
color of 10 YR 3 chroma 3 with a loam texture over an A2 layer from 4 - 8 inches with a matrix 
color of 10 YR 4 chroma 3 with a clay loam texture over an A3 layer from 8 inches down with a 
matrix color of 10 YR 5 chroma 3 with a gravely clay loam texture. 

Resource WN-1A (PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Piscataway 
Creek. It is located east of MD 210, south of MD 373. Because this resource is less than one 
acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes Betula 
nigra, Podophyllum peltatum, Claytonia virginica, and Lonicera japonica. These plants range 
from FACW to FACU for Maryland. The soil consists of an Ai layer from 0-6 inches with a 
matrix color of 10 YR 4 chroma 2.5 with a sandy loam texture over an A2 layer from 6 inches 
down with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 4 chroma 4 with a gravely clay texture. 

Resource WN-1 (PFO/PEM Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Piscataway 
Creek. It is located east of MD 210, north of Farmington Road. Because this resource is less 
than one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes 
Liquidambar styraciflua, Acer rubrum, Juncus effusus, and Carex lurida. These plants are OBL 
and FACW for Maryland. The soils consist of silty loams. 
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Resource WN-2 (PFO/PEM/PSS Wetland) 

This resource is a large wetland system within the floodplain of Piscataway Creek. It is 
located east of MD 210 and south of Piscataway Creek. Functions and values were assessed and 
functional capacity indices follow: sediment stabilization 1.0, water quality 1.0, wildlife habitat 
0.91, fish support 0.48, uniqueness and heritage 1.0. The dominant vegetation includes Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica, Cornus ammonium, Acer negundo, Leersia oryzoides, Carex crinita and Carex 
lurida. These plants range from OBL to FAC+ for Maryland. The soil consists of an organic 

muck over confining clay layers. 

Resource WN-A (PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Piscataway 
Creek. It is located east of MD, 210 north of Piscataway Creek. Because this resource is less 
than one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes 
Liquidambar styraciflua, Lonicera japonica, Impatiens capensis, and Festuca arundinacea. 
These plants range from FACW to FACU for Maryland. The soil consists of an Ai layer from 0 
- 6 inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 4 chroma 2 with a clay loam texture over an A2 layer 
from 6 inches down with a matrix color of 10 YR 4 chroma 2 with a clay texture. 

Resource WN-3A/B (PFO/PEM Wetland) 

This resource is a large wetland system within the Broad Creek watershed. It is located 
east of MD 210 and north of Livingston Road. Functions and values were assessed and 
functional capacity indices follow: sediment stabilization 1.0, water quality 0.8, wildlife habitat 
0.865, uniqueness and heritage 0.9. The dominant vegetation includes Liquidambar styraciflua, 
Acer rubrum, viburnum dentatum, Toxicodendron radicans, Leersia oryzoides, Cephalanthus 
occidentalis, and Carex lurida. These plants range from OBL to FAC for Maryland. The soil 
consists of an Ai layer from 0-6 inches with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 5 chroma 2 with a silty 
clay texture over an A2 layer from 6 inches down with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 6 chroma 2 with a 
clay texture. A second sampling point revealed soils consisting of an A layer from 0 -12+ inches 
with a matrix color of 10 YR 6 chroma 2 with a silt clay loam texture. 

Resource WN-4 (PEM Wetland) 

This resource is a large wetland system within the Broad Creek floodplain. It is located 
east of MD 210 at Aragona Boulevard. Functions and values were assessed and functional 
capacity indices follow: sediment stabilization 1.0, water quality 1.0, wildlife habitat 0.95, 
uniqueness and heritage 0.9.  The dominant vegetation includes Liquidambar styraciflua, Acer 
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rubrum, Juncus effusus, Leersia .pryzoides, and Carex lurida.  These plants range from OBL to , 

FAC for Maryland. The soils are inundated by beaver activity. 

Resource WN-BC (PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland system within the floodplain of Broad Creek. It is 
located east of MD 210, north of the Fort Washington Memorial Church. Because this resqurce 
is less than one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation 
includes Betula nigra, Liquidarribar styraciflua, Lindera benzoin, Claytonia virginiana, Onoclea 
sensibilis, Lonicera japonica, Arisaema triphyllum, and Podophyllum peltatum. These plants 
range from FACW to FACU for Maryland. The soil consists of an Ai layer from 0-2 inches 
with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 3 chroma 2 with a loam texture over an A2 layer from 2 inches down 
with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 4 chroma 3 with a clay loam texture. 

Resource WN-BC2 (PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland system within the floodplain of Broad Creek. It is 
located east of MD 210, south of Old Fort Road North. Because this resource is less.than one 
acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes Platanus 
occidentalis, Liquidambar styraciflua, Lindera benzoin, Lonicera japonica, and Acer rubrum. 
These plants range from FACW- to FAC- for Maryland. The soil consists of an Ai layer from 0 - 
3 inches with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 3 chroma 1 with a loam texture over an A2 layer from 3 
inches down with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 4 chroma 3 with a sandy clay texture. 

Resource WN-5 (PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a large wetland within the floodplain of Henson Creek. It is located east 
of MD 210, north of Henson Creek. Functions and values were assessed and functional capacity 
indices follow: sediment stabilization 0.83, water quality 0.80, wildlife habitat 0.72, uniqueness 
and heritage 1.0. The dominant vegetation includes Fraxinus pennsylvanica, Acer negundo, 
Asimina triloba, Luzula sp., and Polygonum japonica. These plants range from FACW to 
FACU+ for Maryland. The soil consists of a silty clay from 0-12+ inches with a matrix color of 

2.5 Y 5 chroma 2. 

Resource WN-6 (PFO Wetland) 

This resource is a small wetland system Associated with Henson Creek. It is located east 
of MD 210, north of Henson Creek. Because this resource is less than one acre in size, functions 
and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes Platanus occidentalis, Acer 
rubrum, Carpinus caroliniana, and Toxicodendron radicans. These plants range from FACW+- 
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to FAC for Maryland. The soil consists of a silty gravely loam from 0-12+ inches with a matrix 

color of 2.5 Y 4 chroma 2. 

H.       Hazardous Materials/Waste Sites 

A hazardous waste/materials investigation was performed in accordance with American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) 1527-97 guidelines (ASTM, 1997) to identify any 
hazardous substances or petroleum product within the study area under conditions that indicate 
an existing release, past release, or a material threat of a release. Hazardous waste/materials 
investigations involve inquiries into previous property ownership and uses consistent with good 
commercial or customary practice as defined by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). 

The investigation was completed by conducting on-site inspections and through a review 

of the following: 

• Historical information; 

• Federal and state environmental databases; 

• Topographical and geological information; and 

• Local agency records. 

Historical Review 

Aerial photographs, provided by the Maryland Geological Survey, show the area to be 
heavily wooded along the study corridor up to 1979. Community development is observed in the 
Oxon Hill and Fort Washington areas in the earliest photos. Indian Head Highway, MD 210, is 
first seen in 1963. Commercial and residential development north of the Piscataway Waste 
Treatment Plant continues in earnest by 1979. Current property uses include a wide spectrum of 
activities. These range from industrial/commercial facilities, shopping centers, residential uses 
including apartments, individual homes, and townhouses, gas stations, parklands, farmland, and 
undeveloped properties. Surface and near surface groundwater will mimic surface topography 

and eventually flow to the Potomac River through tributaries. 

Database Review 

Electronic databases were searched for all businesses within the ASTM standard radius 
around the study corridor that have been registered with local, state, or federal environmental 
regulatory agencies.  The databases include all ASTM required lists including CERCLA sites, 
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RCRA generators, RCRA violatprs, landfills, National Priorities List (NPL) and superfund sites, ( 

sites with registered underground storage tanks, spill sites, and many other lists that indicated 

sites with known or suspected contamination. 

Field Investigation 

In April 2000, a site reconnaissance of the study corridor was conducted. The purpose of 
the inspection was to verify the location and current status of the facilities identified from the 
database searches and to identify facilities not included that might be of environmental concern. 
The field investigation sought to identify any or all of the following, which may indicate 

environmental concern: 

• Discolored or disturbed soils areas 

• Areas of leachate breakouts and sparse, sick, or dead vegetation 

• Drums, storage tanks, and product/waste storage areas 

• Unusual or noxious odors 

• Groundwater monitoring wells 

• Roads or tracks with no apparent outlet or purpose 

• Transformers which contain or may have contained PCB's 

• Potential sources and route of contamination from adjacent or nearby properties 

In addition to determining that all currently operating gasoline service stations had 
groundwater monitoring wells on site, one promiscuous dumpsite was discovered. Fifty pole 
mounted non-PCB-containing transformers were observed throughout the study corridor. There 
is no evidence of staining on or around the transformers. None of the other aforementioned 

items were observed during the site reconnaissance. 

Results 

The findings, resulting from a database search of federal, state, and county records and a 
site reconnaissance, revealed several facilities or properties within 300 ft of either side of the 
highway, that are of environmental concern of varying degrees to the study corridor. Table 
ffl-l 1 lists the sites and their project impact rankings. Each facility's project impact ranking was 
determined by using SHA's Project Impact Ranking Criteria (PIRC) see Table 111-12. 
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According to PIRC, twenty-six High and Medium/High impact sites were identified. All 

of these facilities are current or past gasoline service stations, dry cleaners, and/or currently listed 

underground storage tanks; several are also listed as small quantity generators. The currently 

operating gasoline stations have groundwater monitoring wells on site. Seven Emergency 

Response Notification System Sites (ERNS) were identified, however because of government 

agency intervention and clean up, these sites were given a low impact ranking. 

An open field, east of the 8500 block of Indian Head Highway, is described as a 

promiscuous dumpsite. Several piles of construction waste were observed. Materials at the site 

include wood, concrete, and some metal debris. Two dumpsters are found along the access road 

with household waste around them. There is evidence of some burning at the site. Fifty non- 

PCB-containing transformers were located and given a low impact ranking. 
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TABLE III-7 

SITE IDENTIFICATION AND PROJECT IMPACT RANKING 
(FIGURES III-7A through 7H) 

ID 

NUMBER SITE NAME/ADDRESS 

PROJECT 

IMPACT 

RANKING 

2,35 Kerby Hill Shell - 8005 Indian Head Highway , High 

3,36 7-Eleven - 9413 Livingston Road High 

4 American Boot Center of Maryland - 9409 Livingston Road 

(now Harley Davidson of Washington) 

Low 

5 Clinton Cycles - 9504-A Livingston Road Low 

8 Hunter's Mill Cleaners - 9513 Livingston Road High 

9 Merchant's Tire & Auto - 9210 Livingston Road Low 

11,40 Texaco Service Station - 9100 Livingston Road High 

12,14,43 Exxon Company USA #24617 -10815 Indian Head Highway High 

13 State Cleaners -10753 Indian Head Highway High 

15,47 Jack Winegardner Chevrolet -11101 Indian Head Highway Low 

16 Olde Forte Cleaners - 970 East Swan Creek Road High 

17,51 Exxon Company USA #25687 -12800 Old Fort Road High 

18 Super Cleaners -12770 Old Fort Road High 

19 Atlantic Coast Express -1-495 at MD 210 Low 

20 Maryland Public Sanitation Service - 706 Carson Avenue Low 

22 8500 Indian Head Highway Low 

23 Residence -12601 Lampton Lane Low 

24 Eastern Petroleum Corporation -11 West Farmmgton Avenue Low 

25 Eastern Petroleum Corporation -11 West Farmington Avenue Low 

27 Bradbury Heights Elementary School - 6360 Oxon Hill Road 

(now Forestville High School Annex) 

Low 

28 Oxon Hill Farm - 6411 Oxon Hill Road Low 

29 Susse Chalet Hotel - 6363 Oxon Hill Road Medium/High 

31 Oxon Hill Staff Development Center - 7711 Livingston Road Medium/High 

32 Wilson Towers Apartments - 7903 Indian Head Highway Medium/High 

33 Wilson Towers Apartments - 7907 Indian Head Highway Medium/High 

34 Wilson Towers Apartments - 7911 Indian Head Highway Medium/High 

37 Day Star Nursery - 915 Palmer Road Medium/High 

m-57 



^1 

ID 
NUMBER SITE NAMF/ADDRESS 

PROJECT 
IMPACT 

RANKING 

38 Griffith Consumers Company - 9116 Livingston Road (now 

Fort Laundromat/Eddie's Food) 

Low 

39 Oxon Hill Rentals Inc. - 9120 Livingston Road Medium/High 

42 Dotson Electric Company - 11101 Indian Head Highway Low 

44 Fort Washington Shell -10901 Fort Washington Road High 

45 Silesia VFD #47 -10900 Fort Washington Road Medium/High 

48 Ford Lumber Company -11616 Livingston Road Medium/High 

49 Fort Washington Postal Service - 11550 Livingston Road Medium/High 

56 Sisko Service Station - 201 Bryan Point Road (now Accokeek 

Gas & Company) 

High 

59 To Line Pool & Spa Service - Fort Washington/Livingston 

Roads 

Low 

64 Clagett Realty -16001 Indian Head Highway High 

65 Capital Marine Service - 15806 Livingston Road 

66 Exxon Service Station -15979 Indian Head Highway High 

67 Pride of America Fuel - 11800 Indian Head Highway High 

68 Ted's Towing & Auto Service - 14700 block Indian Head 

Highway 

High 

69 Open Field (adjacent to Henson Creek Stream Valley Park) Medium 

70 National Tire & Battery - 11700 block Livingston Road High 

71 Transformers - 50 located throughout project area Low 
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Listed Sites 

Medium/High 

Medium 

Low 

TABLE III-8 

PROJECT IMPACT RANKING CRITERIA 

M4 

Industrial facilities 

Gasoline stations 

Auto repair facilities 

Pits and lagoons 

Above-ground storage tanks with a large amount of staining 

PCB containing transformers with major stains 

Landfills 

Surface dumps with drums or other hazardous materials 

Paint manufacturing facilities 

Dry cleaners 

USTs containing gasoline, jet fuel, kerosene, diesel fuel, waste oil, or 
solvents 

Remediation systems in place 

Sites reported on the EDR Data Base that indicate the presence of hazardous 
materials 

Sites reported on the EDR Data Base that indicate the presence of USTs or 
leaking USTs 

USTs containing materials other than listed above 

Surface dumps with empty drums or other materials of concern 

Mounds 

Above-ground storage tanks with several medium stains 

PCB containing transformers with minor stains 

Small amounts of surface staining 

Slightly discolored water 

PCB containing transformers, no staining 

Unmarked transformers 

Stressed vegetation 

Large surface dumps containing household wastes 

Above-ground storage tanks with a few small stains or no staining, but of 
questionable integrity 

Small surface dumps containing household wastes 

Above-ground storage tanks with no staining or evidence of poor structural 
integrity 

Septic systems 

Non-PCB containing transformers with no stains (relatively new) 
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I.        Floodplains 

Floodplains have been identified in the Study Area in accordance with Executive Order 
11988, Floodplain Management, and 23 CFR 650, Subpart A. State regulations impose 
limitations on construction activities within floodplains. The purpose of these regulations is to 
avoid the long and short-term impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of 
floodplains, and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains. 
These values include floodflow alteration, sediment and toxicant retention, nutrient removal, 
production export, and fish and wildlife habitat. The floodplain found in the study area is largely 

natural and not modified, except in the vicinity of the existing road crossing. 

The 100-year floodplains have been delineated using a variety of sources: the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM); floodplain 
studies prepared by Prince George's County; and floodplain studies prepared in conjunction with 
this study. The figures of the Alternative 5A Modified are contained in Section n of this 
document show the 100-year floodplain in the project area, generally in the Henson Creek area 
north of Palmer/Livingston Road and the Piscataway Creek area south of Old Fort Road South. 

J.        Terrestrial Ecosystem 

1.        Flora 

a.        Plant Communities 

1)        Introduction 

Because of human activity ranging from agriculture to urbanization, little of Prince 
George's County's original landscape remains. The forests and woodlands that are present have 
undergone many changes. Most forest stands are in their third or fourth successional cycle, 
having been cut numerous times in the past 300+ years. Repeated cutting of the regenerating 
forest and agricultural practices have caused changes in the variety of species present that has 
resulted in an increase of coniferous species. Before colonists settled Prince George's County, 
the county was almost entirely covered by deciduous forest. The dominant trees were most 
probably red and white oaks, sweet gum, and yellow poplar. Virginia, loblolly, and short leaf 
pine are now dominant species in many forest tracts. As these existing forests continue to 
mature the deciduous trees oaks, sweet gum, and yellow poplar of the virgin forest will 
eventually replace the pines. Each stand of trees in the project area is at a different point in this 
process of succession. The longer a forest is undisturbed the closer it will approximate the pre- 

colonial state. 
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Similar to trees in modem forest stands the shrub and herbaceous layers are also in a state 
of transition from one ecological community to the next. When disturbed land is left fallow, 
succession begins by proceeding from old-field habitat, to scrub/shrub, to pioneer forest, etc. 
The scrub/shrub ecological community is usually comprised of drought tolerant shrubs and tree 
saplings. As the trees grow and shade the shrub species the ground temperature lowers due to 
reduced light penetration, and the soil becomes moister and begins to contain more organic 
material. These changes in light, temperature, moisture, and soil composition cause changes in 
the species composition of the shrub layer. As the forest continues to mature the conditions 
underneath the trees continue to change and exert an influence on the shrub species. Shrub 
species will progress from drought tolerant open field species such as black haw (Viburnum 
prunifolium) and multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora) to more moisture and shade tolerant species 
like southern arrow-wood (Viburnum dentatum), witch hazel (Hamamelas virginiana), and 
spicebush (Lindera benzoin) in the more moist areas. Dry areas progress toward maple-leaved 
viburnum (Viburnum acerifolium), low bush blueberry (Vaccinium angustifolium), mountain 
laurel (Kalmia latifolia), and various deciduous azalea species (Rhododendron spp.) in the shrub 
layer. The herbaceous layer will change from a dominance of grasses, grasslike species, and 
forbs in the old field and scrub/shrub ecological community to the rich layer of ferns, spring 
ephemerals, and mosses of the mature moist forest. Dry areas will progress to species such as 
spotted wintergreen (Chimaphila maculata), partridgeberry (Mitchella repens), and ground pine 

(Diphasiastrum digitatum). 

2)       Methods 

Forest stand descriptions include forest stand determinations, based on the species present 
and the relative age of the stand where a scale of dominant canopy tree diameter at breast height 
(dbh) is used. Plant communities were labeled by forest cover type, as recognized by the Society 
of American Foresters (SAP). Cover types were further divided according to age based on 
average dbh, where a stand with most dominant trees in the 0-5" dbh range is considered pioneer, 
6"-20" young, and a stand with the majority of dominant canopy trees over 20" is mature. While 
these groups have a disparity in ranges, they represent the relative ages of successional stages in 
a dynamic forest. Each age grouping may occur for different successional stages in a dynamic 

forest. 

In this study all forest stands were further grouped by quality based upon species 
diversity, uniqueness of habitat, and presence or lack of invasive alien species. Generally high 
species diversity (large numbers of different species in one area) is considered a hallmark of 
ecological health. Where invasive alien species are present the overall diversity tends to be 
reduced because the alien species are able to out-compete native species usually due to a lack of 
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predators. Some areas have had the entire herbaceous layer replaced with introduced species like 
Chinese packing grass (Microstegeum vimineum), Indian strawberry (Duchesnea indica), ground ' 
ivy (Glechoma hederacea), garlic mustard (Alliaria officinalis), etc. Some vine layers have 
succumbed to the onslaught of oriental bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus), and Japanese 
honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica). Other alien species that affect the canopy layer are tree-of- 
heaven (Ailanthus altissima). Empress tree (Paulownia tomentosa), and Norway maple (Acer 
platanoides). In the old fields and along roadsides many native grasses have been displaced by 
more vigorous species introduced for hay and animal fodder, ornamental reasons, and for erosion 

control. 

3)        Results 

Communities encountered and a brief description of the plant species most commonly 
found is shown below. Descriptions used by the SAF have been modified to reflect the average 
conditions for each cover type as it occurs within the study area. The common plant names used 
in the following descriptions follow those used by the SAF. A list of common to scientific 

names is included in the Appendix. 

Suburban - manicured lawns and ornamental plantings. The small natural areas that 

occur are often pruned and altered for aesthetic and recreational purposes. 

Agricultural - composed of active farmlands. 

Old Field - Meadow - abandoned land that has a large portion of shrubs, a few trees (0- 
10% a real coverage) and a large herbaceous layer. The common trees are yellow poplar, sweet 
gum, red maples, Virginia pine, eastern cedar, and black locust. The most common shrubs are 
multiflora rose, brambles, arrow-wood, and browsed/stunted trees. The herbaceous layer is 

comprised of grasses, sedges, goldenrods, and various other species. 

Scrub - Shrub - transitional between old-field - meadow and a pioneer forest, and is 
characterized by greater tree coverage (10-40%) and less herbaceous coverage than old-field - 
meadow. The tree species are older but are similar to those listed for old-field - meadow. The 
shrub and herbaceous layers also resemble those of the old field - meadow type. 

Forest Associations 

Black Locust - occurs primarily on recently abandoned or disturbed soils. This is a 
short-lived pioneer type and may contain in association a wide variety of other trees, shrubs, and 
herbaceous species. On all but the poorest sites, other hardwood types rapidly succeed this type. 
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Chestnut Oak - occurs primarily on the driest slopes, with south facing slopes and ridge 

tops. Other species associated with this type include white oak, black gum, common high bush 
and late low blueberry, deer berry, mountain laurel, multiflora rose, maple-leaved viburnum, 
eastern chinquapin, and brambles. The herbaceous layer is usually sparse with common 
occurrences of partridgeberry, striped wintergreen, Indian pipe, and ebony spleenwort. 

Mixed Oak - the climax forest type of dry slopes. White oak, black oak, and northern 
red oak together comprise a majority of the stocking. Other tree associates include chestnut oak, 
American beech, mocker nut and pignut hickory, flowering dogwood, yellow poplar, black gum, 
red maple, black cherry, and American beech. Common shrub associates include multiflora rose, 
brambles, spicebush, maple-leaved viburnum, deer berry, and late low blueberry. The 
herbaceous is often sparse, containing southern running pine, partridgeberry, bellworts, sedges, 

and a variety of ferns. 

Red Maple - occurs on a wide variety of sites, from dry ridge tops to hydric (wet) 
bottomland. Red maple comprises a majority of the stocking. Common tree associates are 
yellow poplar, black cherry, northern red oak, white oak, chestnut oak, pin oak, American beech, 
river birch, flowering dogwood, sycamore, black walnut, sweet gum, and black gum. Due to the 
varied site conditions, shrub and herbaceous associates are too vast to enumerate adequately. 

Yellow Poplar - found on most moist slopes, in deep, well drained soils. Yellow poplar 
comprises a majority of the stocking. Common tree associates include American beech, red 
maple, northern red oak, white oak, black gum, black walnut, ironwood, and flowering dogwood. 
Common shrub associates include spicebush, multiflora rose, brambles, and southern arrow- 
wood. The herbaceous layer is commonly lush with large occurrences of jack-in-the-pulpit, 

enchanter's nightshade, white avens, and ferns. 

b.       Specimen Trees 

Specimen or large trees are reported because they are important factors in regenerating 
forest stands. They provide viable seed sources for pioneer forest stands, they provide shaded 
moist growing conditions under their canopies, and where plentiful they are an indication of age, 
health, and equilibrium of a given forest stand. Specimen trees for this study were defined as 
any tree over 30" dbh or any tree within 75% dbh of the county or state champion for that 
species. A total of 56 specimen trees were identified and mapped. The largest specimen tree is 
an 80.2" dbh yellow poplar near Broad Creek. Table 111-13 lists the specimen trees found within 

the project area. Locations of specimen trees are shown in Figure ni-7. 
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TABLE III-9 

SPECIMEN TREES FOUND WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA 

ID# Size Species ID# Size Species 

1 47.8" Yellow poplar 29 36.1" Chestnut oak 

2 30.6" Yellow poplar 30 44.0" White oak 

3 33.1" Yellow poplar 31 34.0" Yellow poplar 

4 30.4" Yellow poplar 32 33.5" Yellow poplar 

5 31.0" Yellow poplar 33 33.2" Northern red oak 

6 47.8" Yellow poplar 34 37.6" Pin oak 

7 45.0" Yellow poplar 35 34.1" Pin oak 

8 30.0" Northern red oak 36 30.7" Pin oak 

9 31.4" Northern red oak 37 34.5" Northern red oak 

10 41.8" American beech 38 34.2" Green ash 

11 80.2" Yellow poplar 39 39.2" Sycamore 

12 40.0" Yellow poplar 40 33.4" Northern red oak 

13 39.0" White oak 41 39.2" Yellow poplar 

14 53.4" Northern red oak 42 46.0" American beech 

15 31.8" Northern red oak 43 34.0 Southern red oak 

16 37.2" Yellow poplar 44 38.7" Southern red oak 

17 35.6" Yellow poplar 45 39.5" Southern red oak 

18 40.7" Yellow poplar 46 29.4" Willow oak 

19 33.0" Yellow poplar 47 31.7" Yellow poplar 

29 43.0" Yellow poplar 48 34.1" Red maple 

21 30.5" White oak 49 46.4" Pin oak 

22 32.0" Chestnut oak SO 41.0" Red maple 

23 44.8" Chestnut oak 51 31.2" American beech 

24 33.8" Chestnut oak 52 38.0" Yellow poplar 

25 38.9" Chestnut oak 53 31.6" White oak 

26 30.5" Sycamore 54 41.5" White oak 

27 32.4" American beech 55 45.9" Yellow poplar 

28 51.0" Chestnut oak 56 30.1" Red maple 
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2. Fauna     • ; 

The fauna inventory included, in the Appendix contains lists of vertebrates (herptiles, 
birds, and mammals) known or expected to occur in the project area, exclusive of fish fauna. 
Fishes that occur in the Study Area are listed in the Appendix of this document. The Storm 
Water Management Technical Group conducted the only comprehensive survey of wildlife 
occurring within the Piscataway Creek watershed in the mid 1980s. Their findings are included 

within the list in the Appendix. 

Some of the birds within the study area depend upon large areas of forest interior, 
collectively they are known as forest interior dwelling birds (FIDs). Many of these species are 
neo-tropical migrants that only nest in North American forests in summer and fly to the tropics in 
winter. They are particularly susceptible to nest predation and parasitation. Generally forest 
edge dwelling species gain access to FID nest sites through timbering that reduces the overall 

size of forests resulting in a greater ration of edge to interior. 

3. Rare. Threatened and Endangered Species 

The Maryland Natural Heritage Program (Maryland Department of Natural Resources) 
(NHP) is the lead agency in the Maryland State government for the identification and protection 
of rare, threatened, and endangered species and their habitats. The NHP staff collects, records, 
and analyzes information about the state's biotic diversity, and maintains the most extensive 
database of information about rare species and their habitats in Maryland. The NHP also tracks 
known occurrences of federally listed threatened and endangered species. No Federally listed 
threatened or endangered species are known to occur within the project area (see letter from 
USFWS dated July 18, 2000 in Section VI). Two plant species known to exist near the project 
area are on the state list of Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species; Torrey's rush (Juncus 
torreyi) is listed as State Endangered, while Small flowered-baby-blue-eyes (Nemophila aphylla) 
is listed as Highly State Rare Area (letter from MDNR dated July 31, 2000 in Section VI). 
Subsequent to completion of the DEIS, at the request of MDNR, SHA conducted a field survey 
in search of Torrey's rush and Small-flower-baby-blue-eyes. Torrey's rush was not identified in 
the project area. Small-flower-baby-blue-eyes was identified near the project area but not within 

the project grading limits. 

Where this species occurs near the project area, Small flowered-baby-blue-eyes usually 
comprises a dominant species in the spring ephemeral plant community. The identified 
population is robust and comprises thousands of stems. No voucher specimen was collected. 

This population is currently on record with DNR. 
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One species listed on the State Watch List, Lancaster's sedge Cyperus lancastriensis, was 
identified during the plant community studies near Piscataway Creek. The identified population 

contains a single plant. No voucher specimen was collected. 

K.       Existing Noise Conditions 

As shown in Table m-14, there are 72 receptor sites grouped into 14 Noise Sensitive 
Areas (NSA's) based upon the noise characteristics of the receptor sites. Overall, the NSA's are 
comprised mainly of residential areas. The receptor sites include residential homes, a religious 
facility, parks, and a business. These sites were selected to best represent the existing and future 
noise environment. Noise receptor sites are indicated on Figures ni-7A through III-TH. 

Ambient noise level measurements were conducted in October 1999 and March 2000. 
The method used to model noise levels was developed by the FHWA. In acoustical studies, 
measurement of the ambient noise levels is required to establish the basis of impact analysis and 
to calibrate the TNM computer model used in the analysis. The ambient noise levels shown in 
Table 111-14, as recorded over 15-minute intervals, represent a generalized view of the existing 
noise levels. Ambient noise levels are due to background and traffic noise from adjacent 
roadways. The measured ambient noise includes the contribution of existing MD 210 and other 
roadways such as Livingston Road/Palmer Road, Fort Washington Road, etc. Monitoring 
sessions were performed using ANSI type 2 integrating sound level meters Model DB3080 and 

model DB308, manufactured by Metro Sonics, Inc. 

During the ambient monitoring sessions, counts of traffic on the existing roads were 
made that correlated to the noise measurements. These traffic counts were then used to calibrate 
the noise model. In addition, 24-hour noise measurements were taken at several locations within 
the study area. The purpose of these measurements was to obtain a generalized view of noise 
fluctuations over time. Using this data, an adjusted peak ambient noise level was developed at 
each receptor site. This adjusted level represents the peak existing noise level to be expected 

during a 24-hour period. 

The counted traffic volumes combined with existing topographic and roadway alignment 
data were used in the computer model. In order to assure site-specific model calibration for 
receptors adjacent to existing roads, counted traffic and speeds are input into the computer model 
and the resulting noise levels are compared to measured ambient levels. If the difference between 
these two is greater than 3 dBA, the model is revised or additional measurements are made. It 
should be noted that, in addition to noise generated by traffic, the ambient measurements include 
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background noise such as wind, rustling leaves and aircraft/helicopter flyovers. However, when 
there is significant traffic, the contribution of background noise to the ambient noise level is 
usually negligible. Background noise that could be considered excessive is noted at the time of the 
measurement. If background noise prevents proper calibration of the model at a given location, the 

measurement is retaken. 

A detailed Noise Analysis Technical Report has been prepared for this project. The 
report is available at the SHA, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202. Table EI- 
10 outlines the relevant components of each NSA. The receptor sites, land use type, date 
measurement was taken, starting time of measurement, and measured ambient are all included. 
The peak ambient levels ranged from 53 to 72 dBA. The lower noise levels were found in 
isolated areas and the higher noise levels were found close to the existing roadway. 

TABLE 111-10 
AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS (dBA) 

NSA RECEPTOR <             ADDRESS 
LAND USE 

TYPE 
DATE AND 

START TIME 
AMBTFNT 
Leq,dBA 

A 

R-57 7525 Catone Court Residence 10/19/99 
1:58 p.m. 

65 

R-58 7518 Catone Court Residence 10/19/99 
1:58 p.m. 

57 

R-59 7511 Catone Court Residence 10/26/99 
10:26 a.m. 

69 

R-60 7409 Roanne Drive Residence 10/26/99 
10:26 a.m. 

72 

R-61 7306 Roanne Drive Residence 10/26/99 
11:41a.m. 

59 

R-62 7231 Roanne Drive Residence 10/26/99 
11:41a.m. 

68 

R-63 713 Carson Avenue Residence 10/26/99 
2:05 p.m. 

62 

R-64 608 Carson Avenue Residence 10/26/99 
2:05 p.m. 

60 

R-65 Southlawn Park Park 10/26/99 
2:43 p.m. 

63 

B 

R-55 510 Winslow Road Residence 10/19/99 
10:57 a.m. 

61 

R-67 7212 Abington Road Residence 10/19/99 
11:37 a.m. 

57 

R-68 7414 Abington Road Residence 10/19/99 
11:37 a.m. 

59 
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NSA RECEPTOR .ADDRESS 

LAND USE 
TYPE 

DATE AND 
START TIME 

AMBIENT 
Leq, dBA 

B 

R-69 7801 Indian Head Highway Residence 10/19/99 
10:21 a.m. 

69 

R-70 530 Wilson Bridge Drive Residence 10/19/99 
9:51 a.m. 

71 

R-71 584 Wilson Bridge Drive Residence 10/19/99 
9:51 a.m. 

71 

R-72 506 Wilson Bridge Drive Residence 10/19/99 
10:21 a.m. 

71 

R-73 7911 Indian Head Highway Residence 10/19/99 
10:57 a.m. 

69 

C 

R-49 8416 Service Road Residence 10/15/99 
1:19 p.m. 

71 

R-50 8223 Service Road Residence 10/15/99 
1:19 p.m. 

71 

R-51 8005 Murray Hill Drive Residence 10/19/99 
1:20 p.m. 

70 

R-52 8106 Murray Hill Drive Residence 10/19/99 
1:20 p.m. 

61 

D 

R-53 8353 Founder's Woods Way Residence 10/15/99 
2:18 p.m. 

66 

R-54 8317 Founder's Woods Way Residence 10/15/99 
2:18 p.m. 

56 

R-56 8411 Indian Head Highway Residence 10/15/99 
1:45 p.m. 

67 

E 

R-42 10000 Old Fort Road Residence 10/14/99 
2:47 p.m. 

68 

R-43 1001 Centennial Drive Residence 10/15/99 
10:35 a.m. 

64 

R-44 9410 Old Palmer Road Residence 10/15/99 
10:35 a.m. 

61 

R-45 9215 Old Palmer Road Residence 10/15/99 
11:11a.m. 

59 

R-46 900 Palmer Road Residence 10/15/99 
11:11a.m. 

66 

F 

R-47 7707 Kay Dot Road Residence 10/15/99 
10:03 a.m. 

55 

R-48 9709 Kay Dot Road Residence 10/15/99 
10:03 a.m. 

57 

R-Hl Henson Creek Park Park 3/8/00 
9:51 a.m. 

68 

R-BC1 Broad Creek Park Park 3/8/00 
11:00 a.m. 

65 
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NSA RECEPTOR 

R-38 

• • ADDRESS LAND USE 
TYPE 

DATE AND 
START TIME 

AMBIENT 
Leq, dBA 

G 

11308 Service Road Residence 10/14/99 
1:22 p.m. 

67 

R-39 10927 Flintlock Lane Residence 10/14/99 
2:14 p.m. 

64 

R-40 10920 Flintlock Lane Residence 10/14/99 
2:14 p.m. 

61 

R-41 10922 Service Road Residence 10/14/99 
1:22 p.m. 

68 

H 

R-23 12300 Gable Lane Residence 10/13/99 
11:22 a.m. 

58 

R-24 12308 Lampton Lane Residence 10/13/99 
11:22 a.m. 

.    61 

R-25 12411 Lampton Lane Residence 10/13/99 
10:40 a.m. 

59 

R-26 12504 Lampton Lane Residence 10/13/99 
10:40 a.m. 

58 

R-27 12612 Lampton Lane Residence 10/13/99 
10:00 a.m. 

53 

R-28 12709 Lampton Lane Residence 10/13/99 
10:00 a.m. 

''54 

R-29 Fort Washington Methodist Church 10/12/99 
1:12 p.m. 

57 

I 

R-33 1200 Jefferson Road Residence 10/13/99 
1:57 p.m. 

57 

R-34 13452 Buchannon Drive Residence 10/13/99 
1:13 p.m. 

56 

R-35 1200 Buchannon Circle Residence 10/13/99 
1:13 p.m. 

56 

R-36 1219 Van Buren Drive Residence 10/13/99 
1:57 p.m. 

59 

R-37 

R-FW1 

Health Care Center 

Fort Washington Local Park 

Business 

Park 

10/14/99 
11:49 a.m. 

3/8/00 
1:30 p.m. 

63 

67 

J 
R-30 13208 Coldwater Drive Residence 10/12/99 

12:35 p.m. 
58 
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NSA RECEPTOR ADDRESS LAND USE 
TYPE 

DATE AND 
START TIME 

AMBIENT 
Leq, dBA 

J 

R-31 13211 Coldwater Drive Residence 10/12/99 
1:12 p.m. 

55 

R-32 13312 Coldwater Drive Residence 10/12/99 
12:35 p.m. 

56 

K 

R-14 701 Chats worth Drive Residence 10/11/99 
10:40 a.m. 

65 

R-15 700 Edelen Court Residence 10/11/99 
10:40 a.m. 

56 

R-16 14900 Fir Street Residence 10/11/99 
11:30 a.m. 

58 

R-18 14517 Foust Street Residence 10/12/99 
10:24 a.m. 

68 

R-19, 14401 The Mall Residence 10/12/99 
10:24 a.m. 

69 

R-20 14300 Foust Street Residence 10/12/99 
11:12 a.m. 

63 

L 

R-21 1 Farmington Service Road Residence 10/11/99 
11:30 a.m. 

62 

R-22 14309 Farmington Service Rd. Residence 10/12/99 
11:12 a.m. 

62 

R-PC1 Piscataway Creek Park 3/8/00 
1:00 p.m. 

62 

M 

R-10 15650 Indian Head Highway Residence 10/8/99 
1:55 p.m. 

65 

R-ll 200 Jennifer Drive Residence 10/8/99 
2:37 p.m. 

66 

R-13 15508 Emily Court Residence 10/8/99 
2:37 p.m. 

53 

N 

R-2 15814 Livingston Road Residence 10/8/99 
11:47 a.m. 

61 

R-3 111 Biddle Street Residence 10/8/99 
11:12 a.m. 

66 

R-4 304 Biddle Street Residence 10/8/99 
11:47 a.m. 

63 

R-5 315 Biddle Street Residence 10/8/99 
11:12 a.m. 

55 

R-6 103 Whistling Wood Court Residence 10/8/99 
1:55 p.m. 

60 

R-8 15404 Whistling Oak Way Residence 10/8/99 
1:15 p.m. 

59 

R-9 15609 Blue Willow Lane Residence 10/8/99 
1:15 p.m. 

56 
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Existing Air Quality 

The project area is located in Prince George's County, Maryland. This county is not 
designated as non-attainment for carbon monoxide (CO) or paniculate matter (PMio), but is 
designated as a serious non-attainment area for ozone (O3). Since the project area is designated 
non-attainment for ozone, the region is subject to transportation control measures such as the 

Vehicle Emissions Inspections Program (VEIP). 

A detailed micro scale air quality analysis has been performed to determine the local CO 
impact of the proposed project. The location of air quality sensitive receptors used in the 
analysis is shown on Tables HI-15 and III-16 and Figures III-7A through III-7H. The results are 
summarized in Section IV.L. A copy of the technical analysis report is available at the State 
Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202. 

TABLE III-ll 
AIR QUALITY RECEPTOR LOCATIONS INTERSECTION ANALYSIS 

RECEPTOR 

INT-A 

INT-B 

INT-C 

INT-D 

INT-E 

INT-F 

INT-G 

INT-H 

INT-I 

LOCATION 

MD 210 / Wilson Bridge Drive Intersection (Matrix of 14 receptors) 

MD 210 / Livingston Road / Kerby Hill Road Intersection (Matrix of 29 

Receptors)  __^___ 
MD 210 / Palmer Road / Livingston Road Intersection (Matrix of 37 

Receptors)  
MD 210 / Old Fort Road North Intersection (Matrix of 32 Receptors) 

MD 210 / Fort Washington Road Intersection (Matrix of 35 Receptors) 

MD 210 / Livingston Road / Swan Creek Road Intersection (Matrix of 25 

Receptors)  
MD 210 / Old Fort Road South Intersection (Matrix of 28 Receptors) 

MD 210 / Farmington Road Intersection (Matrix of 26 Receptors) 

MD 210 / MD 373 Intersection (Matrix of 28 Receptors) 
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TABLE 111-12 

AIR QUALITY RECEPTOR LOCATIONS - MAINLINE ANALYSIS 

RECEPTOR LOCATION RECEPTOR 

..... 

LOCATION 

R-2 15814 Livingston Road R-41 10922 Service Road 

R-3 111 Biddle Street R-42 10000 Old Fort Road 

R-4 304 Biddle Street R-43 1001 Centennial Drive 

R-5 315 Biddle Street R-44 9410 Old Palmer Road 

R-6 103 Whistling Wood Court R-46 900 Palmer Road 

R-8 15404 Whistling Oak Way R-47 7707 Kay Dot Road 

R-9 15609 Blue Willow Lane R-48 9709 Kay Dot Road 

R-10 15650 Indian Head Highway R-49 8416 Service Road 
.  

R-ll 200 Jennifer Drive R-50 8223 Service Road 
,—.  

R-13 15508 Emily Court R-51 8005 Murray Hill Road 

R-14 701 Chatsworth Drive R-52 8106 Murray Hill Road 

R-15 700 Edelen Court R-53 8353 Founder's Woods Way 

R-17 14508 Foust Street R-54 8317 Founder's Woods Way 

R-18 14517 Foust Street R-55 510 Winslow Road 

R-19 14401 The Mall R-56 8411 Indian Head Highway 

R-20 14300 Foust Street R-57 7525 Catone Court 

R-21 1 Farmington Service Road R-58 7518 Catone Court 

R-22 14309 Farmington Service Rd. R-59 7511 Catone Court 

R-24 12308 Lampton Lane R-60 7409 Roanne Drive 

R-25 12411 Lampton Lane R-61 7306 Roanne Drive 

R-26 12504 Lampton Lane R-62 7231 Roanne Drive 

R-28 12709 Lampton Lane R-63 713 Carson Avenue 

R-29 
Ft Washington United Methodist 

Church 
R-64 608 Carson Avenue 

R-30 13208 Coldwater Drive R-65 Southlawn Park 

R-31 13211 Coldwater Drive R-67 7212 Abbington Road 

R-32 13312 Coldwater Drive R-68 7414 Abbington Road 

R-33 1200 Jefferson Road R-69 7801 Indian Head Highway 

R-34 13452 Buchannon Drive R-70 530 Wilson Bridge Drive 

R-35 1200 Buchannon Circle R-71 584 Wilson Bridge Drive 
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RECEPTOR 

R-36 

R-37a 

R-37b 

R-38 

R-39 

R-40 

LOCATION 

1219 Van Buren Drive 

Lexington Health Care Center 
(Northwest Comer) 

Lexington Health Care Center 
(Southeast Comer) 

11308 Service Road 

10927 Flintlock Lane 

10920 Flintlock Lane 

RECEPTOR 

R-72 

R-73 

PC-1 

FW-1 

BC-1 

H-l 

LOCATION 

506 Wilson Bridge Drive 

7911 Indian Head Highway 

Piscataway Creek Stream 

Valley Park 
Fort Washington Forest 

Local Park 

Broad Creek Park 

Henson Creek Stream 
Valley Park 
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IV.      ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

A.       Social. Economic and Land Use 

1.        Displacements and Property Impacts 

Residential, business/commercial and religious facility property acquisition and 
relocations will be required in certain areas by SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified (as shown 
on Figures 11-3 through 11-17). All properties will be acquired in accordance with the 
requirements of the Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970, as amended 

in 1987. 

Alternative 5A Modified will require the displacement of fifteen residences, thirteen 
businesses and one religious facility, Shalom Ministries Worship Center at 515 Kerby Hill Road, 

within the project area. 

Property acquisition required for Alternative 5A Modified includes both unimproved 
property not owned by SHA that does not require the acquisition of a structure and acquisitions 
that will require the displacement of a structure. Most of the residences are one-to-two story 
detached dwellings. Table IV-l shows the number of relocations and estimated right-of-way 

requirements of the SHA-Selected Alternative. 

Alternative 5A Modified would require fifteen residential displacements as a result of this 
alternative and property acquisition from 96 residential properties. This would allow for 
intersection improvements, roadside safety modifications and improved signalization. The cost 
of the residential displacements ranges from $157,000 to $448,000. In addition, 165.1 acres of 

property acquisition would be required. 

Alternative 5A Modified would require thirteen commercial displacements as a result of 
this alternative and property acquisition from 40 commercial properties. The costs of the 

commercial displacements range from $297,000 to $2,163,000. 

Additionally, 1.51 acres of additional right-of-way outside of existing right-of-way has 
been proposed for potential stormwater management facilities and 63.4 acres right-of-way 

outside of existing right-of-way has been proposed for mitigation sites. 

Research to determine availability of housing in the study area was undertaken. As of 
November 2003, over 250 residential units were available in the Oxon Hill, Ft. Washington and 
Accokeek areas. The list price of housing ranged from $55,000 to $1,900,000. 
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2. Relocation Process 

Relocation of any individuals, families, or businesses displaced by this project would be 

accomplished in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 

Acquisition Polices Act of 1970 as amended bv Title IV of the Surface Transportation and 

Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987, and would be executed in a timely and humane 

fashion (refer to Appendix C, Summary of the Relocation Assistance Program of the State 

Highway Administration of Maryland). In the event comparable replacement housing is' not 

available for displaced persons, or available replacement housing is beyond their financial 

means, replacement "housing as a last resort" will be utilized to accomplish the rehousing. 

Summary of SHA's Equal Opportunity Program/Title VI Statement 

It is the policy of the Maryland State Highway Administration to ensure compliance with, 

the provisions of the Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related civil rights laws and 

regulations which prohibit discrimination on the grounds of race, color sex, national origin, age, 

religion, physical or mental disability or sexual orientation in all State Highway Administration 

projects funded in whole or part by the Federal Highway Administration. Title VI Statement 

requires federal agencies to ensure that their programs, policies and activities do not have the 

effect of excluding populations from the benefits of, or subject persons and populations to 

discrimination based on race, color or origin. The State Highway Administration will not 

discriminate in highway planning, design, or construction, the acquisition of right-of-way, or the 

provision of relocation advisory assistance. This policy has been incorporated into all levels of 

the highway planning process to ensure that proper consideration may be given to the social, 

economic and environmental effects of all highway projects. Alleged discriminatory actions 

should be addressed to the Equal Opportunity Section of the Maryland State Highway 

Administration for investigation. 

3. Effects on Elderly and Handicapped Groups 

The average population of elderly residents for all 11 census tracts in the study area is 

8.6%. Census tract 8013.09, in the Fort Washington portion of the study area, has the highest 

proportion of elderly residents at 13.0%. Therefore, adverse impacts to the elderly community 

are not anticipated as a result of the proposed improvements. 

Although there are no known concentrations of elderly residents in the study area, there 

are known elderly residents and property owners who would be affected by the proposed SHA- 

Selected Alternative. 

IV-2 



$})? 

There are no known congentration of handicapped individuals in the study area, and, 

adverse impacts to this population group are not anticipated by the Alternative 5A Modified. 

Facilitating pedestrian mobility would be an integral aspect of the Build Alternative.    All 

sidewalks, crosswalks, pedestrian ramps, etc. would be in compliance with Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA). 

Appropriate relocation advisory services would be offered to displaced elderly .'and 

handicapped individuals. 

4.        Environmental Justice 

African-Americans are the predominant minority population in Prince George's County 

and the predominant population in the portion of the County comprising the MD 210 study area. 

African-Americans make up 71.7% of the study area population, which is 80.6% minority 

overall. No exclusive concentrations of minority residents are known to exist. Throughout the 

extensive community involvement, public meetings and Environmental Justice outreach 

processes, it has appeared that the study area is fairly well integrated with minority and non- 

minority populations 

This information may not be indicative of the local racial population group composition 

where displacements are projected to occur. In a public outreach effort to supplement the census 

tract information, and Focus Group/Public Involvement, the SHA sent correspondence to over 

100 area churches and community centers requesting their assistance in informing their members 

of the project and helping identify minority and low income concentrations in the project area. 

SHA also offered to meet with the churches to discuss the project. 

As a result of the letter writing campaign to area churches, in request for a meeting was 

received from the Whitehall Baptist Church and few others requested information packets. A 

meeting was held on November 16, 2000 at the Whitehall Baptist Church located in the 

Accokeek community and was attended by ten people. An overview of the MD 210 project was 

presented and the project alternatives under consideration were described in detail, discussing the 

possibility of providing HOV facilities and attendees were encouraged to participate and provide 

comments at a planned public hearing scheduled for June 2001. 

Some minority residential displacements would likely be required as a result of the 

proposed roadway improvements. The largest concentration of residential displacements that 

would occur as a result of the proposed improvements is associated with Alternative 5A 

Modified in the vicinity of the proposed Livingston Road/Kerby Hill Road interchange with 

MD 210. Of the nine residential displacements that would occur at the Kerby Hill Road location, 
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three of the residents have met with SHA representatives, including an additional resident who 
would be displaced under the Option C interchange configuration at Old Fort Road North. None, 

to date are of a minority or low income population. 

On February 6, 2001, a meeting was held with the property owners of the proposed 
displacements that could result from the MD 210 project. Seventeen people attended the 
meeting and less than half of the attendees were minority. A description of the project was given 
and it was mentioned that, if constructed, the project would most likely start at the northern end 
and proceed south, down the corridor. Attendees were informed and encouraged to participate 
and provide comments at planned public hearing to be held in June 2001. Also, the project 
development process and the amount of time involved in the various steps was described. 

On July 30, 2002, a second meeting was held with property owners of potential 
residential displacements associated with improvements to MD 210. The project and relocation 
process was described to the nine people in attendance including a presentation by SHA District 

III Office of Real Estate (ORE) explaining property owner's rights and benefits. 

In general. Alternative 5A Modified will generate impacts, in terms of right-of-way and 
displacements, on minority communities within the study area (see Figures II-3 thru 11-17 for 
Alternatives Mapping). The number of minority or low income displacements is not 
disproportionately high compared to the non-minority displacements. However, the impacts 
would be offset by improved traffic operations especially the proposed overpasses of MD 210, 
which would substantially improve community accessibility and connectivity from one side of 
MD 210 to the other, something that is inhibited by the existing heavily congested at-grade 
intersections. Each of the proposed overpasses would promote safe and efficient vehicular, 
bicycle and pedestrian passage across MD 210. The result would be improved and safer access 
to jobs, community facilities and services for the general public including minority and low 

income populations living in the study area. 

As many as thirteen business displacements could occur as a result of Alternative 5A 
Modified and several of these appear to have minority ownership and/or operation but the 
number of minority displacements is not disproportionately high compared to the non-minority 

displacements. The business displacements consist of: 

• Contractor (Kerby Hill Road) 

.    Shell Gas Station (Kerby Hill Road) 

• Texaco Gas Station (Palmer/Livingston Road) 
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• Laundromat (Palmer/Livingston Road) 

• Restaurant (Palmer/Livingston Road) 

• Rental Business (Palmer/Livingston Road) 

• Restaurant (Palmer/Livingston Road) 

. Law Office (MD 210 Mainline) 

• Unknown Business (MD 210 Mainline) 

• Commercial Property-Currently Unknown Business (Fort Washington Ro&d) 

• Gas Station (Swan Creek Road) 

• Auto Service Center (Swan Creek Road) 

• Vacant Gas Station (Old Fort Road South) 

There has been considerable discussion throughout the project planning study among the 

SHA, elected officials, the Focus Group, business owners and other citizens concerning the 

general impact of the proposed improvement alternative on businesses. In particular, there has 

been concern raised regarding potential adverse impact to the tenants of the various shopping 

centers as a result of reduced visibility, accessibility and lost parking spaces for the businesses if 

interchanges were to be built. 

On October 20, 1999, a meeting was held between SHA Office of Planning and 

Preliminary Engineering Director Neil Pedersen and the late County Councilman Dee Gourdine 

to discuss the issues of visibility and accessibility to the Livingston Square Shopping Center. 

Councilman Gourdine was initially opposed to the interchange options at Old Fort Road North 

because the bridge and ramps would reduce shopping center visibility and make drivers less 

willing to leave the highway to patronize the shopping center. 

On February 3, 2000, a meeting to present a description of the project was held among 

business owners and operators in the MD 210 project area. It was pointed out that for Livingston 

Square and several of the other shopping centers along MD 210 (e.g., Tantallon, Old Forte 

Village and Forest Plaza), accessibility would be improved by reducing the amount of delay to 

be experienced by motorists turning off of MD 210 to access the shopping centers, particularly 

for the left turn movements. Patrons of these shopping centers, of which repeat shoppers are a 

large majority, are familiar with the area. Therefore, if a loss of shopping center visibility does 
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occur as a result of bridges or ramps, little or no reduction in patronage should resiilt.  Design       •   £k 

techniques to maintain visibility (e.g., keeping ramp profiles as low as possible) and signing to v, 
advise motorists as to how to access the various establishments, will be considered with the 
SHA-Selected Alternative. During the design process of the study, refinements will continue to 

be included in the SHA-Selected Alternative. 

On August 12, 2002, a second meeting was held with business owners of potential 
displacements associated with the MD 210 project. Seven people were in attendance. A 
presentation included a project description and explanation of owner's rights and benefits. 

The analysis of minority population groups and low income population groups in the 
study area indicates that no disproportionate amount of adverse impacts would occur as a result 

of the Alternative 5A Modified. 

Appropriate relocation advisory services will be offered to all displaced persons 
including minority or low income persons, if required. Related environmental justice impacts 
will be addressed according to the provisions of Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low income Populations." Also, 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, as highlighted previously in the "Residential Displacements" 
discussion of this Chapter, ensures that no person will be discriminated against by actions of the 

SHA, relating to the project. 

5.        Effects on Community Facilities and Services 

Religious Facilities 

Three religious facilities would potentially be directly impacted by the SHA-Selected 
Alternative 5A Modified. They consist of the Shalom Ministries Worship Center, the Fort 
Washington Memorial Church and the Fort Washington United Methodist Church. 

Shalom Ministries Worship Center 

Relocation of the Shalom Ministries Worship Center would be required with the 
SHA-Selected Alternative. The proposed grade of Kerby Hill Road would need to be raised eight 
to twelve feet above the existing grade to facilitate the western approach to the overpass. 
Although retaining walls could be used to support the higher Kerby Hill Road grade without 
substantially impacting parking or the building location, the entrance to the parking area would 
need to be prohibitively steep (approximately 12%), and grading to support the entrance would 
impact several parking spaces. The cost of Shalom Ministries Worship Center displacement 

would be $1,419,000. 
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Fort Washington Memorial Church , ,; 

Alternative 5A Modified would require property acquisition from the Fort Washington 

Memorial Church. Approximately 0.8 acre of right-of-way would be required. The cross 

located adjacent to the parking area would not require relocation. Access to the church would 

change, as the direct connection from MD 210 to the east side service road would be removed. 

Traffic from the south would have the choice of either using the service road which runs north- 

south from Livingston Road to the Church or the proposed Relocated Fort Washington Road 

interchange, which connects to' the service road. Traffic from the west on Fort Washington Road 

would use Relocated Fort Washington Road to the bridge over MD 210 to the service road, 

which connects to the church parking area. Southbound MD 210 traffic would exit onto the 

ramp connecting to Relocated Fort Washington Road and travel across the bridge over MD 210 

to the service road, which connects to the church parking area. Egress routes from the church 

would basically mirror the ingress routes. 

Overall, the SHA-Selected Alternative would result in substantial access changes and 

travel distances would be somewhat longer as compared to existing conditions. Travel times 

would be the same or less due to shorter signal cycles along the route and fewer conflicts with 

other traffic. 

Fort Washington United Methodist Church 

SHA-Selected 5A Modified would require property acquisition from the Fort Washington 

United Methodist Church. Under Alternative 5A Modified, the proposed Ft. Washington Road 

Option D interchange requires approximately 0.62 acre of right-of-way from church property for 

the southbound MD 210 exit ramp and the higher grade necessary for Old Fort Road South. The 

higher grade would probably not necessitate the elimination of any church parking, but would 

require reconfiguration of the parking areas and entrance to be compatible with the higher grade 

on Old Fort Road South. 

Other than a slightly reconfigured entrance, access to Fort Washington United Methodist 

Church would remain basically the same under the SHA-Selected Alternative. 

Publiclv-Owned Public Parks 

Right-of-way acquisition would be required from one publicly-owned public park as part 

of the proposed SHA-Selected Alternative. Approximately 0.2 acre would be required from the 

Henson Creek Steam Valley Park for the construction of an interchange ramp for 

Palmer/Livingston Road Option E interchange.   A new hiker/biker trail connection would be 
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constructed parallel to the new ramp. The right-of-way requirement would not impact or 

diminish any of the park activities. (Refer to chapter V Section 4(f) Evaluation for additional 

information.) 

The Department of Transportation Act, 49 U.S.C. 303(c) requires a Section 4(f) 

evaluation of the use of land from a significant publicly-owned public park as part of a federally 

funded or approved transportation project. Any conversion of land acquired or developed under 

a State grant from Program Open Space requires approval of the Secretary of the Department of 

Natural Resources, the Secretary of the Department of Budget and Fiscal Planning and the 

Director of the Department of Planning, and requires replacement with land of at least equivalent 

area and of equal recreation or open space value. 

Other Community Facilities 

Of the major categories of community facilities included in the study inventories 

(indicated on Figures in-2A and Figures III-2B), and not otherwise discussed in this section, no 

libraries, police services, governmental facilities, or other points of interest would be displaced 

or require land acquisition by the proposed alternatives. 

Right-of-way (11.97 acres) would be required from the Lexington Health Care Center for 

Alternative 5A Modified at Livingston Road/Swan Creek Road interchange to construct the 

northbound MD 210 exit ramp and northbound MD 210 entrance ramp. Neither accessibility nor 

parking would be affected. 

Right-of-way (0.26 acre) would be required from Fort Washington Hospital for 

Alternative 5A Modified at Livingston Road/Swan Creek Road to construct the Swan Creek 

Road to Livingston Road Connector in the northwest quadrant and for improvements to 

Livingston Road in front of the hospital. Neither accessibility nor parking would be affected. 

The SHA-Selected Alternative would require no school displacements or property 

acquisition from active schools. Right-of-way (0.93 acre) would be required from the Oxon Hill 

Staff Development Center to construct the proposed ramp connecting Livingston Road/Kerby 

Hill Road to northbound MD 210. Grading associated with this ramp would impact a portion of 

the parking lot immediately adjacent to MD 210, displacing 5-15 parking spaces and requiring 

some modification to parking lot circulation patterns. 

6.        Disruption of Neighborhoods and Communities 

Effects to the existing level of community cohesion are anticipated with Alternative 5A 

Modified.   Although this alternative will not physically bisect any communities not already 
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divided by MD 210 and the'existing side roads, it would create residential relocations as, 

previously identified in Tables IV-1 through IV-4 and would temporarily disrupt the cohesion of 
several communities by the construction phase of proposed work which may lead to increased 
travel times as detours and delays in flow of traffic are enacted with residences located on both 
sides of MD 210 in the study area. Ultimately, positive effects of the SHA-Selected Alternative 
would improve safety on the east and west side of MD 210 for motorists, bicyclists and 

pedestrians and provide safer community travel options. 

Alternative 5A Modified has a median barrier incorporated into the design in several 
areas. The median barrier is a physical barrier, allowing right in/right out access to and from the 
existing roadway. The barrier would change access and travel patterns compared to the existing 
limited northbound and southbound access MD 210 currently provides. For example, a resident 
who lives on the northbound side of MD 210 and wants to go somewhere located on the 
southbound side would have to drive northbound to the nearest intersection or interchange and 

perform a U-turn. 

Because of projected heavy traffic volumes causing safety concerns, interchanges are 
proposed at several intersections with Alternative 5A Modified mostly at the northern end of the 
study area. These proposed interchanges, would create residential displacements thereby 
impacting several communities with residences located on both sides of MD 210. Five scattered 
residences east of MD 210 and nine residences west of MD 210, mostly clustered in the Kerby 

Hill Road area, .would be impacted. , 

Because of median access closure, the Brookside Park Condominiums located at Wilson 
Bridge Drive would only have right in/right out access. Persons wanting to travel southbound 
would continue to use the existing configuration; however, persons wanting to travel northbound 
would, without entering MD 210 traffic, use a proposed Kerby Hill Road Interchange Option C 
Access Road. The access road is a two-lane roadway, which would upgrade the existing service 
road that runs parallel to MD 210, from the south end of the Brookside Park Condominiums into 
a proposed realigned Kerby Hill Road. (See Figures II-5 and II-6). The Wilson Towers 
Apartments, with access changed by the proposed interchange, would also have access to the 
proposed two-lane access road. Traffic wanting to travel northbound on MD 210 would cross 
over MD 210 eastbound using the grade separated structure to access a northbound interchange 

ramp. 

Alternative 5A Modified includes a Kerby Hill Road Interchange Option C which would 
require the acquisition of nine residences, clustered mostly west of MD 210, the highest number 
of residential displacements out of all of the interchange options under consideration.  East of 
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MD 210 along the relocated Kerby Hill Road and existing Murray Hill Road, the community 
cohesion would be temporarily disrupted by the construction phase of the proposed interchange 
which may lead to increased travel times as detours and delays in the flow of traffic are enacted 
to allow construction equipment access to the project area. Overall the proposed interchange 
would improve safety between neighborhoods on the east and west side of MD 210 for motorists, 
bicyclists and pedestrians, providing opportunities for better community cohesion because of 

improved and safer access to community facilities and services. 

River View Townhomes, located east of MD 210 south of Kerby Hill Road, would have 
median access prohibited by a median barrier creating right in/right out access only. Motorists 
wanting to travel to southbound destinations would have to drive northbound to the proposed 
Kerby Hill Road Interchange to access southbound MD 210. This option may lead to increased 

travel times but would improve MD 210 mainline safety for motorists. 

The Palmer/Livingston Road Interchange Option E for Alternative 5A Modified would 
require the acquisition of one residence on the east side of MD 210. The proposed northbound 
ramp to Palmer Road would temporarily cause disruption and inconvenience to the community 
with several driveways requiring relocation. Ultimately, the proposed interchange option would 
improve safety on the east and west side of MD 210 for motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians, 

providing opportunities for community cohesion. 

The proposed ramp in the northeast quadrant of the proposed Old Fort Road North 
Interchange for Alternative 5A Modified would disrupt access to and from the Friendly Hills 
Community with the closure of the Old Palmer Road service road connection from the 
Broadview Road/Centennial Drive intersection to Old Fort Road North, necessitated by the 
proposed interchange ramp. Instead of using the existing Old Palmer Road connection, 
community residents would have to access MD 210 via the Broadview Road intersection with 
Old Fort Road North or the Old Palmer Road connection with Palmer Road. Several residents 
along Broadview Road and Centennial Drive have expressed concern with any option proposing 
removal of the existing service road. It is perceived by a few members of the community as a 
disruption to their established community and quality of life. Several design options were 
studied to alleviate the community concerns about the proposed closure of the existing service 
road by attempting to replicate the current connection, but it was determined they were not 
reasonable because of the high cost, right-of-way and environmental impacts and possible 
additional residential displacements. Residents of the affected community will retain two means 

of ingress/egress to and from their neighborhood. 

IV-10 



9*f 
The southwest quadrant of the proposed MD 210/Old Fort Road North intersection for 

Alternative 5A Modified would result in grading impacts in the vicinity of Kay Dot Road 

because of the vertical and horizontal relocation of Old Fort Road North necessitated by the 

proposed overpass. One residential displacement would be required. Kay Dot Road makes a 

loop, intersecting Old Fort Road North in two places, providing access to several properties. The 

easternmost access point would need to be closed; however, motorists could still use the second 

existing access point 350 linear feet to the west. The community would feel minimal travel time 

disruption. 

Alternative 5A Modified includes a Fort Washington Road interchange Option D that 

would require acquisition of one residence west of MD 210, and the reconstruction of several 

residential driveways and a church entrance causing temporary impacts and inconvenience for 

the persons involved. Fort Washington Road Option D includes a 3/4 diamond interchange with 

a relocated Fort Washington flyover north of the existing Tantallon Shopping Center. The 

existing access road east of MD 210 would flyover MD 210 and tie into existing Fort 

Washington Road west of MD 210 at the existing Livingston Road intersection. The existing 

Fort Washington Road then becomes a right in/right out only intersection at MD 210. Motorists 

wanting to travel to southbound destinations, east and west of MD 210, would have to drive on 

relocated Fort Washington Road to a proposed access road, which ties into the existing Fort 

Washington Road. Persons wanting to travel northbound on MD 210, from west of MD 210, 

would have to access the relocated Fort Washington Road cross over MD 210, using the grade 

separated structure, to use an interchange ramp northbound. Tantallon Shopping Center would 

gain a new access from the relocated Fort Washington Road Option D at a new intersection just 

west of the proposed structure over MD 210. Overall, the proposed interchange, which has been 

presented at a public hearing, three public workshops and focus group meetings, would improve 

safety between neighborhoods on the east and west side of MD 210 for motorists, bicyclists and 

pedestrians, providing opportunities for better community cohesion. 

The southwest quadrant of the Old Fort Road South interchange Option C for Alternative 

5A Modified includes relocation of the existing service road entrance to opposite Lampton Lane 

moving it away from the proposed interchange ramps. The existing properties would be allowed 

to access the relocated road and drive northbound to the proposed Old Fort Road South 

intersection. Community cohesion would be temporarily disrupted by the construction phase of 

the proposed interchange which may lead to increased travel times as detours and delays in the 

flow of traffic are enacted. 

East of MD 210 north of Farmington Road, residents of the White Hall community who 

use The Mall roadway to access MD 210 would have their access restricted to a right in/right out 
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only movement for Alternative 5A Modified, because of a proposed MD 210 mainline median 
barrier.  The barrier would change access and travel patterns because this community currently- 
has a median opening.  These options would increase travel times but would improve MD 210 
mainline safety for motorists. Some citizens of the White Hall Community have expressed their 

concern for maintaining the MD 210 median opening. 

MD 210 is classified as an arterial highway with partial control of access. Therefore, 
given its functional classification, bicyclists and pedestrians are discouraged from using mainline 
MD 210 but will not be prohibited from using the outside shoulder as they do today. However, 
both pedestrians and bicyclists will continue to be able to use the various service roads and 
parallel County roads such as Oxon Hill Road and Livingston Road for north-south travel as 

exists today. 

Bicycle and.pedestrian access is included in the interchange designs to accommodate the 

crossings of MD 210. 

All proposed crossroads assume a five-foot wide bike lane outside the travel lanes in each 
direction within the limit of improvement. No shoulders are proposed on the crossroads. A five- 
foot wide sidewalk on each side of the crossroad has been assumed for each overpass design. 

Any intersections that are proposed to remain at-grade have been evaluated on a case-by- 
case basis for pedestrian/bicycle accommodation (e.g., sidewalk connections, cross-walks, etc.). 
Coordination between SHA and community residents will be maintained throughout the project 
planning and design phases to ensure appropriate accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians 
with the proposed improvements. A bicycle/pedestrian meeting was held on July 23, 2002 with 
community representatives to discuss access associated with Alternative 5A Modified 
improvements. (Refer to Chapter VI Comments and Coordination for meeting minutes) 

Emergency Services 

MD 210 is the primary north/south route in southern Prince George's County. SHA has 
met with several emergency service providers in the area, as well as the Fort Washington 
Hospital, and received numerous written comments. According to the Prince George's County 
Director of Public Safety, in a letter dated May 30, 2000 (see DEIS Section VI Comments and 
Coordination, page VI-57), the current amount of traffic congestion has, at times, hampered the 
ability of emergency vehicles to respond to critical incidents in the MD 210 study area. 

Representatives of the Fort Washington Hospital reported concern regarding the poor 

existing signing of the access to the hospital. They also expressed concern about accessibility to 
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the hospital under the Capacity Option 2 (interchange option) scenario with all alternatives. The ,, 

concern was that an interchange at Livingston Road/Swan Creek Road would cut-off access to 

the hospital from northbound MD 210 and westbound Livingston Road approaching the MD 210 

overpass. The Alternative 5A Modified interchange option at this location proposes a loop ramp 

from northbound MD 210, a single lane ramp from southbound MD 210 and a new access road, 

behind the existing Old Forte Village Shopping Center, from existing Swan Creek Road to the 

relocated Livingston Road. This connection will allow accessibility similar to existing 

conditions. 

Upon review of the proposed alternatives, the Prince George's County Chief of Police 

stated that the completion of this project should reduce response time of emergency vehicles, 

although it is acknowledged that emergency response times may temporarily increase during the 

construction period due to traffic congestion, temporary roadway closings or detours. (See letter 

dated May 26,2000, in DEIS Section VI Comments and Coordination, page VI-55.) It should be 

noted that during the construction phase, temporary roadway closings or detours may be required 

which would temporarily increase response times. 

Comments by the Fire Chief of the Prince George's County Fire and EMS Department 

(see memorandum and brochure response form dated May 15, 2000, in DEIS Section VI 

Comments and Coordination, page VI-51) remain valid given the extent of similarity in 

emergency vehicle access for Detailed Alternatives presented in the DEIS, as compared to the 

SHA-Selected Alternative. 

It is noted that plans are underway to expand the Silesia Fire Company #47 site on Fort 

Washington Road to include additional service bays. Ingress and egress to this station will be 

affected by Alternative 5A Modified Interchange Option D at Fort Washington Road. 

Coordination with representatives of Fire Company #47 will be maintained through SHA- 

Selected Alternative and Final Design process to maintain optimal emergency vehicle access. 

Overall, response times throughout the MD 210 corridor would generally be reduced, 

especially during the peak hours, as emergency vehicles would not need to negotiate around long 

traffic queues at signalized intersections in the northern part of the corridor. Some of the 

proposed interchanges may slightly increase response distance; however, response times do not 

appear to be significantly impacted because fire and EMS vehicles will no longer have to 

negotiate dangerous intersections. With traffic signals and at-grade intersections eliminated on 

MD 210, there will be a reduction in motor vehicle crashes. Additionally the elimination of 

signals will result in less abuse to emergency vehicle apparatus since vehicles would not be 

subjected to the sudden stops and starts required under signalized conditions.  Response times 
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could be slightly higher in the northern portion of the Brookside Park Condominium property as 
a result of the need to come into the property from Kerby Hill Road interchange instead of the 
previous entrance location, Wilson Bridge Drive. The distance that emergency responders would 
need to travel would only be approximately 500 feet longer than under current conditions; 
however speeds may be slightly lower. A proposed two-way access road, that is included with 
Alternative 5A Modified to provide access to the Brookside Park Condominiums from relocated 
Kerby Hill Road, has been designed to handle emergency equipment, as well as school and 
transit buses. (Refer to Chapter VI Comments and Coordination for EMS correspondence.) 

7.        Effects on Public Transportation Services 

Public transportation in the project area is currently provided by the Maryland Transit 
Administration (MTA), in the form of long distance commuter service from LaPlata into 
Washington, D.C. and Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), in the form 

of local service into Washington, D.C. 

Currently, commuter bus service utilizing MD 210 consists of one MTA route and one 
WMATA route. The MTA's 901 Route includes 49 trips (24 northbound morning trips and 25 
southbound evening trips) that operate during morning and evening peak periods, with an 
average headway of 10 minutes. The average daily ridership is approximately 1,100 with no 
stops in Prince George's County. WMATA's W19 Route provides connections between the 
Southern Avenue Metro Station, on the Green Line, to Accokeek and several locations, along 
MD 210 in Charles County as far south as Indian Head. The W19 Route includes 14 northbound 
trips (four of which are reverse commute) and 15 southbound trips (five of which are reverse 

commute). 

Of the two stops in the MD 210 project area, the W19 Route has one stop along MD 210, 
at the MD 373 intersection. The other project area W19 stop is at the recently completed 
Accokeek Village Park and Ride, just east of MD 210 off of MD 373. The effect to either of the 
commuter bus service routes resulting from the SHA-Selected Alternative would be decreased 
travel time savings, from MD 228 to Oxon Hill, of as much as approximately 13 minutes in the 

design year 2020. 

Local bus service originating or utilizing MD 210 in the project area is provided by 
WMATA's Metrobus D13, D14, W15, W17, P17, P18 and P19 lines. These seven routes, five of 
which operate only during weekday peak hours, generate a total daily ridership of approximately 
500. The "W" lines utilize MD 210 from Old Fort Road North to the northern project limit and 
include stops at the Former ABC Drive-in Park and Ride Lot and the Wilson Towers 
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Apartments.  Several of the "W" lines originate at the Accokeek Park and Ride Lot at the MD 

210/MD 373 intersection, but do not currently use the southern segment of MD 210. 

The "P" lines originate at the Fort Washington Park and Ride Lot, on Swan Creek Road, 

west of MD 210 and use the local road network (e.g., Livingston Road, Fort Foot Road and 

Oxon Hill Road) to reach the Oxon Hill Park and Ride Lot. 

Nearly all of the approximately 16 stops associated with the "D" and "W" Metrobus 

Routes in the project area would be impacted by the SHA-Selected Alternative. These 16 stops 

are generally located on both sides of MD 210 between Wilson Bridge Drive and Livingston 

Road/Palmer Road. 

The SHA-Selected Alternative requires the elimination of the W15 bus stops on the east 

service roadway, along Route 210 north of Palmer Road in the vicinity of the former ABC 

Drive-in. In this case approximately twelve persons taking round trips on the typical weekday 

would be deprived of service due to the elimination of the break in the highway median that 

permits southbound buses to turn left from the main roadway to enter the north end of the service 

roadway. However, in view of the present and growing safety issue currently posed by the 

maneuvers required by buses to access the service roadway and return to the main roadway in 

both directions, WMATA has expressed the likelihood that Metrobus service will have to be 

withdrawn from this segment of service roadway at some point in the future for safety reasons, 

even if the median were not closed and MD 210 interchanges not constructed. 

The Brookside Condominiums and Wilson Towers Apartments on the west side of Indian 

Highway between Wilson Bridge Drive and Kerby Hill Road average 74 boardings northbound 

and 64 boardings southbound daily on weekdays, primarily in the AM rush and PM rush 

respectively. In order to maintain service for these patrons with the SHA-Selected Alternative, 

WMATA recommends a diversion of the D13 and D14 routes. The route diversion would take 

northbound buses off of MD 210, over the new Livingston Road/Kerby Hill Road overpass, 

followed by a loop through the condominium/apartment complex utilizing the turnaround 

included in the SHA-Selected Alternative and return to MD 210 via the same interchange. This 

route would delay passengers already on the bus by an estimated six minutes and would lengthen 

the walk of some Brookside Condominium residents by up to 800 feet, as compared to current 

conditions. However, northbound patrons from the Brookside Condominiums and Wilson 

Towers Apartments would no longer need to cross MD 210 or stand along its shoulder, two 

increasingly unsafe situations. No diversion of southbound buses currently accessing the 

condominium and apartment complexes at Wilson Bridge Drive would be necessary, as buses 

can complete the U-turn inside the complex and return to southbound MD 210, as they do today. 
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Therefore, the southbound Wilson Bridge Drive stop can be retained but without a coiresponding       '   ^j 

northbound stop.   WMATA staff supports the use of Routes D13 and D14 to make these1, 

diversions, as that line provides seven-day-a-week service and is the only line in the area not 

operating during rush periods only. The W15 route could also be so diverted in order to provide 

more frequent service, although its capacity would not be needed. 

Consideration of shuttle service in this area was dropped in lieu of route diversion based 

on WMATA analysis concluding that diversion of through service would be the less 

objectionable option. A short .shuttle merely connecting Wilson Towers and the residential area 

to the north with D13/D14 and W15 would force a second transfer on patrons who are already 

transferring to Metrorail or to another bus, thus resulting in additional travel times and potential 

for missed connections. ITie use of such a shuttle would be expected to be minimal by persons 

with transportation choices. 

Outside of the above-described stops associated with former ABC Drive-In, the 

Brookside Condominiums and the Wilson Towers Apartments, the Metrobus stops in the vicinity 

of MD 210 can be retained in-place, or with slight shifts in location to safely conform to the 

proposed Kerby Hill Road or Palmer Road interchange designs associated with the SHA- 

Selected Alternative. 

All Route W19 stops in the North Accokeek area are planned to be retained with the 

SHA-Selected Alternative. 

The MD 210 SHA-Selected Alternative does not affect any possible plans for metrorail 

expansion or stations in the Oxon Hill area being addressed as part of the Capital Beltway 

Corridor Transportation Study and the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project. 

B.       Economic Environment 

1.        Effects on Regional Business Activities 

MD 210 provides a critical link to the movement of goods and services between 

Washington, D.C. and southern Prince George's County or points south. Roadway 

improvements can be an incentive to businesses to relocate or remain in an area by providing a 

safer, more efficient transportation system. 

Although there are no specific industries associated with the MD 210 study area, MD 210 

is the primary access route for employees and customers of regional businesses. Employment in 

• 
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the region is anticipated to grow substantially with the continued planned commercial 
development in the area, particularly the National Harbor. Commuting times to all businesses, 
attractiveness of regional businesses to patrons and safety would all be enhanced under the build 

alternatives. 

2.        Effects on Existing Businesses 

The effects that Alternative 5A Modified would have on existing businesses in the project 
area can be summarized into three primary categories: displacement, fee simple right-of-way 

acquisition and modifications to accessibility/visibility. 

Business/commercial property acquisition and relocation will be required in certain areas 
by Alternative 5A Modified (as shown on Figures II-3 through 11-17). Business/commercial 
property acquisition includes unimproved property not owned by SHA that does not require the 
acquisition of a structure and acquisitions that will require the displacement of a structure. Table 
S-2 and S-3 show the number of relocations and estimated right-of-way cost. 

Alternative 5A Modified would require property acquisition from 40 commercial 
properties. Thirteen commercial displacements would occur as a result of this alternative. The 

costs of the commercial displacements range from $297,000 to $2,163,000. 

Table IV-l provides a list of the thirteen possible business displacements with Alternative 

5A Modified. 

TABLE IV-l 
SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY DISPLACED BUSINESSES 

Business Location 
Contractor Kerby Hill Road                        | 
Shell Gas Station Kerby Hill Road 
Texaco Gas Station Palmer/Livingston Road 
Laundromat Palmer/Livingston Road 
Restaurant Palmer/Livingston Road 
Rental Business Palmer/Livingston Road 
Restaurant Palmer/Livingston Road            1 
Law Office MD 210 Mainline 
Unknown Business MD 210 Mainline 
Vacant Business Fort Washington Road 
Gas Station Swan Creek Road 
Auto Service Center Swan Creek Road 
Vacant Gas Station Old Fort Road South 
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Including the thirteen possible displacements, the number of business properties from 

which in fee right-of-way acquisition would be 40 properties requiring 34.0 acres for Alternative 

5A Modified. Except for the displaced businesses, the amount of right-of-way required for any 

individual business property would not result in an adverse effect on the viability of that 

business. 

There are several business properties for which parking impacts will occur. Table iy-2 

summarizes the anticipated parking impacts corresponding to Alternative 5A Modified. 

TABLE IV-2 

PARKING IMPACTS 

PROPERTY 

Livingston Square Shopping Center 

Tantallon Shopping Center 

Law Office 
Fort Washington Road 

Old Forte Village Shopping Center Northwest 
Quadrant Swan Creek Road 

Old Fort Square Professional Center 

Forest Plaza Shopping Center 

(MD 373) 
Realty Office 

Oxon Hill Development 
Center 

Day Star Nursery 

SPACES ELIMINATED 

-25 
+13 (replaced) 

Net - 12 Spaces 

-10 
+ 3 (replaced) 
Net -7 Spaces 

-7 

-50 
(Spaces are located behind the shopping 

center and are seldom used)  
•14 Spaces Temporarily During 
Retaining Wall Construction 

-45 
+49 (replaced) 
Net + 4 Spaces1 

-6 

-6 

-11 
+11 (replaced)2 

Net 0 Spaces 

1 If Exxon Gas Station being displaced property could be used for additional parking 
2 Parking lot reconstruction assumed 
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The indirect effects on existing businesses in the project area in terms of accessibility and , 

visibility would vary somewhat'according to location and type of business, but would generally 

be favorable. Travel times for patrons to local businesses would be substantially decreased 

under Alternative 5A Modified, as the elimination of traffic signals on MD 210 and the grade 

separation of side roads across MD 210 would greatly reduce delays for vehicles turning off of 

MD 210 (particularly left turns) and for those coming from the east side of MD 210. 

Of specific concern in this study has been the economic effect to the four shopping 

centers immediately adjacent to MD 210 in the corridor: Livingston Square Shopping Center 

(Old Fort Road North), Tantallon Shopping Center (Fort Washington Road), Old Forte Village 

Shopping Center (Swan Creek Road) and Forest Plaza Shopping Center (Old Fort Road South); 

Under Alternative 5A Modified at the Livingston Square Shopping Center, access 

patterns would be substantially different than under the No-Build Alternative. The proposed 

interchange would necessitate closure of the entrance adjacent to the McDonald's Restaurant, and 

an 80'+ westerly shift of the main entrance off of Old Fort Road North. This would result in the 

net loss of approximately 12 parking spaces, as indicated in Table IV - 2. No change in the 

means of access for vehicles coming from southbound MD 210 or westbound Old Fort Road 

North would occur. 

3.        Tax Base Effects 

Residential, commercial and institutional property will be displaced for this project by the 

SHA-Selected Alternative. An adverse effect on the tax base is not anticipated with the right-of- 

way acquisition and displacements associated with the proposed roadway improvements as it is 

anticipated that residential, business/commercial and church relocations would occur within the 

vicinity of the project area or within the county. The differences in traffic volumes would not be 

substantial enough between the No-Build and Alternative 5A Modified to affect the value of 

properties fronting the roadway or the tax base. 

C.       Land Use 

1.        Existing Land Use in the Study Area 

Existing land use would not be altered by the No-Build Alternative, but would be altered 

by the SHA-Selected Alternative. Current land use would be altered through the conversion of 

residential, business/commercial, parkland or recreational and public use to transportation use. 

Table IV-S presents the additional right-of-way required by Alternative 5A Modified. 
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TABLE IV-3 

ADDITIONAL RIGHT-OF-WAY REQUIRED 

Alternative 

Additional Right-of-Way Required (Acres) 

Residential Business/ 
Commercial 

Parkland or 
Recreational 

Church/ 
School 

Historic/ 
Archeological 

TOTAL 

5A - Mod. 126.7 34.0 0.2 4.0 0.2 165.1 

2.        Future Land Use in the Studv Area 

Prince George's County's population has grown from 660,567 in the year 1970 to an 
estimated 833,423 today, and is projected to grow to 933,500 by the year 2020. New residential 
development, businesses, community facilities and services will likely be needed to 
accommodate the anticipated growth in the County's population. There does not appear to be 
any planned development in the study area that is dependent on the SHA-Selected Alternative for 
access. Access to land areas adjacent to MD 210, which currently have access, will remain in 
place with all of the build alternatives. There is some median closures associated with 
converting MD 210 to a controlled access facility that would result in right in/right out access. 
No additional access points are available along MD 210 since there is a right-of-way line of 

through highway established. 

The actual growth distribution will depend on the adherence to established land use 
controls, designed to focus potential growth into appropriate planned areas. The responsibility 
for administering such controls rests with the Maryland-National Park and Planning 

Commission. 

Of the ten-mile long portion of MD 210 in the project area, all but approximately 1.3 
miles is within a Priority Funding Area (PFA) designated by Prince George's County under the 
State's Priority Places Strategy. As shown on Figure IV-1, PFA gaps are present at two locations 
- between Old Fort Road North and Fort Washington Road, and at the crossing of Piscataway 
Creek. Some of the proposed MD 210 mainline and intersection improvements are located just 
outside the PFA. The Maryland Department of Planning has concurred (Documentation dated 
February 18, 2004 in Section VI) that the proposed project is consistent with the Linear Features 

Regulations and is Smart Growth consistent. 

• 
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D.       Cultural Resources 

Regulations 36 CFR 800 implement the requirements of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) by regulating the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and 

establishing the procedures for compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA. 

If historic properties listed in or determined eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places are identified (36 CFR 800.4), the agency must assess how its project will affect them. 
Throughout this assessment, the agency will work with the SHPO and consider the views of 
others, such as representatives of local governments, property owners, members of the public, 
and the Advisory Council. The agency's assessment will use the criteria found in the Advisory 

Council's regulations and guidance (36 CFR 800.5). 

According to the current guidance, "An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may 
alter, directly or indirectly, and of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the 
property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of 
the property's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. 
Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property, including 
those that may have been identified subsequent to the original evaluation of the property's 
eligibility for the National Register. Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects 
caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be 

cumulative." 

Also, according to the current guidance, examples of adverse effects on historic 

properties include, but are not limited to: 

• Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property; 

• Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, 
that is not consistent with the Secretary's Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties (36 CFR part 68) and applicable guidelines; 

• Removal of the property from its historic location; 

• Change of the character of the property's use or of physical features within the 

property's setting that contribute to its historic significance; 
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. Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of 

the property's significant historic features; 

. Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and 
deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural 

significance to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization; and 

. Transfer,, lease, or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without 
adequate and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term 

preservation of the property's historic significance. 

• In considering the potential effects of the project on the identified resources, the 

agency may make one of the following three determinations: 

• No historic properties affected, 

• No historic properties adversely affected, or 

• Historic properties adversely affected. 

The agency has identified four historic properties in the APE for the project. It has consulted 
with the SHPO and others - Broad Creek Historic District Local Advisory Committee, the 
Oxon Hill Manor Foundation, the National Park Service, and the Prince George's County 
Historic Preservation Commission - to determine the potential effects of the project on the 

historic properties. 

1.        Historic Sites 

a.        Broad Creek Historic District (PG: 80-24) 

Alternative 5A Modified would require the acquisition of 0.21 acres of grassy area within 
the Broad Creek Historic District for roadside grading associated with intersection improvements 
at Old Fort Road. This area is located entirely within Parcel 189, which the SHA has determined 
to be not contributing to the historic district. Based on this determination and consideration the 
proposed acquisition represents 0.035 percent of the overall land area of the historic district, the 
project will have no adverse effect on the Broad Creek Historic District. The SHPO has 
concurred with this determination. Because the impact occurs to a non-contributing element 
within the Broad Creek Historic District, evaluation under Section 4(f) of the United States 

Department of Transportation Act is not required. 
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b. Hovermale's Taste Best (PG: 80-25) 

Alternative 5A Modified would require the reconfiguration of the existing 
Palmer/Livingston Road intersection as an interchange, and the resource, located on the west 
side of Livingston Road, will be in the area of potential effects. The Palmer/Livingston Road 
Interchange Option E, illustrated in Figure II-7, includes a new access road in front of the 
resource but will have no physical impact to the property. The interchange option will permit the 
continued visibility of the resource from MD 210 and Livingston Road and the new access road 
will enable the continued historic use of the property. Because the visibility of the property and 
the use of the property will be maintained throughout the project, Option E will not adversely 
affect the historic property. The SHPO has concurred (Documentation dated March 9, 2001 in 
Section VI) that the Palmer Road/Livingston Road Interchange Option E will have no adverse 
effect on the historic property provided that SHA provide the SHPO with a plan of the Selected 
Alternative at 60% completion for final review and approval regarding any changes in access to 

Hovermale's Taste Best. 

c. J.R. Lee Manning House (PG: 83-16) 

The SHA-Selected Alternative includes limited intersection improvements at the southern 
end of the project. No construction activities will be visible from the J.R. Lee Manning House 
for Alternative 5A Modified. As a result, the project will have no effect on the historic property. 
The SHPO has concurred with this determination (Documentation dated March 9, 2001 in 

Section VI). 

2.        Archeological Sites 

Identification and evaluation of archeological resources was completed in accordance 

with the requirements of 36 CFR 800.4 for the SHA-Selected Alternative. 

No National Register eligible archeological resources would be impacted by the SHA- 
Selected Alternative, as concurred upon by the SHPO on April 23, 2004, and documented in 

Section VI, page VI-339G. 

The design of the Parker Farm wetland creation area (see Sections IV.F. and IV.G.) 
includes measures to avoid the significant Late Woodland component of site 18PR622, and to 
provide a 50-foot buffer around the site. SHA will further ensure avoidance by erecting a 
temporary chain link fence during construction that prohibits any activity immediately adjacent 

to, or within, the fenced buffer. 
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The SHA-Selected Alternative will have no adverse effect on Broad Creek Historic 

District or Hovermale's Taste Bfest and will have no effect on the J.R. Lee Manning House. Thev 

SHA-Selected Alternative will have no impact on archeological resources along mainline 

MD 210 or areas slated for wetland mitigation and stream mitigation. FHWA has determined 

that no historic properties are adversely affected by the proposed project under Section 106. 

Furthermore, FHWA has determined that the project will not require the use of historic 

properties under Section 4(f). The SHPO has concurred with this determination on 

April 23,2004. 

E.       Effects on Geology, Topography and Soils 

1. Geology and Topography 

The SHA-Selected Alternative under consideration would alter the existing topography 

within the project area. None of the grades associated with the proposed SHA-Selected 

Alternative would exceed six percent, however, cutting and filling would be involved. Cut and 

fill slopes would not exceed a ratio of two horizontal to one vertical from the hinge point of the 

proposed typical section to the existing ground. The maximum depth cut associated with 

Alternative 5A Modified would be 75 feet and the maximum fill would be 25 feet. 

2. Soils 

The SHA-Selected Alternative would result in disturbance of soils, including erosion and 

increased runoff due to construction activities and loss of vegetation in the project area. 

A majority of the soils in the study area occur on moderate and steep slopes and have a 

severe erosion hazard classification. Measures to protect soils from erosion would be 

implemented in accordance with an approved Erosion and Sediment control Plan prepared in 

accordance with the "Maryland Standards and Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment 

control." Control measures would include: utilizing vegetation to stabilize sediment, reducing 

the amount of time and the area of a surface exposed to erosion; and utilizing appropriately sized 

sediment traps and sediment basins. Additional protection of surface water quality from impacts 

due to soil erosion are reported for highway construction projects in Maryland due to the 

designation of construction contractors as co-permit tees on the NPDES Permit that is issued 

under Maryland's General Permit for construction activities, and implementation of a regular 

inspection program for construction site sediment control devices that includes penalties for 

inadequate maintenance. 
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3.        Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance 

Alternative 5A Modified would result in impacts to prime farmland soils and soils of 

statewide importance. Alternative 5A Modified would impact 4.5 acres of prime farmland soils 

and 14.5 acres of soils of statewide importance. 

None of the impacted prime farmland soils areas or soils of statewide importance areas 

are in areas zoned agriculturally or currently in agricultural use. A U.S. Department of 

Agriculture Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (Form AD-1006) was completed for this project 

and submitted to the Natural Resources Conservation Service for Prince George's County. The 

completed form is included in Section VI Comments and Coordination in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

F.        Water Resources and Fish Fauna 

Potential impact to water resources and fish fauna associated with Alternative 5A 

Modified would result from: 

• Construction: These include impacts associated with physical disturbances, such as 

accidental spills, sediment spills, and reductions in base flow caused by paving and 

soil compaction. 

• Facility Use: These include impacts associated with runoff quality and quantity such 

as chemical contamination, thermal loads from heated surfaces, increased erosive 

flows and reduced base flows. 

The effects on water resources from spills, sedimentation, and leaks from construction 

equipment may be reduced by both structural and non-structural methods. Effective sediment 

and erosion control measures may help contain surface spills, sediment spills and leaks. 

Secondary containment for portable equipment fueling tanks may also help control accidental 

spills or leaks. Vegetation, when established rapidly, may attenuate and absorb contaminants 

from spills or leaks and serves to reduce sediment loads by stabilizing recently disturbed solid. 

Construction operation and maintenance practices that prevent sediment releases are the 

most effective measures to prevent off site contamination. Well-controlled oil changing, 

lubrication, fueling operations, and immediate repair of any fuel or hydraulic fluid leaks may 

eliminate the source of potential hydrocarbon contamination. An intensive dust control program 

on construction travel ways may reduce off-site sedimentation from airborne particulates. 
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The deleterious effects of imperviousness, reductions in groundwater recharge and 

associated stream base flow; increases in the peaks, duration, and frequencies of erosive flows; 
increases in chemical contaminant mass in runoff; and increases in runoff temperature extremes, 
may be mitigated to various degrees by Stormwater management. The minimal technique would 
consist of 12 or 24-hour extended detention. However, advanced Stormwater quality and 
quantity controls, including Low Impact Development techniques, are available that can more 
effectively mitigate the effects of the build alternative. Optimal techniques involve simple, well- 
designed facilities that require low maintenance and, commonly, include infiltration. These 
designs, founded on sound geotechnical data, may function well in mitigating quality and 

quantity impacts. 

1.        Surface Water Resources 

Alternative $A Modified would impact surface water resources, to varying degrees, in the 
study area. Most of the stream impacts that would result from the SHA-Selected Alternative are 
due to culvert extensions and grading for proposed fill slopes. A new ditch will be cut where a 
proposed fill slope would impact an existing ditch/stream. Approximately 1,160 linear feet (LF) 
of stream relocation would be necessary. 500 LF at Carey Branch for the Kerby Hill Road 
Interchange Option C ramp acceleration lane, widening to MD 210 and 660 LF at Broad Creek 
for Ft. Washington Road interchange Option D ramp and grading associated with Alternative 5A 

Modified. 

The additional impervious surface from Alternative 5A Modified could affect stream 
base flows by increasing peak flows and reducing the rate and quantity of infiltration. The 
effects would be most pronounced in the smaller sub watersheds where the area of reduced 
recharge is proportionately larger. Stream temperature and quality can be adversely affected by 
new paved surfaces and decreased shading along disturbed areas. The temperature changes 
primarily depend on the stream size, the existing temperature regime, the amount and 
temperature of stream base flow, and the degree of shading. Although the road surfaces from the 
SHA-Selected Alternative occasionally will generate intensively heated runoff, stormwater 
management incorporating infiltration can mitigate any temperature effects on the receiving 
waters. Since the area affected by the SHA-Selected Alternative is relatively small compared to 
the drainage areas, peak flows at the crossings are only minimally affected. Mitigation of these 
effects with stormwater management design will reduce adverse effects. 

All potentially affected streams are designated Use Classification I (Refer to Table IV-4). 
Instream work within the Henson Creek mainstem will be restricted from March 1 through June 
15 of any year.   If instream work is to involve construction of cofferdams, installation and 
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dismantling of cofferdams  within the  stream will  be restricted  from the closure period;, 
appropriate to the stream impacted by the work.   Should cofferdams be utilized, the diversion 
channel established by the cofferdam will be sized according to hydraulic requirements. 

Wherever possible, SHA will maintain at least 50% of the width of the stream open to 
allow for the passage of migratory fish. Width of the stream will be determined from the location 
of ordinary high water lines occurring under base flow conditions during the spawning season. 
During the design phase of the project, studies will be undertaken to assess potential secondary 
impacts to the lower portion of the watershed resulting from proposed stream relocation included 
in the project. SHA will make every attempt to replicate the sinuosity and stream channel length 
in order to ensure that stream bank erosion and channel incising will not be exacerbated in 
downstream areas. If replication is not feasible, other measures such as instream structures (e.g., 

JrHooks, cross vanes) will be considered. 

In order to minimize adverse changes to in stream hydrology and avoid excessive export 
of nutrients and sediments to downstream areas, mitigative measures will be employed. Tree and 
shrub removal in the work zone will be minimized and the cutting of the canopy provided by 
larger trees will be avoided wherever possible. In addition, protective fencing will be installed 
around individual trees or groups of trees that are to be conserved so that tree root systems and 
woodland soils are not compacted or otherwise disturbed by heavy equipment. 

Best Management Practices will be used during all actions affecting instream waters. 

No impacts within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (CBCA) would occur under 

Alternative 5A Modified. 

Table IV-4 lists the stream impacts associated with the MD 210 Alternative 5A Modified. 

Riparian Zone Impacts 

Through coordination with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the National Marine 
Fisheries Service and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, stream reaches that will require 
relocation or substantial bridging or culverting with the SHA-Selected Alternative have been 
evaluated in terms of riparian zone impacts. Three riparian zones were identified in the project 

area, as follows: 

1. Carey Branch - west of and parallel to MD 210 from approximately 500 feet 
north of Kerby Hill Road to the entrance of the existing box culvert under 
MD 210, approximately 1,500 feet south of Kerby Hill Road (See Figure IV-2). 
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2. Henson Creek - just north of Palmer Road/Livingston Road from approximately 
350 feet east of MD 210 to 250 feet west of MD 210 (See Figure IV-3). 

3. Broad Creek - from the west side of MD 210, near the entrance to the concrete 
arch culvert under MD 210, approximately 3,000 feet north of Fort Washington 
Road, to a point approximately 700 feet north of Fort Washington Road (See 

Figure IV-4). 

The analysis first consisted of the delineation of a riparian zone analysis area for each of 
the three impacted riparian zones in the project area. The riparian zones analysis area was 
defined as a band, approximately 300 feet wide, centered on the main stream channel. The 
length of the analysis area extended such that the 300-foot wide band covered any proposed 
MD 210 improvements associated with the SHA-Selected Alternative, other than resurfacing. 
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NOTE: 
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REPRESENT A WORST CASE, STRAIGHT-LINE CHANNEL RELOCATION 
ASSUMPTION. DURING   FINAL DESIGN, DETAILED  HYDROLOGIC, 
HYDRAULIC AND  STREAM   GEOMORPHOLOGY STUDIES WILL BE 
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AND  CHANNEL ARMORING   WILL BE INCORPORATED   IN  THE DESIGN 
TO   LIMIT VELOCITIES AND  ENSURE STREAM   CHANNEL STABILIZATION. 

SMA 
, StateHighway 

MD  210 - 1-95 /M95 TO   MD  228 

RIPARIAN  ZONE ANALYSIS 
CAREY BRANCH 

DATE 

MAY, 2004 SCALE: 1"  =     200' 
FIGURE 

IV-2 



n 
JZ o 

/ \ 
I 
t 

\ 

\ ***» cREEK STR£AM VAaEY ^J;     \ 

DEVON HU^  \»4ft 
tt\ 

/ 

„*v_A.-S^7-^-" 

POTENTIAL 
SWM   AREA- 

^ 

s\i\ -.w x ,^  \/ / 

I    Wt      ^h POTENTIAL 
'^^^i^^ ^i^^^^S\^Vtec-AREA / 

V/ 

\ / 

N 

V r:/- 

/ •-.    / 
t \ / P.I37 

/ 'V 
Z / \ 

» ^ / / 

2PPTENTIALV 
FSWIyh-^I^A-—_ z _-s 

'K. 
V^-'.AJ^SA/ - -"J-' ' ' Qtyy^JL^. — — "^^^     J-      T^l" *•-'*- ••J\V, R/W, LINE.OF  THROUGH. HIGHWAY -. •  •  -jus ^~*,~^   "^"^^ais 

mE— ' 

HENSON  CREEK MAINLINE STA. 206 + 50 TO   209 + 50 
(PALMER /LIVINGSTON   ROAD  AREA) 

TOTAL RIPARIAN  ZONE ANALYSIS AREA 4.49 AC. 
EXISTING   PAVEMENT AREA  0.94 AC. 
PROPOSED ADDITIONAL PAVEMENT AREA -  0.41 AC. 
FOREST AREA - -   2.03 AC. 
FOREST IMPACT AREA - - 0.68 AC 
EXISTING   LENGTH  OF CHANNEL - 625 LF 
PROPOSED  LENGTH   OF CHANNEL* 625 LF 

NOTE: ALL AREAS ARE WITHIN  THE RIPARIAN  ZONE 

NOTE: 
THE PROPOSED  CHANNEL LENGTHS INDICATED   IN  THE ABOVE TABLE 
REPRESENT A WORST CASE, STRAIGHT-LINE CHANNEL RELOCATION 
ASSUMPTION. DURING   FINAL DESIGN, DETAILED  HYDROLOGIC, 
HYDRAULIC  AND  STREAM   GEOMORPHOLOGY STUDIES WILL BE 
COMPLETED  AND  THE APPROPRIATE SINUOSITY, GRADE CONTROL 
AND  CHANNEL ARMORING   WILL BE INCORPORATED  IN  THE DESIGN 
TO   LIMIT VELOCITIES AND  ENSURE STREAM   CHANNEL STABILIZATION. 

CREEK ^J    ^       "^ 

\ 

L 
T.   NOTE:     A / 
T"OPTIONS TO   REGRADE THE GOLF RANGE 

POTENTIA1 
SWM   Ai&A 

j 

PARKING 
ER WILL BE LOT AND  TEE AREA AND   RELOCATE SHEL" 

CONSIDERED  TO  AVOID  THE NEED   FOR A HIGH   RETAINING   WALL 
FORT     I 

WASH/NGTO^ 
GOLF RANGE' 

^     7%v    7// /      // 

>> 

T HFN/.QOK I      /->r->r-—. 

SMA 
Statefflghway 

MD  210 - 1-95 /M95 TO   MD  228 

RIPARIAN  ZONE ANALYSIS 
HENSON  CREEK 

|        DATE 

MAY, 2004 SCALE: 1"  =     200' 
FBtRE 

IV-3 



\ 

\ 

^V5 

E o> 

13: 

NOTE: 
THE PROPOSED  CHANNEL LENGTHS INDICATED   IN  THE ABOVE TABLE 
REPRESENT A WORST CASE, STRAIGHT-LINE CHANNEL RELOCATION 
ASSUMPTION. DURING  FINAL DESIGN, DETAILED  HYDROLOGIC, 
HYDRAULIC AND  STREAM   GEOMORPHOLOGY STUDIES WILL BE 
COMPLETED AND THE APPROPRIATE SINUOSITY, GRADE CONTROL 
AND   CHANNEL ARMORING   WILL BE INCORPORATED   IN  THE DESIGN 
TO   LIMIT VELOCITIES AND   ENSURE STREAM   CHANNEL STABILIZATION. 

LIVINGSTON  ROAD 

\ A 
COMMI IN ll-rv/ \ /   Ns 

MD 210 - 1-95 /M95 TO   MD 228 

RIPARIAN  ZONE ANALYSIS 
BROAD   CREEK 

DATE 

MAY, 2004 I SCALE: 1"  =     200' 
FRJRE 

IV-4 



^Vb 

TABLE IV-4 
SUMMARY OF STREAM IMPACTS (LF) 

Location 

Waters of the U.S. 

Designation 

Total Stream 

Impacts (LF) 

Length of Impacted 
Ephemeral Streams 

(LF) 

Impact 
Requiring 
Mitigation 

(LF) 
Alt 5A Mainline BC-4 

BC-5 
HM-1 
CB-7 
CB-2 

40 
30 
40 
350 
245 145 

40 
30 
40 
350 
100 

Mainline Subtotal 705 145 560 

Kerby Hill Road CB-1 
CB-3 
CB-5 

830 
50 

325 

___ 830 
50 

325 
Kerby Hill Road Subtotal 1,205 0 1,205 

Palmer/Livingston 
Road 

HC-1 
HC-4 
HC-5 

75 
75 
510 

~**~ 75 
75 

510 
Palmer/Livingston Road 
Subtotal 660 0 660 

Old Fort Road North BC-1 
BC-2 
HM-2 
HM-2 

230 
810 
420 
140 

810 

140 

230 

420 

Old Fort Road North 1,600 950 650 
Fort Washington Road BC-2 

BC-3 
1,840 
310 

440 
210 

1,400 
100 

Fort Washington Road 
Subtotal 2,150 650 1,500 

Swan Creek Rd - Option G BC-6 935 200 735 
Swan Creek Rd - 
Opt. G Subtotal 935 200 735 
Old Fort Road South BC-10 

PC-4 
90 

1,465 1,090 
90 

375 
Old Fort Road South Subtotal 1,555 1,090 465 

Farmington Road PC-8 110 — 110 
Farmington Road Subtotal 110 0 110 
MD373 PC-12 220 220 — 

MD 373 Subtotal 220 220 0 

TOTAL ALTERNATIVE 5A 
MODIFIED (LF) 9,140 3,255 5,885 

BC = Broad Creek        CB = Carey Branch       PC = Piscataway Creek 

HM = Hunters Mill Creek HC=HensonCreek 
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Various characteristics and impact parameters were evaluated within the analysis area are 

summarized as follows: 

TABLE IV-5 
RIPARIAN ZONE IMPACTS 

Carey Branch Henson Creek Broad Creek 

Riparian Zone Analysis Area 14.01 acre 4.49 acre 21.34 acre 

Existing Pavement Area 3.05 acre 0.94 acre 4.670 acre 

Proposed Additional Pavement Area 1.56 acre 0.41 acre 2.46 acre 

Forest Area 3.06 acre 2.03 acre 11.26 acre 

Forest Impact Area 1.25 acre 0.68 acre 5.27 acre 

Existing Length of Channel 1,955 LF 625 LF 3,680 LF 

Proposed Length of Channel 1,920 LF 625 LF 3,095 LF 

The proposed channel lengths indicated in the above table represent a worst case, 
straight-line channel relocation assumption. During final design, detailed hydrologic, hydraulic 
and stream geomorphology studies will be completed and the appropriate sinuosity, grade 
control and channel armoring will be incorporated in the design to limit velocities and ensure 

stream channel stabilization. 

Mitigation (refer to Section VI. D for Agency Correspondence) 

Stream Mitigation Project - Site SR-1, Tinkers Creek at Potomac Airfield 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified would impact 9,140 If of stream, 3,255 If of 
which are ephemeral. A stream mitigation site search was undertaken for this project. Several 
sites were presented during an interagency field meeting in April 2003. The field meeting 
attendees approved the Potomac Airfield property, located east of MD 210 in the Piscataway 
Creek watershed. The SHA proposed and subsequently selected the restoration of approximately 
2,200 linear feet of Tinkers Creek along the Potomac Airfield (See Figure IV-5 and IV-6) as 
mitigation for the proposed stream impacts associated with Alternative 5A Modified. 

The proposed mitigation reach approximately spans more than half the length of the 
Potomac Airfield property. This site was recommended by the Maryland-National Capital Park 
and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) as a good candidate. M-NCPPC advised that restoration 
and subsequent protection of Tinkers Creek along the Potomac Airfield property would serve as 
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a valuable linkage between already protected stream corridors located upstream and downstream 

of the property. The combination of protection offered by the previous M-NCPPC and SHA 

efforts and the proposed restoration along Potomac Airfield provides Tinkers Creek with a 

"targeted watershed" status. This type of comprehensive approach is generally favored for 

overall environmental restoration as opposed to implementation of many small individual 

projects. 

As Tinkers Creek flows into the area along the boundary between the Potomac Airfield 

and the Edenlen properties, its banks are devoid of woody vegetation, particularly on the right 

(west) bank where the airfield is located. Because there is no woody bank vegetation, the stream 

was able to incise and is now quickly widening and eroding the banks that consist of sand on top 

of a silt/clay layer and an underlying gravel layer. The pink to red clay layer that occurs low in 

the vertical bank profile throughout this reach is the Marlboro Clay. This formation is well 

documented in Maryland geological studies and its exposure in the bed of Tinkers Creek has 

slowed the relatively rapid erosion that appears to have taken place in recent years. As a result 

of the lack of woody vegetation, Tinkers Creek is experiencing severe lateral erosion for 

approximately 2,200 linear feet. Numerous exposed vertical banks eight to ten feet tall exist 

throughout the reach. The bank erosion is not an immediate threat to any buildings or airport 

runways. However, the severe erosion does appear to be serving as a significant source of 

sediment to the downstream system. The exposed gravel layer is likely the abandoned streambed 

and the source for the large gravel bars throughout the downstream reach. Past incision and 

current widening has created a planform that is out-of-phase; alternating gravel bars, pools, and 

riffles do not follow the pattern of a natural channel. Streams that are out-of-phase are in a 

transition state until a more stable pattern is established. The severe erosion also has destabilized 

a storm drain outfall channel that drains runoff from the nearby Rose Valley Estates residential 

area. Downstream of the study area, Tinkers Creek flows through the Aquia Greensand 

sediments that underlie the Marlboro Clay. In this area, the stream returns to a more stable state 

as evidenced by the information of stable floodplain terraces and an extensive riparian forest.A 

geomorphic assessment of the study area was performed, and data at six cross-sections were 

collected. In order to develop conceptual restoration measures, the reference reaches were used 

to estimate stable planform, discharge and geometry characteristics. 

A review of historic aerial photographs of the study area from 1948 through 2002 was 

also performed to review past causes of the current channel instabilities. These photographs 

were also used to determine the historic belt width of Tinkers Creek, which is often a good 

indicator of the required conservation easement needed for protection of the mitigation project. 

These photographs also provided valuable observations of changing land use over the past fifty 

years. In particular, the removal of riparian forest cover within the past ten years appears to have 
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been a major destabilizing factor along Tinkers Creek near Potomac Airfield. Additionally, the 

extensive degree of surface disturbance from gravel mining and the increase in impervious area 

through urbanization of the watershed were evident from the aerial photographs. 

During final design of the stream mitigation project, the designer will develop a more 

detailed understanding of the causes of instability than is possible or needed at the conceptual 

level. At this stage, it appeal's that the causes of the instability include urbanization, riparian 

buffer disturbance and large sources of gravel from upstream mining. Final design studies will 

determine if the channel incision has reached its final elevation or if grade control measures are 

required. More importantly, at final design the severe bank erosion and sediment transport 

discontinuity will also be taken into account. SHA's project goals are to establish a stream 

channel that is connected to a forested floodplain with an adequate riparian buffer and to 

examine a range of potential phinform changes to the stream channel including relocation. 

However, final design commitments on any of these project elements would not be appropriate 

until further detailed assessment and property ownership issues are investigated. 

Due to the unique geology in this area and the presence of groundwater seeps in the 

stream banks, detailed restoration concepts required a more comprehensive field assessment than 

is usually required at this early phase. The airfield property would likely be used as the primary 

construction access and staging area for any restoration efforts. Proposed restoration goals and 

measures include: 

• Reconnecting the stream with historic floodplain by grading the stream banks above 

the bank full elevation and increasing the flood prone width; 

• Creating a natural channel plan form by realigning portions of the stream to a more 

stable pattern; 

• Enhancing the riparian buffer and strengthening and stabilizing the stream banks by 

installing riparian and stream bank plantings; 

• Stabilizing the storm drain outfall channel by realigning the outfall to direct the flow 

downstream and grading and stabilizing the banks around the channel; and 

• Providing fish passage (i.e., double wing deflector to narrow the channel, grade 

control to create backwater) over the exposed sanitary sewer line located at the 

downstream end of the project. 

Coordination with the FWS and the DNR indicates that no state rare or federal listed 

threatened or endangered species are known to exist in the Tinkers Creek stream mitigation study 

IV-32 



• 
£%*. 

area. However, the forested area on the site contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird species. 

DNR has documented the spawning activities of anadromous fish species in Tinkers Creek. 

These fish species should be adequately protected by the Use I instream work prohibition period, 

sediment and erosion control methods, and other Best Management Practices typically used for 

protection of stream resources. An effect determination has been obtained from the SHPO for 

inclusion in this Final Environmental Impact Statement. An initial field assessment and 

regulatory review indicates that there are no hazardous material issues with this mitigation 

project. 

Carey Branch, located south of the Kerby Hill Road and MD 210 intersection, will be 

impacted by Alternative 5A Modified. The stream impact at this location is estimated to be 

1,205 linear feet. The segment of Carey Branch is characterized by poor channel definition and 

substantial erosion. The stream has migrated close to the existing edge of MD 210, exposing an 

underground utility pipe culvert. In addition, an abandoned box culvert remains in the middle of 

the channel that once accommodated a driveway access to a property on the west side of the 

stream. The environmental agencies stated at a field meeting on April 22, 2003 that SHA could 

improve this reach of stream by providing better channel stability and removal of the abandoned 

box culvert. This mitigation would be considered in-kind 1:1 mitigation for this reach of Carey 

Branch. 

None of the stream relocation proposed in the vicinity of the Fort Washington Road 

interchange is assumed to count as mitigation. 

In response to agency comments received on the MD 210 Draft Selected Alternative & 

Conceptual Mitigation package, SHA is proposing out-of-kind mitigation for the remaining 

unmitigated stream impacts. SHA is proceeding with advance acquisition of the 6.5-acre 

forested wetland and forested upland parcel located at the southwest quadrant of MD 210 and 

Swan Creek Road. Preservation of the parcel will be assured through covenants and restrictions. 

A list of the proposed stream impacts and associated mitigation is shown below. 

Proposed Stream Impacts and Proposed Mitigation 

Proposed Impacts (LF) Proposed Mitigation 

1,205 (Carey Branch) 1205 LF (on-site, in-kind mitigation) 

3,255 (Ephemeral) No mitigation proposed for ephemeral impacts 

2,200 2,200 LF mitigation at Tinkers Creek 

2,480 Swan Creek Wetland purchase & protection (out-of-kind mitigation) 

Total: 9,140 LF 
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Stormwater Management (SWM) 

A preliminary study has been completed to identify potential stormwater management 

areas  that will be required  for the  SHA-Selected Alternative.     The study followed the 

methodology set forth in the Maryland Stormwater Management Guidelines for State and 

Federal Projects, July 2001, which states the procedures for determining sizes and types of 

measures to mitigate the environmental impacts of roadway construction with respect to both 

water pollution (quality treatment) and increased runoff (quantity treatment).    The analysis 

results were used to determine the treatment requirements and approximate areas to set aside for 

stormwater management.    The stormwater management requirements associated with SHA- 

Selected Alternative 5A Modified consist of treating 61.7 acres of new impervious area and 13.3 

acres of reconstructed impervious area.   The preliminary study has concluded that treatment 

requirements can be met using 24 proposed stormwater management facilities. The exact type(s) 

of facilities will be selected daring the final design stage following an analysis of Best 

Management Practices, which could include extended detention ponds, dry swales, bioretention 

areas, filtration methods and proprietary filtration systems.    Approximately,  1.51  acres of 

additional right-of-way outside of existing R/W has been proposed. 

2. Groundwater Resources 

Alternative 5A Modified has the potential to contribute to groundwater contamination. 

Cuts can remove the natural soils needed to attenuate contaminants. Infiltration without effective 

pretreatment or without filtration through natural soil materials would constitute a threat to 

groundwater quality. Existing water supplies, from groundwater sources, may be affected by 

water-borne chemicals in runoff. Impacts may occur from contaminants in watersheds up 

gradient from sources, including recharge areas for groundwater supplies. There are domestic 

supply wells in use that could be affected. Effective sediment and erosion and stormwater 

management, previously discussed, will reduce potential changes to these supplies. 

The primary impact is the potential reduction in groundwater recharge. Mitigation 

measures include the stormwater management planned for Alternative 5A Modified. 

Groundwater base flow in the study area is critical to maintaining aquatic habitats and for 

water supply. The quantity of groundwater available for maintenance of base flow may be 

affected by reduced groundwater recharge from new pavement and from soil compaction by 

construction activities. Stormwater management involves techniques that capture and 

temporarily store runoff before allowing it to infiltrate into the soil over a period of time. 

Infiltration practices are an excellent technique for meeting recharge requirements and may also 

provide stormwater detention and channel protection. These techniques usually involve the use 
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of grass channels, grass filter strips, sand layers, filter fabric, and gravel. Properly constructed 

and maintained stormwater management facilities can reduce or eliminate base flow impacts. 

Best Management Practices (BMP) for stormwater management will be tailored to meet 

localized site conditions, depending upon the sensitivity of local resources. Because of existing 

regulations and BMP's, it is anticipated that the potential for groundwater contamination is low. 

3. Fish Fauna 

The SHA-Selected Alternative may have an impact on the fish fauna, as impacts to the 

fish fauna are dependent on the effectiveness of the stormwater management for this project. 

Short-term impacts associated with temporary turbidity increases, reduced water flow, 

and low-level pollutant loads are likely to be minor due to the elasticity (the ability of a system to 

recover after a stress is applied) of the study area streams. This stems largely from the general 

occurrence throughout the area by fish assemblage. The widespread nature of most species' 

distribution and the extent of available habitat throughout the study area suggest that the major 

stream systems operate as met populations (population sources for re-colonization). Should 

fishes become displaced or destroyed, there is a large colonizing pool and sufficient avenues of 

dispersal to repopulate the region. 

Fishes that may be affected in the longer term include those species that are intolerant of 

reduced water quality and/or habitat degradation. These species require clean water of ample 

flow velocity. High sedimentation loads may pose the greatest danger by limiting foraging and 

spawning substrates, effectively displacing the fishes that feed mainly on bottom-dwelling macro 

invertebrates and the fishes that require clean sediment for spawning. Following MDE sediment 

and erosion control regulations can reduce impacts. Silt fence, stabilized construction entrances, 

diversion swales and berms, and sediment traps are a few of the techniques that will be utilized 

to reduce impact to water quality and the associated aquatic fauna. In-stream construction 

restrictions from March 1 to June 15 inclusive, reduce impact to fisheries by protecting the 

spawning season. 

G.        Wetlands Including Waters of the U.S. 

A jurisdictional wetland field delineation, conducted jointly with the COE et.al. in April 

2000, and a supplemental jurisdictional review in August 2000, identified twenty-seven (27) 

wetlands within the project area, namely WS-1B, WS-2, WS-3A, WS-4A, WS-4B, WS-4C, WS- 

4D, WS-5, WS-5A, WS-6, WS-7, WS-8, WS-9/9A, WS-10, WN-4, WN-5, WN-6, WN-BC, 

WN-BC2, WS-11, WS-12, WS-13, WN-1A, WN-1, WN-2, WN-A and WN-3A/B. 
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The SHA-Selected Alternative, Alternative 5A Modified, has been designed with the 

intention of avoiding or minimizing harm to these wetlands, in accordance with Executive Order 

11990. The SHA-Selected Alternative will impact 12 non-tidal wetlands with a total impact of 

approximately 1.3 acres. The impacted wetlands and avoidance and minimization measures are 

described below. Federal, state, and local regulations require the mitigation and/or compensation 

for the unavoidable loss of wetland habitats. A joint federal and state Section 404 Corps of 

Engineers permit is required for any disturbance to wetlands associated with the altematives. 

Conceptual wetland mitigation has been coordinated with the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, Maryland Department of Environment, Natural Resources Conservation Service, U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency. (Refer to Section VI Comments and Coordination) This coordination will 

continue through the design phase. 

Resource WS-2 fPEM Wetland) - Figure II-6 

This resource is a small roadside wetland associated with Carey Branch. It is located 

west of MD 210 and south of Kerby Hill Road. Because this resource is less than one acre in 

size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes Juncus effusus 

and Carex lurida these plants are either OBL or FACW for Maryland. The soil consists of an A 

layer from 0-4 inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 3 chroma 1 with a silt clay texture over a B 

layer of sandy gravel. 

Alternative 5A Modified would impact 0.01 acre of WS-2, resulting from proposed 

roadway ramp grading. 

Avoidance 
Avoidance of wetland WS-2, other than a no-build option, would require a cantilevered 

structure having a length of 130 linear feet at a total cost of $800,000. 

Minimization 
A 0.005 acre reduction in impacts to WS-2 could be accomplished by eliminating the 

Kerby Hill Road to MD 210 SB ramp's proposed eight-foot closed section shoulder on the 

MD 210 mainline and constructing a retaining wall having a length of 130 linear feet, with an 

average height of four feet, at a cost of $85,000. 

The avoidance option is not considered practicable because of cost. The minimization 

option is not considered practicable from an engineering and safety perspective since it would 

eliminate a shoulder in a high-speed merge area. 
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Resource WS-4B (PEM Wetland) - Figure II-7 

This resource is part of a large wetland system within the floodplain of Henson Creek. It 

is located west of MD 210 and north of Livingston Road. Functions and values were assessed 

and functional capacity indices follow: sediment stabilization 0.98, water quality 0.86, wildlife 

habitat 0.87, uniqueness and heritage 1.0. The dominant vegetation includes Impatiens capensis, 

Typha latifolia, Juncus effusus and Carex lurida these plants range from OBL to FACW for 

Maryland. The soil consists of an Ai layer from 0-10 inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 3 

chroma 4 with a silt clay texture over an A2 layer from 10 inches down with a matrix color of 10 

YR 3 chroma 3 and a silt clay texture. 

Alternative 5A Modified would impact 0.06 acre of WS-4B, resulting from the proposed 

roadway widening and grading. 

Avoidance 
Avoidance of Wetland WS-4B, other than a no-build option, would require shifting the 

MD 210 mainline to the east resulting in possible impacts to W-N5, W-N6, 100-year floodplain 

and Henson Creek Stream Valley Park on the east side of MD 210. 

Minimization 
A 0.05 acre reduction in impacts to WS-4B could be accomplished by constructing a 

retaining wall having a length of 200 linear feet, with an average height of eleven feet, at a cost 

of $326,000. 

The avoidance option is not considered practicable because of the potential for additional 

environmental impacts. The minimization option is not considered practicable because of cost. 

Resource WS-4C fPEM/PFO Wetland) - Figures II-7 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Henson Creek. 

It is located west of MD 210 and south of Livingston Road. Because this resource is less than 

one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica, Rosa multiflora, Ambrosia artemisifolia, and Graminae spp. These 

plants range from OBL to FACU for Maryland. The soil consists of an O layer from 0-6 inches 

with a matrix color of 10 YR 3 chroma 2 with an organic texture over an Ai layer from 6 inches 

down with a matrix color of 10 YR 4 chroma 2 and a gravely clay loam texture. 
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Alternative 5A Modified would impact 0.10 acre of WS-4C, resulting from the proposed 

Relocated Palmer/Livingston Road over MD 210 and a proposed two-lane exit ramp with 

grading. 

Avoidance 
Avoidance of wetland WS-4C for Alternative 5 A Modified, other than a no-build option, 

would require shifting the MD 210 mainline to the east resulting in possible impacts to the 100 

year floodplain, Henson Creek Stream Valley Park and would require additional widening to the 

proposed structure over Henson Creek. Additionally, the proposed Palmer/Livingston Road 

structure over MD 210 would have to be lengthened to span the wetland. 

Minimization 
A 0.07 acre reduction in impacts to WS-4C for Alternative 5A Modified could be 

accomplished by constructing a retaining wall having a length of 190 linear feet, with an average 

height of six feet, at a cost of $266,000 and lengthening the proposed Palmer/Livingston Road 

structure over MD 210, at an additional cost of $718,000. 

The avoidance option is not considered practicable because of potential additional 

environmental impacts and fiom an engineering perspective due to the difficulties associated 

with shifting the MD210 mainline. The minimization option is not considered practicable 

because of cost. 

Resource WS-4D fPFO Wetland) - Figure II-7 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Henson Creek. 

It is located west of MD 210 iind south of Livingston Road. Because this resource is less than 

one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes 

Liquidambar styraciflua, Acer rubrum, Toxicodendron radicans, Juncus effusus, and Impatiens 

capensis. These plants range from FACE+ to FAC for Maryland. The soil consists of an A] 

layer from 0-4 inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 3 chroma 2 with an organic clay texture over 

an A2 layer from 4 inches down with a matrix color of 10 YR 4 chroma 2 with a clay texture. 

Alternative 5A Modified would impact 0.04 acre of WS-4D, resulting from a one-lane 

ramp to MD 210 with grading. 

Avoidance 
Avoidance of Wetland WS-4D, other than a no-build option, would require construction 

of a retaining wall having a length of 160 linear feet, with an average height of 10.75 feet, at a 
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cost of $279,000.   There would be a temporary construction impact (<0.01 acre construction 

easement) to construct the retaining wall. 

Minimization 
A 0.02 acre reduction in impacts to WS-4D could be accomplished by steepening the 

grading slopes from 2:1 to a 1:1 ratio. This may require the use of geotextiles to mechanically 

stabilize the slopes. 

The avoidance option is not considered practicable because of cost. The minimization 

option is not considered practicable because of the difficulties from an engineering perspective 

associated with constructing geotextile installations and maintaining slopes steeper than a 2:1 

ratio. 

Resource WS-5 (PFO Wetland) - Fi2ures II-7 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Broad Creek. It 

is located west of MD 210 and south of Old Fort Road North. Because this resource is less than 

one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes 

Smilax rotundifolia and Acer rubrum. These plants are FAC for Maryland. The soil consists of 

an Ai layer from 0-4 inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 3 chroma 2 with an organic clay 

texture over an A2 layer from 4 inches down with a matrix color of 10 YR 4 chroma 2 with a 

clay texture. 

Alternative 5A Modified would impact 0.02 acre of WS-5, resulting from a proposed 

one-lane entrance ramp with grading. 

Avoidance 
Avoidance of WS-5, other than a no-build option, would require a retaining wall having a 

length of 180 linear feet, with an average height of six feet, at a cost of $235,000. There would 

be a temporary construction impact (0.01 acre) to construct the retaining wall. 

Minimization 
A 0.005 acre reduction in impacts to WS-5 could be accomplished by steepening the 

grading slopes from 2:1 to a 1:1 ratio for Alternative 5A Modified. This may require the use of 

geotextiles to mechanically stabilize the slopes. 

The avoidance option is not considered practicable because of cost. The minimization 

option is not considered practicable because of the difficulties from an engineering perspective 
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associated with constructing geotextile installations and maintaining slopes steeper than a 2:1 

ratio. 

Resource WS-5A (PEM/PKO Wetland) - Figures II-8 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Broad Creek. It 

is located west of MD 210 and north of Old Fort Road North. Because this resource is less than 

one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes Acer 

negundo. Fraxinus pennsylvanica, Leersia oryzoides, Impatiens capensis, and Polygonum 

sagittatum. These plants range from OBL to FACW for Maryland. The soil consists of an 

organic muck layer over a layer of confining silt clay. 

Alternative 5A Modified would impact 0.08 acre of wetland WS-5A, resulting from 

proposed ramp grading. The wetland limits extend beyond the limits of the available mapping, 

consequently only the delineated portion of WS-5A was totaled. 

Avoidance 
Avoidance of WS-5A, other than a no-build option, would require construction of a 

retaining wall having a length of 200 linear feet, with an average height of 24.5 feet, at a cost of 

$700,000 for Alternative 5A Modified. 

Minimization 
A 0.05 acre reduction in impacts to WS-5A could be accomplished by steepening the 

grading slopes from 2:1 to a 1:1 ratio for Alternative 5A Modified. This may require the use of 

geotextiles to mechanically stabilize the slopes. 

The avoidance option is not considered practicable because of cost. The minimization 

option is not considered practicable because of the difficulties from an engineering perspective 

associated with constructing geotextile installations and maintaining slopes steeper than a 2:1 

ratio. 

Resource WS-6 (PFO Wetland) - Figures II-8 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Broad Creek. It 

is located west of MD 210 and south of Old Fort Road North. Because this resource is less than 

one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes 

Liquidambar styraciflua. Acer rubrum, and Smilax rotundifolia. These plants are FAC for 

Maryland. The soil consists of an organic muck layer over a confining layer of gravel. 
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Alternative 5A Modified would impact 0.04 acre, resulting from proposed MD210 

grading. 

Avoidance 
Avoidance of WS-6, other than a no-build option, would require construction of a 

retaining wall having a length of 160 linear feet, with an average height of nine feet, at a cost of 

$244,000 for Alternative 5A Modified. There would be a temporary construction impact (<0.01 

acre construction easement) to construct the retaining wall. 

Minimization 
A 0.01 acre reduction in impacts could be accomplish by steepening the grading slopes 

from 2:1 to a 1:1 ratio, possibly requiring geotextile to mechanically stabilize the slopes for 

Alternative 5A Modified. 

The avoidance option is not considered practicable because of cost. The minimization 

option is not considered practicable because of the difficulties from an engineering perspective 

associated with constructing geotextile installations and maintaining slopes steeper than a 2:1 

ratio. 

Resource WS-7 rPFO Wetland) - Figures II-9 

This resource is a small wetland associated with an unnamed tributary to Broad Creek. It 

is located west of MD 210 and south of Old Fort Road North. Because this resource is less than 

one acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation includes 

Arisaema triphyllum, Toxicodendron radicans, and Ulmus rubra. These plants range from 

FACW to FAC for Maryland. The soil consists of an A layer from 0-8+ inches with a matrix 

color of 10 YR 3 chroma 3 and a silt loam texture. 

Alternative 5A Modified would impact 0.11 acre of Wetland WS-7, resulting from 

proposed MD 210 grading. 

Avoidance 
Avoidance of Wetland WS-7, other than a no-build option, would require construction of 

a retaining wall having a length of 220 linear feet, with an average height often feet, at a cost of 

$363,000 for Alternative 5A Modified. 
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Minimization 
A 0.07 acre reduction in impacts to WS-7 could be accomplished by steepening the 

grading slopes from 2:1 to a 1:1 ratio. This may require the use of geotextiles to mechanically 

stabilize the slopes for Alternative 5A Modified. 

The avoidance option is not considered practicable because of cost. The minimization 

option is not considered practicable because of the difficulties from an engineering perspective 

associated with constructing geotextile installations and maintaining slopes steeper than a 2:1 

ratio. 

Resource WS-9/9A rPFO and PEM Wetland) - Figures 11-11 

This resource is a large wetland system associated with an unnamed tributary to Broad 

Creek. WS-9 is located west of MD 210 south of Swan Creek Road. Functions and values were 

assessed and functional capacity indices follow: sediment stabilization 0.75, water quality 0.95, 

wildlife habitat 0.36, uniqueness and heritage 0.9. The dominant vegetation includes Acer 

rubrum, Quercus palustris, Vlmus rubra, Lindera benzoin. Viburnum dentatum, Alnus serrulata, 

Lonicera japonica, Liquidambar styraciflua, Impatians capensis, Sambucus canadensis, and 

Cinna arundinacea. These plants range from OBL to FAC for Maryland. The soil consists of an 

Ai layer from 0 - 4 inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 3 chroma 3 with a loam texture over an 

A2 layer from 4 - 6 inches with a matrix color of 10 YR 5 chroma 4 with a clay loam texture over 

a B layer from 6 inches down with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 5 chroma 2 with a clay texture. 

Alternative 5A Modified would impact 0.04 acre of wetland WS-9, resulting from 

MD 210 mainline widening. 

Avoidance 
Avoidance of Wetland WS-9, for Alternative 5 A Modified, other than a no-build option, 

would require construction of a retaining wall having a length of 300 linear feet, with an average 

height of eight feet, at a cost of $419,000. 

Minimization 
A 0.02 acre reduction in impacts to WS-9 could be accomplished by steepening the 

grading slopes from a 2:1 to a 1:1 ratio for Alternative 5A Modified. This may require 

geotextiles to mechanically stabilize the slopes. 

The avoidance option is not considered practicable because of cost. The minimization 

option is not considered practicable because of the difficulties from an engineering perspective 
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associated with constructing geotextile installations and maintaining slopes steeper than a 2:1 

ratio. 

WS-9A is located west of MD 210, north of Swan Creek Road. Functions and values 

were assessed and functional capacity indices follow: sediment stabilization 0.48, water quality 

0.86, wildlife habitat 0.56, and uniqueness and heritage 0.9. The dominant vegetation includes 

Acer rubrum, Liquidambar styraciflua, Vaccinium corymbosum, Lindera benzoin, Viburnum 

dentatum, Smilax rotundifolia, Lonicera japonica, Toxicodendron radicans, Symplocarpus 

foetidus, Claytonia virginiana, Typha latifolia, Glyceria striata, Juncus effuses, and Carex 

luridas. These plants range from OBL to FAC for Maryland. The soil consists of an Ai layer 

from 0 - 4 inches with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 6 chroma 3 with a silt clay texture over an A2 layer 

from 4-10+ inches with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 6 chroma 2 with large distinct mottles of 7.5 YR 

4 chroma 6 of a clay texture. 

Alternative 5A Modified would impact 0.15 acre of wetland WS-9A, resulting from 

proposed access road construction and grading. 

Avoidance 
Avoidance of WS-9A would require relocation of the proposed access road to the east 

resulting in greater impact to the parking and delivery truck access for the Olde Forte Village 

Shopping Center. 

Minimization 
A 0.02 acre reduction in impacts to WS-9A could be accomplished by steepening the 

grading slopes from a 2:1 to a 1:1 ratio for Alternative 5A Modified. This may require 

geotextiles to mechanically stabilize the slopes. 

The avoidance option is not considered practicable due to the extent of parking and 

accessibility impacts to the Old Forte Village Shopping Center. The minimization option is not 

considered practicable because of the difficulties from an engineering perspective associated 

with constructing geotextile installations and maintaining slopes steeper than a 2:1 ratio. 

Resource WN-3A/B (PEM/PFO Wetland) - Figures 11-10,11 

This resource is a large wetland system within the Broad Creek watershed. It is located 

east of MD 210 and north of Livingston Road. Functions and values were assessed and 

functional capacity indices follow: sediment stabilization 1.0, water quality 0.8, wildlife habitat 

0.865, uniqueness and heritage 0.9. The dominant vegetation includes Liquidambar styraciflua. 
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Acer rubrum, Viburnum dentatum, Toxicodendron radicans, Leersia oryzoides, Cephalanthus 

occidentalis, and Carex lurida. These plants range from OBL to FAC for Maryland. The soil, 

consists of an Ai layer from 0 - 6 inches with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 5 chroma 2 with a silty clay 

texture over an A2 layer from 6 inches down with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 6 chroma 2 with a clay 

texture. A second sampling point revealed soils consisting of an A layer from 0-12+ inches 

with a matrix color of 10 YR 6 chroma 2 with a silt clay loam texture. 

Alternative 5 A Modified would impact 0.15 acre of wetland WN-3A/B. 

Avoidance 
Avoidance of wetland WN-3B for Alternative 5A Modified would include eliminating 

the MD 210 NB to Swan Creek/Livingston Road ramp and relocating the proposed access road 

to the south avoiding WN-3B 

Minimization 
A 0.03 acre reduction in impacts to WN-3B could be accomplished by constructing a 

retaining wall having a length of 230 linear feet, with an average height of five feet, at a cost of 

$234,000. There would be a temporary construction impact (<0.01 acre construction easement) 

to construct the retaining wall. 

The avoidance option is not considered practicable because it would disregard business, 

community and focus group requests to provide an exit ramp north of the existing Swan 

Creek/Livingston Road and MD 210 intersection. The proposed exit ramp would allow 

northbound MD 210 motorists to see the Old Forte Village Shopping Center before exiting 

MD210 maintaining viabilit> of the existing businesses. The minimization option is not 

considered practicable because of cost. 

Resource WN-BC2 (PFO Wetland) - Figures 11-8 

This resource is a small wetland system within the floodplain of Broad Creek. It is 

located east of MD 210 and south of Old Fort Road North. Because this resource is less than one 

acre in size, functions and values were not assessed. The dominant vegetation is Platanus 

occidentalis, Liquidambar styraciflua, Lindera benzoin, Lonicera japonica, and Acer rubrum. 

These plants range from FACW- to FAC- for Maryland. The soil consists of an Ai layer from 

0 - 3 inches with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 3 chroma 1 with a loam texture over an A2 layer from 

3 inches down with a matrix color of 2.5 Y 4 chroma 3 with a sandy clay texture. 
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Alternative 5A Modified would impact 0.15 acre of Wetland WN-BC2, resulting from 

proposed interchange ramp grading. 

Avoidance 
Avoidance of WN-BC2 for Alternative 5A Modified would involve shifting the proposed 

southeast quadrant ramp 50 feet± towards the MD 210 mainline and constructing retaining walls 

on the left and right sides of the ramp. The retaining walls on the left hand side of the proposed 

ramp would have a length of 300 linear feet with an average height of 16 feet, at a cost of 

$470,000. The retaining wall on the right side of the proposed ramp would have a length of 200 

linear feet, with an average height of 25 feet, at a cost of $636,000. With this proposed ramp 

shift, to avoid having an offset intersection, the proposed northeast quadrant ramp would also 

need to be shifted towards MD 210 and retaining walls constructed between the ramp and MD 

210 and to the outside of the ramp to avoid a possible residential displacement. 

Minimization 
A 0.09 acre reduction in impacts to WN-BC2 could be achieved for Alternative 5A 

Modified with construction of a retaining wall having a length of 250 linear feet, with an average 

height of 28 feet, at a cost of $869,000. 

The avoidance and minimization options are not considered practicable because of cost 

and because of the difficulties from an engineering perspective and aesthetic concerns associated 

with constructing high retaining walls adjacent to the MD 210 mainline. 

Resource WN-5 (PFO Wetland) - Figures II-7 

This resource is a large wetland within the floodplain of Henson Creek. It is located east 

of MD 210 and north of Henson Creek. Functions and values were assessed and functional 

capacity indices follow: sediment stabilization 0.83, water quality 0.80, wildlife habitat 0.72, 

uniqueness and heritage 1.0. The dominant vegetation includes Fraxinus pennsylvanica, Acer 

negundo, Asimina triloba, Luzula sp., and Polygonum japonica. These plants range from FACW 

to FACU+ for Maryland. The soil consists of a silty clay from 0-12+ inches with a matrix color 

of2.5 Y5chroma2. 

Alternatives 5A Modified would impact 0.35 acre of Wetland WN-5, resulting from 

proposed ramp grading. 
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Avoidance 
Avoidance of WN-5, for Alternate 5A Modified, would require eliminating the 

Palmer/Livingston Road to MD 210 NB ramp and replacing with a loop ramp in the southeast 

quadrant (similar to dropped option C or D) resulting in one additional business displacement. 

Minimization 
A 0.08 acre reduction in impacts to wetland WN-5 could be achieved, for Alternative 5A 

Modified, by constructing a retaining wall having a length of 300 linear feet, with an average 

height of twelve feet, at a cost of $562,000. There would be a temporary construction impact 

(0.01 acres) to construct the retaining wall. 

The avoidance option is not considered practicable because of the potential additional 

business displacement. The minimization option is not considered practicable because of cost. 

Based on the previous wetlands impact descriptions. Table IV-6 has been comprised to 

indicate the maximum impact to each wetland that would result from the Alternative 5A 

Modified, assuming an impact area extending ten-feet beyond the grading limits. 
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TABLE IV-6 
MAXIMUM WETLAND IMPACT TABLE 

1 Wetland Impact (Acres) 
Wetland 

Symbol/Watershed 
Size 

(Acres) PEM PSS PFO Total 

WS-1B/HC 0.09 0 0 0 0 

WS-2/HC 0.01 0.01 0 0 0.01 

WS-3A^C 0.82 0 0 0 0 

WS-4A^IC 0.59+ 0 0 0 0 

WS-4B/HC 0.24 0.06 0 0 0.06 

WS-4C/HC 0.11 0 0 0.10 0.10 

WS-4D/HC 0.08 0 0 0.04 0.04 

WS-5/HC 0.05 0 0 0.02 0.02 

WS-SA^iC 0.21+ 0 0 0.08 0.08 

WS-6/HC 0.08 0 0 0.04 0.04 

WS-7/HC 0.11 0 0 0.11 0.11 

WS-8/HC 0.62+ 0 0 0 0 

WS-9/9A/HC 6.48 0 0 0.19 0.19 

WS-10 0.19 0 0 0 0 

WN-4/HC 0.75+ 0 0 0 0 

WN-5/HC 0.81+ 0 0 0.35 0.35 

WN-6/HC 0.15 0 0 0 0 

WN-BC/HC 0.60 0 0 0 0 

WN-BC2/HC 0.58 0 0 0.15 0.15 

HC Watershed - Total NA 0.07 0 1.08 1.15 

WS-ll/PC 0.03 0 0 0 0 

WS-12/PC 3.31 + 0 0 0 0 

WS-13/PC 0.65 0 0 0 0 

WN-1A/PC 0.27 0 0 0 0 

WN-l/PC 0.33 0 0 0 0 

WN-2/PC 5.25+ 0 0 0 0 

WN-A/PC 0.03 0 0 0 0 

WN-3A/B/PC 3.82+ 0 0 0.15 0.15 

PC Watershed - Total NA 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.15 

Total Watershed Impact NA 0.07 0.00 1.23 1.30 
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Mitieation (refer to Section VI. D for Agency Correspondence) 

For those impacts, which cannot be avoided or minimized, compensatory mitigation will 

provide for the replacement of resources lost to permanent impacts. Every effort will be made to 

mitigate impacts in-kind and in-watershed. For example, forested wetland impacts in the 

Piscataway Creek watershed will be replaced by forested wetland mitigation in the same 

watershed if possible. 

Replacement ratios for unavoidable wetland impacts are based on the Maryland 

Compensatory Guidance (1994) and agency coordination on a project-by-project basis, but 

impacts are generally mitigated according to the following ratios: 

Forested Wetlands 2:1 

Scrub/Shrub 2:1 

Emergent 1:1 

Wetland Mitigation Project - Site P-15, Parker Farm Property 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified would impact 1.3 acres of non-tidal wetlands, 

consisting of 1.23 acres of PFO and 0.07 acre of PEM acres, within the Henson Creek watershed. 

A mitigation site search was conducted and six sites were presented during an interagency field 

meeting in August 2001. The Parker Farm, located east of MD 210 in the Piscataway Creek 

watershed (See Figure IV-7), was chosen as the most favorable wetland mitigation site. A 

majority of the site lies within the floodplain of Piscataway Creek and is used for production of 

row crops. The Parker Farm mitigation site could be used for approximately seven acres of 

wetland creation, one acre of wetland restoration, and sixteen acres of wetland preservation 

(Figure FV-S); 2.6 acres of wetland mitigation would be accomplished on the site for impacts to 

wetlands resulting from Alternative 5A Modified. The SHA is investigating potential future 

projects with mitigation needs that fall within the Middle Potomac watershed for the remaining 

mitigation credit. If future projects are identified, SHA will request environmental agency 

concurrence to use the site as mitigation for the specified future projects. 

Soils on the site are mapped as Woodstown sandy loam and Fallsington sandy loam, 

which are moderately well-drained and poorly drained, respectively. The Fallsington soils are 

classified as hydric, and are located within a broad swale that contains subsurface tile drains. 

The proposed mitigation plan would eliminate the tile drains to restore wetland hydrology. 
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The mitigation site is located in a landscape position that is capable of replacing the 
wetland functions associated with the impacted wetlands and is large enough to meet the entire 
mitigation requirement for this project, with an average cut of three feet to achieve a design 
elevation of 25 to 30 feet. Groundwater monitoring wells will be installed to determine 
appropriate design parameters, and existing wetlands in the area will be surveyed and shown on 

final design plans. 

Wetland hydrology in the mitigation area would be provided by groundwater and surface 
water runoff from a 100-acre watershed. Several groundwater seeps emerge along the toe-of- 
slope, at the upper limit of the mitigation site. A small farm pond has been constructed in one of 
the primary seepage areas. In addition, storm flow could be diverted from an intermittent stream 
to provide additional water during the summer months. A large farm pond has impounded the 
intermittent stream, and storm flow could be diverted near the outlet of the pond into the 

mitigation site. 

The goal of the mitigation project will be to replace the functions of the impacted 
wetlands, which include wildlife habitat, groundwater discharge, sediment trapping and 
stabilization, and nutrient retention and removal. Expanding on the existing riparian forest and 
implementing grading and planting plans that maximize species diversity will replace habitat 
functions identified in the FEIS. Furthermore, the site is under development pressure as shown 
on the tax map provided in Figure IV-9 and would expand on the existing stream valley 
protection corridor that is owned by the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 

Commission. 

H.       Effects on Hazardous Materials/Waste Sites 

Eleven sites have been identified that, according to SHA's Project Impact Ranking 
Criteria, have a high or medium/high project impact rating and would be impacted with 
Alternative 5A Modified. The sites are listed in Table IV-7 along with the degree of impact for 
Alternative 5A Modified. The impacts are broken down as either a business relocation (i.e., total 
take) or a right of way acquisition (i.e. fee simple impact). 

During the final design phase of the project, the site plans for the potential hazardous 
waste sites impacted by Alternative 5A Modified will be investigated thoroughly to determine 
the presence and location of the hazardous waste within the parcel and determine the best course 

of action for each impacted hazardous materials/waste site. 
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TABLE rV-7 
AFFECTED HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/WASTE SITES 

© 
Z 

2,35 

11,40 

38 

39 

37 

67 

70 

17,51 

31 

64 

33,34 

Hazardous Materials/Waste Site 
With High or Medium/High Impact Ratings 

Shell Service Station — 8005 Indian Head Highway 

Texaco Service Station - 9100 Livingston Road 

Fort Laundromat/Eddies Food - 9116 Livingston Road. 

Oxon Hill Rentals - 9120 Livingston Road 

Day Star Nursery - 915 Palmer Road 

Pride of America Fuel -11800 Indian Head Highway 
National Tire & Battery (Changed Name) -11700 block Livingston Rd. 

Exxon Co. USA #25687 (Vacant) - 12800 Old Fort Road 

Oxon Hill Staff Dev. Center - 7711 Livingston Rd. 

Clagett Realty - 16001 Indian Head Highway  
Wilson Towers Apartments - 7907,7911 Indian Head Highway 

R=Relocation of Business (Total Take) - Total 

T=Right of Way Take (Fee Simple) - Total 

Total 

>      -a 

Q> O 

R 

"R" 

R 

R 

T 
R 
R 
T 
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I. Floodplains 

Construction of the SHA-Selected Alternative would impact 3.4 acres of the 100-year 
floodplain associated with Piscataway and Henson Creeks. The estimated impact was based on 
preliminary structure lengths. Final determination of structure length will be made during the 

design phase of the project. 

Pursuant to the Flood Hazard Management Act of 1976 and in accordance with the 
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, federal funds may not be used to support 
incompatible floodplain development unless no practical alternate exists. 

The estimated impact to the 100-year floodplain, results from constructing new ramps for 
the Palmer Road/Livingston Road interchange and widening MD 210 structures over Piscataway 
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Creek and Henson Creek. Because of the need to provide an interchange at Palmer 
Road/Livingston Road and widen MD 210 in the vicinity of Piscataway Creek and Henson 

Creek, impacts to 100-year floodplains cannot be avoided. 

The State Highway Administration will prepare a detailed hydrologic and hydraulic study 

for the Selected Alternative during final design to identify the existing 100-year storm discharge 
and floodplain. Stormwater management will be provided and all hydraulic structures will be 

designed as per roadway classification. 

The use of standard hydraulic design techniques for all waterway openings, which limit 
upstream flood level increases and approximate existing downstream flow rates will be utilized 

where feasible. 

Use of state-of-the-art sediment and erosion control techniques and Stormwater 
management controls will ensure that none of the encroachments would result in risks or impacts 
to the beneficial floodplain values or provide direct or indirect support to further development 

within the floodplain. 

In accordance with the requirements of FHPM 6-7-3-2, which is a FHWA guideline for 
ensuring compliance with Executive Order No. 11988, the impacts of each encroachment have 
been evaluated to determine if it is a significant encroachment. A significant encroachment 

would involve one of the following: 

• A significant potential for interruption or termination of a transportation facility 
which is needed for emergency vehicles or provides a community's only evacuation 

route, 

• A significant risk, or 

• A significant adverse impact on natural and beneficial floodplain values. 

Preliminary analyses indicate that no significant floodplain impacts are expected to occur 

as a result of Alternative 5A Modified. 

J.        Terrestrial Ecosystem 

1.        Flora 

Alternative 5A Modified would impact flora. The SHA-Selected Alternative would 
impact 58.2 acres in direct losses of woodlands. Impacts to flora include direct losses associated 
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with clearing within the footprint of the Alternative 5A Modified and changes in plant 

community structure and composition. 

Changes in plant community structure and composition result from creating edge habitats 
or ecotones. Edge habitats admit greater incidence of light to forest floors causing changes in 
micro-climates. The result is replacement or partial replacement of moist, mesic forest 
conditions with brighter, drier micro-habitants. The greater incidence of light usually results in a 
greater profusion of herbaceous and woody under story species. Stem densities are higher and 
the probability of invasion by exotic species such as Japanese honeysuckle, tear thumb, 

multiform rose, etc. is increased. 

Wildflower planting would be included in the construction of the SHA-Selected 
Alternative. The amount of wildflower planting would be 0.25 percent of the landscaping being 

provided. 

It is anticipated that all reforestation requirements will be met within the proposed right- 

of-way for Alternative 5A Modified. 

2.        Specimen Trees 

The SHA-Selected Alternative would require the removal of six specimen trees. Table 
IV-S presents the impacts to specimen trees for Alternative 5A Modified. 

TABLE IV-8 
SUMMARY OF SPECIMEN TREES 

I.D. 
No. 

Diameter at 
Breast Height 

Species Alternative 
5A Modified 

Location 

9 31.4" Northern Red Oak Old Fort Road North 

11 80.2" Yellow Poplar Fort Washington Road 

12 40.0" Yellow Poplar Fort Washington Road 

13 39.0" White Oak Fort Washington Road 

19 33.0" Yellow Poplar Old Fort Road South 

21 30.5" White Oak Old Fort Road South 

TOTAL 6 
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Fauna 

Alternative 5A Modified would impact fauna in the study area.   Direct and indirect 

impacts of the SHA-Selected Alternative on fauna include: 

• habitat loss and alteration; 

• habitat fragmentation; 

• changes in animal populations and communities; 

• gene pool fragmentation; 

• contamination from roadway pollutants; 

• changes in wildlife usage due to noise and other disturbances; 

• mortality from wildlife-vehicular collisions. 

Habitat loss would be the most significant impact of construction on fauna. Alteration of 
existing habitats rendering them unsuited to their original faunal assemblages is also considered 
habitat loss (USFWS 1987). Construction activities associated with the SHA-Selected 
Alternative would result in actual acreage losses of habitats and habitat alterations. 

Forest, dwelling wildlife would lose 58.2 acres from construction of Alternative 5A 
Modified. Scrub/shrub and old field dwelling species would lose 0.11 acres from the SHA- 
Selected Alternative but wildlife species inhabiting agricultural lands would not be impacted. 

The fragmentation of habitats is another impact that is expected of the SHA-Selected 
Alternative. Some species require large blocks of contiguous habitat. For example, some 
neotropical migrant birds are forest interior nesters. Forests that are fragmented by roads into 
small units may expose these species to nest predators. The smaller parcels may no longer be 
viable habitat for these birds. Impacts from the SHA-Selected Alternative on Forest Interior 
Dwelling Bird Species are expected to be limited because most impacts are within the existing 
edge habitat. However, forest clearing and construction along the existing roadway may, in 
some areas, cause the further extension of edge habitat into nearby existing forest interior areas. 

Many wildlife species require suitable corridors connecting parts of their range to avoid 
predators and exposure to climatic extremes (Steams 1973). Interconnecting travel corridors 
along streams are an important factor in maintaining the viability of small tracts of land as 
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wildlife habitat (USFWS 1987). Alternative 5A Modified would, in some cases, fragment these 

corridors, magnifying the effects of habitat loss for many species. 

Overpopulation and consequent over-utilization of available food sources can occur in 

some wildlife species if a barrier, such as MD 210, prevents dispersal (Smith 1980). This results 

in habitat deterioration and can contribute to population declines. 

Roadsides increase the probability of habitat fragmentation and disruption of travel 
corridors can negatively affect gene pool variability of less mobile wildlife species, such as 
amphibians, reptiles, and small mammals. Roads such as MD 210, can act as barriers separating 
populations of some wildlife species, especially in urbanized areas. A reduction in intermixing 

of genetic material can result in reduced population viability. 

Heavy metals, deicing compounds, petrochemicals, and other pollutants common to road 
usage and maintenance often contaminate roadside vegetation and soils. (Oxley et al. 1974). 
Shaheen (1975) has noted heavy metal deposition in the roadside environment. The metals are 
derived from normal wear of automobile parts and from automotive emissions. Gish and 
Christiansen (1973) quantified the presence of lead and zinc in earthworms along two Maryland 
highways. These levels may be lethal to earthworm eating animals including amphibians, 
reptiles, birds and mammals. 

Trainer and Karstad (1960) diagnosed salt poisoning in rabbits, pheasants, and quail 
populations in Wisconsin. This poisoning was caused by salt used to melt ice on highways. 
Sodium ferrocyanide is used as an anti-caking additive in some de-icing compounds. This 
substance is water soluble and can potentially generate cyanide in the presence of sunlight. 
Twenty parts per million is the minimum required level of sodium ferrocyanide to ensure the 
anti-caking function is maintained. Test results have indicated that up to 128 ppm may be 
present. No maximum safe level has been established, therefore impacts cannot be quantified. 

Pesticides are widely used in the maintenance of roadside vegetation. These compounds 
can cause declines in insect numbers and diversity, resulting in diminished food supplies for 
many wildlife species (Geradi 1974). Pollutants from a contaminated environment can 

accumulate in wildlife tissues causing negative health effects. 

A Memphis State University study (1971) showed that noise may have a negative effect 
on the breeding efficiency of birds that utilize vocal communications during the breeding season. 

Roadside and median vegetative plantings can be attractive food sources and/or cover for 
some wildlife species. De-icing compounds that accumulate in roadside soils can serve as 
attractive "salt-licks". The attraction of wildlife to these salt-licks can lead to increased wildlife 

IV-54 



^77 

mortality due to collisions with vehicles. Many studies have shown that increases in wildlife 
mortality result from the construction and operation of roads (Michael 1975, Oxley et al. 1974, 

Campbell 1973, and Hancock 1963). 

Impacts on Herpetofauna (For a discussion of impacts to Herpetofauna, please refer to DEIS 

Section IV.J.3. page IV-75) 

Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Herpetofauna (For a discussion of mitigation to 
Herpetofauna, please refer to DEIS Section IV.J.3. page IV-76) Mitigation of adverse impacts to 
Herpetofauna can be achieved through standard environmental mitigation efforts such as wetland 

creation, stream and wetland buffer protection, and restoration. 

Impacts on Birds (For a discussion of impacts to Birds, please refer to DEIS Section IV.J.3. 

page IV-77) 

Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Birds (For a discussion of mitigation to Birds, please refer to 

DEIS Section IV.J.3. page IV-79) 

Impacts on Mammals (For a discussion of Impact to Mammals, please refer to DEIS Section 

IV.J.3. page IV-80) 

Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Mammals (For a discussion of Mitigation to Mammals, 

please refer to DEIS Section IV.J.3. page IV-81) 

4.        Rare. Threatened or Endangered Species 

Coordination with the USFWS and MDNR indicates that there are recent records for 
species of concern known to occur within the vicinity of the project site. There are no federally 
listed threatened or endangered species known to occupy the project area. The species of 
concern could potentially occur on the project site itself, especially if the appropriate habitat 

exists. They are as follows: 

Scientific Name Common Name State Status 

Juncus torreyi Torrey's Rush Endangered 
Nemophila aphylla Small-flowered Baby-blue-eyes Highly Rare 

Subsequent to completion of the DEIS, at the request of MDNR, SHA conducted a field 
survey in search of Torrey's rush and Small-flower-baby-blue-eyes.   Torrey's rush was not 
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identified in the project area.  Small-flower-baby-blue-eyes was identified near the project area 

but not within the project grading limits. 

K.       Noise Quality 

1. Introduction 

Seventy-two (72) receptor sites are located within the Study Area as indicated in Table 
III- 12 and shown on Figures III-7A through III-7H. The sites were grouped into fourteen (14) 
Noise Sensitive Areas (NSA). Receptors were selected to represent the overall noise 
environment and to determine locations where residences may be impacted by traffic noise. A 
summary of impacts and mitigation measures is presented in this section. 

The complete Noise Analysis Technical Report is available at the Maryland State 
Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202. 

2. Predicted Noise Levels 

The method used to model and predict noise levels in this study was developed by the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The computer model, called the FHWA Traffic Noise 
Model ® (TNM), computes highway traffic noise levels at user-defined receivers, and aids in the 
design of highway noise barriers. TNM® includes a database of speed-related noise emission 
levels for five (5) vehicle types (automobiles, medium trucks, heavy trucks, buses, and 
motorcycles) under cruise (constant speed) conditions. An adjustment is first applied to account 
for the numbers of each vehicle type and their speed as defined by the user. In addition, TNM 
contains a database of noise levels that accounts for the effects of accelerating vehicles for use 
when traffic is affected by stop signs, signals, toll booths, on-ramps, and roadway upgrades. Sound 
propagation is computed taking into account the effects of atmospheric absorption, divergence 
(i.e. geometric spreading of sound energy over distance), intervening ground types and their 
acoustical characteristics, topography, man-made barriers, vegetation, and rows of buildings. To 
improve accuracy, all TNM databases and calculations are based on 1/3 octave band (i.e. data is 
broken down into individual frequency bands), then the results are recombined to give noise levels 
in the standard units used in highway noise analysis. 

In this study, noise levels are presented in terms of the A-weighted equivalent sound 
level, abbreviated here as Leq. Leq is a single number representation of the actual fluctuating 
sound level that accounts for all the sound energy during a given period of time. The units of L^ 
are A-weighted decibels, or dBA. The A-weighting means that the sound is measured by a 
method that approximates the response of the human ear, with de-emphasis of the low and very 
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high frequencies, and emphasis on .the mid-frequency noise level range. In order to give a sense , 
of perspective to the noise levels discussed; a quiet rural night would register about 40-dBA, a 
quiet suburban night about 60-dBA, a noisy day about 80-dBA, a gas lawn mower at 100 feet 
about 70-dBA and a diesel truck at 50 feet about 85-dBA. Under typical field conditions, noise 
level changes of 2 to 3-dBA are barely perceptible, while a change of 5-dBA is readily 
noticeable. A 10-dBA increase in noise levels is judged by most people as a doubling of sound 
loudness. Predicted noise levels for this project are summarized in Table IV-10. For the design 
year 2020, predicted noise levels range from 52 to 80-dBA for the Build Alternative. 

The existing traffic volumes and speed along MD 210 used for model calibration were 
developed from volumes obtained during ambient measurement sessions. SHA developed the 
2020 traffic volumes used for impact assessment and mitigation, while the 2020 traffic speeds 
were calculated through the use of HCS computer software. A summary of the traffic volumes 
used is included in Section H. Intersections provided capacity constraint, which is alleviated by 
the interchange options, resulting in increase traffic volume between interchanges. 

The noise levels given in this section are for the noisiest hour of the day. For the No-Build 
alternative there are nine signalized major intersections in this Study Area, causing vehicles to 
queue at the traffic lights. Groups of vehicles advance from one intersection to another creating 
less noise than a lower volume, steadier flow of traffic. In this study area, the noisiest hour usually 
preceded peak traffic hour. The associated travel speed along with the traffic volumes were 

included in this analysis. 

The worst-case noise scenario was found to be in the PM hours. Predicted Build noise 
levels along with projected No-Build levels and measured ambient noise levels are shown in 
Table IV-10. All ambient and predicted noise levels are A-weighted exterior Leq Noise levels. 

Noise criteria is approached or exceeded at 13 NSAs. 

In general, the Build traffic noise levels are slightly (not perceptibly) greater than the No- 
Build noise levels. However, because many of the residences were constructed prior to the 
existing 6-lane divided roadway configuration, with the roadway being either 2-lane undivided 
or 4-lane divided, there are increases in the Build noise levels over the baseline noise levels. The 
baseline noise level is defined as the maximum noise level for the roadway configuration in 

place at the time a residence was constructed. 
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3.        Impact Assessment and Abatement Consideration 

a.        Impact Assessment and Feasibility of Noise Control 

The determination of traffic noise impacts is based on the relationship between the 
ambient noise levels, the predicted peak hour traffic noise levels and the established noise 
abatement criteria in the project area. The effects of noise from the SHA-Selected Alternative 
are judged in accordance with the Federal Highway Administration's guidelines as established by 
23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 772 and current SHA Sound Barrier Policy. The 
FHWA criteria shown in Table rV-9 are based on specific land uses and are used in determining 
the need for studying noise attenuation measures. All locations within this study area are of land 
use Category B with a design noise level of 67-dBA (La,). Mitigation measures were investigated 
where the peak hour noise levels approached or exceeded the 67-dBA Federal Noise Abatement 
Criterion for residential areas. Based on current SHA Sound Barrier Policy, 66-dBA is 
considered as approaching the criteria. Additionally, the criteria requires that mitigation 
measures be considered where build levels are equal to or greater than 57-dBA and exceed the 
ambient levels by 10-dBA or more. The results of this study are shown in Table IV-10, and are 
described in detail in this section. Where mitigation was modeled, additional criteria were 

examined to determine if mitigation is feasible and reasonable. 

This evaluation was also completed in accordance with the SHA's Sound Barrier Policy, 
dated May 1998. The MD 210 project is a Type I noise project as defined in 23 CFR, Part 772. 
A Type I project provides evaluation of noise mitigation for new highways or significant 
modification of existing roadways that increase highway capacity, or brings traffic closer to 
existing residences. For the SHA-Selected Alternative, although the existing roadway 
configuration is unchanged for much of its length, the replacement of signalized intersections 
with interchanges brings traffic closer to some residences, and removes capacity restraints which 
permits the existing MD 210 roadway configuration to operate close to design capacity. When 
mitigation is investigated, feasibility and reasonableness criteria established by SHA's Sound 
Barrier Policy must be met in order for a barrier to be considered eligible for construction. These 

criteria are summarized below: 

Feasibility Criteria 

• Noise levels can be reduced by 7 to 10-dBA at receptors with the highest noise levels. 

• Placement of barrier does not restrict vehicular or pedestrian access. 

• Barrier does not cause any safety or maintenance problems. 

IV-58 



all 
Barrier can be constructed given topography, drainage, utilities, etc. 

•    There  are  no  non-highway noise  sources  that would  reduce or limit barrier 

effectiveness. 

Reasonableness Criteria 

• The majority of impacted receptors receive a 7 to 10-dBA noise reduction. 

• At least 75% of the impacted residents approve of the proposed noise abatement. 

• A 3-dBA or greater change in design year noise levels over design year no-build. 

Noise levels are expected to result from the proposed action. 

• The cumulative effect of highway improvements on the design year noise levels at 

receptors that existed when prior improvements were made is equal to or greater 

than 3-dBA. 

• Build levels are equal to or greater than 72-dBA and there is any increase in noise 

levels between no-build and build alternatives. 

• The barrier should not have significant negative visual impact, such as a high 

barrier close to residences. 

• The cost of noise abatement must be equal to or less than $50,000 per residence 

benefited 

• The average cost per residence for the entire project will also be considered. 

Project cost averaging would be considered for any NSA with a cost exceeding 

$50,000 per residence, but less than $100,000 per residence. 

. There are special Section 4(f) circumstances (e.g., areas with historical, 

recreational, or cultural significance). 

b.        Noise Abatement Criteria 

The study of noise abatement measures considers the size of the impacted areas, the 

number and distribution of noise sensitive sites within that area, the predominant activities being 

performed and their vulnerability to noise disturbances, and the visual impact and economic 

feasibility of the noise attenuation methods. 
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An assessment of reasonable cost for sound barriers is based on the following 

assumptions: an effective barrier should, in general, extend in both directions for four times the 
distance between receiver and roadway (source) and provide a 7 to 10-dBA reduction in the 
noise level at the most severely affected residences. The effective barrier height was considered 
to be the height at which this reduction was achieved. A second consideration was that the 
barriers block the line of sight to all vehicles from every location. The cost per residence is 
determined by dividing the total barrier cost by the number of benefited residences. A unit cost 
of $16.54 per square foot is used to determine the cost of the barrier when evaluating economic 
feasibility. An impacted residence is considered benefited when it experiences a minimum 
3-dBA reduction in noise with mitigation. Also a residence that is not impacted is considered 
benefited if it receives a 5-dBA reduction from the mitigation. When determining the cost per 
residence, the SHA policy has assumed that a church or school or historic area has the value of 
ten equivalent residences. An historic site is considered as 2 residences and an historic district is 

considered as 10 residences. 

The effects of noise from each alternative are judged in accordance with the FHWA's 
activity/criteria relationship published in 23 CFR, Part 772 and subsequent memorandum. The 
FHWA criteria are based on specific land uses and are used in determining the need for studying 
noise attenuation measures. All locations within this Study Area are of land use Category B, 

which has a design noise level of 67-dBA (Leq). 

This evaluation was also completed in accordance with the SHA's Sound Barrier Policy. 
This is a Type I noise project as defined in 23 CFR, Part 772. A Type I project provides 
evaluation of noise mitigation for projects that propose construction of a highway on a new 
location or the expansion or reconstruction of an existing highway that substantially changes the 
highway's horizontal or vertical alignment or increases the number of through traffic lanes. 
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TABLE IV-9 
FEDERAL NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA 

LAND 
USE 
CATEGORY 

DESIGNNOISE 
LEVEL -Leq 

DESCRIPTION OF LAND USE 
CATEGORY 

A 
57-dBA 
(exterior) 

Tracts of land in which serenity and quiet are of 
extraordinary significance and preservation of 
those qualities is essential if the area is to 
continue its intended purpose. Such areas could 
include amphitheaters, particular parks, or open 
spaces which are dedicated or recognized by 
appropriate local officials for activities requiring 
special qualities of serenity and quiet. 

B 
67-dBA 
(exterior) 

Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting 
(exterior) rooms, schools, churches, libraries, 
hospitals or picnic areas, playgrounds, active 

sports areas and parks. 

C 
72-dBA 
(exterior) 

Developed lands, properties or activities not 
included in category A or B above. 

D 
None 
Prescribed 

Land which is undeveloped on the date of public 
knowledge of the project, and on which no 
known future development is planned. 

E 
52-dBA 
(interior) 

Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting 
rooms, schools, churches, libraries, hospitals and 
auditoriums. 
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Cumulative Noise Effects 

In the assessment of the No-Build to Build noise level change, consideration is given to 
the cumulative effects of interim highway improvements made after the original highway 
construction. If the cumulative increase in design-year build noise level is equal to or greater 

than 3-dBA, noise abatement could be considered reasonable. 

MD 210 was constructed in 1945 as a 2-lane undivided highway. Since then, the SHA 
has undertaken a series of widening projects, several of which occurred prior to NEPA and the 
requirements for traffic noise investigations. The noise levels resulting from these previous 
roadway configurations are referred to as the 'Baseline' noise levels. Each of these 
improvements resulted in a small increase in noise levels for receptors in existence at the time of 
the roadway improvements. Individually these increases would not have warranted noise 
mitigation during the planning and design phase of this project. The purpose of this analysis is to 
determine whether these small increases, when combined, would meet SHA's Policy 
Reasonableness Criterion 3, which states: 

"In the assessment of the No-Build to Build noise level change, consideration will be 
given to the cumulative effects of highway improvements made after the original highway 
construction. If the cumulative increase in design year build noise levels...is equal to or greater 
than 3 decibels, noise abatement could be considered reasonable." 

The residences (i.e., receptors) in the study area were constructed over many years. A 
comparison of dates of roadway improvements against construction dates revealed that 
construction of many of the study area residences preceded certain MD 210 improvements. 
Previous configurations of the roadway can be separated into 5 separate cases: 

• Case 1 (1949-1966): Two-lane undivided roadway 

• Case 2 (1966-1986): Two-lane undivided highway from MD 373 to Fort Washington 
Road. Four-lane divided roadway north of Fort Washington Road 

• Case 3 (1986-1992): Four-lane divided roadway 

• Case 4 (1992 to 1996):   Four-lane divided roadway MD 373 to Fort Washington 
Road. Six-lane divided roadway north of Fort Washington Road 
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•    Case 5 (1996 to Present): Six-lane divided highway for the entire length of roadway 

in the study area. 

Receptors that were constructed after 1996 (Case 5) or after 1992 north of Fort 
Washington Road (Case 4) have not experienced any MD 210 interim improvements since their 
construction. Thus, a comparison of the No-Build to the Build noise levels will provide an 
accurate assessment of the reasonableness of noise abatement at these locations; no cumulative 

effects analysis is required. 

d.        Mitigation Measures 

In acoustical analysis, various methods of noise abatement are possible: noise attenuation 
through a barrier or berm placed between the source and the receptor; traffic flow restrictions or 

controls; and attenuation of noise generated by the vehicles. 

Several types of sound barriers including reflective walls and earth berms can be used to 
reduce noise levels at sensitive receptors. Because berms would require a significant amount of 
additional right-of-way, only concrete walls were analyzed in this study. 

While NSA's were selected wherever noise sensitive land use occurs, 2020 noise levels 
from the SHA-Selected Alternative at some NSA's do not equal or exceed FHWA and SHA 
criteria noise levels, and mitigation was not investigated at those NSA's. Mitigation was also not 
investigated in those residential neighborhoods where access required for driveways and 
sidewalks would make construction of effective barriers impossible. At all impacted locations 
where mitigation is not feasible or reasonable, investigations will be made during final design to 
determine whether landscaping buffer schemes, or other options that would soften the effects of 
the proposed improvements and minimize noise impacts, could be utilized in a cost effective 
way. At locations where barriers are determined to be feasible or reasonable, these options could 
also be considered as a way to improve the effectiveness of the mitigation design. 

The following is a description of the mitigation measures analyzed to protect impacted 
residences. The barrier locations were separated into three different classifications: 

• Classification 1 locations include any part of a barrier designed to protect residences 
nearest to proposed roadway construction which consists of capacity improvements or 

brings traffic closer to residences. 
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• Classification 2 locations include any part of a barrier that extend in front of 
residences within the same 'community' as the residences blocked by an adjacent 

Classification 1 segment; 

• Classification 3 locations include areas where there is no construction, or 
construction which does not consists of capacity improvements or does not bring 
traffic closer to residences. Pavement overlays are an example of this type of 
locations. Mitigation was not analyzed at Classification 3 locations 

Barriers are proposed for the six NSA's in which noise mitigation was necessary. Of 
these, five barriers are those in which the cost of noise abatement meets the reasonableness 
criteria of costing no more than $50,000 per benefited residence. In addition, one barrier is 
proposed where its individual cost was greater than $50,000 per residence, but when averaged 
for the entire project, the cost was less than $50,000. Below is a summary of each NSA: 

Noise Sensitive Area A 

NSA A consists of single family residences on the east side of MD 210, at the northern 
limit of the study, and is a Classification 3 location. The residences are located from Catone 
Court, north to Southlawn Park and are represented by receptors R-57 through R-65. The 
projected 2020 build and no-build noise levels for the SHA-Selected Alternative equal or exceed 
66-dBA; however, a barrier was not analyzed because there are no adjacent roadway capacity 

improvements, nor does traffic come closer to residences. 

Noise Sensitive Area B 

NSA B consists of single family residences on the west side of MD 210; represented by 
receptor R-55 and receptors R-67 through R-73. The residences are located near Wilson Bridge 
Drive and are on both the east and west sides of Carey Branch. The projected 2020 noise levels 
for the SHA-Selected Alternative equal or exceed 66-dBA. This is a Classification 1 & 2 location 
because there are adjacent improvements, which bring traffic closer to the residences in a portion 
of the community. There is also at least a 3-dBA increase between Build and No-Build noise 

levels, considering cumulative effects. 

To protect the impacted residences of NSA B, two barriers were investigated. The 
barriers run from the 1-295/1-495 Ramp south to Kerby Hill Road. The first barrier is to the 
north of Wilson Bridge Drive and the second is to the south. All impacted residences receive at 
least a 3-dBA insertion4ost and the most severely affected residences receive more than 10-dBA 

loft 
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insertion loss. Therefore, all impacted residences are considered to be benefited. Because the 
barrier would cost less than $50,000 per benefited residence and because there is also at least a 
3-dBA increase between Build and No-Build noise levels considering cumulative effects, both 

barriers meet current criteria for further consideration. 

Barrier NSA B: Classification 1 & 2 

Length (ft) 4,770 Total 
Residences 
Benefited 250 

Area (sq ft) 90,630 
Avg. Ht. (ft) 19 
Insertion Loss 4-14 dB A Cost Per 

Benefited 
Residence $5,872 

Total 
Cost $1,468,000 

Noise Sensitive Area C ^J- 

NSA C consists of single family residences adjacent to MD 210; represented by receptors 
R-49 through R-52. The residences are located between Henson Creek Stream Valley Park and 
Livingston Road on the east side of the roadway, and include the Indian Hill Manor and Murray 
Hill developments. The projected 2020 noise levels for the SHA-Selected Alternative equal or 
exceed 66-dBA. This is a Classification 1 & 2 location because there are adjacent improvements, 
which bring traffic closer to the residences in a portion of the community. There is also at least a 
3-dBA increase between Build and No-Build noise levels, considering cumulative effects. 

To protect the impacted residences of NSA C, a barrier was investigated. The barrier is 
located from Livingston Road southward (in the direction of Palmer Road) to approximately the 
end of the River View community. All impacted residences receive at least a 3-dBA insertion 
Josf^and the most severely affected residences receive more than 10-dBA insertion loss. 
Therefore, all impacted residences are considered to be benefited. Because the barrier would 
cost less than $50,000 per benefited residence and because there is also at least a 3-dBA increase 
between Build and No-Build noise levels considering cumulative effects, this barrier meets 

current criteria for further consideration. 

Barrier NSA C: Classification 1 & 2 

Length (ft) 1,810 Total 
Residences 
Benefited 37 

Area (sq ft) 30,770 
Avg.Ht(ft) 17 

Insertion Loss 6 to 12-dBA Cost Per 
Benefited 
Residence $13,784 

Total 
Cost $510,000 
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NSA D consists of single family residences on the west side of MD 210; represented by 
receptors R-53, R-54 and R-56. The residences are located between Henson Creek Stream 
Valley Park and Kerby Hill Road. The residence at R-56 is abandoned and not considered in the 
analysis. At the remaining residences, the projected 2020 noise levels for the SHA-Selected 
Alternative equal or exceed 66-dBA. This is a Classification 1 location because there,are 
adjacent improvements, which bring traffic closer to all residences in the community. However a 
barrier was not analyzed because there is not at least a 3-dBA increase between Build and 

No-Build noise levels, considering cumulative effects. 

Noise Sensitive Area E 

NSA E consists of single family residences and an apartment complex on the east side of 
MD 210. The residences are located between Broad Creek and Henson Creek. The NSA is 
represented by receptors R-42 through R-46; however, it has been determined that the residence 
represented by R-42 will be removed by construction. The projected 2020 noise levels for the 
SHA-Selected Alternative equal or exceed 66-dBA. This is a Classification 1 location because 
there are adjacent improvements, which bring traffic closer to the residences in the community. 
There is also at least a 3-dBA increase between Build and No-Build noise levels, considering 

cumulative effects. 

In order to protect impacted receptors of NSA E, three barriers were investigated. The 
first barrier runs from Palmer Road north to Henson Creek to provide noise reduction for the 
Potomac Heights apartment complex. The second barrier is located between Old Palmer Road 
and Palmer Road. The third barrier is located between Old Fort Road North and Hunters Mill 
Creek. Although the barrier would cost more than $50,000 per benefited residence, the 
combined barriers do meet current criteria for further consideration when their cost is averaged 

with the entire project. 

Barrier NSA E: Classification 1 & 2 

Length (ft) 2,718 Total 
Residences 
Benefited 22 

Area (sq ft) 71,275 
Avg. Ht. (ft) 20.4 

Insertion Loss 4toll-dBA Cost Per 
Benefited 
Residence $53,586 

Total 
Cost $1,178,900 
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Noise Sensitive Area F X 

NSA F consists of two parks and single family residences on the west side of MD 210. 
The NSA covers the area between Broad Creek and Henson Creek Stream Valley Park. The 
NSA is represented by residences on Old Fort Road North (R-47, R-48), R-Hl (Henson Creek 
Park) and R-BC1 (Broad Creek Park). At Henson Creek Stream Valley Park and Broad Creek 
Stream Valley Park the projected 2020 noise levels for the SHA-Selected Alternative equal or 
exceed 66-dBA; however, because there are no recreational uses for which quiet is required to 
maintain the recreational function, mitigation was not investigated. Mitigation at residences 
adjacent to Old Fort North (R-47 & R-48) is not warranted because the only impacted residence 

is being relocated under the SHA-Selected Alternative. 

c Noise Sensitive Area G 

NSA G consists of single family residences and two churches east of MD 210; 
represented by receptors R-38 through R-41. The residences are located between Livingston 
Road and Fort Washington Road. The two impacted churches are Grace Lutheran Church and 
Fort Washington Memorial Church. The projected 2020 noise levels for the SHA-Selected 
Alternative equal or exceed 66-dBA. The northern portion of this NSA is a Classification 1 & 2 
location because there are adjacent improvements, which bring traffic closer to the residences in 
a portion of the community. There is also at least a 3-dB A increase between Build and No-Build 
noise levels, considering cumulative effects. South of the Grace Lutheran Church is a 
Classification 3 location because there are no roadway improvements which increase capacity or 

bring traffic closer to the residences in this area. 

To protect residences of NSA G, a barrier was investigated. The barrier runs from Fort 
Washington Memorial Church southward to Aragona Boulevard. Because the barrier would cost 
less than $50,000 per benefited residence and because there is also at least a 3-dBA increase 
between Build and No-Build noise levels considering cumulative effects, this barrier meets 

current criteria for further consideration. 

Barrier NSA G: Classification 1 &2 

Length (ft) 1,680 Total 
Residences 
Benefited 23 

Area (sa ft) 34,400 

Ave. Ht. (ft) 20.5 

Insertion Loss 8 to 10-dBA Cost Per 
Benefited 
Residence $24,957 

Total 
Cost $574,000 
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Noise Sensitive Area H 

NSA H consists of single family residences and one church west of MD 210; represented 
by receptors R-23 through R-29. The residences are located between Old Fort Road South and 
Swan Creek Road, adjacent to Lampton Lane. The church, Fort Washington United Methodist 
Church, is located immediately north of Old Fort Road South. Investigation of a sound barrier in 
this location is warranted in front of Fort Washington United Methodist Church (R-29) and 
between Tantallon Drive and Swan Creek Road (R-23 to R-26), because the projected 2020 
noise levels for the SHA-Selected Alternative equal or exceed 66-dBA in these two areas. These 
areas of the NSA are Classification 1 & 2 locations because there are adjacent roadway 
improvements, which bring traffic closer to portions of the community. There is also at least a 
3-dBA increase between Build and No-Build noise levels, considering cumulative effects. The 
portion of the community south of Tantallon Drive (R-27 & R-28) is protected by an existing 

berm and the 66-dBA noise criterion is not exceeded. 

Within NSA H behind residences and the church, two barriers were investigated. 
Because these baixiers would cost less than $50,000 per benefited residence and because there is 
also at least a 3-dBA increase between Build and No-Build noise levels considering cumulative 

effects, these barriers meet current criteria for further consideration. 

Barrier NSA H: Classification 1 & 2 

Leneth (ft) 2,130 Total 
Residences 
Benefited 34 

Area (sq ft) 51,120 

Ave. Ht. (ft) 24 

Insertion Loss 1 to 10-dBA Cost Per 
Benefited 
Residence $23794 

Total 
Cost $809,000 

")(    Noise Sensitive Area I 

NSA I consists of single family residences, a Health Center, and a park adjacent to the 
east side of MD 210; represented by receptors R-33 through R-37 and receptor R-FW1 for the 
Fort Washington Local Forest Park. The residences are located in two sections: the first between 
Piscataway Creek Stream Valley Park and Fort Washington Forest Local Park, and the second 
between Old Fort Road South and Livingston Road. The projected 2020 noise levels for the 
SHA-Selected Alternative equal or exceed 66-dBA at the Lexington Health Center (R-37) and 
the park (R-33, R-FW1). Because there are no active uses in the park, or outside activities at the 
Health Center, investigation of sound barriers at these locations is not warranted. Also because 
the projected 2020 noise levels for the SHA-Selected Alternative do not equal or exceed 66-dBA 
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at the residences (R-34 to R-36),, investigation of sound barriers at these locations is also not 

warranted. 

Noise Sensitive Area J    "V 

NSA J consists of single family residences west of MD 210; represented by receptors 
R-30, R-31 and R-32. The residences are located along Coldwater Drive. Because the existing 
terrain acts to shield the residences, the projected 2020 noise levels for the SHA-Selected 
Alternative do not exceed or equal 66-dBA and are not equal to or more than 10-dBA above 
ambient noise levels. Therefore, investigation of a sound barrier is not warranted for the 

SHA-Selected Alternative. 

Noise Sensitive Area K   /\ 

NSA K consists of single family residences on the east side of MD 210; represented by 
receptors R-14, R-15, R-16, R-18, R-19 and R-20. The residences are located between White 
Hall Forest and Piscataway Park Creek. The projected 2020 noise levels for the SHA-Selected 
Alternative equal or exceed 66-dBA; however, this is a Classification 3 location because there is 
no roadway construction which consists of capacity improvements or brings traffic closer to 

residences. Therefore, mitigation was not analyzed at this location. 

Noise Sensitive Area L   X 

NSA L consists of single family residences and Piscataway Creek Park (R-PC1) west of 
MD 210; represented by receptors R-21, R-22 and R-PC1. The residences are located between 
Farmington Road and Piscataway Creek Park. The projected 2020 noise levels for the 
SHA-Selected Alternative equal or exceed 66-dBA; however, this is a Classification 3 location 
because there is no roadway construction of capacity improvements nor is traffic brought closer 
to residences. Therefore, mitigation was not analyzed at this location. 

Noise Sensitive Area M   X 

NSA M consists of single family residences east of MD 210; represented by receptors 
R-10, R-ll and R-13. The residences are located between MD 373 and Tree View Estates. The 
projected 2020 noise levels for the SHA-Selected Alternative equal or exceed 66-dBA; however, 
this is a Classification 3 location because there is no roadway construction which consists of 
capacity improvements or brings traffic closer to residences. Therefore, mitigation was not 

analyzed at this location. 
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Noise Sensitive Area N 

NSA N consists of single family residences adjacent to MD 210; represented by receptors 
R-2 through R-9. The residences are located west of MD 210 between MD 228 and Farmington 
Road. The projected 2020 noise levels for SHA-Selected Alternative equal or exceed 66-dBA 
only in the Biddle Road area (R3, R-4, R-5), which is a Classification 1 area. Therefore, 
investigation of a sound barrier in this location is only warranted in the area between MD 228 

and MD 373. 

To protect the impacted residences of NSA N, one barrier of category Classification 1 
was investigated. The barrier is located between MD 373 and MD 228. Because this barrier 
would cost less than $50,000 per benefited residence and because there is also at least a 3-dBA 
increase between Build and No-Build noise levels considering cumulative effects, this barrier 

meets current criteria for further consideration. 

Barrier NSA N: Classification 1 

Length (ft) 1,450 Total 
Residences 
Benefited 13 

Area (sq ft) 21,025 
Avg. Ht (ft) 14.5 

Insertion Loss 1 to 10-dBA Cost Per 
Benefited 
Residence $26,923 

Total 
Cost $350,000 

e.        Summary of Results 

Below is a summary of the proposed barriers. All barriers examined meet current criteria 

for reasonableness and feasibility, when considered on a project average basis. 

NSA Cost Benefited Res. Cost/Res. 

B $1,468,000 250 $5,872 

C $510,000 37 $13,784 

E $1,178,900 22 $53,586 

G $574,000 23 $24,957 

H $809,000 34 $23,794 

N $350,000 13 $26,923 

Total $4,889,900 379 $12,902 
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4.        Construction Impacts 

As with any major construction project, areas around the construction site are likely to 
experience varied periods and degrees of noise impact. This type of project would probably 
employ the following pieces of equipment that would likely be sources of construction noise: 

• Bulldozer and Earth Movers 

• Graders 

• Front End Loaders 

• Dump and other Diesel Trucks 

• Compressors 

• Pile Drivers 

Construction noise level specifications, especially relating to nighttime periods in more 

sensitive areas, will be coordinated with Prince George's County. 

Temporary fencing will be considered, where feasible, to screen construction activities 

from view. 

Maintenance of construction equipment will be regular and thorough to minimize noise 
emissions because of inefficiently tuned engines, poorly lubricated moving parts, ineffective 

muffling systems, etc. 
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L.       Air Quality 

1. Objectives and Type of Analysis 

This analysis will serve as support documentation for the project and has been prepared 
in accordance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA), Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), and Maryland State Highway Administration (MD SHA) guidelines. 

Carbon monoxide (CO) impacts are analyzed as the accepted indicator of vehicle- 

generated air pollution. 

The EPA CAL3QHC dispersion model is used to predict carbon monoxide (CO) 
concentrations for air quality sensitive receptors for both the build year (2010) and design year 
(2020). The detailed analyses predict air quality impacts from CO vehicular emissions for both 
the No-Build Alternative and the Build Alternative at each receptor location. Modeled 1-hour 
and 8-hour average CO concentrations are added to background CO concentrations for 

comparison to the State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (S/NAAQS). 

2. Construction Impacts 

The construction phase of the proposed project has the potential to impact the local 
ambient air quality by generating fugitive dust through activities such as demolition and 
materials handling. The State Highway Administration has addressed this possibility by 
establishing "Standard Specifications for Construction and Materials" which specifies procedures 

to be followed by contractors involved in site work. 

The Maryland Air and Radiation Management Administration was consulted to 
determine the adequacy of the "Specifications" in terms of satisfying the requirements of the 
"Regulations Governing the Control of Air Pollution in the State of Maryland". The Maryland 
Air and Radiation Management Administration found the specifications to be consistent with the 
requirements of these regulations. Therefore, during the construction period, all appropriate 
measures (Code of Maryland Regulations 10.18.06.03 D) would be incorporated to minimize the 
impact of the proposed transportation improvements on the air quality of the area. 
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Table IV-10 

MD 210/ Alternative 5A 

NOISE ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
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R-57           5/after 1996/6L 69         72 N/A N/A             71                 1 61               11 
R-58 58          59 N/A N/A             58                 1 54              5 Classification 3 
R-59 70          73 N/A N/A             71                 2 60               13 
R-60            2/1966-1986/4L 74          77 76 1                76                 1 64               13 There are no capacity 

A         R-61 63          65 64 1                64                 1 57                8 improvements or 
R-62          1/before 1966/2L 72          74 63 11               73                 1 64               10 construction that brings 
R-63 65          66 60 6               65                 1 55               11 traffic closer to receptor 
R-64 64          66 56 10              65                 1 56               10 - 
R-65                      N/A 64          65 N/A N/A             64                 1 58                7 .: 

L= 4,770' 
Average HT= 19' 

R-55          1/before 1966/2L 65          67 59 8               66                 1 63               4 COST=$ 1,468,000 
R-67 .     61            64 58 6               63                 1 54               10 
R-68 63          64 58 6               62                 2 59                5 Impacted @ 66dBA = 223 

B         R-69 73           77 71 6               76                 1 63               14 Imp. &Ben. @3dBA = 223 
R-70            2/1966-19864L 72           73 72 1                72                 1 62               11 Not Imp. & Ben. @ 5dBA= 27 
R-71 73           74 72 2               73                 1 64               10 Total Benefited = 250 
R-72 73          78 76 2               77                 1 65               13 
R-73          1/before 1966/2L 73          75 68 7               74                 1 63               12 Cost per Benefited 

Residence = $ 5,872   /RES. 

L= 1,810' 
Average HT= 17' 
COST= $ 510,000 

R-49          1/before 1966/2L 73          73 64 9               73                0 N/A             N/A Impacted @ 66dBA = 34 
C         R-50            2/1966-1986/4L 73          74 69 5              75              -1 64               10 Imp. &Ben. @3dBA = 34 

R-51          1/before 1966/2L 74          77 65 12             76               1 65               12 Not Imp. & Ben. @ 5dBA= 3 
R-52 64          66 58 8               65                 1 60               6 Total Benefited = 37 

Cost per Benefited 
Residence = $13,784  /RES. 

Classification 1 

R-53           5/after 1996/6L 70          70 N/A N/A             70                0 63                7 Less than 3 dBA increase 
D        R-54 60          63 N/A N/A             62                 1 60               3 in No-build/ Build noise levels 

R-56          1/before 1966/2L 70          75 68 7               74                 1 N/A             N/A 

R-56 is 
abandoned 

.-- 

Date Built is when the residence was constructed. No. Lanes is the number of roadway lanes in use at the time of residence construction 
Baseline is the maximum noise using roadway configuration when receptor was built. N/A indicates no-build and baseline are the same 

' N/A mitigation not warranted or not feasible at specified receptor 
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Table IV-IO(Cont) 

MD 210/ Alternative 5A 

NOISE ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
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1/before 1966/2L 

L= 2.718' 

R-42 72           76 67 9              75                1 N/A N/A Average HT= 20.4' 

R-43 2/1966-1986/4L 66           71 68 3              70                1 N/A N/A Impacted 9 66dBA = 23 

R-44 1/before 1966/2L 63          69 59 10             68                1 N/A N/A COST=$ 1.178,900 

E           H-45 • 63          66 58 8              65                1 N/A N/A 

R-46 2/1966-1986/4L 68           66 65 1               65                1 N/A N/A Imp. & Ben. @ 3dBA = 22 
Not Imp. & Ben. @ 5dBA= 0 

Total Benefited = 22 

Cost per Benefited 
Residence = $ 53,586  /RES. 

R-47 1/before 1966/2L 57           59 50 9               58                 1 N/A N/A 

F            R-48 • 59           66 59 7               64                 2 N/A N/A                                                                      No active park use 

R-H1 N/A 69           74 N/A N/A             73                 1 N/A N/A                                                                 Impacted residence being 

R-BC1 N/A 68           70 N/A N/A             68                 2 N/A N/A                                                                             relocated 

L= 1680' 
Average l-rr= 20.5' 

Cost= $ 574,000 

R-38 2/1966-1986/2L 70           72 64 8               71                  1 58 14 Impacted @66-dBA = 23 

G           R-39 3/1992-1996/4L 68           71 68 3               71                  0 60 11 Imp. & Ben. @ 3-dBA = 23 

R-40 64            65 62 3               64                 1 59 6 Not Imp. & Ben. @ 5-dBA= 0 

R-41 2/1966-1986/2L 71            74 67 7               74                 0 64 10 Total Benefited = 23 
Cost per Benefited 

Residence = $ 24,957  /RES. 

L= 2,130' 

R-23 2/1966-1986/2L 60           61 55 6               60                 1 59 2 Average HT= 24' 
R-24 65            66 61 5               65                  1 56 10 COST= $ 809,000 

R-25 62            64 58 6               62                 2 56 8 Impacted @ 66-dBA = 20 

H           R-26 61            66 61 6               65                 1 56 10 Imp. & Ben. @ 3-dBA = 20 

R-27 55           56 51 5               55                 1 56 0 Not Imp. & Ben. @ 5-dBA= 14 

R-28 54           52 47 5                51                  1 51 1 Total Benefited = 34 

R-29 61            66 61 5               64                 2 66 0 Cost per Benefited 
Residence = $ 23,794  /RES. 

R-33 4/1992-1996/4L 61            66 60 6               66                 0 N/A N/A 
R-34 2/1966-1986/2L 56           53 48 5               53                 0 N/A N/A 

I            R-35 • 69           64 56 8               63                 1 N/A N/A                                                    No active outside uses at park and health center 

R-36 " 63           64 58 6               64                 0 N/A N/A                                                                 Residences not impacted 

R-37 • 67           71 64 7               70                 1 N/A N/A 
R-FW1 N/A 69           73 N/A N/A              73                  0 N/A N/A 

Date Built is when the residence was constructed. No. Lanes is the number of roadway lanes in use at the time of residence construction 
Baseline is the maximum noise using roadway configuration when receptor was built. N/A indicates no-build and baseline are the same 

' N/A mitigation not warranted or not feasible at specified receptor 
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Table IV-IO(Cont) 

MD 210/ Alternative 5A 

NOISE ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

Date Built is when the residence was constructed. No. Lanes is the number of roadway lanes in use at the time of residence construction 
Baseline is the maximum noise using roadway configuration when receptor was built. N/A indicates no-build and baseline are the same 

' N/A mitigation not warranted or not feasible at specified receptor; numeric value only applies when nearest barrier is present (i.e. most inclusive Scenario) 
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MSA RECEPTOR Z, ^OAT&BUfi*  ;:.--;|| • •  ;4m mmtte*--mmm- ••    IK^MAMSE .• "laiifc- '   ''                                                '•,     BARBIESMiMSmS:IMPACTS) »ea^BA 

omBmAtrnMim*  .;   PEAK WW   *"» 
DAtfeBUkT              SMBIENttlVEL     LEVEL 

OVER        3020    OWRSOZt 
tftSfeUNENO-BBILB NO-SUtU* 

WWH 
BAAfMEft 

INSERTION 
LOSS—      BARRIERS SCENARIO 1                    BASRtERS SCENARIO 2 BARRlfeRS SCENARIO 3 

R-30 
J         R-31 

2/1966-1986/2L 61           61             55 
56          56             51 

6               61                 0 
5               56                0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A                                                                                 Not Impacted 
N/A                                                                 No barrier was required in NSA J. 

R-32 • 61           62             54 8               61                 1 N/A N/A 

Classification 3 

R-14 4/1992-1996/4L 66          66             66 0               65                 1 58 8 

R-15 58          63             61 2               63                0 58 5 There are no capacity * 
K         R-16 5/after 1996/6L 62          65            N/A N/A             65                0 N/A N/A improvements or - 

R-18 4/1992-1996/4L 70           74              67 7               73                 1 62 12 construction that brings 

R-19 71           72             66 6               72                0 68 4 traffic closer to receptor 

R-20 2/1966-1986/2L 66           67              59 8               66                 1 59 8 

R-21 2/1966-1986/2L 66           68              61 7               67                 1 N/A N/A                                                                               Classification 3 

L          R-22 • 66          68             62 6               68                0 N/A N/A 

R-PC1 N/A 66          69            N/A N/A             68                 1 N/A N/A                                                                -   There are no capacity 
improvements or 

construction that brings 
traffic closer to receptor 

Classification 3 

R-10 2/1966-1986/2L 66          67             62 5                66                 1 57 10 There are no capacity 

M         R-11 4/1992-1996/4L 70          70             68 2               70                0 59 11 improvements or 

R-13 57          58             57 1                58                0 53 5 construction that brings 
traffic closer to receptor 

L= 1,450' 
Average HT= 14.5' 

R-2 2/1966-1986/2L 61           61             57 4               61                 0 60 1 COST= $ 350,000 

R-3 • 70          72             66 6               72                0 62 10 

R-4 5/after 1996/6L 67          70            N/A N/A             70                0 60 10 Impacted® 66-dBA = 6 

N          R-5 -       2/1966-1986/2L 59          59             56 3               59                0 53 6 Imp. & Ben. @ 3-dBA = 6 

R-6 5/after 1996/6L 64          64            N/A N/A             64                0 N/A N/A Not Imp. & Ben. @ 5-dBA= 7 

R-8 61           61            N/A N/A             61                 0 N/A N/A Total Benefited = 13 

R-9 59          61            N/A N/A             60                 1 N/A N/A 
Cost per Benefited 

Residence = $ 26.9230  /RES. 



a4 

3. Receptor Site Locations 

Seventy (70) air quality receptors were selected to represent air quality sensitive locations 
within the study area. All of the receptor sites chosen for these receptors are residences, places of 
worship, or medical centers. In addition, 254 air quality receptors were used to analyze nine (9)- 
signalized intersections in the study area. At these intersections, receptors were placed at the 
edge of right-of-way along roadways where queue lengths form. The CO concentration listed for 
the intersection is the maximum concentration from the receptors used to analyze the 

intersection. 

The locations of the receptors are described in Section ELL. and are presented on Tables 

m-l 1 and 12 and Figures m-7A through m-7H. 

4. Results of Microscale Analysis 

A summary of the CO concentrations is shown in Tables IV-ll and 12. The CO 
concentrations at all air quality receptors and all signalized intersections for the No-Build and the 
Build Alternative are below the State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards in the one-hour 

and eight-hour analyses. 

A comparison between the No-Build and the Build Alternative show that CO 
concentrations generally decrease at the northern end of the project due to the elimination of the 
signalized intersections on MD 210. CO concentrations at receptors from Old Fort Road North to 
Old Fort Road South generally increase for the Build Alternative. The increases in CO 
concentrations can be attributed to moving roadways closer to the receptor sites and longer queue 
lengths at the signalized intersections due to the elimination of the signals at the northern end. CO 
concentrations south of Old Fort Road South generally increase slightly due to moving roadways 

closer to the receptor sites. 

5. Conformity with Regional Air Quality Planning 

The MD 210 project is located in Prince George's County, Maryland. This county is not 
designated as non-attainment for carbon monoxide (CO) or particulate matter (PMio), but is 
designated as a serious non-attainment area for ozone (O3). Since the project is located in an 
ozone non-attainment area, conformity to the State Implementation Plans (SIP's) is determined 
through a regional air quality analysis performed on the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) 
and transportation plan. This project (STIP No. 163440) conforms to the SIP as it originates 
from a conforming TIP and transportation plan. Ozone conformity is determined through a 
regional air quality analysis performed on the TIP by the Metropolitan Washington Council of 
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Governments (MWCOG). The project conforms to the SIP O3 levels since it is included in a 
conforming TIP. Ozone cannot be modeled on a project specific basis, since it is formed by 
chemical reactions in the atmosphere. CO can be done on a project specific (microscale) basis 

and will determine if there are any "hot spot" violations. 

6.        Analysis Input 

a. Traffic Data 

The traffic data used for this air quality analysis included average daily traffic volumes 
(ADTs), design hour volume (DHV), percent daily distributions (diurnal traffic curves), for both 
the Build and No-Build Alternatives. Traffic speeds were determined by using LOS Criteria for 
Basic Freeway Sections in Chapter 3 of the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual. The maximum 
speed for roadway segment was limited to the posted speed limit. LOS F speed was assumed to 
be 30 mph. Traffic in the vicinity of signalized intersections was assumed to be 30 mph on 
MD 210. Traffic volumes and diurnal curves provided by the MD SHA and Rummel, Klepper, 
and Kaul Inc. (RK&K) for the MD 210 project. This data was compiled for each alternative and 

each year of study. 

b. Vehicular Emissions 

Mobile source emission factors were obtained for use in the CO prediction models using 
the latest version of the (EPA) Mobile Source Emission Factors Model, MOBILESb, released 
September 14, 1996. The emission rates of individual vehicles are influenced by factors such as 
ambient air temperature, engine temperature, operating mode, average speed, and maintenance. 
The average emission rate for a fleet of vehicles operating on a highway is further influenced by 
the composition of the fleet, vehicle type, and vehicle age. The Metropolitan Washington 
Council of Governments (MWCOG) provided assumptions for these factors used in the MD 210 

MobileSb models. 

Vehicle CO emissions rates increase with decreasing ambient temperature. An ambient 

temperature of 46.50F was used to determine both one-hour and eight-hour impacts. Engine 
operating temperature is included in the emission rate calculation as the fraction of vehicles 
operating in the cold or hot modes. MWCOG models four different operating modes: Federal 
Test Procedure (FTP), 100% stabilized mode, 100% cold start mode, and 100% hot start mode. 
The FTP operating mode (20.6% non-catalytic cold start vehicles, 27.3% catalytic hot start 
vehicles, and 20.6% catalytic cold start vehicles) was used to represent emissions from vehicles 
for MD 210. Vehicle maintenance is factored into the emissions rate calculation as the rate of 
compliance with the Maryland Vehicle Emissions Inspection Program (VEIP).   The default 
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Mobile5b vehicle miles traveled was assumed. Since Maryland has opted into the National Low 
Emission Vehicle (NLEV) program starting in 1999, the phase-in of Low Emitting Vehicles , 
(LEV) was modeled using MobileS Information Sheet #6 (Effect of New National Low Emission 
Vehicles Standard for Light-Duty Gasoline Fueled Vehicles). One set of trip length distributions 

and registration distributions by age was supplied by MWCOG and was used. 

Assumptions for the fuel parameters used in MobileSb were provided by MWCOG. The 
fuel volatility is class B and volatility limits of 7.8-psi were assumed for both phases 1 and 2. 
The first calendar year for period 2 is 2020. Wintertime reformulated gasoline rules were 
assumed. MWCOG assumes no additional correction factors for humidity, air conditioner usage, 
and trailer towing. Refueling emission rates were calculated reflecting the mandatory onboard 

vapor recovery system. 

c. Meteorological Factors 

For direct comparison to the S/NAAQS, CO concentrations were estimated for worst- 
case one-hour and eight-hour periods. The meteorological conditions that would result in the 
maximum one-hour concentrations are (1) conditions of very light wind speeds (1.0 m/sec) and 
(2) very stable atmospheric conditions (Stability F). The wind direction that results in the 
maximum receptor concentration is dependent upon roadway/receptor geometry. In general, for 
receptors near free flow links, wind angles nearly parallel to the roadway yield the highest CO 

concentrations. 
The worst case 1-hour average analyses conducted for this study were performed using 

the highest one-hour traffic volumes, Stability Class F, and a 1.0 m/sec. wind speed. Both a.m. 
and p.m. peaks were analyzed. The maximum one-hour CO impact was obtained for each air 
quality sensitive receptor by adding the background concentration to the one-hour CO 

receptor-specific concentration. 

To estimate the maximum eight-hour average CO concentration, daily traffic 
distributions (diurnal curves) were used to breakdown the ADT's into hourly traffic volumes. 
Hourly time segments were analyzed to determine the receptor-specific CO concentrations. The 
worst consecutive eight hours were averaged and added to the background CO concentration to 

obtain the 8-hour average CO concentration. 

d. CAL30HC Analysis 

The mathematical model used to estimate future air quality concentrations was the 
current version of the EPA's CAL3QHC dispersion model, released in June 1993. The 
CAL3QHC dispersion model is a microcomputer-based modeling methodology developed to 
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predict the level of CO or other inert pollutant concentrations from motor vehicles traveling near , 
roadway intersections. The CAL3QHC model is a consolidation of the CALINE3 line source 
dispersion model and an algorithm that internally estimates the length of the queues formed by 
idling vehicles at signalized intersections. Based on the assumption that vehicles at an 
intersection are either in motion or in an idling state, the program is designed to predict air 
pollution concentrations by combining the emissions from both moving and idling vehicles. By 
including emissions from idling vehicles, CAL3QHC represents a more reliable tool then 
CALINE3 alone for predicting CO concentrations near signalized intersections where idling 
vehicles interact with moving vehicles in complex configurations. Predictions of free flow 
traffic volumes using either CALINE3 or CAL3QHC would yield equivalent results. 

The CAL3QHC program requires the roadways to be broken down into segments known 
as links. Links can be either free flow links (for vehicles moving at a constant velocity) or queue 
links (for idling vehicles). The required inputs for each link are the endpoints, traffic volume 
(vehicles/hour), and the emission factor (g/veh*mile for free flow links and g/hr for queue links). 
Additional inputs only for queue links are the average cycle length (seconds), saturation flow 
rate (vehicles/hour), signal type (pre-timed, actuated, or semi-actuated), and arrival rate (worst, 
below average, above average, or best progression). 1,600 vehicles/hour was assumed for the 
saturation flow rate. All signals were assumed pre-timed, with an average arrival rate, and a 

clearance time of 2.0 seconds. 

A free flow link is defined as a straight segment of roadway having a constant width, 
height, traffic volume, traffic speed, and vehicle emission factor. A change in any of these 
factors requires a new link to be coded. The width of a free flow link is equal to the roadway 
width plus 10 feet on each side of the roadway to account for the dispersion of the plume 
generated by the wake of moving vehicles. For roadways where the median is less than 20 feet 
wide, free-flow link widths are the shoulder to shoulder width plus 20 feet. The traffic volumes 
used were the combined traffic volume in both directions traveling along the free-flow links. The 
roadways where the median width is greater than 20 feet, free-flow links were used to model 

separate roadways. 

CAL3QHC also requires the input of meteorological factors. These factors are averaging 
time (minutes), surface roughness coefficient (cm), settling velocity (cm/s), deposition velocity 
(cm/s), wind speed (m/s), and mixing height (m). The values used for these factors were held 

constant throughout the analysis and are presented as follows: 

VARIABLE VALUE 
Averaging Time 60 minutes 

Surface Roughness Coefficient 108 cm (Suburban Area) 
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'    Settling Velocity 0.0 cm/second 

Deposition Velocity 0.0 cm/second 
Mixing Height 1,000 meters 

Scale Factor 0.3048 meters/foot 
Source Height 0.0 feet 

CAL3QHC calculates the CO concentration at each receptor for a given wind direction. 
The wind direction was varied through a full 360 degrees in five-degree increments in this study. 
The results for all wind directions for each receptor are placed in a matrix, and CAL3QHC 
determines the wind direction that caused the worst CO concentration at each receptor. 

e.        Background Levels 

In order to calculate the total concentration of CO that occurs at a particular receptor site 
during worst cast meteorological conditions; the background levels are considered in addition to 
the levels directly attributable to the facility under consideration. 

The background levels were derived from the application of rollback methodology to on- 
site monitoring conducted by the Maryland Air and Radiation Management Administration at their 

Bladensburg site in Prince George's County during the period of 1999. 

Background CO. PPM* 

Year 1 Hour 8 hour 

2010 7.5 4.3 

2020 7.5 4.3 

* Parts Per Million 

Data obtained from Maryland Air Quality Data Report 1999 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
Air and Radiation Management Administration 

2500 Broening Highway 
Baltimore, Maryland 21224 

7.        Conclusion 

Based on the predicted CO concentrations obtained using the EPA CAL3QHC dispersion 
model for the No-Build and the Build Alternatives, there would be no violation of the 1-hour 
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standard (35 ppm) and 8-hour standard (9 ppm) set forth in the State and National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards. 

M.       Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1508.25(c)), the following analysis examines 
the secondary and cumulative effects on the environment which may result from this project. 
The CEQ regulations and guidelines entitled "Considering Cumulative Effects Under the 
National Environmental Policy Act" define secondary and cumulative effects as follows: 

Secondary qndirect) Effects: "Effects which are caused by the action and are later in time or 
farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include 
growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, 
population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, 

including ecosystems." (40CFR 1508.8(b)) 

Cumulative Impacts: "Impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of 
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless 
of what agency (Federal/non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions." (40 CFR 1508.7) 

The SHA Selected Alternative 5A Modified is addressed by this secondary and 

cumulative effects analysis (SCEA). 
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TABLE IV-11 
CO CONCENTRATION (ppm) in 2005 
MD 210: From 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 

Receptor 

Alternative 5A 

No Build Opt. 
1A 

Opt. 
IB 

Opt. 
1C 

Opt. 
ID 

Opt. 
2A 

Opt. 
2B 

Opt. 
2C 

Opt. 
2D 

Opt. 
2E 

DC CC 
X 
fib 

DC 
X 

t 

DC 
X 
CO 

CC 
X 
t 

CC 

5 
CC DC 

I i 
T- 

DC 

5 
DC 
X 
t 

QE x- 
00 

DC 
X 
t 

CC 

5 
QC 
X • 

DC 
X 
CO 

CC 
I 

CC 
X 
CO 

DC 
X 

• 

DC 
X 
CO 

INT-A 10.9 5.9 9.8 5.5 - - - - - - 9.8 5.5 - - - - - - - 

INT-B 13.6 7.7 10.4 5.7 - - 10.4 5.7 - - - - - - - 

INT-C 10.6 6.4 9.4 5.1 9.1 5.1 10.0 5.5 10.0 5.5 9.4 5.1 9.1 5.1 10.0 5.5 9.5 5.4 - - 

INT-D 11.3 6.5 13.3 7.1 - - - - 8.6 4.9 8.6 4.9 - -   .; 

INT-E 11.5 6.6 10.8 6.3 10.7 6.2 - - - - - 9.5 5.2 8.9 5.0 

INT-F 12.8 6.3 12.0 6.2 - 8.9 5.0 - - - 

INT-G 10.1 5.7 10.7 5.7 - - - - 9.1 5.1 9.2 5.1 

INT-H 9.3 5.2 9.2 5.2 - 9.2 5.2 - - - 

INT-I 12.1 8.3 12.3 7.6 - 12.3 7.6 - - - 

R-2 8.9 5.3 8.9 4.9 - 8.9 4.9 - - - 

R-3 9.4 5.8 9.4 5.3 - 9.4 5.3 - - 
• 

R-4 8.6 5.2 8.5 4.8 - 8.5 4.8 - - - 

R-5 8.0 4.5 8.1 4.4 - 8.1 4.4 - - - 

R-6 8.3 4.8 8.2 4.6 - 8.2 4.6 - - - 

R-8 8.3 4.9 8.3 4.7 - 8.3 4.7 - - 
• 

R-9 7.8 4.5 7.8 4.4 - 7.8 4.4 - - - 

R-10 8.3 4.8 8.3 4.7 - 8.3 4.7 - - - 

R-11 8.3 4.9 8.3 4.7 - 8.3 4.7 - - - 

R-13 7.8 4.5 7.8 4.4 - •7.8 4.4 - - - 

R-14 8.7 4.8 8.7 4.7 - - 8.7 4.7 - - - - 

NOTES:   1-hour average CO concentrations include a 7.5-ppm background concentration. Worst case (a.m. or p.m.) shown. 
8-hour average concentration include a 4.3-ppm background concentration. 
The S/NAAQS for the 1-hour average is 35.0 ppm. 
The S/NAAQS for the 8-hour average is 9.0 ppm. 
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TABLE IV-11 (cont) 
CO CONCENTRATION (ppm) in 2005 
MD210: From I-95/I-495 to MD 228 

Alternative 5A 

No Build Opt 
1A 

Opt 
IB 

Opt 
ic 

Opt. 
ID 

Opt   4 
2A    f 

1 Opt 
2B 

Opt. 
2C 

Opt. 
2D 

Opt. 
2E 

DC 

V. •T" 

DC 1: It 1,1 
'0 
l. DC 

X. 

X 
CC CC 

X 
oc 
X 

1 

OC 

5-' 
CC 
m   . 1 

R-15 8.1 4.5 8.0 4.5 - - - 8.0 4.5 - - - - - 

R-17 8.1 4.5 8.1 4.5 - - - 8.1 4.5 - - - - - 

R-18 8.8 4.9 8.8 4.9 - - - 8.8 4.9 - - - - - 

R-19 8.6 4.8 8.6 4.7 - - - 8.6 4.7 - - - - 

R-20 8.3 4.7 8.3 4.6 - - - 8.3 4.6 - - - 

R-21 9.1 5.2 9.0 5.2 - - - 9.0 5.2 - - - - 

R-22 8.0 4.6 8.0 4.6 - - ..- 8.0 4.6 - - - 
  

R-24 8.6 4.9 8.7 4.9 - - - 8.1 4.6 - - - 

R-25 8.1 4.5 8.1 4.6 - - - 7.8 4.5 - - - - 

R-26 8.3 4.7 8.3 4.7 - - - 8.2 4.7 - - - - - 

R-28 8.2 4.6 8.2 4.6 - - - - - 8.2 4.7 8.1 4.7 - 

R-29 9.1 5.1 9.3 5.2 - - " - - 8.6 4.9 8.6 4.9 - 

R-30 8.7 4.7 8.7 4.8 - - - - - 8.4 4.8 8.4 4.8 - 

R-31 8.2 4.5 8.3 4.6 - - - - - 8.1 4.6 8.0 4.6 - - 

R-32 8.5 4.7 8.5 4.7 - - - - - 8.5 4.8 8.5 4.8 - - 

R-33 8.5 4.8 8.6 4.8 - - - - - 8.3 4.7 8.3 4.7 - - 

R-34 8.3 4.6 8.1 4.6 - - - - - - 7.9 4.5 7.9 4.5 - - 

R-35 7.9 4.5 8.0 4.5 - - - - - - 8.0 4.6 8.0 4.6 - - 

R-36 8.8 4.8 8.6 4.8 - - - " - - 9.0 5.2 9.0 5.2 - - 

R-37a 9.2 5.2 9.2 5.1 - - - - 8.4 4.7 - - - - - - 
NOTES:  1-hour average CO concentrations include a 7.5-ppm background concentration. Worst case (a.m. or p.m.) shown. 

8-hour average concentration include a 4.3-ppm background concentration. 
The S/NAAQS for the 1-hour average is 35.0 ppm. 
The S/NAAQS for the 8-hour average is 9.0 ppm. 
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TABLE IV-11 (cont) 
CO CONCENTRATION (ppm) in 2005 
MD210: From 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 

Receptor 

Alternative 5A    j 

No Build Opt. 
1A 

Opt 
1B 

Opt. 
1C 

Opt 
ID 

Opt. 
2A 

Opt 
2B 

Opt 
2C 

Opt 
2D 

Opt. 
2E 

  i       

X 
oc 
X 

QC 
X 
<2> 

OC 

I 
QC 
X 

OC 

5 
OC x : OC 

5- 
QC 
X % 

OC 
X ••' 
«b •*- 

OC 
X 

QC 

*• 

OC 
X 
CO 

OC 
X 

OC 
X 

OC 
X 
T" 

OC 
X 
4 

R-37b 8.2 4.7 8.2 4.6 - - - - - - 8.1 4.6 - - - - - - - 

R-38 8.7 4.8 8.5 4.7 - - - - - 8.4 4.8 - - - - - - - 

R-39 8.7 4.8 8.7 4.8 - - - - 8.6 4.8 - - - - - - 

R-40 8.2 4.7 8.2 4.6 8.3 4.6 - - - - - - - 8.0 4.6 8.0 4.6; 

R-41 9.7 5.4 9.5 5.3 9.5 5.2 - - - - -- - - 8.5 4.9 8.6 4.9 

R-42 9.3 5.3 9.9 5.4 - - - - - 8.7 5.1 8.7 5.1 - - 

R-43 9.0 5.2 10.2 5.5 - - - - - 8.5 4.9 8.4 4.8 - - 

R-44 9.1 5.3 10.4 5.4 - - - - - .8.7 5.0 8.7 5.0 - - 

R-46 9.5 5.4 8.3 4.7 8.3 4.7 9.3 5.1 9.3 5.1 8.3 4.7 8.3 4.7 9.3 5.1 9.1 5.2 - - 

R-47 8.5 4.7 8.8 4.9 - - - - - 7.9 4.5 7.9 4.5 - - 

R-48 10.6 6.2 12.3 6.9 - - - - - 8.4 4.8 8.4 4.7 - - 

R-49 8.8 5.1 8.9 4.9 - - 8.9 4.9 - - - - - - - 

R-50 9.3 5.2 8.9 5.0 - - 8.9 5.0 - - - - - - . 

R-51 10.3 6.0 8.9 5.0 - - 8,9 5.0 - - - - - - - 

R-52 8.9 5.1 8.3 4.7 - - 8.3 4.7 - - - - - - - 

R-53 8.9 5.1 8.8 4.9 - - 8.8 4.9 - - - - - - - 

R-54 8.2 4.7 8.7 4.8 - - 8.7 4.8 - - - - - - - 

R-55 9.1 5.3 8.6 4.8 - - - 8.6 4.8 - - - - - - - - 

R-56 8.8 5.0 |   9.6 5.3 - - - - - •8.4 5.3 
|    - 

- - - - - - 

8-hour average concentration include a 4.3-ppm background concentration. 
The S/NAAQS for the 1-hour average is 35.0 ppm. 
The S/NAAQS for the 8-hour average is 9.0 ppm. 
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TABLEIV-11 (cont) 
CO CONCENTRATION (ppm) in 2005 

MD210: From 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 

Receptor 

Alternative 5A 

No Build Opt. 
1A 

Opt. 
1B 

Opt. 
1C 

Opt. 
1D 

Opt.    ; 
2A   : 

Opt. 
2B 

Opt. 
2C 

Opt, 
20 

Opt. 

i 
ir- 

CC 
X 

CC 
x 

CC 
X 
CO 

oc 
X 

1 
T" 

CC 

I 
oc 
X 

1 

OC 
X . 
ft 

CC oc 
X 
ft 

OC oc' 
ft 

CC 
X 
f I CC 

X 
» I OC 

.? 
CC 

•.X 
ft 

a. 
X 
I- 

i 
ft 

R-57 9.4 5.3 9.2 5.0 - - - - 9.2 5.0 - - - - - - - 

R-58 8.7 4.9 8.7 5.0 - - - - 8.7 5.0 - -   • - - - - - 

R-59 9.4 5.4 9.8 5.4 - - - - 9.8 5.4 - - -- - - - - 

R-60 9.2 5.3 9.0 5.0 - - - - 9.0 5.0 - - - - - - - : 

R-61 8.5 4.8 8.2 4.7 - - - - 8.2 4.7 - - - - - - - 

R-62 9.0 5.1 8.8 5.1 - - - 8.8 5.1 - - - - - - - 

R-63 9.6 5.5 9.7 5.4 - - - 9.7 5.4 - - - - - - 

R-64 8.1 4.5 8.0 4.6 - - - 8.0 4.6 - - - - - - - 

R-65 8.1 4.7 8.1 4.6 - - - 8.1 4.6 - - - - - - - 

R-67 8.3 4.7 8.6 4.8 - - - 8.6 4.8 - - - - - - - 

R-68 8.5 4.9 8.2 4.7 - - - 8.2 4.7 - - - - - - - 

R-69 9.7 5.5 9.3 5.2 - - - 9.3 5.2 - - - - - - - 

R-70 9.9 5.4 9.1 5.2 - - - 9.1 5.2 - - - - - - - 

R-71 9.9 5.2 9.5 5.2 - - - 9.5 5.2 - - - - - - - 

R-72 10.4 5.8 9.6 5.3 - - - 9.6 5.3 - - - - - - - 

R-73 10.6 6.1 9.2 5.1 - - - 9.2 5.1 - - - - - - - 

PC-1 8.2 4.7 8.2 4.7 - - - - 8.2 4.7 - - - - - - - 

FW-1 9.2 5.0 8/8 4.9 - - - - - - - - 8.4 4.8 8.4 4.8 - - 

BC-1 8.4 4.8 8.7 4.8 8.6 4.8 - - - -'-- - - - - 8.5 4.8 8.7 4.9 

H-1 9.3 5.4 8.9 5.0 8.9 5.0 9.1 5.0 9.2 5.1 8.9 5.0 8.9 5.0 9.1 5.0 8.9 5.1 - - 
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TABLE IV-12 
CO CONCENTRATION (ppm) in 2020 
MD210: From 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 

Receptor 

Alternative 5A   a;     ^ 

No Build Opt. 
1A 

Opt 
1B 

Opt' 
IC 

Opt 
ID 

Opt   ? 
2A   t 

Opt 
2B 

Opt 
2C 

Opt. 
2D 

Opt. 
2E 

tt    H x - 
t 

T- 

DC 

I 
CC 

?5 
-CC^ tr-"?:: CC*" 

X «• 
tt'fe m DC 

•X ^ 
CC* xf- X- 

DC 
.X 

CC CC 
X 

CC 
X 

AC CC 
X 

I 

CC 
X 

INT-A 11.6 6.0 10.3 5.7 - - - - - 10.3 5.7 - - - - - - - 

INT-B 13.3 8.1 10.8 6.0 - - - - - 10.8 6.0 - - - - - - - 

INT-C 10.8 6.3 9.4 5.3 9.3 5.2 10.2 5.7 10.2 5.7 9.5 5.3 9.3 5.2 10.2 5.7 10.2 5.7 .   - 

INT-D 11.0 6.5 14.2 7.0 - - - - - - - - - 8.7 4.9 8.8 4.9 - 

INT-E 11.4 7.0 10.9 6.6 10.8 6.5 - - - - - - -- - 9.6 5.2 9.1 5.2 

INT-F 12.5 6.6 12.7 6.4 - - - - 9.1 4.8 - - - - - 

INT-G 10.7 5.9 11.8 6.0 - - - - ..- - - - 9.7 5.5 9.7 5.3 - 

INT-H 9.6 5.7 9.7 5.4 - - - - - 9.7 5.4 - - - - - 

INT-I 11.8 7.3 12.2 7.7 - - - - - 12.2 7.7 - - - - - 

R-2 8.9 5.1 9.0 5.1 - - - - - 9.0 5.1 - - - - - 

R-3 9.4 5.4 9.5 5.4 - - - - - 9.5 5.4 - - - - - 

R-4 8.4 4.9 8.4 5.0 - - - - - 8.4 5.0 - - - - - 

R-5 8.0 4.5 8.0 4.5 - - - - - 8.0 4.5 - - - - - 

R-6 8.1 4.7 8.1 4.8 - - - - - 8.1 4.8 - - - - - 

R-8 8.3 4.8 8.3 4.8 - - - - - 8.3 4.8 - - - - - 

R-9 7.8 4.5 7.8 4.5 - - - - - 7.8 4.5 - - - - - 

R-10 8.2 4.7 8.2 4.7 - - - - - 8.2 4.7 - - - - - 

R-11 8.3 4.8 8.3 4.8 - - - - - 8.3 4.8 - - - - - 

R-13 7.7 4.4 7.7 4.4 - - - - - - 7.7 4.4 - - - - - 

R-14 8.8 5.1 8.8 4.9 - - - - - - 8.8 4.9 - - - - - - - 

NOTES:  1-hour average CO concentrations include a 7.5-ppm background concentration. Worst case (a.m. or p.m.) shown. 
8-hour average concentration include a 4.3-ppm background concentration. 
The S/NAAQS for the 1-hour average is 35.0 ppm. 
The S/NAAQS for the 8-hour average is 9.0 ppm. 
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TABLEIV-12(corit; 
CO CONCENTRATION (ppm) in 2020 
MD210: From 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 

•    •    • >nt) 

NOTES:  1 -hour average CO concentrations include a 7.5-ppm background concentration. Worst case (a.m. or p.m.) shown. 
8-hour average concentration include a 4.3-ppm background concentration. 
The S/NAAQS for the 1-hour average is 35.0 ppm. 
The S/NAAQS for the 8-hour average is 9.0 ppm. 
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Receptor    '• 

'A ' T • '•' 

^ 
"V     r '    .     *    -    "' »     ;     >!    r Alternative 5A   £ < rV'^ 

No Build, *« Opt.   ; 
4. 1A ' > 

Opt. 
IB 

Opt. -"- * Opt. 
'    ID 

opt. t 
*   2A   f. 

,fopt- Opt. 
2C 

Opt. 
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Opt. 
2E 

z 
1 f? $£>* 

,tt% 

^ 
i. - •f J 

;i I- ml 
* i CO 

CC 
X 
t 

00 
i CC 

• X 

R-15 8.2 4.6 8.1 4.6 - - - - - - 8.1 4.5 - - - - - - - - 

R-17 8.1 4.7 8.1 4.6 - - - - - - 8.1 4.6 - - - - - - - - 

R-18 8.8 5.3 9.1 5.1 - - - - - - 9.1 5.1 - - - - - - - - 

R-19 8.5 4.9 8.5 4.9 - - - - . - 8.7 4.8 - - - - - - - - 

R-20 8.4 4.8 8.5 4.7 - - - - - - 8.5 4.7 - -- - - - - - - 

R-21 9.1 5.6 9.2 5.5 - - - - - - 9.4 5.4 - - - - - - - - 

R-22 8.0 4.7 8.0 4.6 - - - - - - 8.1 4.6 - - - - - - - - 

R-24 8.8 5.0 9.2 5.0 - - - - - - 8.4 4.6 - - - - - - - - 

R-25 8.1 4.6 8.3 4.6 - - - - - 7.9 4.5 - - - - - - - - 

R-26 8.3 4.8 8.5 4.8 - - - - - 8.3 4.6 - - - - - - - - 

R-28 8.2 4.8 8.4 4.7 - - - - - - - -. - - 8.4 4.8 8.4 4.8 - - 

R-29 9.0 5.3 9.7 5.4 - - - - - - - - - - 8.8 5.1 8.8 5.0 - - 

R-30 8.8 5.0 8.9 5.0 - - - - - - - - - - 8.6 5.0 8.6 4.9 - - 

R-31 8.5 4.7 8.3 4.7 - - - - - - - - - - 8.2 4.8 8.1 4.7 - - 

R-32 8.6 4.9 8.7 4.9 - - - - - - - - - - 8.6 5.0 8.6 4.9 - - 

R-33 8.7 4.9 8.9 4.9 - - - - - - - - - - 8.5 4.9 8.5 4.8 - - 

R-34 8.3 4.7 8.2 4.7 - - - - - - - - - - 8.2 4.7 8.2 4.7 - - 

R-35 7.9 4.5 8.1 4.6 - - - - - - - - - - 8.1 4.7 8.1 4.6 - - 

R-36 8.8 5.0 8.8 4.9 - - - - - - - - - - 9.2 5.3 9.2 5.4 - - 

R-37a 9.4 5.4 9.6 5.3 - - - - - 8.8 4.6 - - - - - - - - 



TABLE IV-12 (cont) 
CO CONCENTRATION (ppm) in 2020 
MD 210: From 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 

Receptor 

- ••;  :••'        V   •'""./''*:; : 
"' ;'                  "''i."V •   • 

Alternative 5A  >' ' !."•'"'•• ..,, '   •• 

No Build Opt. 
1A 

Opt 
IB 

Optt 
V-IC*'" 

l:-;Opt.{®; 
ID 

Opt. 
2A    . 

Opt 
2B 

Opt 
2C 

Opt. 
20 

Opt 
2E 

* - 
CC 

I X • I 
CC 
I 

ec!; 

r- •••• 

CC-;.' 

5 
CC-. */0C:;;' CC-' 

x." 
CO 

CC 

I 
cc y 
:?   • 
*- 

CC oc OC 
X 
4 

DC 
X 
r- 

OC 
X 

R-37b 8.3 4.7 8.6 4.8 - - - - - - 8.2 4.5 - - - - - - - - 

R-38 8.4 4.9 8.6 4.9 - - • - - - 8.6 4.7 - - - - - - - 

R-39 8.5 4.9 8.9 5.0 - - • - - - 8.8 4.8 - - - - - - '-    ; 

R-40 8.2 4.8 8.4 4.8 8.5 4.8 - - - - - - - - • 8.1 4.6 8.1 4.6 

R-41 9.6 5.7 9.8 5.5 9.9 5.4 - - - ' - - - - 8.6 4.9 8.6 5.0 

R-42 9.3 5.4 9.9 5.5 - - - - - - - 9.0 5.1 8.9 5.1 - - 

R-43 8.9 5.3 10.0 5.5 - - - - - - - - 8.5 4.8 8.6 4.8 - - 

R-44 9.1 5.3 10.2 5.6 - - - - - - - - 8.9 5.0 8.9 5.0 - - 

R-46 9.5 5.5 8.6 4.8 8.6 4.8 9.5 5.3 9.5 5.3 8.6 4.8 8.6 4.8 9.5 5.3 9.5 5.3 - - 

R-47 8.4 4.8 8.9 4.9 - - - - - - -- - 8.0 4.5 8.0 4.5 - - 

R-48 10.3 6.2 12.6 6.7 - - - - - - -    • - 8.6 4.9 8.6 4.8 - - 

R-49 8.8 5.1 9.1 5.1 - - - - - 9.1 5.1 - - - - - - - 

R-50 9.3 5.4 9.0 5.1 - - - - - 9.0 5.1 - - - - - - - 

R-51 10.2 6.2 9.1 5.1 - - - - - 9.1 5.1 - - - - - - - 

R-52 8.9 5.2 8.3 4.7 - - - - - 8.3 4.7 - - - - - - - 

R-53 9.0 5.2 9.0 5.1 - - - - - 9.0 5.1 - - - - - - - 

R-54 8.3 4.8 8.8 4.9 - - - - - 8.8 4.9 - - - - - - - 

R-55 9.1 5.4 8.8 4.9 - - - - - 8.8 4.9 - - - - - - - 

R-56 8.7 5.1 9.8 5.5 - - - - - - 9.8 5.5 - - - - - - - 

NOTES:   1-hour average CO concentrations include a 7.5-ppm background concentration. Worst case (a.m. or p.m.) shown. 
8-hour average concentration include a 4.3-ppm background concentration. 
The S/NAAQS for the 1 -hour average is 35.0 ppm. 
The S/NAAQS for the 8-hour average is 9.0 ppm. 
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TABLEIV-12(cont) 
CO CONCENTRATION (ppm) in 2020 
MD 210: From 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 

I'll 
fte|#pt# ;|'; 

•     , ,             *  -    ^ •'4- Alternative 5 A 
-***    r I 

No Build Opt. 
1A 

Opt 
•r MB' 

Opt. 
MC   •? 

Opt. 
1D 

Opt. ; 
2A -/• 2B. 

Opt. 
2C 

Opi 
20 

Opt. 
21 

T- I oc 
X 

1 

OC 
X 

X 
X - 

X 
X 
T- 

X X 
X 
I «b - 

X x- 
r- - 

X 

I 
X 
X 

1 

;X'.'-: 
oc"' 
* • 

X X 

r- 

X 
• X 

R-57 9.7 5.5 9.5 5.2 - - - - 9.5 5.2 - - - - - - - 

R-58 8.6 5.0 8.9 5.1 - - - 8.9 5.1 - - - - - - - 

R-59 9.3 5.6 10.1 5.7 - - - 10.1 5.7 - - -- - - - - 

R-60 9.5 5.4 9.1 5.1 - - - 9.1 5.1 - - - - - - - 

R-61 8.5 4.8 8.4 4.7 - - - 8.4 4.7 -- - - - - - .    - 

R-62 9.5 5.1 9.1 5.1 - - - 9.1 5.1 . - - - - - - - 

R-63 9.9 5.5 9.9 5.6 - - - 9.9 5.6 -  - - - - - - - 

R-64 8.2 4.5 8.0 4.6 - - - 8.0 4.6 - -. - - • - - 

R-65 8.3 4.7 8.2 4.7 - - - 8.2 4.7 - - - - - - - 

R-67 8.5 4.7 8.6 4.9 - - - 8.6 4.9 - - - - - - - 

R-68 8.6 4.9 8.3 4.7 - - - 8.3 4.7 - - - - - - - 

R-69 9.5 5.7 9.7 5.3 - - - 9.7 5.3 -   - - - - - - - 

R-70 10.8 5.3 9.6 5.4 - - - 9.6 5.4 - - - - - - - 

R-71 10.3 5.2 9.8 5.4 - - - 9.8 5.4 - - - - - - - 

R-72 10.7 5.9 9.8 5.6 - - - 9.8 5.6 - - - - - - - 

R-73 10.4 6.4 9.4 5.3 - - - 9.4 5.3 - - - - - - - 

PC-1 8.2 4.9 8.2 4.8 - - - 8.3 4.8 - - - - - - - 

FW-1 9.2 5.2 9.0 5.1 - - - - - - 8.7 5.0 8.9 5.0 - - 

BC-1 8.2 4.8 8.7 4.9 8.7 4.9 - - - -'- - - - - - 8.9 4.9 8.8 5.0 

H-1 9.2 5.5 9.2 5.1 9.0 5.1 9.1 5.1 9.4 5.2 9.2 5.1 9.0 5.1 9.2 5.1 9.4 5.2 - - 

NOTES:  1-hour average CO concentrations include a 7.5-ppm background concentration. Worst case (a.m. or p.m.) shown. 
8-hour average concentration includes a 4.3-ppm background concentration. 
The S/NAAQS for the 1 -hour average is 35.0 ppm. 
The S/NAAQS for the 8-hour average is 9.0 ppm 
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1.        Scoping for the SCEA 

a. Description of the Resources Addressed bv the SCEA 

An initial step in the SCEA process is to identify the resources for which secondary and 
cumulative effects are to be assessed. The list of resources considered in this SCEA is primarily 
based on those resources which would be directly impacted by the build alternatives under 
consideration and includes surface waters, 100-year floodplains, wetlands, woodlands, prime 

farmland and parklands. 

b. Description of the SCEA Boundary 

The geographic boundary for secondary and cumulative effects analyses, referred to as 
the SCEA boundary, is based on a number of sub-boundaries. The sub-boundaries that were 
considered in establishing the SCEA boundary for this project are shown on Figures IV-10 to 
IV-13 along with the SCEA boundary. The following sub-boundaries were considered: the 
project area (the extent of the SHA-Selected Alternative under consideration), the area of traffic 
influence, census tracts and block groups, planning areas and watersheds/sub-watersheds. 

The concept behind "the area of traffic influence" can be explained as follows. The 
geographic extent to which a project would affect traffic levels on the nearby roadways defines 
the overall area in which the project would have an influence on the traffic. The Area of Traffic 
Influence for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study encompasses an area approximately 60 square 
miles in size, bordered roughly by the Potomac River on the west, the Capital Beltway on the 
north, the Charles County line on the south and a line on the east side that is parallel to and 
approximately three miles west of MD 5. The area is defined using Traffic Analysis Zones 
(TAZ) included in the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) Regional 
Travel Demand Model. Six zones (1183, 1185, 1186, 1187, 1260 and 1261) were selected based 
on review of general model output generated as part of the MD 210 Multi-Modal study for the 
No-Build Alternative and Alternative 5B (since dropped from consideration). Model output for 
these two alternatives were analyzed, and any TAZ within which a coded roadway (i.e., arterial 
or collected) indicated a 10% and 1,000 vehicle per day traffic volume difference between the 

two alternatives was considered part of the Area of Traffic Influence. 

The overall SCEA boundary is a synthesis of the aforementioned sub-boundaries. The 
project's SCEA boundary encompasses the project area, as well as the area of traffic influence. 
Portions of areas where sewer and/or water service is not planned are contained within the SCEA 
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boundary.   The sewer and water .service sub-boundary did not have a major influence when , 
synthesizing all of the sub-boundaries considered in establishing the SCEA boundary. 

The SCEA boundary lies within Subregions V and VII in Prince George's County and 
extends into the northern portion of Charles County. The following rationale was applied in 
determining the limits of the SCEA boundary. A detailed description of the boundary is 
provided afterwards (Refer to Figures IV-10 to IV-13). The northern portion of the SCEA 
boundary follows census tract boundaries which also coincide with the northern limit of the area 
of traffic influence. By selecting this as the northern limit, the SCEA boundary encompasses the 
northern project limits and synthesizes with the Potomac River Watershed boundary. The 
western portion of the SCEA boundary again follows census tract boundaries, coinciding with 
the western limit of the area of traffic influence. This western limit encompasses the portion of 
the Potomac River receiving runoff from the project area's watersheds. The southern portion of 
the SCEA boundary follows the Mattawoman Creek watershed boundary, a project area 
watershed. This portion also encompasses the northern portion of Charles County where 
MD 210 terminates. The eastern portion of the SCEA boundary is a synthesis of census tract and 
census block group boundaries, the eastern limit of the area of traffic influence and Prince 
George's County planning area boundaries. The area of traffic influence has a major influence in 
establishing the eastern limit of the SCEA boundary. The project's SCEA boundary is described 

in detail below (Refer to Figures IV-10 to IV-13). 

• 

• 

Beginning at the northeastern extremity of the SCEA boundary, at I-95/I-495, the 
SCEA boundary runs southwesterly, following the boundaries of 1990 Census Tracts 

8017.02, 8014.05 and 8014.03 along the Capital Beltway. 

It then runs southerly then westerly, following the boundaries of Census Tracts 
8014.03 and 8013.98 along the western shore of the Potomac River. 

Continuing southwesterly into Charles County, the SCEA boundary follows the 
boundaries of Census Tracts 8501.00 and 8502.02 and crosses the Potomac River to 
Indian Head following the boundaries of Census Tracts 8502.02 and 8502.01. 

It then continues southwesterly, following the Mattawoman Creek watershed 

boundary along the Potomac River shoreline. 

Leaving the Potomac River shoreline, the SCEA boundary runs northeasterly, in 
general, following the Mattawoman Creek watershed boundary to Census Tract 

boundary 8507.3 at Waldorf, outside the area of traffic influence. 
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• 

It then runs northeasterly along the boundaries of Census Tracts 8507.03 and 8507.02 

to the boundary of Census Block Group 8507.02.1. 

The SCEA boundary then runs northwesterly and northerly, following the boundaries 

of Census Block Groups 8507.02.1 and 8507.02.3 to the Charles County line. 

Continuing northerly into Prince George's County, the SCEA boundary follows the 
boundary of Census Tract 8013.01, runs along the boundary of the area of traffic 
influence for a short distance, then follows the boundary of Census Tract 8013.01 to 

the boundary of Planning Area 8 IB. 

It then runs northerly, in general, following the boundary of Planning Area 8IB to the 

boundary of Census Block Group 8012.04.2. 

• The SCEA boundary continues northwesterly to the beginning point, following the 
boundaries of Census Block Group 8012.04.2 and Census Tracts 8014.01, 8017.01 

and 8017.02. 

c.        Temporal Limits of the SCEA 

As part of the scoping process, a time frame is defined for the analysis of secondary and 
cumulative effects. The following events were considered in establishing the time frame for the 
SCEA which begins in 1966 and is projected through the design year 2020. 

• 1945 - MD 210 was constructed as a 2-lane roadway. 

• 1966 - The northern portion of MD 210, from Fort Washington Road to the north, 

was dualized to 4-lanes. 

• 1986 - The portion of MD 210, from Fort Washington Road to MD 373, was dualized 

to 4-lanes. 

• 1989 - The interchanges were upgraded at 1-95/1-495 and MD 210, and at I-95/I-495 

and 1-295. 

• 1992 - The portion of MD 210, from Old Fort Road North to the north, was widened 

to 6-lanes. 

• 1996 - The portion of MD 210, from Old Fort Road North to MD 228, was widened 

to 6-lanes. 
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Population data were alsp reviewed using information compiled by election district. 

Population data by election district were used since information in this format, dating back to 
1930, was readily available from the Maryland Department of Planning (MDP). The following 
election districts were used: Oxon Hill and Piscataway in Prince George's County; Waldorf 
(White Plains), Pomonkey and Potomac Heights, and Marbury in Charles County. The 
geographic area covered by these election districts is comparable to the geographic area within 
the SCEA boundary. An analysis of the population data during the period 1930 - 1990 revealed 

the following information: 

• The population of the Oxon Hill Election District more than tripled, from 6,429 to 
23,530 people, during the period 1950 - 1960. However, of the six decades analyzed, 
the largest absolute change in population, from 23,530 to 55,965 people, an increase 

of 32,435 people, occurred during the period 1960 -1970. 

• The population of the Piscataway Election District more than doubled, from 7,301 to 

16,705 people, during the period 1960 - 1970. 

• The population of the Waldorf (White Plains) Election District more than doubled, 
from 5,036 to 12,607 people, during the period 1960 - 1970, and again during the 

period 1970 - 1980, from 12,607 to 26,460 people. 

• Of the decades analyzed, the largest absolute change in the total population of the five 
election districts analyzed (Oxon Hill, Piscataway, Waldorf (White Plains), 
Pomonkey and Potomac Heights, and Marbury), from 47,328 to 98,912 people, an 

increase of 51,584 people, occurred during the period 1960 -1970. 
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Table IV-13 shows population data during the period 1930 - 1990 for the election districts that are representative of the area within 

the SCEA boundary. 

TABLE IV-13 
ELECTION DISTRICT POPULATION DATA 

Source: "Maryland Population, 1930 -1970", Maryland Department of State Planning 
Maryland Office of Planning 

Election District '• 
1930 1940 '% Change 

1930-1940 1950 
% Change 
1940-1950 ,1960 %. Change 

1950-1960 1970 % Change 
1960-1970 1980 

% Change 
1970-1980 

1990 
% Change 
1980-1990 

Oxon Hill 1,809 2,802 +54.9 6,429 +129.4 23,530 +266.0 55,965 +137.8 62,882 + 12.4 67,290 +7.0 

Piscataway 2,297 2,666 +16.1 3,903 +46.4 7,301 +87.1 16,705 +128.8 23,545 +40.9 27,780 + 18.0 

Waldorf (White Plains) 1,729 2,215 +28.1 2,788 +25.9 5,036 +80.6 12,607 +150.3 26,460 + 109.9 47,382 +79.1 

Pomonkey & Potomac 
Heights 

2,671 3,142 +17.6 6,761 +115.2 9,252 +36.8 10,687 +15.5 11,028 +3.2 11,589 +5.1 

Marbury 1,398 1,552 +11.0 1,624 +4.6 2,209 +36.0 2,948 +33.5 3,563 +20.9 3,413 -4.2 

TOTAL 9,904 12,377 +25.0 21,505 + 73.7 47,328 +120.1 98,912 +109.0 127,478 + 28.9 157,454 +23.5 
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Changes in the total amount of developed land in Prince George's County and Charles 

County were also reviewed. According to information from MDP, the amount of developed land 
in Prince George's County grew by 4.5 percent during the period 1973-1981 and then grew by 
17.0 percent during the period 1981 - 1990. In Charles County, the amount of developed land 
grew by 22.3 percent during the period 1973-1981 and then grew by 52.9 percent during the 
period 1981 - 1990. Total development in Prince George's County and Charles County is 

summarized in Table IV-14. 

TABLE IV-14 

DEVELOPED LAND (ACRES) 

Jurisdiction 1973 1981 1990 % Change 

1973-1981 

% Change 
1981-1990 

Prince George's County 82,556 86,307 101,008 44.5 +17.0 

Charles County 20,244 24,754 37,840 +22.3 +52.9 

Source: "Maryland's Land , 1973 - 199( ), A Changin g Resource" Maryland Office of Planning 

In light of the above information, the past time frame for the project's SCEA is 1966. 

This coincides with the idealization of the northern portion of MD 210 which occurred during a 

decade (1960 - 1970) when the population in the area within the SCEA boundary was increasing 

at a rapid pace. The future time frame for the SCEA is the year 2020 which is the design year for 

the MD 210 Multi-Modal project. 

2.        Analysis 

a.        Methodologies 

Various methodologies are used to assess secondary and cumulative effects to each 

SCEA resource considered. Quantified data is used if readily available but for the most part, the 

SCEA is presented qualitatively. 

For cumulative impacts from past actions, information is provided on past impacts to the 

resource and trends, if available. Various data sources were used to gather this information, 

including published literature and mapping from local, state and federal government offices. 

Past land uses are compared to present land uses and related to impacts to a particular resource 

over time. For cumulative effects from future actions, a qualitative discussion of impacts to 

resources based on the future land use scenario within the SCEA boundary is provided in the 

context of the current regulatory framework. 
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b.        Past.   Present   and   Future   Land   Use   Within   the   SCEA 

Boundary 

Within the SCHA time frame (1966 - 2020), past, present and future land use within the 

SCEA boundary is identified. Land use/land cover data from the Maryland Office of Planning 

(MDP) was used to develop past and present land use scenarios. The earliest land use data 

available from MDP is for the year 1973 and this is used to represent the past time frame for the 

SCEA. Land use data for the year 1997 is used to represent the present time frame and land use 

in 1981 is also identified to provide an intermediate condition between the past and present . 

Information from the land use plans contained in the master plans for Subregions V and VII in 

Prince George's County, along with information from the land use plan contained in the Charles 

County Comprehensive Plan, form the basis for the future land use scenario (2020) for the 

SCEA. Land uses within the SCEA boundary include the following: residential, commercial, 

industrial, institutional, employment, public/quasi-public, mixed use, military, town center, rural 

conservation district, open space, parkland, agriculture and forest. Countywide land use in 

Prince George's County and Charles County in 1973, 1981 and 1990 is also identified based on 

information from the MDP publication, "Maryland's Land, 1973 - 1990, A Changing Resource". 

Tables IV-15 and rV-16 depict countywide land use and Table IV-17 summarizes land use 

within the SCEA boundary. Present (1997) land use within the SCEA boundary is shown on 

Figure IV-14. 
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TABLE IV-IS 
I.AND USE IN PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 

Land Use 

1973 

(Acres) 

1981 

(Acres) 

1990 

(Acres) 

% Change 

1973-1981 

% Change 

1981-1990 

Low Density Residential 8,568 9,048 16,884 +5.6 +86.6 

Medium/High Density Residential 44,592 46,577 49,965 44.5 +7,3 

Commercial/Industrial 11,835 13,012 14,469 +9.9 +11.2 

Institutional/Open 14,731 14,540 14,402 -1.3 -0.9 

Bare Ground 2,830 3,130 5,288 +10.6 +68.9 

Agriculture 65,647 65,180 59,410 -0.7 -8.9 

Forest 158,276 155,018 145,714 -2.1 -6.0 

Extractive/Barrier 2,119 2,093 2,281 -1.2 +9.0 

Wetland 3,324 3,324 3,337 0 +0.4 

Water 7,929 7,929 8,101 0 +2.2 

TOTAL 319,851 319,851 319,851 

TABLE rV-16 
LAND USE IN CHARLES COUNTY 

Land Use 

1973 
(Acres) 

1981 
(Acres) 

1990 
(Acres) 

% Change 
1973-1981 

% Change 

19814990 

Low Density Residential 11,154 14,406 22,764 +29.2 +58.0 

Medium/High Density Residential 3,815 4,469 7,172 +17.1 +60.5 

Commercial/Industrial 2,048 2,350 2,989 • +14.7 +27.2 

Institutional/Open 3,034 3,336 4,255 +10.0 +27.5 

Bare Ground 193 193 660 0 +242.0 

Agriculture 66,319 64,615 62,281 -2.6 -3.6 

Forest 201,672 198,725 187,751 -1.5 -5.5 

Extractive/Barren 754 844 978 +11.9 +15.9 

Wetland 6,726 6,777 6,789 +0.8 +0.2 

Water 116,215 116,215 116,291 0 +0.1 

TOTAL 411,930 411,930 411,930 
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TABLE IV-17 

LAND USE WITHIN THE SCEA BOUNDARY 

Land Use1 

1973 (Acres) 1981 (Acres) 1997 (Acres) 2020 (Acres) 

Prince 
George's 

Co. 

Charles 
Co. 

Total Prince 
George's 

Co. 

Charles 
Co. 

Total Prince 
George's 

Co. 

Charles 

Co. 

Total Prince 

George's 
Co. 

Charles 

Co. 

Total 

Residential 7,413 5,066 12,479 8,007 5,897 13,904 13,255 8,174 21,429 32,490 28,714 61,204 

Commercial 602 250 852 672 260 932 1,046 336 1,382 350 679 1,029 

Industrial 130 0 130 130 60 190 165 60 225 * * * 

Institutional 365 1,597 1,962 380 1,607 1,987 605 1,800 2,405 * * * 

Extractive 0 50 50 0 50 50 28 27 55 * * * 

Employment * * * * * * * * * 786 839 1,625 

Public/Quasi-Public * * * * * * * * * 1,944 * 1,944 

Mixed Use * * * * * * * * * 531 1,531 2,062 

State Land * * * * * * * * * * 2,024 2,024 

Military * * * * * * * * * * 2,395 2,395 

Town Center * * * * * * * * * * 2,652 2,652 

Rural/Conservation District * * * * * * * * * * 8,759 8,759 

Open Urban Land 359 20 379 308 20 328 680 23 703 * * * 

Open Space * * * * * * * * * * 3,231 3,231 

Private Open Space * * * * * * * * * 182 * 182 

Parkland * * * * * * * * * 6,930 * 6,930 

Agriculture 7,281 7,058 14,339 7,465 6,540 14,005 6,175 6,262 12,437 * * * 

Forest 28,067 36,006 64,073 27,285 35,713 62,998 21,160 32,987 54,147 * * * 

Water 5,393 7,708 13,101 5,393 7,589 12,982 5,349 7,720 13,069 5,313 7,830 13,143 

Wetlands 119 646 765 119 665 784 117 632 749 * * * 

Barren Land 60 0 60 30 0 30 297 119 416 * * * 

TOTAL 49,789 58,401 108,190 49,789 58,401 108,190 48,877 58,140 107,017 48,526 58,654 107,180 

Source:    1973,1981 and 1997 Land Use - Land Use/Land Cover Maps, Maryland Office of Planning 
2020 Land Use -     Subregion V Master Plan, 1993 

Subregion VII Master Plan, 1981 
Charles County Comprehensive Plan, 1997 

'The various data sources identify specific land uses as differing categories. 
2Totals vary due to the differences in the level of detail provided by the various data sources. 
*The land use element was not categorized by the data source. 
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Based on the above data for land use within the SCEA boundary, developed land 
(residential, commercial, industrial, institutional, extractive) increased by 10.3 percent (1,590 
acres), from 15,473 to 17,063 acres, during the period 1973 - 1981. During the period 
1981 - 1997, developed land within the SCEA boundary increased by 49.4 percent (8,433 acres), 
from 17,063 to 25,496 acres. The 2020 developed land (residential, commercial, employment, 
public/quasi-public, mixed use. State land, military, town center) totals 74,935 acres. Although 
different data sources are used for 1997 and 2020 land uses, by comparison, the amount of 
developed land within the SCEA boundary is projected to nearly triple, from 25,496 to 74,935 

acres, during the period 1997 - 2020. 

As part of the assessment of cumulative effects, a number of other projects which have 
recently been completed, are currently underway or are planned in the reasonably foreseeable 
future are identified within the SCEA boundary. Direct impacts from these projects in 
combination with the impacts from the MD 210 Multi-Modal project add to the cumulative 
effects within the SCEA boundary. The identified projects are discussed below and indicated on 

Figure IV-15 by their corresponding number. 

Other Projects Within the SCEA Boundary 

1. Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project: This project by FHWA, SHA, Virginia Department 
of Transportation and District of Columbia Department of Transportation will enhance 
mobility along I-95/I-495 from west of Telegraph Road to east of MD 210 in the vicinity 
of the Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge and is currently under construction. 
Alternative 4A (Side-by-Side Drawbridges) presented in the project's September 1997 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)/Section 4(f) Evaluation was identified as 
the selected alternative for design and construction in the November 1997 Record of 
Decision. Because of design refinements to the selected alternative, a Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (Final SEIS), April 2000, was prepared to address the 
design changes that are reflected in the Current Design Alternative 4A. The project 
includes replacing the existing Woodrow Wilson Bridge with two new parallel 
drawbridges (one for eastbound traffic and the other for westbound traffic) and 
reconstruction of the I-95/I-495 interchanges with Telegraph Road, US 1, 1-295 and 
MD 210. The basic lane configuration for Current Design Alternative 4A remains the 
same as 1997 FEIS Alternative 4A. This configuration consists of eight general use lanes 
to match the existing Capital Beltway, two HOV/express bus/transit lanes to match those 
under consideration on connecting systems, and two merging/diverging lanes (one in 
each direction between the interchanges) to ease traffic entering and exiting the Capital 
Beltway, particularly on the Potomac River crossing between the US  1 and 1-295 
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interchanges. The lanes would be configured in a divided express/local roadway system 

allowing for the physical separation of local and through traffic. 

Environmental impacts that would result from the Woodrow Wilson Bridge project 

(Current Design Alternative 4A) are indicated in the Final SEIS and include the 

following: 

Noise Impacts (dwelling units): 636 
Violations of Carbon Monoxide S/NAAQS Standards (1 hour/8 hour):     0/0 

Number of Public Parks Impacted: 4 

Potential Hazardous Material Sites: 6 

Waters of the U.S. Permanent Impacts (Acres) 

Tidal Wetlands: 14-10 

Nontidal Wetlands: 4-80 

Tidal Mudflats: L10 

Tidal Riverine/Open Water: 900 

Tidal Vegetated Shallows (Submerged Aquatic Vegetation): 31.70 

Tidal/Nontidal Wetlands*: l30 

Nontidal Riverine/Open Water: 2-60 
TOTAL:     64.60 

Waters of the U.S. Temporary Impacts (Acres) 

Nontidal Wetlands: 0-70 

Tidal Wetlands: 1-10 

Tidal Mudflats: lA0 

Tidal Riverine/Open Water: 7-30 

Nontidal Riverine/Open Water: 1 •20 

TOTAL:     11.70 

100-Year Floodplains (Acres): 82- * 
Dredged Material (Cubic Yards): 550,000 

Woodlands (Acres) 109-2 

Threatened and Endangered Species Potentially Affected: 3 

Adverse Effect to Historic Sites: 4 

Adverse Effect to Archeological Sites: 3 
*Tidal/nontidal wetlands are wetlands identified as tidal by Federal regulatory authority 

and nontidal by the State regulatory authority. 

The Final SEIS also identifies potential construction staging areas where construction 

related impacts to the environment might occur. It is possible that not all, or even none 

of these sites will be used. Of the 17 potential sites identified, six are located within the 
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MD 210 SCEA boundary. Of the potential sites located within the SCEA boundary, if 

either site H-2 (located south of I-95/I-495, just west of MD 210) or site K (located on the 

eastern shore of the Potomac at Rosalie Island, on the south side of I-95/I-495) is chosen 

for construction staging, archeological investigations will be needed in accordance with 

the Woodrow Wilson Bridge project Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). To avoid 

impact to bald eagles, site K and the northern portion of site G-2 (located south of the 

I-95/I-495 interchange with 1-295, on the eastern shore of the Potomac) will be available 

for use only after July 15, 2001. 

Also included in the Woodrow Wilson Bridge project's Final SEIS, is information on 

impacts resulting from dredging operations associated with the bridge. A quantity of 

approximately 550,000 cubic yards is anticipated to be dredged as part of the project. 

Dredging in any given construction year will be limited to the time period from October 

16 to February 14. The dredging quantity includes dredging required for bulkheads and 

access channels associated with construction staging areas, minor dredging associated 

with the Jones Point Park canoe/kayak dock, minor dredging for a submarine cable 

between the bascule piers and dredging associated with the proposed pedestrian,bridge at 

the Potomac River Waterfront Community Park. Of the 53.0 acres of the Potomac River 

that would need to be dredged to provide construction access for barges, 31.7 acres of 

dredging will take place within Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) beds. In order to 

offset the unavoidable SAV impact, 20.0 acres of SAV transplanting is proposed as 

mitigation. Removal of fish passage blockages is proposed as an additional mitigation 

measure to replace impacted functions by reopening historic spawning areas and habitat 

for anadromous and resident fish. Dredging would also permanently affect the 

macroinvertebrate species composition and abundance within the dredge areas. 

However, it is anticipated that recolonization by macroinvertebrates would occur within 

the dredged areas within one to two growing seasons. Increased turbidity and suspension 

of sediment is also common with dredging, through the implementation of time-of-year 

restrictions will be used to minimize potential impact to spawning and migrating fish 

species. Turbidity and suspension of sediment influences on water quality is anticipated 

to be temporary in nature due to the limited work window for dredging. Dredged 

material will be placed on barges for transport to the Port Tobacco at Weanack Dredged 

Material Placement Site, the preferred placement site for the Woodrow Wilson Bridge 

project, located in Charles City County, Virginia. 

The Woodrow Wilson Bridge project schedule proposes completion of all construction 

activities by 2011. However, this end date could be extended in the future due to funding 

considerations, additional litigation, or other factors. In that case, the impacts would be 
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of the same type described but they may be less concentrated and dispersed over a longer 

period. 

2. National Harbor: The National Harbor development is located south of I-95/I-495, 
between the Potomac River and Oxon Hill Road, north of Fort Foote Road and Rosier 
Drive. The National Harbor Plan would blend hotel, retail, entertainment and office uses. 
It would contain up to 200,000 square feet of office space, up to 1,000 hotel rooms and a 
major retail facility. According to the National Harbor 1999 FEIS, the project will have 
positive impacts on pedestrian and bicycle uses, marine transportation, employment, 
economic issues and environmental justice issues. The positive and negative impacts 

include the following: 

.    The project will create an estimated 12,350 new jobs at build-out. 

• An estimated 12 million visitors are expected annually. 

.    There will be a positive impact of $29 million annually in new tax revenue at project 

build-out in Prince George's County. 

. There will be a disturbance of seven known archeological sites that are eligible or 

potentially eligible for listing. 

. There may be minor long-term surface erosion impacts, but there will be no impacts 

to water-producing aquifer zones within a 2 mile radius. 

• 98 acres of woodlands will be lost. 

. There will be short-term suspension of bottom sediment and increased turbidity 

resulting from construction activity. 

. There will be adverse impacts to 0.10 acres of federally regulated tidal wetlands due 
to fill and shading and 0.42 acres and 3,132 linear feet of state-regulated, nontidal 

wetlands and intermittent streams due to fill on expanded site. 

. There will be adverse impacts to SAV habitat (2.96 acres), intertidal areas (1.59 

acres), and deep water areas (23.08 acres) as a result of filling. 

• There is a potential for long-term increased turbidity due to suspension of bottom 
sediments caused by waterfront activity (water taxis and 80 boat slips) and shoreline 

treatment (5,252 feet of vertical bulkhead). 
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.    There will be a net reduction in the 100-year floodplain due to shoreline treatment. 

• There may be minor impacts to fish species due to dredging and loss of shallow water 

habitat. 

• Short-term adverse impacts on air quality and noise will result from construction 
activities at the site, and long-term operational impacts from traffic on air quality and 
noise would contribute to existing adverse conditions at some area roadways and 

intersections. 

• There will be positive impacts on Marine Transportation due to the addition of a 
waterfront destination for recreational boaters and the potential for a water-taxi 

service. 

3. Potomac River Federal Navigation Project: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACOE) has completed interim maintenance dredging, which began in December 
1999, of the Potomac navigation channel in three areas; along the Alexandria waterfront, 
at Hunting Creek Bar just downstream of the Woodrow Wilson Bridge and at 
Mattawoman Bar, just south of Indian Head, Maryland, which resulted in improving the 
minimum depths in the authorized 24 foot channels to 21 to 22 foot depths. However, 
maintenance dredging to return the entire river to its authorized 24 foot project depth has 
not been completed. Approximately 564,000 cubic yards of material was dredged from 
seven miles of channel: 104,000 cubic yards from Alexandria Waterfront, 96,000 cubic 
yards from Hunting Creek Bar, and 364,000 cubic yards from Mattawoman Bar. Dredge 
material was disposed of at a deep hole location in Gunston Cove, near Fort Belvoir in 
Virginia. As presented in the Environmental Assessment prepared for the project, the 
effects of the project included minor short-term turbidity at dredging and placement sites, 
temporary displacement of fish species, and removal of sessile aquatic organisms from 

the channel and burial of sessile organisms at the placement site. 

4. MD 228 Extended and MD 210 Widening: A Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) and Section 4(f) Evaluation was prepared in 1987 for this SHA project which 
involves widening existing MD 228 west from U.S. 301, construction of an extension of 
MD 228 over to MD 210, and widening MD 210 from the extension of MD 228 north to 
Old Fort Road. The DEIS examined four alternates, not including the No-Build alternate 

and indicated impacts to resources that included the following: 

Public Recreational Lands Affected (Acres): 0 to 0.5 
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Historic Sites Affected: 0 

Archeological Sites Affected: 0 to 5 

Woodlands Affected (Acres): 73.0 to 94.6 

Floodplains Affected (Acres): 11.2 to 26.5 

Prime Farmland Soils Affected (Acres): 6.5 to 20.5 

Air Quality Sites Exceeding S/NAAQS: 0 

Noise Sensitive Areas Exceeding Federal Noise Abatement Criteria:     7 to 9 

A U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit and a Maryland Nontidal Wetlands and 
Waterways permit were issued to SHA in August, 1993 based on plans for the dualization 
of MD 228 from west of Sharperville Road to Bealle Hill Road in Charles County, 
realignment of MD 228 from Bealle Hill Road to MD 210, and median widening of 
MD 210 from MD 228 to south of Old Fort Road in Prince George's County. The 
permits' expiration date for completing the work has been extended to December 31, 
2006. Impacts to wetlands and Waters of the U.S. resulting from activities authorized by 

the permits include the following: 

• The project impacts a total of 8.01 acres of wetlands which drain Piney Branch, 
Mattawoman Creek, Piscataway Creek and their tributaries. 

. The extension of dual 17' x 19' box culverts carrying Piney Branch under MD 228 
impacts 0.139 acres of Waters of the U.S. and the widening of the dual bridges on 
MD 210 over Piscataway Creek impacts 0.013 acres of Waters of the U.S. 

5. Cross County Connector: This project by Charles County involves the study of 
alternative alignments for an intermediate arterial roadway between Middletown Road 
and MD 210, in the Billingsley Road corridor. A wetlands delineation report was 
prepared in May, 1996 for the Charles County Department of Planning and Growth 
Management. The information in the report serves as a tool for the analysis of 
alternatives in accordance with the NEPA - 404 process. The report concludes that of the 
total wetland acreage, approximately 17.4 acres, identified for the Cross County 
Connector Corridor, a total wetland impact of approximately 5.0 acres is anticipated. 
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5a. US 301 Southern Corridor Transportation Study (Waldorf Area): Only a portion of 

this transportation study is located within the SCEA boundary. This SHA study 

examines several alternatives to upgrade US 301 through the Waldorf area of Charles 

County, as well as, two bypass corridor alternatives, one to the west and one to the east of 

US 301, both of which begin at T.B. in Prince George's County and extend southward 

into Charles County tying back into US 301 near Turkey Hill Road. Several optional 

alignments are included within both the west and east corridors. In addition, the study 

includes a No-Build Alternative and a Transportation System Management 

(TSM)/Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Alternative. To provide a smoother 

flow of traffic, the upgrade alternatives include making improvements to US 301 such as, 

constructing grade separated interchanges, adding general purpose lanes to increase 

capacity, and upgrading US 301 to a six-lane fully access controlled highway supported 

by frontage roads. The bypass alignments consist of four general use lanes throughout 

their entire length, two HOV lanes (one in each direction) along the northern portion of 

the alignments and several new interchanges. A preliminary DEIS for the study is in 

preparation. Following is a summary of the impacts that would result from the upgrade 

alternatives and the bypass corridor alternatives: 

Upgrade 

Alternatives 

Western 

Bypass 

Eastern 

Bypass 

Wetlands Disturbed (Acres) 4.2 to 6.0       33.0 to 52.0    33.0 to 59.0 

Number of Stream Crossings 5 13 to 19 11 to 13 

100-Year Floodplain Disturbed (Acres)       3.8 to 5.39      15.4 to 22.2     13.8 to 22.2 

In addition to the above projects, information regarding development activity 

within the SCEA boundary has been obtained through the planning departments of Prince 

George's County and Charles County. Based on existing readily available information, 

Table IV-18 lists the developer's projects identified and potential impacts: 

IV-105 



TABLE IV-18 
SCEA DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

MAP 
LD. DEVELOPMENT 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

WATERSHED LOCATION 

FEMA 100-YEAR 
FLOODPLAIN 

PRESENT 

NWI 
WETLANDS 

PRESENT 
PARKLANDS 

PRESENT 

6. 

Subdivisions Approved in Prince Georee's Countv Within the SCEA Boundary 

Brinkley Towns: 84 dwelling units 

Potomac River 

(Chain Bridge to Marshall Hall) X X 

7. Fisher Heights: 154 dwelling units (pending) 
M X 

8. National Church of God Lots 1 and 3: 60 dwelling units (went to final plat) " 

9. Woodside Estates Plats 1 and 2: 59 dwelling units " X X 

10. Fawsett Woods: 16 dwelling units " • 

11. Old Fort Forest: 41 acres, 10 dwelling units 
H X 

12. Caltor Manor: 35 acres, 23 dwelling units " X 

13. Palmer Woods: 32 dwelling units " 

14. Oaklawn: 40 dwelling units Piscataway Creek X 

15. Rose Valley Woods:  150 dwelling units " X X 

16. Villages of Piscataway: 1,100 dwelling units " X 

17. Greens at Piscataway/Glassford Village: 241 lots 
M 

X 

18. St. James Village: 400 acres, 800 dwelling units ii X X 

19. Berry Woods: 219 lots " X 

20. Palumbo CDP/Belle Oaks: 109 dwelling units (pending) Mattawoman Creek X X 

21. Manokeek: 242 acres, 106 lots (went to final plat) *' X X 

22. Summerwood:  116 acres, 163 lots " 

23. Simmons Acres: 379 acres, 533 lots (mostly built) II X X 

24. Addition to Simmons Acres: 138 acres, 182 lots " X X X 

25. Kingsview: 350 dwelling units ti X X 

26. 

Subdivisions with Valid Preliminarv Plans in Charles Countv Within the 

SCEA Boundarv 
Wexford Village Section II: 98.9 acres, 251 lots 

„ X X 

27. McBerry:  12.5 acres, 46 singled family detached units (SFD) " -- 
28. Robinwood: 3.36 acres, 8 SFD 

M 
X 

29. Stratford Forest:  127.8 acres 275 SFD ** X 

30. Charles Crossings: 219.2 acres, 373 SFD, 78 townhouse units (TH) " X 
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TABLE IV-IS (cont) 
SCEA DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

MAP 
I.D. •*". ; /• '                      ••    . DEVELOPMENT 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

WATERSHED 
LOCATION 

FEMA 100-YEAR 
FLOODPLAIN 

PRESENT 

NWI 
WETLANDS 

PRESENT 

PARKLANDS 
PRESENT 

31. Audrey Manor: 26.18 acres, 26 SFD Mattawoman Creek 

32. Bracey Estates: 69.91 acres, 40 SFD ii X X 

33. Kingsview: 427.0 acres, 640 lots M X 

34. Myers Estates, Phase I: 15.0 acres, 41 SFD Potomac River (Marshall Hall 
to Smith Point) 

35. Montrose Farms: 7.73 acres, 7 SFD Mattowoman Creek X 
36. Falcon Ridge:  117.3 acres, 184 SFD " X 
37. Hunters Brooke:  191.07 acres, 319 SFD H X 

38. 

Major Subdivisions with Final Plat Approval in Charles County Within the SCEA 
Boundary 

Rolling Meadows Section 1: 6.70 acres, 40 SFD 

ti 

•I X 
39. Cedarbrook:  12.02 acres, 36 SFD H X 
40. Wexford Village (Hamilton Farm): 63.20 acres, 174 SFD " X 
41. Hamilton Family: 24.38 acres, 22 SFD II X 
42. St. Charles Town Center, Parcel G: 10.77 acres commercial n X 
43. Sun Valley, Sections 3 and 4: 10.0 acres, 85 SFD II X X 
44. Stanford: 17.27 acres, 109 TH " X 
45. Springhaven Woods (Parcel 3): 67.52 acres, 127 SFD 

11 
X 

46. Streamview: 83.4 acres, 198 SFD » 

47. Ashford II and IH: 119.0 acres, 289 SFD " 

48. Meadowland: 45.97 acres, 94 SFD M X X 
49. Somerset: 242.0 acres, 234 lots " X 
50. Kanegis: 28.4 acres, 60 SFD II 

51. Berry Valley Phase I: 97.49 acres, 94 SFD, 208 TH II X X 
52. Stone Ridge: 24.0 acres, 39 SFD It 

53. Cartegena Highlands: 40.8 acres, 37 SFD " X                  |              X 
' 
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TABLE IV-18 (cont) 
SCEA DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

MAP 

I.D. DEVELOPMENT 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

WATERSHED LOCATION 

FEMA 

100-YEAR 

FLOODPLAIN 

PRESENT 

NWI 

WETLANDS 

PRESENT 

PARKLANDS 

PRESENT 

54. Phillips Meadow: 54.9 acres, 33 SFD Mattawoman Creek X X 
55. Berry Hill Manor, Section II: 81.57 acres, 81 SFD " 

56. Brentwood: 185.0 acres, 323 SFD M - X 
57. Settle Woods:  145.9 acres, 120 SFD II X 
58. Acquinsicke Estates: 44.0 acres, 6 SFD II X 
59. Marshall's Landing:  12.11 acres, 36 lots Potomac River 

(Marshall Hall to Smith Point) 
60. Strawberry Hills IV B: 111.48 acres, 203 SFD " X 
61. Fenwick Shores: 264.03 acres, 61 SFD Potomac River 

(Chain Bridge to Marshall Hall) 
X 

62. South Hampton: 260.82 acres, 205 SFD Potomac River 
(Marshall Hall to Smith Point) 

X 

63. Sarah Manor: 4.15 acres, 8 SFD Mattawoman Creek 

64. 

Projects Pendine Plannine Commission Approval in Charles Countv Within the 
SCEA Boundarv 
Town Center South, Lots 6-11:  12.71 acres commercial 

H 

X 
65. Pine Valley (Deer Valley): 29.86 acres, 46 SFD H X 
66. Hardship Plantation: 101.88 acres, 13 SFD •I X X 
67. Oxford Property: 36.09 acres, 66 SFD 
68. Kingsview West: 200.18 acres, 299 SFD " 

69. Myers Estates: 34.50 acres, 153 SFD Potomac River 
(Marshall Hall to Smith Point) 
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3.        Cumulative Impacts 

a.        Surface Waters 

Surface waters included with the SCEA boundary are located in the Middle Potomac 
River Basin, also known as the Washington Metro Area Sub-Basin, and the Lower Potomac 
River Basin. Watersheds associated with the SCEA surface waters are: the Potomac River, from 
Chain Bridge to Marshall Hall (generally called the upper tidal Potomac River), which includes 
the sub-watersheds of Henson Creek and Broad Creek; Piscataway Creek which includes Tinkers 
Creek sub-watershed; Potomac River, from Marshall Hall to Smith Point; and Mattawoman 

Creek (Figure IV-13). 

The tidal Potomac River has a well-documented history of water quality degradation and 
has been the target of concern and clean-up efforts since the 1800s. Up until the 1900s, pollution 
concerns were largely seasonal or caused by periodic events. According to information from the 
Maryland Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG), as regional population grew during 
the 20th century, the amount of untreated wastewater being directly discharged into the Potomac 
increased. The U.S. Public Health Service, in 1925, declared that the river was unsafe for 
swimming as a result of high levels of bacteria and the danger of catching water-borne diseases. 
By 1940, health concerns prompted the construction of wastewater treatment plants which 
provided primary treatment of all of the region's wastewater. However, water quality 
degradation accelerated when the effluent volumes exceeded the assimilative capacity of the 
river. In 1951, large scale summer fish kills resulted from low dissolved oxygen levels. From 
1950 to the 1970's the Potomac River became increasingly degraded as regional wastewater 
discharges increased, leading to swimming bans, low dissolved oxygen and massive algae 
blooms (MWCOG 1989). During this same period, federal, state and local governments began 
coordinated efforts to address the poor condition of the river including establishment of water 
quality standards and recommendations for upgrades and increased capacity at regional 
wastewater treatment plants. In the early 1970's following passage of the Clean Water Act, 
many of the point source water quality protections recommended during the 1950's and 1960's 
were in place or were planned for implementation. Over the next decade, the river recovery 
efforts began to produce encouraging improvements in the river. In 1978, MWCOG reported 
that severe algal blooms had not been observed in the upper Potomac estuary since the late 
I960's. By 1979, a major change in the health of the river was illustrated through a rising 
interest in permitting some water contact sports in the Washington area. 

As treatment of wastewater continued to improve in the region during the ^SO's, it 
became clear that the river was also being heavily influenced by non-point sources of 
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degradation such'as sedimentation and agricultural and urban runoff. As report by MWCOG; by 
1986, point-source discharges contributed less than 1 percent of suspended solids and only 8 
percent of total phosphorous loads to the tidal Potomac. At the same time, non-point source 
nutrient runoff to the tidal Potomac was estimated at about 14-15 percent for total nitrogen and 
total phosphorous. Regional efforts to lower non-point source pollutant loading to the Potomac 
and the Chesapeake Bay have resulted in the implementation of sediment and erosion controlled, 
stormwater management and agricultural best management practices in much of the Potomac 

watershed. 

Despite steady increases in population in the Potomac watershed, MWCOG reported an 
encouraging positive trend in overall water quality in the vicinity of the Woodrow Wilson Bridge 
in its 1993 publication, "Potomac River Quality 1990: Conditions and Trends in the Washington 
Metropolitan Area." From 1983 to 1990, phosphorous and nitrogen levels declined at the bridge, 
dissolved oxygen (DO) remained consistently above state standards and bacteria levels also 
continued to show improvement, although summer levels remained above those allowable for 
swimming. Downstream of the Woodrow Wilson Bridge, water quality improvements have not 
been quite as consistent, most likely due to less advanced wastewater treatment and increasing 
population. However, despite persistent water quality problems, downstream water quality in the 

lower estuary remains much improved over historic levels. 

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) publication, "Maryland Water 
Quality, 1993 - 1995", reports that water quality is fair in the segment of the Potomac from 
Chain Bridge to Marshall Hall. The publication states that in the lower mainstem segment above 
Marshall Hall and off the mouth of Piscataway Creek, elevated bacteria and high nutrient levels 
were observed as a result of urban runoff, sediment releases and upstream sources. Water 
quality data collected during the period 1984 - 1994 from the Potomac River segment from 
Chain Bridge to Marshall Hall show that these waters had relatively high nitrogen levels and 
relatively low phosphorous levels. Also, chlorophyll levels were not high, algal blooms were 
infrequent and high turbidity levels reduced light penetration beyond the critical limit for growth 
of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV). Oxygen levels declined each summer but were not 
below the state water quality criterion of 5 milligrams per liter. In 1996, Skelly, et al. reported 
that during the previous five years, overall water quality conditions had improved and declining 
trends in phosphorous and chlorophyll levels were continuing. Bioassessment of sites on Henson 
and Broad Creeks indicated moderately impaired habitat and biological community (Primrose, 
1995). The DNR publication reports that water quality is fair in the Piscataway Creek. Primarily 
due to river inflow and urban runoff, there were high bacteria, nutrient and suspended sediment 
levels. Seasonal algal blooms with low DO and high pH levels were the result of nutrient 
enrichment of the tidal portion of Piscataway Creek according to the DNR publication.  In the 
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lower free-flowing creek, high bacteria and phosphorous levels were observed. Bacteria levels 
declined and nitrogen nutrient levels increased in the tidal portion of Piscataway Creek. The 
publication states that low pH and DO levels were frequently observed in the free-flowing 
segment of the stream and occurred naturally as a result of drainage from a wetland area just 
upstream of the monitoring site. Bioassessment of sites on lower Tinkers Creek and lower 
Piscataway Creek indicated some apparent water quality impact as moderately impaired 
biological communities were identified in moderately impaired habitat conditions (Primrose, 
1995). The DNR publication titled, "Potomac Washington Metro Basin, Environmental 
Assessment of Stream Conditions", September 1999, states, "The major impacts to non-tidal 
streams in the basin appear to be nutrient enrichment, stream bank instability, and lack of 
functional riparian buffers. Overall, the major impacts to non-tidal streams in the Potomac 
Washington Metro basin are stream alterations that result from urban activities". It is evident 
from the data presented in Section IV.M.2.b. that residential, commercial, industrial and 
institutional land uses increased during the period 1973 - 1997 within the SCEA boundary while 
agricultural and forest land have decreased. Thus, there has been a trend toward urbanization, 
converting land within the SCEA boundary to developed uses. This trend is expected to continue 
into the future based on 2020 land use which indicates that developed land within the SCEA 
boundary is projected to nearly triple during the period 1997 - 2020. 

As reported in the DNR publication, "Maryland Water Quality, 1993 - 1995", for the 
portion of the Potomac from Marshall Hall to Smith Point, water quality varies from fair in the 
upper segment to good in the lower segment. According to the publication, at Potomac River 
monitoring stations off Indian Head and Moss Point, high nutrient levels and elevated ammonia 
levels were observed. Also, elevated bacteria levels were observed in the upper third of the tidal 
river. High nutrient levels were the result of agricultural runoff, sediment release, poor flushing 
characteristics and upstream sources while elevated suspended sediment levels were due to 
agricultural runoff and erosion. Water quality data collected during the period 1984 - 1994 show 
that these waters had relatively high nitrogen levels. Also, chlorophyll levels were not high, 
algal blooms were infrequent and high turbidity levels reduced light penetration above the 
critical limit for SAV growth. Oxygen levels declined each summer but were not below the state 
water quality criterion of 5 milligrams per liter. In 1996, Skelly, et al. reported that overall water 
quality conditions had improved during the previous eleven years and declining trends in 
phosphorous and chlorophyll levels were continuing. The DNR publication also reports that 
algal blooms were observed in the Potomac from Marshall Hall to south of Mattawoman Creek. 
The publication states that water quality in the Mattowoman Creek varies from good in the upper 
portion to fair in the lower tidal portion of the creek. At a monitoring station in the lower free- 
flowing portion of the creek, high bacteria and total phosphorous levels and very low DO and pH 
levels were observed.   Also, high nutrient levels and elevated pH levels were observed in the 
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lower tidal portion of the Mattawoman Creek. As reported in the DNR publication, elevated 
bacteria and nutrient levels wefedue to agricultural and urban runoff. Myrtle Grove Lake, 
located within the SCEA boundary in the Mattawoman Creek watershed, experiences water 
quality problems as a result of elevated nutrients and sediments from upstream agricultural areas. 
In a 1989 survey of regional DNR biologists and a 1991 statewide lake assessment program, the 

lake, which covers 23 acres, was classified as an eutrophic lake. 

Cumulative impacts to surface waters within the SCEA boundary result from the addition 
of direct impacts resulting from Alternative 5A Modified to the impacts to surface waters from 
other past, present and future actions. The SHA-Selected Alternative has the potential to 
negatively affect surface water quality through increased runoff generated from new impervious 
surfaces associated with the roadway improvements, as well as erosion and sedimentation 
resulting from the exposure of soils during construction. Uncontrolled runoff from impervious 
surfaces has been linked to thermal and chemical pollution, as well as loss of stream stability and 
aquatic habitat (Schueler 1987). These impacts are primarily caused by increases in the level of 
peak discharges in receiving streams and by the introduction of pollutants such as particulates, 
petroleum-based fuels, metals, deicing salts and other contaminants that typically accumulate on 
road surfaces and become mobilized during rain events. These effects would be mitigated 
through compliance with stormwater management and sediment and erosion control 
requirements, including water quality treatment, regulated by the Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE). Future planned development indicated in Section IV.M.2.b, would add to 
past and current surface water impacts through increased impervious areas and stormwater 
runoff. During the period 1997 - 2020, the amount of developed land within the SCEA boundary 
is projected to nearly triple. The growth in development will increase the overall percentage of 
impervious area in the watershed. The loss of natural land cover results in increased stormwater 
runoff and reduced groundwater infiltration which affects a stream's ability to support aquatic 
life. There are fewer groundwater seeps discharging into the streams to sustain the baseflow 
between periods of rainfall and the streams become more flashy when it rains, quickly swelling 
from the increased runoff. The increase in runoff volume results in greater erosion of 
streambanks. The sediment coming from eroding streambanks is now believed to be a greater 
source of sediment in streams than that which comes from outside the streams. Stormwater 
management can help to control the runoff entering streams, however, the combination of 
numerous stormwater management facilities discharging in the same watershed can result in a 
peak discharge being sustained over a longer period of time. Future planned development will 
also have an effect on the amount of nutrients entering the surface waters within the SCEA 
boundary. According to 1997 land cover data from MDP, approximately 51 percent of the area 
within the SCEA boundary is covered by forests. Stormwater runoff from forest land has much 
lower levels of nitrogen and phosphorus than runoff from agricultural land, pasture, urban land 
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or land transitioning from agricultural uses to urban uses. As forest land within the SCEA, 

boundary is developed, the increase in nitrogen and phosphorus in the runoff will be significant. 

Stormwater management practices cannot be expected to intercept and treat all of the nitrogen 

and phosphorus in the stormwater runoff from developed land. As a result, degradation of water 

quality can be expected due to additional nutrients entering the streams. However, the current 

regulatory framework for stormwater management and sediment and erosion control 

requirements administered by MDE would help to minimize the impacts to surface waters from 

development under the future land use scenario. 

b.        Floodplains 

The 100-year floodplains within the SCEA boundary indicated on Flood Insurance Rate 

Maps from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) occur along the following 

waterways: the Potomac River, Henson Creek, Carey Branch (a tributary to Henson Creek), 

Hunters Mill Branch (a tributary to Henson Creek), Broad Creek, Tinkers Creek, Pea Hill Branch 

(a tributary to Tinkers Creek), Swan Creek, Piscataway Creek, Butler Branch (a tributary to 

Piscataway Creek), Burch Branch (a tributary to Piscataway Creek), Mattawoman Creek, Piney 

Branch (a tributary to Mattawoman Creek), Pomonkey Creek, Pomonkey Mill Swamp (a 

tributary to Pomonkey Creek), Old Womans Run (a tributary to Mattawoman Creek), Pole 

Branch (a tributary to Old Womans Run), and Marbury Run (a tributary to Mattawoman Creek). 

Floodplain areas of the Potomac and its tributaries have been historically impacted by 

urban development. As far back as the early 1800s, dredging within the Potomac was conducted 

to create navigable channels. In the early 1900s, channel dredging and land reclamation 

increased, creating much of the current shoreline. The majority of the reclaimed areas were then 

built upon, adding to overall risk to life and property from flooding. 

Past stresses to the floodplains of waterways within the SCEA boundary, other than the 

Potomac River, have also occurred. Any unregulated encroachments on the 100-year floodplain 

from development would have occurred prior to the passing of the Non-Tidal Wetlands Act in 

1989 which affords protection to floodplains. As indicated in Section IV.M.2.b., with the SCEA 

boundary, during the period 1973 - 1981, developed land (residential, commercial, industrial, 

institutional, extractive) increased by more than 10 percent. Flood studies of Henson Creek and 

Piscataway Creek prepared in 1986 by Prince George's County Stormwater Management 

Technical Group indicated that 68 houses were located in the floodwaters of the 100-year 

floodplain along Henson Creek or its tributaries and 73 houses and one commercial 

establishment were located in the floodwaters of the 100-year floodplain along Piscataway Creek 

or its tributaries.   Roadway construction associated with development has also impacted the 
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100-year floodplain at road crossings. Current Maryland, federal and local regulations 

discourage development in floodplains and a Waterways Construction Permit is required for any 

floodplain encroachment which includes grading, filling or placing structures in the 100-year 

floodplain. 

Past alterations to floodplains within the SCEA boundary, such as the previously 

described channel dredging and land reclamation along the Potomac and encroachment by 

residential areas in the Henson Creek and Piscataway Creek floodplains, have eliminated or 

reduced some of the valuable functions associated with floodplains. Stream valley parkland 

acquired by Prince George's County along streams such as Henson Creek, Piscataway Creek and 

Tinkers Creek has helped mitigate impacts to stream floodplains. 

Direct impacts to the 100-year floodplain are quantified in Section IV for Alternative 5A 

Modified. The impact for the SHA-Selected Alternative is 3.4 acres. Cumulative impacts to the 

100-year floodplain within the SCEA boundary result from the addition of the direct impacts 

resulting from Alternative 5A Modified combined with other past, present and future actions. 

Future development anticipated within the SCEA boundary, as indicated in Section IV.M.2.b., 

would add to past and present impacts to the 100-year floodplain. However, effects to 

floodplains under the future land use scenario are expected to be minimal as a result of the 

current regulatory framework and given that portions of the floodplains within the SCEA 

boundary are located in parkland or planned to be set aside as parkland. 

c.        Wetlands 

Based on National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping, the wetlands located within the 

SCEA boundary include the following types: palustrine forested, palustrine emergent, palustrine 

open water, palustrine scrub-shrub, palustrine unconsolidated bottom, estuarine intertidal 

emergent, estuarine intertidal scrub-shrub and riverine tidal emergent. Ecological functions 

provided by wetlands include filtering pollutants in surface runoff, maintaining base flow in 

streams and slowing floodwaters. 

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) reported that from the inid-1950's 

to the late 1970's approximately 24,000 acres of wetlands were lost in Maryland. The causes of 

these losses include draining and clearing for agriculture, urban development and natural forces. 

For areas within the Chesapeake Bay Watershed, USFWS has determined that Maryland 

experienced a net loss of 4,810 acres of wetlands during the period 1982 - 1989 (Tiner et. al. 

1994). According to the MDP publication, "Maryland's Land, 1973 - 1990, A Changing 

Resource," the area of wetlands in Prince George's County totaled 3,324 acres in 1973 and also 

in 1981 and then increased slightly to 3,337 acres in 1990.   In Charles County, the MDP 
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publication reports the area of wetlands totaled 6,726 acres in 1973, 6,777 acres in 1981 and 
6,789 acres in 1990. According to MDP Land Use/Land Cover Maps, within the SCEA 
boundary, the area of wetlands increased slightly from a total of 765 acres in 1973 to 784 acres 
in 1981 and then decreased to 749 acres in 1997. Thus, variations have occurred in wetland 
trends, losses and gains, depending on the type of data analyzed regional or local. The loss of 
wetlands within the SCEA boundary during the period 1981 - 1997 occurred at the same time 
developed land within the SCEA boundary increased by 49.4 percent as indicated in Section 

rV.M.2.b. 

Direct impacts to wetlands that would result from Alternative 5A Modified are quantified 
in Section IV. The SHA-Selected Alternative would impact 1.3 acres. Cumulative impacts to 
wetlands within the SCEA boundary result from the addition of direct impacts resulting from 
Alternative 5A Modified combined with other past, present and future actions. Future 
development within the SCEA boundary, indicated in Section IV.M.2.b., would add to past and 
present impacts to wetlands. However, given the current federal and state regulatory framework 
contained in Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the Maryland Nontidal Wetlands Protection 
Act and the "no net loss" wetlands policies, impacts to wetlands under the future land use 

scenario would be minimized. 

d.        Woodlands 

Forested areas within the SCEA boundary identified by 1997 MDP Land Use/Land Cover 
mapping include deciduous, evergreen and mixed forests, as well as, brush areas. These forested 
areas are widespread and account for approximately 51 percent of the entire area within the 
SCEA boundary. Forest habitats are essential for a wide variety of animals, birds, and plants, 
with riparian forests providing critical habitat for over half of the terrestrial wildlife species in 
the region (USDA 1996). Streamside forests are also important for aquatic organisms that use 
decaying organic matter and downed woody debris for shelter and that benefit from temperature 
regulation, and other water quality benefits provided by forests. 

According to the MDP publication, "Maryland's Land, 1973 - 1990, A Changing 
Resource," the area of forests in Prince George's County decreased by 2.1 percent, from 158,276 
to 155,018 acres, during the period 1973 - 1981, and further decreased by 6.0 percent, to 145,714 
acres, during the period 1981 - 1990. The area of forests in Charles County decreased by 1.5 
percent, from 201,672 to 198,725 acres, during the period 1973 - 1981, and further decreased by 
5.5 percent, to 187,751 acres, during the period 1981 - 1990. Within the SCEA boundary, based 
on MDP land use/land cover mapping, the area of forests decreased by 1.7 percent, from 64,073 
to 62,998 acres, during the period 1973 - 1981, and further decreased by 14.0 percent, to 54,147 
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acres, during the period 1981 - 1997. As indicated in Section IV.M.2.b., during the period 19'73 - 
1997, the amount of developed land (residential, commercial, industrial, institutional, extractive 
land uses) within the SCEA boundary increased substantially by 64.8 percent. 

A loss of forest area results in a loss of the valuable ecological functions associated with 
forests which include stabilizing soils, filtering nutrients and sediment, and regulating 
stormwater and stream flow. Maryland forest resources have been afforded protection through 
regulations of the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection Law of 1984 and the Forest 
Conservation Act of 1991. Both of these regulations are state-mandated programs, administered 
at the county level. Critical Area regulations limit the amount of clearing permitted within 1,000 
feet of tidal waters and require mitigation in the form of reforestation for impacts to forests. The 
regulations give additional protection to the preservation and/or creation of forested shoreline 
buffers within a 100-foot distance from tidal waters. The Maryland Forest Conservation Act and 
Reforestation Law apply to lands outside the Critical Area. The Act sets allowable clearing 
thresholds for development dependant upon local zoning designations. The Act also requires 
reforestation when thresholds are exceeded. Or, if no forest is present on a development site, a 
percentage of the land must be planted with trees. Certain highway projects may be exempted 
from the Forest Conservation Act provided there is compliance with the Maryland Reforestation 
Law, Natural Resource Article 5-103. The Reforestation Law requires replacement of the forest 
cleared by highway projects on an equal basis on public property. These restrictions on forest 
clearing and the requirements for reforestation provide a strong incentive for forest conservation. 

The Maryland Reforestation Law requires that when highway construction using state 
funds causes the cutting or clearing of forests in the size of one acre or more, replacement is 
required on an acre-for-acre (1:1) basis and must be accomplished on public land. Priority areas 
for mitigation include onsite or within the same county and watershed as the impact. If an 
appropriate mitigation site cannot be identified, a fee-in-lieu of mitigation must be deposited into 
the Reforestation Fund at ten cents per square for of impact ($4,356/acre). Mitigation must be 
completed within on year or two growing seasons after the highway construction has been 

completed. 

Direct impacts to woodlands that would result from Alternative 5A Modified are 
quantified in Section IV. The impact would be 58.2 acres to woodlands. Cumulative impacts to 
woodlands within the SCEA boundary result from the addition of direct impacts as a result of 
Alternative 5A Modified to the impacts to woodlands combined with other past, present and 
future actions. Future development within the SCEA boundary, indicated in Section IV.M.2.b., 
would add to past and present impacts to woodlands. The amount of developed land within the 
SCEA boundary is projected to nearly triple during the period 1997 - 2020. With approximately 
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51 percent of the area within the SCEA boundary covered by forests, based on 1997 land cover 

data from MDP, there is the potential for substantial impacts to woodlands from future planned 

development. However, impacts to woodlands would be regulated under the Maryland Forest 

Conservation Act, the Maryland Reforestation Law and the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 

Protection Law, and effects would be offset through reforestation requirements. Since enactment 

of the Reforestation Law in 1989, 2,130.8 acres of forested land have been cleared by highway 

construction and 2,433.7 acres have been replanted with fee-in-lieu monies. 

e. Parklands 

There are numerous parklands and recreation areas within the SCEA boundary. An 

inventory of the parklands and recreation areas identified within the SCEA boundary is provided 

below. SHA-Sel6cted Alternative 5A Modified would result in direct impacts to Henson Creek 

Stream Valley Park, requiring 0.2 acre of right of way, from the publicly owned public park. 

While there is potential for impacts to occur to parklands listed below as a result of other future 

actions, impacts to parklands within the SCEA resulting from other future actions, combined 

with the SHA-Selected Alternative impacts, including future development, are expected to be 

minimal since it would be extremely rare, if at all, that development would be permitted on 

public parkland. Also, use of land from a significant publicly owned public park as part of a 

federally funded or approved transportation project would require a Section 4(f) evaluation to 

document that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of land from the park, and 

that the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park. 

Parklands and Recreation Areas Within the SCEA Boundary 

J. Frank Dent Neighborhood Park/School 

Southlawn Neighborhood Park/School 

Leyte Drive Neighborhood Playground 

Henson Creek Stream Valley Park 

Henson Creek Golf Course 

Webster Lane Neighborhood Park 

Oxon Hill Manor Historic House 

Betty Blume Neighborhood Park 

Potomac River Waterfront Community Park 

Valley View Community Park 

Windbrook Neighborhood Park 

Livingston Road Community Park 

Harmony Hall Recreation Center 

Riverview Community Park 

Potomac River Waterfront Conservation 

Area 

Tantallon North Neighborhood Park 

Franklin Square Neighborhood Park 
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Fort Foote Neighborhood Recreation Center 

Fort Foote Historic Site 

Jones Point Park 

Tucker Road Recreation Center 

Apple Grove Neighborhood Park/School 

Lynnaian Neighborhood Playground 

Hunters Mill Community Park. 

Tinkers Creek Stream Valley Park 

Allentown Road Aquatic Facility Park 

Fort Washington Forest Neighborhood Park/School 

Piscataway Creek Stream Valley Park 

Rose Valley Neighborhood Park/School 

Friendly Neighborhood Park 

Louise F. Cosca Regional Park 

Tantallon South Neighborhood Park 

Potomac Landing Neighborhood Park 

Tantallon Country Club 

Tantallon Neighborhood Park 

Fort Washington Park 

Piscataway National Park 

Piscataway Park Scenic Easement 

Accokeek Neighborhood Park. 

South view Golf Course 

Mattawoman Watershed 

Piscataway Park 

Ruth B. Swan Memorial Park 

General Smallwood State Park 

Mattawoman Natural Environment Area 

Myrtle Grove Wildlife Management Area 

f. Agricultural Land 

The amount of land used for fanning in Maryland has been declining. The 1992 Census 
of Agriculture reports that 2,223,000 acres were being farmed at that time which signified a 
decline of more than 350,000 acres in ten years. According to MDP's publication, "Maryland's 
Land, 1973 - 1990", agricultural land use in Prince George's County dropped to 59,410 acres in 
1990, a decline of 6,237 acres during the period 1973 - 1990. In Charles County, agricultural 
land use dropped to 62,281 acres in 1990, a decline of 4,038 acres during the period 1973 - 1990. 
The Atlas of Agricultural Land Preservation in Maryland (AALPM) indicates that many large 
areas of Maryland's prime and productive agricultural land are being fragmented by 
development. The SHA-Selected Alternative under consideration would directly impact prime 

farmland soils as discussed in Section rV.E.3. and later in this section. 

The agricultural land zoned Residential-Agricultural, located generally between 
Piscataway Creek and the Charles County line, can be impacted by future development since the 
zoning classification allows low density residential development.    Based on information 
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contained in the AALPM, the, agriculturally zoned land in both Prince George's and Charles, 
Counties is rated "least protective", the lowest category with regard to level of protection for 
preserving farmland, based on the number of residential units that are permitted to be built on the 
property. Agricultural zoning that permits one unit per fewer than ten acres is rated "least 
protective". Prince George's County does not actually have a zone with the primary purpose of 
preserving agricultural land use. However, the AALPM treats the Residential-Agricultural zone 
as agricultural since it encourages the retention of agriculture as a primary land use although its 
primary purpose is to provide for large lot single-family detached residential subdivisions. 
Within the SCEA boundary, the agriculturally zoned land is, for the most part, located in Prince 
George's County situated in several areas, generally between the Piscataway Creek and the 
Charles County line. There is an area of agricultural land that is protected by private 
conservation easement that is located west of MD 210, just south of Piscataway Creek in Prince 
George's County, with a small portion extending into Charles County. Based on mapping 
contained in the AALPM, the greater portion of the land area within the SCEA boundary is land 
that is developed or zoned/planned for development. A small portion is publicly owned land 
such as parks. The AALPM refers to Prince George's County as the most heavily urbanized 
county in the state. Approximately three-fourths of the land within the SCEA boundary in 
Charles County is located in the area designated as the Development District. 

According to land use/land cover mapping from MDP, agricultural land use within the 
SCEA boundary dropped by 2.3 percent, from 14,339 to 14,005 acres, during the period 1973 - 
1981, and further decreased by 11.2 percent, to 12,437 acres, during the period 1981 - 1997. As 
indicated in Section IV.M.2.b., the amount of developed land within the SCEA boundary 
increased by 10.3 percent during the period 1973 - 1981 and further increased by 49.4 percent 

during the period 1981 - 1997. 

Direct impacts to prime farmland soils that would result from Alternative 5A Modified 
are quantified in Section IV.E.3. The prime farmland impact would be 4.5 acres. Cumulative 
impacts to agricultural land within the SCEA boundary result from Alternative 5A Modified 
combined with other past, present and future actions. Future development within the SCEA 
boundary, indicated in Section IV.M.2.b., would add to past and present impacts to agricultural 
land. However, the greater portion of the land area within the SCEA boundary is land that is 
developed or zoned/planned for development. There is only one isolated area of agricultural 
land identified within the SCEA boundary that is protected by private conservation easement. 
Thus, impacts by future development to agricultural land within the SCEA boundary that is not 

zoned/planned for development are expected to be minimal. 
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4.        Secondary Effects 

Secondary effects are indirect effects which "may include growth inducing effects and 
other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use". 

Area master plans define the pattern of land use envisioned for the area within the SCEA 
boundary. Land use plans contained in the area master plans represent ultimate conditions when 
public facilities recommended in the master plans such as, roadway improvements and adequate 
water and sewer systems, are provided. The improvements proposed by the MD 210 project are 
in keeping with the transportation recommendations that are contained in the area master plans. 
The MD 210 improvements would therefore, support the land use recommended in the area 
master plans and would not induce changes in the type of development that would occur. There 
does not appear to be any development in the study area that is dependent on the SHA-Selected 

Alternative for access. 

Adequate public facilities (APF), in terms of transportation, in Prince George's County 
are based on level of service thresholds at the intersection that would be affected by proposed 
development. Compliance with the APF thresholds is a requirement which precludes land 
development. These thresholds are defined differently for signalized and unsignalized 
intersections. At signalized intersections, a critical lane volume of 1,450 vehicles per hour or 
less is required in order to meet the APF. If the critical lane volume would exceed 1,450 
vehicles per hour as a result of the traffic generated by the proposed development, then specific 
improvements would be required to lower the critical lane volume to the required threshold. In 
special cases, such as when the existing conditions already exceed the APF threshold, mitigation 
might be allowed in the form of providing improvements so that the traffic generated by the 
proposed development would not worsen the existing situation. At an unsignalized intersection, 
the level of service threshold is based on delay - a delay greater than 50 seconds is considered a 
failing intersection. If traffic generated by the proposed development would result in creating 
delays in excess of 50 seconds at an unsignalized intersection, then the applicant is required to 
perform a traffic signal warrant study. If the study indicates a traffic signal is required, the 
applicant must obtain the necessary approvals and permits to provide the traffic signal. When 
APF thresholds are complied with or improvements provided to come into compliance with the 
required level of service threshold, then the property can be developed in accordance with its 
zoning. Thus, APF requirements limit when land can be developed in accordance with its 
zoning, but the type of development would remain consistent with the master plans. 

By addressing traffic congestion and level of service on MD 210, Alternative 5A 
Modified would address APF requirements affecting when development could occur.    By 
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improving capacity on MD 210, the stress placed on local roads from commuters who divert to 

these roadways to avoid traffic congestion along MD 210 would be reduced or eliminated. The 

Build Alternative would affect the rate of development but would be in accordance with the 

zoning and land use supported by improvements to MD 210 as envisioned by the area master 

plans. Therefore, the Build Alternative under consideration would not affect the type of 

development that would occur but would affect when development in accordance with planned 

land use could occur. 

5.        Conclusions 

Direct impacts on the environment from Alternative 5A Modified are added to other past, 

present and future actions to arrive at cumulative impacts. Alternative 5A Modified would result 

in direct impacts to surface waters, 100-year floodplains, wetlands, woodlands, parklands and 

prime farmland. A description of direct impacts to the SCEA resources has been included in the 

previous discussion of cumulative impacts. Direct impacts have been quantified in detail in 

Sections IV.E. to IV.J. 

Secondary effects in terms of induced changes in the type of development that would 

occur in the MD 210 corridor are not expected. The SHA-Selected Alternative is in-keeping 

with transportation recommendations contained in the area master plans which would support the 

land use recommended in the master plans. The Prince George's County Adequate Public 

Facilities (APF) Ordinance limits the timing and extent to which land can be developed in 

accordance with its zoning, and it dictates the extent of infrastructure improvement necessary to 

facilitate such development. Transportation capacity is one element of APF. Regarding 

transportation, before a new subdivision can be approved by the Planning Board, county 

regulations require that the Planning Board determine that transportation facilities in the vicinity 

of the subdivision will be adequate to serve it. The Planning Board determines adequacy on the 

basis of information submitted by the subdivider as well as agencies responsible for building the 

required facilities, such as the SHA and the County Department of Public Works and 

Transportation. Alternative 5A Modified would enhance intersection capacity affecting when 

development could occur and thus the rate of development; however, the SHA-Selected 

Alternative would not affect the type of development that would occur. 

Cumulative effects to natural resources within the SCEA boundary are the result of 

impacts to resources from other past, present and future actions in addition to the direct impacts 

that would result from Alternative 5A Modified. Surface waters, floodplains, wetlands, 

woodlands and prime farmland have all historically been impacted by development within the 

SCEA boundary and would be further impacted by Alternative 5A Modified.  Impacts to these 
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resources from other future actions within the SCEA boundary would add to 'the overall 

cumulative effect. Impacts to sufface waters from other future actions can be expected in light of •'.- 

projected increases in developed land and impervious surfaces. Greater streambank erosion is 

likely to occur from increased runoff volume, along with degradation of water quality from 

additional nutrients entering the streams. However, the current regulatory framework for 

stormwater management and sediment and erosion control requirements would help to minimize 

the impacts to surface waters from development under the future land use scenario. Floodplain 

impacts from other future actions within the SCEA boundary are expected to be minimal given 

that portions of the floodplains are located in parklands or planned to be set-aside as parklands. 

Impacts to wetlands from other future actions are expected to be minimal as a result of the 

current regulatory framework and "no net loss" policies. In light of projected increases in 

developed land and the vast forested areas contained within the SCEA boundary, there is the 

potential for substantial impacts to woodlands from other future actions. However, impacts to 

woodlands would be regulated through forest conservation and reforestation requirements. 

Impacts to parklands from future development within the SCEA boundary are expected to 

minimal. The greater portion of undeveloped land within the SCEA boundary is land that is 

zoned for development. Thus, impacts by future development to agricultural land that is not 

zoned for development are expected to be minimal. 

Overall, in the context of the current federal, state and local regulatory framework, future 

cumulative effects to resources, particularly floodplains, wetlands, parklands and agricultural 

land, are expected to be minor while impacts to surface waters from other future actions would 

be minimized and woodland impacts would be offset through conservation and reforestation. 

Protection of natural resources would be facilitated through permitting, planning and zoning, and 

approval processes that are conducted by those agencies that regulate potential effects to 

resources. 

N.       Visual Quality 

The SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified will maintain MD 210 as a six lane, partially 

controlled access highway, making use of the existing horizontal and vertical alignments for 

mainline MD 210; however, six grade separated interchanges will be implemented, each 

including an overpass of MD 210. These interchanges will change the visual environment of 

MD 210 for travelers on existing roads and for residential and commercial occupants of 

immediately adjacent properties. The bridge structures themselves will be considered for 

aesthetic design treatments that would be architecturally compatible with the surrounding 

community or would be part of an overall theme for the MD 210 corridor. Other structures such 

as noise walls and retaining walls will be necessary to mitigate the impacts of the proposed 
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interchanges and will also incorporate aesthetic treatments to the extent practicable and agreeable 
to community residents. Three of the existing intersections, in the project area (Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373) are proposed to be expanded with the existing traffic 
signals to remain at Farmington Road and MD 373. Crosswalks, clearly identified at 

intersections, will define areas that are meant for pedestrian use. 

Preliminary concept plans have been developed for the SHA-Selected Alternative 
indicating potential landscaping measures that will be among the considerations investigated 
during final design. These concepts are shown on Figures IV-16 through IV-23. 

Measures to be taken in addressing visual impacts for the MD 210 mainline, proposed 
interchanges and expanded intersections could include the use of earth berms where practicable 
and rounding of grading on cut and fill slopes, reforestation and landscaping including the use of 
native materials, and revegetation on cleared slopes. Privacy screen fencing could also be 
considered. Direct coordination and communication with the affected communities would be 

provided. 

Additionally, construction activity and some of the materials stored for the project may 
be displeasing to residents in the immediate vicinity of the project. This visual impact will be 
temporary and should pose no substantial problem in the long-term. 

O.       Construction Impacts 

Construction activities for the proposed MD 210 mainline Alternative 5A Modified and 
the various interchange and intersection options will have temporary impacts to resources, 
residences, and travelers within the immediate vicinity of the project. These impacts will include 
traffic detours, potential air and fugitive dust emissions, increased noise levels, natural resources, 

and visual quality. 

1.        Traffic Detours 

Detours and road closures during construction will create temporary inconveniences for 
residents, business owners and travelers. Maintenance and protection of traffic plans will be 
developed during final design to mitigate access impacts and to minimize delays throughout the 
project. These plans will include appropriate signs, pavement markings, and media 
announcements. Access to all businesses and residences will be maintained through construction 

scheduling. 
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2.        Air Emissions 

The operation of heavy equipment would have minor, temporary impacts on air quality 
during construction of the alternatives. The primary source of impact would be windblown soil 
and dust in active construction zones, and secondarily from increased levels of exhaust 

pollutants. 

Measures will be taken to reduce fugitive dust and other emissions generated during 
construction by wetting disturbed soils, staging soil-disturbing activities, and prompt 
revegetation of disturbed areas. Emissions from construction equipment will be controlled by 

the contractors in accordance with state and federal regulations. 

3. Construction Noise Impacts 

Temporary noise impacts will occur in the study area during the construction of any of 
the build alternatives. Sources of this noise would include earth moving equipment, vibratory 
rollers, pavers, trucks, jackhammers, and compressors. In most cases, the effects of increased 
noise levels associated with construction equipment are limited to within 300 feet of the source. 
These effects would typically be limited to weekday, daylight hours in accordance with local 

ordinances. 

Several mitigation procedures can be followed to assist in minimizing the temporary 
impacts of construction noise. Adjustments to the equipment, the provision of temporary noise 
barriers, varying the construction activity areas to redistribute noise events, good communication 
with the public, and monetary incentives to the contractor could be considered to lessen the 
temporary noise impacts. These mitigation measures will be examined during final design to 

minimize public impacts and annoyances during construction. 

Construction noise impacts are also discussed in Section IV.K.4. 

4. Natural Resources 

Temporary construction-related impacts to soils, surface waters, and wetlands are 
anticipated to occur as the result of this project. Temporary and permanent impacts to these 

resources have been addressed in throughout Chapter IV. 

Temporary impacts to soils include increased erosion potential from areas cleared of 
vegetation for construction activities. Standard sediment and erosion control measures will be 
implemented in accordance with state and local regulations to minimize adverse impacts. 
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Temporary construction-related impacts to wetlands include increased sedimentation, 

in-stream and in-wetland work for the construction of abutments and other structures, and 
temporary construction crossings. The use of surface mats, clean rock fills, and other measures 
to be determined at final design, will be used to minimize temporary impacts to wetlands. 
Original grades will be restored as needed in temporary wetland impact areas and native 

vegetation will be re-established. 

Temporary impacts to surface water resources are also anticipated from construction- 
related activities. Temporary impacts would result from temporary stream crossing, dikes and 
coffer dams, temporary channel relocations, and suspended solids from increased erosion and 
sedimentation. Runoff from disturbed areas may contain high sediment loads, which can reduce 
both the diversity and numbers of organisms in the aquatic environment. Physical impacts such 
as temporary stream crossings and coffer dams, disrupt the stream substrate and could affect fish 
migrations through these areas. This will eliminate benthic macroinvertebrate populations in this 
portion of the stream during the construction period, and for a short period after construction 
until migration and drift allow for the re-colonization of the area. Changes to the channel widths 
resulting from coffer dam construction may generate excessive scouring of the substrate and 
generate sediment impacts immediately downstream of the construction area. 

5.        Visual Quality 

Construction activity and some of the materials stored for the project may be displeasing 
to residents in the immediate vicinity of the project. This visual impact will be temporary and 

should pose no substantial problem in the long-term. 

P.        Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man's Environment and the 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity 

The long-term benefits of the SHA-Selected Alternative would occur at the expense of 
short-term construction impacts in the immediate vicinity of project area. These short-term 
effects would include localized noise and air pollution, and minor traffic delays. With proper 
controls, they would not have a lasting effect on the environment. 

The local short-term impacts by the construction of the Build Alternative are consistent 
with the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity for the local area, state, and 
region. The Prince George's County Subregion V Master Plan and Subregion VII Master Plan 
both recommend major improvements to MD 210. The transportation improvements addressed 
in this document have been considered in accordance with the master plans. 
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Q.       Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources Which1 Would be 

Involved in the Proposed Action 

The construction of the SHA-Selected Alternative and intersection and interchange 
options involve the irreversible and irretrievable commitment of various natural, human, and 
fiscal resources. The alternative and options would require the commitment of land to new 
highway construction, which is considered an irreversible commitment during the time period 
that the land is used for a highway facility. If a greater need for the land be proven, or the 
highway proven to be no longer necessary, it is possible to re-convert the property to another use. 

It is not anticipated, however, that either of these two situations will occur. 

Fossil fuels, labor, and construction materials will be used in considerable quantities for 
the SHA-Selected Alternative. In addition, labor and natural resources are also used in the 
quarrying, manufacturing, mixing, and transporting of construction materials. The materials 
used in the highway construction process are irretrievable, however, they are not in short supply 
and their use should not have an adverse effect on continued availability of these resources. 

Construction of Alternative 5A Modified would require an irretrievable commitment of 
state and federal funds for right of way acquisition, materials, and construction. Funds for 
annual maintenance would also be required. The loss of tax revenues from private land taken for 
highway use would be an irretrievable revenue loss for Prince George's County. 

The commitment of these resources is established on the premise that the local and 
regional residents, commuters, and business communities will benefit from the proposed 
highway improvements. Benefits which are anticipated to outweigh the loss of these resources 
would include increased safety, accident reduction, improvements to traffic flow, and reduction 

in travel time. 
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V.        SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION 

A.       Introduction 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, 49 U.S.C. 303 (c), permits the use 

of land from a significant publicly owned public park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl 

refuge, or historic site (as determined by the officials having jurisdiction over the resource) as 

part of a federally funded or approved transportation project only if there is no feasible and 

prudent alternate to the use, and that the proposed action includes all possible planning to 

minimize harm to the property. This documentation has been prepared in accordance with 

23CFR771.135 and is consistent with the criteria for a Section 4(f) Evaluation discussed therein. 

This evaluation of impacts to one publicly owned public park, namely Henson Creek 

Stream Valley Park, is required as a result of proposed improvements to MD 210 that are being 

studied to relieve congestion and improve safety in the project area. 

B.        Description of Proposed Action/Purpose and Need 

MD 210, also known as Indian Head Highway, connects Washington, D.C. at its northern 

terminus with the town of Indian Head, in Charles County, approximately 20 miles south of the 

Prince George's CountyAVashington, D.C. line. The project area lies within Prince George's 

County and extends approximately ten miles along MD 210, from 1-95/1-495 (the Capital 

Beltway) to MD 228 (Figure S-l). The following eleven signalized intersections with MD 210 

are located in the project area: Oxon Hill Road, Wilson Bridge Drive, Kerby Hill/Livingston 

Road, Livingston/Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington Road, Swan 

Creek/Livingston Road, Old Fort Road South, Farmington Road, MD 373, and MD 228. 

However, the intersections at Oxon Hill Road and MD 228 are being addressed by other projects 

and are not included in this study. 

The purpose of this study is to improve traffic operations and safety conditions along the 

segment of MD 210 from the Capital Beltway to MD 228. The need for this project is 

demonstrated by the peak hour delays and congestion that have become particularly prevalent at 

the eleven signalized intersections along this segment of MD 210 for through traffic and traffic 

accessing or crossing MD 210 from the side roads. Nearly half of all traffic accidents on 

MD 210 between Fort Washington Road and the I-95/I-495 Interchange areas occurred at 

intersections with the average accident rate being higher (in some instances significantly) than 

the statewide accident rate average. A more detailed discussion of the purpose and need for the 

project is provided in Section I of this document. 
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The SHA has chosen Alternative 5A Modified as the selected alternative to improve 
traffic operations and safety conditions along MD 210 between the Capital Beltway and 
MD 228. Alternative 5 A Modified would provide six interchanges from Kerby Hill Road to Old 
Fort Road South, while maintaining the existing three through lanes in each direction (plus 
auxiliary lanes at the interchanges). Although no HOV lanes would be constructed, the median 
would be widened to provide the Alternative 5C (concurrent HOV) footprint in the vicinity of 
the interchanges so as to not preclude additional improvements in the future. Bridge abutments 
for the side road overpasses would be set consistent with the Alternative 5C footprint, but the 
mainline lanes would generally coincide with the existing roadway pavement, as feasible, 
between the interchanges. Where needed, the right-of-way would be preserved through the 
development review process for the potential additional lane or other improvements in each 

direction throughout the project area. 

Designated bike lanes within the roadway, as well as sidewalks behind the curb, are 
included with all the proposed overpasses with SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified. Bike 
travel along MD 210 would be accommodated under the SHA-Selected Alternative in the same 
manner as with current conditions, through various county projects and public information 
campaigns, north-south bike travel will also be encouraged on parallel county facilities, such as 

Oxon Hill Road and Livingston Road. 

C.       Description of 4(f) Resources 

All park acreage owned by Maryland National Capital Parks and Planning Commission 
(M-NCPPC) serves a current or future function of "significance" for passive recreational use, 
open space, floodplain and stream valley protection, and historic preservation. M-NCPPC has 
indicated that all of the active recreational components in their developed parks are well used 
and the land associated with the stream valley parks is extensively used by hikers, on and off 

trails, and bikers, on trails. 

Henson Creek Stream Valley Park (Figure V-l) 

Henson Creek Stream Valley Park is located in the northern portion of the study area and 
is traversed by MD 210 just north of the Palmer Road/Livingston Road intersection. Henson 
Creek Stream Valley Park is a publicly-owned public park under the jurisdiction of 
M-NCPPC and is comprised of multiple parcels of land totaling 888 acres according to the 
Subregion VII Master Plan. The section of park in the vicinity of MD 210 is undeveloped except 
for Henson Creek Trail. Henson Creek Trail, which is a paved trail, provides a scenic 
recreational route through Henson Creek Stream Valley Park for hiking, biking, jogging, 
horseback riding, and in-line skating. M-NCPPC does not record data for the frequency of park 
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usage. POS funds were utilized in the purchase of several of the parcels and construction of 
Henson Creek Trail. Any conversion of land acquired or developed under a State grant from 
Program Open Space requires approval of the Secretary of the Department of Natural Resources, 
the Secretary of the Department of Budget and Fiscal Planning and the Director of the 
Department of Planning, and requires replacement with land of at least equivalent area and of 
equal recreation or open space value. 

D. Impacts to 4(f) Property 

The SHA-Selected Alternative would not require the acquisition of property from Leyte 
Drive Neighborhood Park as discussed in the draft section 4(f) evaluation. In addition, there 
would be no 4(f) use of any of the historic sites identified in the study area as a result of the 
SHA-Selected Alternative. 

Henson Creek Stream Valley Park 

Construction of Alternative 5A Modified would require the acquisition of 0.20 acre of 
undeveloped wooded land from within the park boundary of Henson Creek Stream Valley Park, 
east of MD 210. Right of way would be required from the park to accommodate the proposed 
northeast quadrant interchange ramp grading and supporting slopes. Impacts to the trail would 
not be within the Henson Creek Stream Valley Park. A 450 LF portion of existing Henson Creek 
Trail, which travels under MD 210, would be reconstructed to accommodate roadside grading 
and supporting slopes currently used by hikers, bikers, skaters and horseback riders. A new 
Henson Creek Trail connection would be constructed in the northeast and northwest interchange 
quadrant for users of the trail to access MD 210 and Palmer/Livingston Road. No temporary use 
of the park would be required. 

E. Avoidance Measures 

Henson Creek Stream Valley Park 

No-Build Alternative 

This alternative consists of routine maintenance and minor construction projects that are 
not expected to affect roadway capacity or safety and would not address the purpose and need for 
the project; nonetheless it would not impact 4(f) resources in the study area. 
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Alternative 5A Modified 

Avoidance of the Henson Creek Stream Valley Park could be accomplished by proposing 

a loop ramp (Interchange Option C, D Figure V-3) in the southeast quadrant in lieu of the 

northeast quadrant diamond ramp proposed under Option E. The avoidance loop ramp option (C 

or D) is not prudent because it would displace a daycare business (Day Star Nursery) and have 

an additional right of way cost of $620,000. 

F.        Measures to Minimize Harm 

1. Minimization of Impacts 

Henson Creek Stream Valley Park 

No-Build Alternative 

This alternative consists of routine maintenance and minor construction projects that are 

not expected to affect roadway capacity or safety and would not address the purpose and need for 

the project; nonetheless it would not impact 4(f) resources in the study area. 

Alternative 5A Modified 

The 0.2 acre grading and woodland impact to Henson Creek Stream Valley Park 

associated with Alternative 5A Modified could be reduced to 0.04 acre by constructing two 

retaining walls north and south of the proposed bridge, in combination with a 1.5:1 ratio grading 

slope along the northeast quadrant diamond ramp. One retaining wall would have a length of 

100 linear feet and an average height of 16.5 feet. The second wall would have a length of 250 

linear feet with an average height of 8 feet. The costs of the two retaining walls combined would 

be $596,000. The steepening slopes may require the use of geotextiles to mechanically stabilize 

the slope. A geotechnical analysis in the final design stage would need to be undertaken to 

determine if mechanically stabilized embankments are feasible. The minimization is not 

considered prudent because of cost. 

2. Mitigation 

The measures proposed by the SHA to mitigate the permanent use of Henson Creek 

Stream Valley Park include the following: 

• SHA will strive for a minimum of 10 feet vertical clearance between the 

Palmer/Livingston Road to MD 210 North interchange ramp and the trail. 
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The reconstructed trail will be designed in consideration of the following: 

Considerable amounts of silt have been deposited on the trail under 

the MD 210 Bridge. SHA will clear the silt during construction. 

In addition, during detailed design, SHA will investigate , the 

sediment transport ability of the channel and crossing through the 

channel reach where the bridge is located. The ultimate design 

will use this analysis to maximize the sediment transport of the 

crossing. 

M-NCPPC has requested that the trail be reconstructed above the 

elevation of the 2-year storm and that the vertical clearance 

between the MD 210 Bridge and the trail be increased if possible. 

SHA will investigate increasing the vertical clearance from the 

existing 8 feet while minimizing the siltation and ensuring proper 

drainage. (SHA recognizes that M-NCPPC prefers 12 to 14 feet of 

clearance with a preferred minimum of 10 feet.) 

The existing Henson Creek trail is 8 feet wide. Reconstructed 

areas of the trail will be 10 feet wide wherever possible. 

SHA will coordinate with M-NCPPC further regarding the design 

of the trail during the detailed design stage. 

SHA recognizes that the Henson Creek trail is known to be heavily used. 

Should trail closures be required during construction, SHA will coordinate 

with M-NCPPC regarding the possibility of reopening the trail on 

weekends. In addition, SHA will coordinate with M-NCPPC regarding 

any necessary trail closures so that M-NCPPC can provide adequate 

signing or other notification of trail closure schedules. 

Any scuppers currently draining directly onto the trail will be diverted 

away from the trail. 

Sediment and erosion controls will be implemented prior to construction 

to minimize sediment runoff into park property and any streams within the 

vicinity of the park. 
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G.       Coordination 

On November 25, 1997, the M-NCPPC provided SHA a description of the Henson Creek 
Stream Valley Park (VI-340). In May 2004, the M-NCPPC concurred with the minimization and 
mitigation measures proposed to offset impacts to the Henson Creek Stream Valley Park 
(VI-346). Coordination will continue with SHA and M-NCPPC as the project progresses 

through final design and construction. 

Coordination will continue with M-NCPPC throughout the design process. All 
reasonable avoidance and minimization measures have been evaluated in consultation with park 

representatives. 

Section 5-906, Subsection (e) (7) of the Natural Resources Article of the Annotated Code 
of Maryland states "Land acquired or developed under a State grant from Program Open Space 
may not be converted, without written approval of the Secretary of the Department of Natural 
Resources and the Secretary of the Department of State Planning, from outdoor public recreation 
or open space use to any other use. Any conversion in land use may be approved only after the 
local governing body replaces the land with land of at least equivalent area and of equal 
recreation or open space value." In 1988, with the coordination of the Maryland Department of 
Resources (DNR) and the Maryland Department of Planning (MDP), the SHA established a 
13.65 acre land bank with the M-NCPPC against which future Program Open Space acquisitions 
by the SHA can be credited. The land is currently used by M-NCPPC for the Glenn Dale 
Community Center. SHA will coordinate with M-NCPPC in final design to ascertain the amount 
of acreage to subtract from the bank that will be equal to or greater than the appraised monetary 

value of the land impacted at Henson Creek Stream Valley Park. 

H.       Conclusion 

Based on this evaluation, it has been determined that the SHA-Selected Alternative, 
Alternative 5A Modified, is the only prudent and feasible alternative that minimizes impacts to 
Section 4 (f) property and that the proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize 

harm. 
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VI.      COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

Summary of Public Involvement 

A Focus Group comprised of local residents, business owners, elected officials, county 
representatives and SHA team members was formed in early 1998 and has met regularly 
throughout the study. The group's primary mission is to assist in the development of possible 
solutions for traffic congestion and safety concerns along the MD 210 corridor, to provide a local 
perspective to the study and communicate citizens' concerns to SHA team members. 

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) held an Alternatives Public 
Workshop on December 3, 1998 at Friendly High School in Fort Washington, MD. The purpose 
of the workshop was to update the public about the progress of the project and to involve the 
public in the development of improvement alternatives. The SHA presented concepts for public 
comment, and representatives from SHA, Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission (M-NCPPC), Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) and 
Prince George's County received comments and answered questions posed by those in 
attendance. Approximately 260 people attended the Public Workshop. Following the 
Alternatives Public Workshop, SHA in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), reviewed both citizen and agency comments to determine the alternatives that should 
be studied in detail. Overall, there was nearly unanimous support for some type of improvement. 
A majority of attendees supported interchanges, but there was concern over the potential for 
induced traffic on side roads. Many wanted to see elements of the proposed 2020 transit network 
implemented, such as express bus service. Many provided input on specific operational 
problems occurring at the intersections and expressed concern about local access issues and 
proposed right of way effects. 

The SHA held an Informational Public Workshop on May 15, 2000 at Friendly High 
School in Fort Washington, MD. The purpose of the workshop was to reacquaint the public with 
the need for the project and progress of the proposed Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
for potential environmental impacts, related projects and improvements. Approximately 180 
people attended with 29 submitting written comments. The majority of comments favored 
interchanges, but many expressed concern regarding environmental impacts and the potential for 
induced development. Most attendees favored some form of mass transit improvements, mostly 
rail and enhanced bus service. The comments appeared to be evenly split for and against HOV 

lanes. 

The SHA held a combined Location/Design Public Hearing on June 21, 2001 at Friendly 
High School.   The purpose of the Public Hearing was to afford all interested persons the 
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opportunity to present their views regarding the proposed location and general dekign of the 
project alternatives, including the associated social, economic and natural environmental effects. 
Approximately 190 people attended with 27 providing oral testimony and 6 providing private 
testimony. There were also 74 citizen comments and 14 agency comments submitted in writing. 

Some of the main themes the citizens presented were: 

• 

• 

• 

A Lack of Support for HOV - for various reasons including: the impacts of the 
"larger foot print", opposition to the concept of HOV, costs, concerns that HOV 
would only benefit Charles County residents at the expense of residents abutting MD 

210; 

Support for the purple line across the Woodrow Wilson Bridge; 

General support for the creation of interchanges consistent with Capacity Option 2; 

Overall concern about woodland impacts (particularly with the HOV); 

Need to more specifically address pedestrian & bicycle issues; 

Need to address transit access and bus stop locations; 

Concerns that any improvements are only being done to facilitate Charles County 

traffic; 

Noise issues in the northern portion of the corridor; 

A perception that the real "choke" point is north of the project area, at the Beltway - 
(The study team feels that improvements associated with the Woodrow Wilson 

Bridge reconstruction should alleviate this perception); and 

The citizens did not want this corridor to look like Branch Avenue (with large 

concrete walls supporting an elevated roadway). 

The SHA held a second Informational Public Workshop on September 26, 2002 at 
Friendly High School in Fort Washington, MD. Approximately 153 people attended the 
workshop with 26 submitting written comments. This workshop was held to acquaint the public 
with the progress of the study to date. Since the Public Hearing, the study team had identified a 
preferred alternative, Alternative 5A Modified. This alternative reflected the comments and 
concerns of the citizens and was a modification of an alternative that had been retained for 
detailed study.   Displays showed the preferred alternative, alternatives previously considered. 
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potential environmental impacts, and other related projects. Some of the main issues the citizens 

submitted were: 

• Concern about proposed stormwater management areas and the potential that they 

could attract mosquitoes and West Nile virus. 

• Concern about many themes within the Brookside Park Condominium community 

including pedestrian issues, bus access, security, playground maintenance and 

upgrade of roadways and parking lots as well as induced cut through traffic; 

• Need to address residential and business entrance and driveway connections to 

proposed side roads; 

• Support for sidewalks and bike lanes on the proposed side roads; 

• Concern about the induced traffic placed on Broadview Road from the proposed 

elimination of the Old Palmer Road intersection with Old Fort Road North east to 

MD210; 

• A lack of Support for HOV - for various reasons including: the impact of the "larger 

foot print" opposition to the concept of HOV, costs, concerns that HOV would only 

benefit Charles County residents at the expense of residents abutting MD 210; 

• Need to address transit access and bus stop locations; 

• Some citizens support of rail on MD 210; 

• Some citizens suggested postponing the Record of Decision on MD 210. 
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A.       June 21,2001 Location/Design Public Hearing Comments and SHA Responses 

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) held a combined Location/Design 

Public Hearing on June 21, 2001 at Friendly High School. Mr. Charlie Watkins, District 
Engineer for SHA District 3, presided. The purpose of the combined Location/Design Public 

Hearing was to afford all interested persons the opportunity to present their views regarding the 
proposed location and general design of the project alternatives, including the associated social, 
economic and natural environmental effects. Approximately 190 people attended with 33 
providing either oral public or oral private testimony (27 and six, respectively). There were also 

74 citizen comments and 14 agency comments submitted in writing. 

A complete transcript of all comments made at the hearing is available for review at the 
Project Planning Division offices, State Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert Street, 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202. Written comments received subsequent to the Public Hearing, along 
with SHA responses are included in the Public Hearing Comments Section. The following are 

summaries of the testimony provided at the public hearing. 

Oral Public and Private Testimony 

Summary of Frequently Stated Citizen Comments during Oral Testimony 

Numerous speakers had similar comments on certain topics related to the MD 210 
Multi-Modal Study. Such frequently heard comments are summarized as follows with the names 

of the speakers providing the comment and SHA responses: 

1.        Comment; Opposed to High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes on MD 210 

Provided By: Bonnie Bick, Jean Burgess, Sarah Cavitt, Joan Creighton, Wesley Funk, 
Karen Hogue, Francis Holmes, Dick Krueger, Herbert Lavan, Paul Livingston, Mike 
McMertree, Scott Odell, Helen O'Leary, Dave Palmer, Edward Pickering, Lona Carlson- 
Powell, John Schnitzline, Francine Shaw-Whitson, Jean Wiggins, Olatunde Babayale, 

Scott Odell 

SHA Response: Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. Alternative 
5A Modified does not include HOV lanes on MD 210 or any widening of MD 210 other 
than that necessary to support auxiliary lanes at the proposed interchange locations 
(Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington Road, Swan 
Creek Road and Old Fort Road South) and at-grade intersection widening locations 
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(Farmington Road and MD 373). With SHA-Selected Alternative 5A, the bridge 
abutments for proposed side road overpasses will be offset sufficiently from the edge of 
the roadway so as to not physically preclude the future addition of capacity on MD 210 in 
the form of rail, transit lanes or general use lanes. However, any such future 
consideration of additional capacity would require a full project planning study. 

Comment; Support Rail Along MD 210 

Provided by: Jean Burgess, Wesley Funk, Karen Hogue, Herbert Lavan, Paul 
Livingston, Mike McMertree, Dave Palmer, Edward Pickering, Rafik Renear, Ann Smith, 
Olatunde Babayale, Scott Odell, Sethia Taylor 

SHA Response: An alternative that would provide rail along MD 210 was not developed 
for the MD 210 Multi-Modal study for two basic reasons. First, a rail alternative, such as 
light rail either in the median or to the outside of MD 210, would not satisfy the purpose 
and need for the project. One of the primary needs identified along MD 210 was to 
reduce the substantial and growing delays for side road traffic attempting to access MD 
210 from adjacent communities. During peak hours, vehicles from side roads 
intersecting MD 210 experience substantial queues and delays over several traffic signal 
cycle lengths to access MD 210. Rail along MD 210 would exacerbate this concern since 
additional red or stop time would need to be allocated to the side road traffic signals to 
allow train passage, unless side road overpasses were also provided. Such overpasses are 
proposed for six of the primary MD 210 intersections with SHA-Selected Alternative 5 A 
Modified. These overpasses alone, with no further capacity enhancements to MD 210, 
such as general use lanes, HOV lanes or rail, allow MD210 to operate satisfactorily 
through the design year 2020. Travel demand model analyses for the MD 210 Multi- 
Modal study indicated that rapid transit along MD 210, in any form, would not result in a 
significant reduction to the volume of general through traffic on MD 210. 

Second, both the Southern Maryland Mass Transportation Alternatives Study, completed 
in 1996, and the U.S. 301 Corridor Study, completed in 1998, considered multiple rail 
corridor alternatives in or adjacent to the MD 210 corridor, and each recommended that 
rail in these corridors be dropped from further consideration because of the following: 

• Rail would have had significantly higher capital and lower cost recovery than 
alternatives in the MD 5/U.S. 301 corridor that are being evaluated further. 

• The Rosecroft/Piscataway/MD 210 corridor through which many of the 
alignments were to be located is not slated for dense enough level of development 
to support rail. 
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•    The rail corridors available would not have provided an efficient connection to the 
Metro system at any location, including the Branch Avenue Metro rail station. 

With SHA-Selected Alternative 5A, the bridge abutments for proposed side road 
overpasses will be offset sufficiently from the edge of the roadway so as to not physically 
preclude the future addition of capacity on MD 210 in the form of rail, transit lanes or 

general use lanes. 

3. Comment; Support Option 2 (interchanges at six locations from Kerby Hill Road to Old 

Fort Road South) 

Provided by: Sarah Cavitt, Francis Holmes, Dick Krueger, Mabel Meares, Mike 

McMertree, Helen O'Leary, Edward Pickering, Lona Carlson Powell 

SHA Response; SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges 
proposed under Option 2. The proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill 
Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and 
Old Fort Road South. At-grade intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA- 
Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

4. Comment: Support the Purple Line (rail across the proposed Woodrow Wilson Bridge) 

Provided by:   Nicholas Austin, Bonnie Bick, Jean Burgess, Paul Livingston, Edward 

Pickering, Lona Carlson-Powell 

SHA Response; The Purple Line is being addressed under two efforts being conducting 
separately from the MD 210 Multi-Modal study - the Capital Beltway Corridor 

Transportation Study and the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project. 

5. Comment: Support Enhanced Transit Service in the MD 210 corridor 

Provided by: Nicholas Austin, Joan Creighton, Karen Hogue, Francine Shaw-Whitson, 

Gloria Fitzgerald 

SHA Response: The MD 210 study team is working in coordination with Prince 
George's County, the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority and the Maryland Transit Administration to provide 
improvements to MD 210 that support and enhance transit operations however 
practicable within the purpose and need of the project. Representatives of these 
organizations have provided input throughout the study. The additional capacity and 
operational improvements that will result from the proposed interchanges and intersection 
improvements associated with the Selected Alternative will improve travel times for all 
bus routes traveling on or across MD 210. Improved travel times for transit vehicles 
promote increased ridership and reduced transit operating costs.  Each of the bus routes 
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and bus stops in the vicinity of MD 210 has been reevaluated in this study in terms of 
number of boardings, safety and accessibility. Many of the existing bus stops in the 
vicinity of Wilson Bridge Drive, Kerby Hill Road and Palmer Road will be relocated, 
with some of the lesser used stops consolidated. Several of the stops along the shoulder 
of MD 210 will be relocated with Alternative 5A Modified since they have become 
unsafe with the growth in traffic volumes along MD 210. The relocation of several bus 
stops in the vicinity of the Brookside Park Condominiums and Wilson Towers 
Apartments will alleviate the necessity of patrons to make the dangerous crossing of MD 
210 on foot. Future transit service changes in this area will continue to be evaluated on 
an as-needed basis by the respective transit service agencies, independent of the MD 210 

project. 

6.        Comment; Opposed to High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes on MD 210 

Provided by: Joan Creighton, Abe Dismoor, John Schnitzline, Francine Shaw-Whitson 

SHA Response: As stated in Section 11.0.6 - Alternatives Dropped From Consideration, 
at one point during the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study, the Maryland Department of 
Transportation included the MD 210 corridor as part of a statewide Value Pricing 
Feasibility Study, investigating high occupancy toll application in corridors that were 
considering HOV lanes. With the decision to not include HOV in the SHA-Selected 
Alternative for MD 210, HOT lane consideration on MD 210 has been dropped. 

Individual Oral Testimony 

1.        Speaker: Nicholas Austin 

Comments: Intern with the Coalition for Smarter Growth. Opposed to widening of MD 
210. Recommends converting an existing lane on MD 210 into a HOV lane, increase 
commuter bus service in the corridor, build purple rail line across the Woodrow Wilson 
Bridge and focus development in more pedestrian friendly communities. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comments 4 and 5. 

Conversion of an existing general use lane to HOV was not considered since 

unsatisfactory levels of service would result. 

The Smart Growth Areas Act was enacted in October 1997 with the intent to direct state 
funding for growth-related projects to areas designated as Priority Funding Areas 
(PFA's). PFA's are existing communities and other areas designated for growth by local 
jurisdictions in accordance with the criteria outlined in the Smart Growth legislation. The 
Smart Growth Areas Act directs development to existing towns, neighborhoods and 
business areas by directing State infrastructure improvements to those places.   Of the 
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approximately ten-mile long portion of MD 210 in the project area, all but 1.3 miles is 
within a PFA. The SHA-Selected Alternative includes numerous trail and sidewalk 
enhancements, including bike lanes and sidewalks on all proposed overpasses to enhance 
connectivity of communities on opposite sides of MD 210 and to existing shopping 

centers. 

2. Speaker; Olatunde Babayale 

Comments: President of the Tantallon South Civic Association. Supports consideration 

of a rail system on MD 210. Opposes HOV. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comments 1 and 2. 

3. Speaker; Bonnie Bick 

Comments: Member of the Campaign to Reinvest in the Heart of Oxon Hill. Supports a 
rail system on Woodrow Wilson Bridge and Smart Growth improvements. Opposes 

HOV. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comments 1 and 4 and to comment 1 

under Individual Oral Testimony. 

4. Speaker: Jean Burgess 

Comments: Supports a rail system along MD 210 and purple line on Wilson Bridge. 

Opposes HOV on MD 210. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comments 1, 2 and 4. 

5. Speaker: Sarah Cavitt 

Comments: Focus Group member. Supports Option 2 along MD 210. Opposes HOV on 

MD210. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 3. 

6. Speaker; Joan S. Creighton 

Comments: Concerned about future economic development and quality of life of Prince 
George's County residents. Opposes HOV lanes, HOT lanes and interchanges on MD 
210. Proposes more bus transportation within the study area. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1, 5 and 6. 

Extensive coordination has taken place among SHA, Prince George's County, the MD 
210 Focus Group and representatives of businesses, including shopping centers, in the 
corridor. Specific design elements of the SHA-Selected Alternative have been refined, 
based on comments received through this coordination to optimize accessibility and 
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visibility to existing and planned business operations along MD 210. The proposed 
interchange and intersection improvements associated with the SHA-Selected Alternative 

will substantially reduce delays for motorists accessing the shopping centers along MD 
210. Proposed overpasses will allow the local users to cross MD 210, as they do today, 
but without the long signal cycles because the northbound/southbound MD 210 traffic 

will no longer be factored into the timing. Longer distance commuters will experience 
shorter delays as they exit and re-enter MD 210 to patronize the shopping facilities. 

7. Sneaker: AbeDismoor 

Comments: HOT toll lane concerns. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 6. 

8. Speaker: Gloria Fitzgerald 

Comments: Improvements are only making travel easier for Charles County residents. 

Support enhanced transit service. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 5. 

9. Speaker: Kenneth Fulls 

Comments: Concerned about existing traffic and the need to divert to alternate routes to 

avoid congestion. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 6. 

Part of the purpose and need for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study was to address the 
diversion of long distance through traffic onto secondary streets, which disrupts 
communities. SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified will address this concern by 
reducing delays on mainline MD 210 and alleviating the desire to divert off of MD 210. 
Other planned projects, such as the Woodrow Wilson Bridge reconstruction project, 
which includes a new MD 210 interchange with Oxon Hill Road will provide additional 
congestion relief and keep through traffic on the major routes, such as MD 210 and the 
Capital Beltway, where such traffic is intended. 

10. Speaker: Wesley Funk 

Comments: Supports a rail solution along MD 210 instead of HOV lanes. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 2. 

11. Speaker: Karen Hogue 

Comments: Supports a rail system on Woodrow Wilson Bridge and along MD 210. 
Opposes HOV on MD 210. Environmental concerns; supports enhanced bus service. 
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SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1, 2 and 5. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement presented the environmental impact results of 

studies to address both National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers Section 404 Permit requirements. NEPA focuses on environmental 
(socioeconomic and natural) analysis of alternatives, whereas the section 404 permit 

addresses specific impacts to wetlands and Waters of the U.S. in accordance with the 
Clean Water Act. Additionally, the study has addressed Section 4(f) requirements of the 
U.S. Department of Transportation Act. Impacts to woodlands would be regulated under 
the Maryland Forest Conservation Act and the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection 

Law, and the effects would be offset through reforestation requirements. 

12. Sneaker: Francis Holmes 

Comments:   Concerns about air quality impacts.   Opposed to HOV lanes on MD 210. 

Supports interchanges within the project area. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 3. 

Air quality documentation for the project has been prepared in accordance with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
and SHA guidelines.  Air quality modeling is based on the predicted carbon monoxide 
(CO) concentrations obtained using the EPA CAL3QHC dispersion model for the no 
build and build alternatives.  The results indicate there would be no violation of the 1- 
hour standard (35 ppm) and 8-hour standard (9 ppm) set forth in the State and National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

13. Sneaker: Dion Johnson 

Comments: Member of the Greater Accokeek Civic Association and the Wilson Bridge 
Stakeholder Committee. Supports a MD 210 underpass of MD 373 to promote 

community cohesion in the Accokeek area. 

SHA Response: Impacts to the existing level of community cohesion are not anticipated 
to be substantial as a result of proposed improvements to the MD 210/MD 373 
intersection with SHA Selected Alternative 5A Modified. The character and function 
will change only slightly, as one additional lane in each direction on MD 210 will be 
provided, thus reducing overall vehicular delays and allowing a higher proportion of the 
traffic signal cycle to be green for MD 373 traffic crossing or turning onto MD 210. 
Well-delineated crosswalks across MD 210 and sidewalks along MD 373, within the 
limits of intersection widening, will be included in the design of the intersection. 
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A grade-separation at the intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 was not investigated since 
traffic analyses show that at-grade intersection improvements will provide adequate 
levels of service through the design year 2020. The cost of a grade separation, particular 
one that would take MD 210 below MD 373 at its current elevation, would be 

exponentially higher than the proposed at-grade improvement. 

14. Speaker: Dick Krueger 

Comments: Focus group member. Supports Option 2; suggests HOV commitment of 

funds would be premature and ill advised. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 3. 

15. Speaker: Herbert Lavan 

Comments: Supports a rail solution along MD 210 instead of HOV lanes. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 2. 

16. Speaker: Paul Livingston 

Comments: Member of Boyone Association. Supports a rail system, the purple line, on 
Woodrow Wilson Bridge and a feeder system along MD 210 as a future goal. Encourages 
infrastructure in place to support future rail expansion. Opposes HOV on MD 210. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1, 2 and 4. 

17. Speaker: John Massey 

Comments: Want to see an option to improve the MD 210/MD 373 intersection that 
doesn't further divide the community, such as a MD 210 underpass at MD 373. Too 
much highway width makes pedestrian crossings difficult. 

SHA Response: Impacts to the existing level of community cohesion are not anticipated 
to be substantial as a result of proposed improvements to the MD 210/MD 373 
intersection with SHA Selected Alternative 5A Modified. The character and function 
will change only slightly, as one additional lane in each direction on MD 210 will be 
provided, thus reducing overall vehicular delays and allowing a higher proportion of the 
traffic signal cycle to be green for MD 373 traffic crossing or turning onto MD 210. 
Well-delineated crosswalks across MD 210 and sidewalks along MD 373, within the 
limits of intersection widening, will be included in the design of the intersection. 

A grade-separation at the intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 was not investigated since 
traffic analyses show that at-grade intersection improvements will provide adequate 
levels of service through the design year 2020. The cost of a grade separation, particular 
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one that would take MD 210 below MD 373 at its current elevation,! would be 

exponentially higher than "the proposed at-grade improvement. 

18. Speaker: Mike McMertree 

Comments: Supports interchanges and a rail system along MD 210. Opposes HOV on 

MD210. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 2. 

19. Speaker: Mabel Meares 

Comments: As evidenced by other recent highway projects, interchanges cut businesses 
off visually from the highway and impair the visibility of surrounding scenery. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 3. 

Extensive coordination has taken place among SHA, Prince George's County, the MD 
210 Focus Group and representatives of businesses, including shopping centers, in the 
corridor. Specific design elements of the SHA-Selected Alternative have been refined, 
based on comments received through this coordination to optimize accessibility and 
visibility to existing and planned business operations along MD 210. The proposed 
interchange and intersection improvements associated with the SHA-Selected Alternative 
will substantially reduce delays for motorists accessing the shopping centers along MD 
210. Proposed overpasses will allow the local users to cross MD 210, as they do today, 
but without the long signal cycles because the northbound/southbound MD 210 traffic 
will no longer be factored into the timing. Longer distance commuters will experience 
shorter delays as they exit and re-enter MD 210 to patronize the shopping facilities. 

Coordination with landscape architects to develop context sensitive, aesthetically 
appealing designs has also been undertaken as part of the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study. 
Landscape plantings, noise abatement and structural fa9ade treatments will be among the 
items considered in final design to improve the visual quality of the project. 

20. Sneaker: Scott Odell 

Comments: Planning team is not listening to the strong support for light rail and 
opposition to HOV on MD 210. Improvements at MD 373 need to maintain and promote 

cohesion in Accokeek. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 2. 

Impacts to the existing level of community cohesion are not anticipated to be substantial 
as a result of proposed improvements to the MD 210/MD 373 intersection with SHA 
Selected Alternative 5A Modified. The character and function will change only slightly, 
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as one additional lane in each direction on MD 210 will be provided, thus reducing 
overall vehicular delays and allowing a higher proportion of the traffic signal cycle to be 
green for MD 373 traffic crossing or turning onto MD 210. Well-delineated crosswalks 
across MD 210 and sidewalks along MD 373, within the limits of intersection widening, 
will be included in the design of the intersection. 

A grade-separation at the intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 was not investigated since 
traffic analyses show that at-grade intersection improvements will provide adequate 
levels of service through the design year 2020. The cost of a grade separation, particular 
one that would take MD 210 below MD 373 at its current elevation, would be 
exponentially higher than the proposed at-grade improvement. 

21. Speaker: Helen O'Leary 

Comments: Member of the MD 210 Focus Group and formerly of the citizen's 
committee that drew up the Sub-region VII Master Plan. Supports Option 2; opposes 
HOV. Concerned about potential woodland impacts. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 3. 

Impacts to woodlands, even those within existing SHA right-of-way as is the case with 
most of the projected woodland impacts, would be regulated under the Maryland Forest 
Conservation Act and the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection Law. The effects 
would be offset through reforestation requirements. 

22. Speaker: Dave Palmer 

Comments: Supports a rail solution along MD 210 instead of HOV lanes. Concerned 
that Old Fort Road North Interchange Option C will result in through traffic using local 
neighborhood streets in the northeast quadrant of the MD 210/Old Fort Road North 
interchange. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 2. 

Traffic operations at the MD 210/Old Fort Road North intersection are such that peak 
hour traffic entering or crossing MD 210 from the side road often required several signal 
cycles to go through the intersection. The short auxiliary lanes and the close proximity of 
the service roads created high levels of congestion for the side road traffic. Frustrated 
northbound drivers attempt to bypass this congestion using the service road running 
parallel to MD 210 onto Old Palmer Road. By replacing the existing intersection with an 
interchange, consistent with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at an 
acceptable level of service (LOS B or better) in the design year 2020. The interchange 
will require the removal of the service road between Centennial Drive and Old Fort Road 
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North. It is expected that a slight increase in local traffic will occur using Broadview and 
Centennial Streets in lieu of the existing service road. However, the increase should be 
drivers accessing local destinations and not through traffic, which was previously using 
the service road to bypass the congested MD 210/Old Fort Road North intersection. SHA 
and Prince George's County will coordinate to determine existing maintenance and 
roadway conditions to see if improvements are needed to accommodate possible 

additional traffic on the county roads. 

23. Speaker; Edward Pickering 

Comments: Supports a rail system, the purple line, on Woodrow Wilson Bridge and 
along MD 210 as a long-term goal. Supports Option 2; opposes HOV on MD 210. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1,2, 3 and 4. 

24. Speaker: Lona Carlson Powell 

Comments: Member of Greater Accokeek Civic Association. Opposes HOV on Route 
210. Supports Option 2 improvements, Metro rail on Woodrow Wilson Bridge, and more 
effective transit in the Route 5/301 corridor. Concerned about options proposed at MD 

210 and MD 373. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1,2, 3,4 and 5. 

Impacts to the existing level of community cohesion are not anticipated to be substantial 
as a result of proposed improvements to the MD 210/MD 373 intersection with SHA 
Selected Alternative 5A Modified. The character and function will change only slightly, 
as one additional lane in each direction on MD 210 will be provided, thus reducing 
overall vehicular delays and allowing a higher proportion of the traffic signal cycle to be 
green for MD 373 traffic crossing or turning onto MD 210. Well-delineated crosswalks 
across MD 210 and sidewalks along MD 373, within the limits of intersection widening, 

will be included in the design of the intersection. 

Separate project planning studies are underway, including the US 301 Northern Corridor 
and US 301 Southern Corridor studies, which are investigating improved transit measures 

in the Route 5/301 corridor. 

25. Speaker: RafikRenear 

Comments: Member of the Civic Association, South Potomac Citizens Association of 
Fort Washington. Supports a rail solution along MD 210. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 2. 

• 
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26. Speaker: Michael Rose 

Comments: Concerned about sound barriers, pedestrian and bus access along MD 210 in 

the Wilson Bridge Drive area. 

SHA Response: Currently, bus service is provided by WMATA in the northern end of 
the study corridor (i.e., along MD 210 in the vicinity of Wilson Bridge Drive, Kerby Hill 
Road and Palmer Road). SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified would result, in 
disruption to this service as a result of the proposed interchange ramps that would render 
many of the existing bus stops difficult or unsafe to access either for the buses, the 
patrons or both. Many of the existing bus stops in the vicinity of Wilson Bridge Drive, 
Kerby Hill Road and Palmer Road will be relocated, with some of the lesser used stops 
consolidated. Several of the stops along the shoulder of MD 210 will be relocated with 
Alternative 5A Modified since they have become unsafe with the growth in traffic 
volumes along MD 210. The relocation of several bus stops in the vicinity of the 
Brookside Park Condominiums and Wilson Towers Apartments will alleviate the 
necessity of patrons to make the dangerous crossing of MD 210 on foot. 

As part of the SHA-Selected Alternative, the traffic signal at Wilson Bridge Driye will be 
removed and the median will be closed, resulting in right-in, right-out movements only 
with MD 210. Improvements will be made to the internal roadway network for the 
Brookside Condominiums and Wilson Towers Apartments to provide the full range of 
access to MD 210 at the Kerby Hill Road interchange. The proposed two-way service 
road, using the existing access road alignment, will be designed to handle school and 

transit buses as well as emergency equipment. 

Receptor sites within Noise Sensitive Areas (NSA) were selected to represent the overall 
noise environment and to determine locations where residences may be impacted by 
traffic noise associated with a SHA Selected Alternative. Upon review of the results, 
SHA in collaboration with FHWA, directed that barriers meeting reasonableness and 
feasibility criteria along the entirety of any community abutting proposed 
interchange/intersection improvements, be included with the SHA Selected Alternative, 
and remain under consideration in final design. Barriers along southbound MD 210 in 
the vicinity of the Brookside Park Condominiums and Wilson Towers Apartments meet 

the reasonableness and feasibility criteria. 

27. Speaker: John Schnitzline 

Comments: Concerned with HOV options, particularly Alternative 5B and any 
consideration of HOV 3; deforestation at Fort Washington Road with the proposed build 
alternatives.      Would   like  the   study  team   to   consider  replacing   the  proposed 
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Livingston/Palmer Road and Old Fort Road North interchanges with a combined J^ 

interchange at a new location. Pedestrian needs should be considered. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Impacts to woodlands would be regulated under the Maryland Forest Conservation Act 
and the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection Law, and the effects would be offset 
through reforestation requirements. Sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikes will be 
provided throughout all of the interchanges and intersection improvements to allow 

community access from either side of MD 210. 

Moving the southbound exit ramp to south of the interchange would decrease woodland 
impacts, but would be substantially more circuitous for the large volume of traffic 

oriented to the east side of MD 210 at this location. 

Consolidating the proposed Livingston/Palmer Road and Old Fort Road North 
interchanges into one location has not been considered since it is inconsistent with the 
master plan, would have substantial impacts to properties on the east and west sides of 
MD 210, and would place additional traffic on Livingston Road, which is counter to the 

project's purpose and need. 

28. Sneaker: Ann Smith 

Comments: Supports a rail solution along MD 210. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 2. 

29. Speaker: Sethia Taylor 

Comments: Supports a rail solution along MD 210. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 2. 

30. Speaker: Donna Warren 

Comments: Requests additional traffic studies on MD 210 since original counts did not 
take into account the opening of the Branch Avenue Metro Station, at which ridership has 

exceeded projections. 

SHA Response: Traffic counts and collection of different types of traffic data, such as 
signal timing and origin-destination surveys, have been updated throughout the MD 210 
Multi-Modal Study. Traffic volume counts have been updated since the opening of the 
Branch Avenue station. Regional travel demand models, maintained by the Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments, and refined in this study, have been used to make 
traffic projections in the MD 210 corridor. These models have taken into account the 
Branch Avenue station.  Although ridership at the Branch Avenue station has exceeded 
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initial expectations, the model's predictions for the design year (2020) appear consistent 

with the current levels of ridership and pace of growth. 

31. Speaker: Tracy Hunt White 

Comments: Treasurer of River Vent Estates Homeowners Association. In favor of 
improving MD 210, group does not have a position on which design is best. Concerned 

about future economic development in local community. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 2. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement presented the environmental impact results of 
studies to address National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements. NEPA 
focuses on environmental (socioeconomic and natural) analysis of alternatives. 
Additionally, the study has addressed Section 4(f) requirements of the U.S. Department 

of Transportation Act. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative; however, the proposed 
improvements will not preclude rail or any other studies/improvements in the future. The 
SHA-Selected Alternative will support future economic development by enhancing 
accessibility to the numerous shopping centers in the project area and reducing travel 

times for commercial (as well as all other) traffic on MD 210. 

32. Speaker: Francine Shaw Whitson 

Comments: Opposes HOV lanes and interchanges on MD 210 because of community 
disruption; also concerned the HOV lanes may become HOT toll lanes. Concerned about 
lack of multi-modal details in brochure. Supports rail within Prince George's County. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1, 3,4 and 5. 

The proposed interchanges associated with the SHA-Selected Alternative will have a 
positive effect on community cohesion in several ways. First, vehicular delays will be 
reduced for traffic traveling from one side of MD 210 to the other. Under current 
conditions, the MD 210 at-grade intersections operate at or beyond capacity, thus 
requiring several signal cycles to clear. In the attempt to maximize capacity, these signal 
cycles have been increased to 3.5-minutes, which is the maximum practicable cycle 
length for intersections of this type. Delays of this magnitude discourage travel from one 
side of MD 210 to the other. Grade separated interchanges are needed at six intersection 
locations from Kerby Hill Road to Old Fort Road South to provide satisfactory levels of 

service through the design year 2020. 

Second, the six proposed interchanges associated with the SHA-Selected Alternative 
include bridges over MD 210 that will each accommodate safe and efficient pedestrian 
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and bicycle travel across MD 210. On-road bike lanes as well sidewalks (behind the 

proposed curb will be included with each proposed overpass. 

33.      Speaker; Jean Wiggins 

Comment:   Opposes HOV lanes on MD 210.   Concerned about lack of sidewalk and 

bike path details in brochure. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Proposed improvements include sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikes throughout 

all of the interchanges to allow community access from either side of MD 210. The 

current plans also show connections to Henson Creek Trail. For bicyclists traveling north 

and south within the corridor there are several local roads that will be signed as 

alternative bike routes. Any intersections that are proposed to remain at-grade have been 

evaluated on a case-by-case basis for pedestrian/bicycle accommodation. Coordination 

between SHA and community residents will be maintained throughout the project 

planning and design phases. In addition, bicycles will not be prohibited from using the 

outside shoulder of MD 210 as they do today. 

June 21,2001 Location/Design Public Hearing Comments and SHA Responses 

Written Comments 

Summary of Freouentlv Written Citizen Comments 

Numerous writers had similar comments on certain topics related to the MD 210 Multi- 

Modal Study.  Such frequently written comments are summarized as follows with the names or 

number of writers providing the comment and SHA responses: 

1.        Comment; Opposed to High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes on MD 210 

Provided By; Forty-nine (49) of seventy-four (74) respondents opposed HOV along MD 

210. 

SHA Response; Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. Alternative 

5A Modified does not include HOV lanes on MD 210 or any widening of MD 210 other 

than that necessary to support auxiliary lanes at the proposed interchange locations 

(Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington Road, Swan 

Creek Road and Old Fort Road South) and at-grade intersection widening locations 

(Farmington Road and MD 373). With SHA-Selected Alternative 5A, the bridge 

abutments for proposed side road overpasses will be offset sufficiently from the edge of 

the roadway so as to not physically preclude the future addition of capacity on MD 210 in 
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the form of rail, transit lanes or general use lanes.     However, any such future 

consideration of additional capacity would require a full project planning study. 

Comment: Support Rail Along MD 210 

Provided by:   Twenty-seven (27) of seventy-four (74) respondents support rail along 

MD210. 

SHA Response: An alternative that would provide rail along MD 210 was not developed 

for the MD 210 Multi-Modal study for two basic reasons. First, a rail alternative, such as 

light rail either in the median or to the outside of MD 210, would not satisfy the purpose 

and need for the project. One of the primary needs identified along MD 210 was to 

reduce the substantial and growing delays for side road traffic attempting to access MD 

210 from adjacent communities. During peak hours, vehicles from side roads 

intersecting MD 210, experience substantial queues and delays over several traffic signal 

cycle lengths to access MD 210. Rail along MD 210 would exacerbate this concern since 

additional stop or red time would need to be allocated to the side road traffic signals to 

allow train passage, unless side road overpasses were also provided. Such overpasses are 

proposed for six of the primary MD 210 intersections with SHA-Selected Alternative 5A 

Modified. These overpasses alone, with no further capacity enhancements to MD 210, 

such as general use lanes, HOV lanes or rail, allow MD210 to operate satisfactorily 

through the design year 2020. Travel demand model analyses for the MD 210 Multi- 

Modal study indicated that rapid transit along MD 210, in any form, would not result in a 

significant reduction to the volume of general through traffic on MD 210. 

Second, both the Southern Maryland Mass Transportation Alternatives Study, completed 

in 1996, and the U.S. 301 Corridor Study, completed in 1998, considered multiple rail 

corridor alternatives in or adjacent to the MD 210 corridor, and each recommended that 

rail in these corridors be dropped from further consideration because of the following: 

• Rail would have had significantly higher capital and lower cost recovery than 

alternatives in the MD 5/U.S. 301 corridor that are being evaluated further. 

• The Rosecroft/Piscataway/MD 210 corridor through which many of the alignments 

were to be located is not slated for dense enough level of development to support rail. 

• The rail corridors available would not have provided an efficient connection to the 

Metro system at any location, including the Branch Avenue Metro rail station. 

With SHA-Selected Alternative 5A, the bridge abutments for proposed side road 

overpasses will be offset sufficiently from the edge of the roadway so as to not physically 

preclude the future addition of capacity on MD 210 in the form of rail, transit lanes or 

general use lanes. 
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3. Comment: Support Option 2 (interchanges at six locations from Kerby Hill Road to Old 

Fort Road South) 

Provided by: Charles Dais, Scott Ducar, Fred Gamble Jr., Toni Kaloz, Dan Lieman, 
Robert Patterson, Russell Peterson, Edward Pickering, Raymond Shanahan, David 

Turner, Fred and Rena Walzel, Raymond Yamell 

SHA Response: SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges 
proposed under Option 2. The proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill 
Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and 
Old Fort Road South. At-grade intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA- 
Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

4. Comment: Support Enhanced Transit Service in the MD 210 corridor 

Provided by: Isaac and Cynthia Brown, Joan Creighton, Serena Davis, John Gregg, 
Rhonda Hanson, Phil and Susan Jones, Edward Pickering, John Rittenhouse, Elizabeth 

Vance, Nancy Wagner 

SHA Response: The MD 210 study team is working in coordination with Prince 
George's County, the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority and the Maryland Transit Administration to provide 
improvements to MD 210 that support and enhance transit operations however 
practicable within the purpose and need of the project. Representatives of these 
organizations have provided input throughout the study. The additional capacity and 
operational improvements that will result from the proposed interchanges and intersection 
improvements associated with the Selected Alternative will improve travel times for all 
bus routes traveling on or across MD 210. Improved travel times for transit vehicles 
promote increased ridership and reduced transit operating costs. Each of the bus routes 
and bus stops in the vicinity of MD 210 has been reevaluated in this study in terms of 
number of boardings, safety and accessibility. Many of the existing bus stops in the 
vicinity of Wilson Bridge Drive, Kerby Hill Road and Palmer Road will be relocated, 
with some of the lesser used stops consolidated. Several of the stops along the shoulder 
of MD 210 will be relocated with Alternative 5A Modified since they have become 
unsafe with the growth in traffic volumes along MD 210. The relocation of several bus 
stops in the vicinity of the Brookside Park Condominiums and Wilson Towers 
Apartments will alleviate the necessity of patrons to make the dangerous crossing of MD 
210 on foot. Future transit service changes in this area will continue to be evaluated on 
an as-needed basis by the respective transit service agencies, independent of the MD 210 

project. 
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In lieu of copying all SHA response letters, the following is a sample copy of the SHA 
response letter sent in July 2001 to all respondents who submitted written comments. The 

mailing list of all respondents is also included. 
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July 2001 

Name 
Street Address 
Town, State, Zip Code 

Dear Respondent: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the MD 210 Project Planning Study. Your 
comments, like many others that have been received, help us better understand community issues 
and concerns within the study area. The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of 
your views and preferences regarding potential outcomes of this project. We anticipate that a 
selected alternative for this project will be identified this Fall. 

We wanted to acknowledge the receipt of your comments and that they will be included 
in the public hearing transcript. Due to the importance of each comment, a more detailed 
response to your concerns will be forwarded at a later date. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Your name is on our mailing list and you will be 
notified of future progress on this initiative. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins. He can be reached 
at 410-545-8548 or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 

cc:        Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
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Mr. Philip Ager 
12608 Livingston Road 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

M' M. Bell 
P. O. Box 75 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. Steve Berry 
921 Palmer Road 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Ms. Daniela Bostic-Clark 
16600 Livingston Road 
AccokeekMD 20607 

K> 

Ms. Jill F. Brawner 
542 Wilson Bridge Drive 
Apt. C2 
Oxon Hill MD 20745 

Ms. Elaine M. Briccetti 
13118 Larkhall Circle 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. & Mrs. Isaac W. Brown 
8011 Murry Hill Drive 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Ms. Michelle Buckingham 
14606 Catus Hill Road 
AccokeekMD 20607 

Ms. Katherine Budner 
15005 Fort Trail 
AccokeekMD 20607 

Ms. Joan Cannon 
300 Careybrook Lane 
Oxon Hill MD 20745 

Mr. & Mrs. William Cavitt 
415 River Wood Drive 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

M' A. T. Cocca 
12411 Asbury Drive 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Ms. Joan S. Creighton 
12205 Riverview Road 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. Charles Dais 
9711 Traverse Way 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Ms. Serena E. Davis 
306 E. Tantallon Drive 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. David L. Dejardins 
11001 McKay Road 
Fort Washington MD 20477 

M' W. A. Dixon 
1406 Skipjack Drive 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. Milton Ellerbe 
107 Battersea Lane 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. W. Frucht 
707 Clavert Lane 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. George M. Gamer, Jr. 
15404 Old Marsh Hall Road 
AccokeekMD 20607 



Mr. Clark L. Glenn 
7514 Bellefield Avenue 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. Carl Gotzmer 
1285 Old Landing Road 
AccokeekMD 20607 

Mr. Tim Kankus 
13701 Piscataway Drive 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Ms. Millie Kriemomeyer 
16900 Mattawoman Lane 
Waldorf MD 20601 

Mr. John Gregg 
2011 Dania Drive 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. Kevin Hannon 
10002 Edgewater Terrace 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. Richard Krueger 
700 Muirfield Circle 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. Michael S. Leventhal 
1130 Apple Valley Road 
P.O. Box 217 
Accokeek MD 20607 

to 

Mr. & Mrs. David Hoffirian 
14 Laurel Drive 
AccokeekMD 20607 

Ms. Diane Holder 
6971 Heather Drive 
AccokeekMD 20607 

Mr. Dan Lieman 
13216 Park Lane 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. John Massey 
1 6225 Livingston Road 
AccokeekMD 20607 

Mr. Adam Holzager 
7517 Catone Court 
Oxon Hill MD 20745 

M' Dion Johnson 
215 Gingrich Drive 
AccokeekMD 20607 

Ms. Arlene Munsick 
7903 Indian Head Highway #408 
Oxon Hill MD 20745 

National Capital Planning Commission 
401 9th Street, NW 
North Lobby, Suite 500 
Washington DC 20576 

Mr. & Mrs. Phil Jones 
1520 Laurel Drive 
AccokeekMD 20607 

Mrs. Arnold Kaloz 
2229 Rosedell Place 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Ms-. Dorothy H. Odell 
14601 Bond's Retreat Road 
AccokeekMD 20607 

Mr. Robert B. Patterson 
1204 Van Buren Drive 
Fort Washington MD 20744 



Ms.- Shirley A. Pearson 
536 Wilson Bridge Drive 
Al 

Oxon Hill MD 20745 

Mr. Russell L. Peterson 
7704 Den Meade Avenue 
Fort Washington MD 2Q744 

Ms. Nancy M. Wagner 

1910 Bryna Point Road 

Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. Edward W. Pickering 
1100 Montezuma Drive 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. Michael Realo 
2751 Colonial Road 
AccokeekMD 20607 

Mr. John Rittenhouse • 
16110 Bealle Hill Road 
Waldorf MD 20601 

Mr. Gerald D. Slawecki 

9911 Indian Queen Point 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. & Mrs. Andrew Suniega 

10324 Old Fort Road 

Friendly MD 20744 

Tantallon South Civic Association 

P.O. Box 441465 

Fort Washington MD 20744 

Mr. Raymond Tamell 
17108 Livingston Road 
AccokeekMD 20607 

Ms. Elizabeth E. Vance 
300 Careybrook Lane 
Oxon Hill MD 20607 
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to 

Tantallon South Civic 
Association 

P.O. Box 441465 
Fort Washington, Maryland 20744 

(301) JOVSfiSq eiruril: ttntallonconmiuityfgjuno.coni 

June 21, 2001 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering 
Mail Stop C-301 
Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Subject: Comments on MD 210 Project Planning Study 

Dear Sirs: 

Tantallon South Civic Association is the civic association for those southern 
Prince George's County citizens living in the area roughly bounded by Ft. 
Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road (South). We welcome 
this opportunity to offer our comments on the MD 210 upgrade project. 

Our citizens will be impacted principally by changes that will be made to the 
intersections of Ft. Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South 
with MD 210. In general our comments are that we support the concept of 
interchanges at these intersections to eliminate the current traffic signals but we 
are strongly opposed to HOV lanes. We object to the widening that would be 
required, to the great uncertainty of tying into an area-wide HOV system and we 
question the benefit to our community. We favor Alt. 5A Option D at Ft. 
Washington Road, Alt. 5A Option E at Swan Creek Road and Alt 5A Option B or 
C at Old Fort Road South. 

We know that this study has excluded consideration of any rail service in the 210 
corridor. We want to be on record as favoring the concept of bringing rail service 
to this part of the County and request that the matter be revisited and not 
disregarded out of hand. Thank you. 

Tantallon South Civic Association 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative which includes Fort Washington Road 
Interchange Option D, Swan Creek Road Interchange Option G and Old Fort Road South 
Interchange Option C. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity enhancements, other than auxiliary 
lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, will be provided. However, the 
proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the 
fbture. 

Both the Southern Maryland Mass Transportation Alternatives Study, completed in 1996, and the 
U.S. 301 Corridor Study, completed in 1998, considered multiple rail corridor alternatives in or 
adjacent to the MD 210 corridor. However, the study recommended that rail in these corridors be 
dropped from further consideration because of the following: 

• They would have had significantly higher capital and lower cost recovery than 
alternatives in the MD 5/U.S. 301 corridor, which are being evaluated fiirther. 

• The Rosecroft/Piscataway/MD 210 corridor through which many of the alignments 
were to be located is not slated for dense enough level of development to support rail. 

• They would not have provided an efficient connection to the Metro system at any 
location, including the Branch Avenue Metrorail station. 

Based on these findings, any type of rail link along the MD 210 corridor was excluded from 
consideration in the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study. 

0 

© 

0 

© 

JeBabayale, President 
Tantallon South Civic Association 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT *r>/     , si 
Name rh.(,P ftO, £& 

Address_ IZrieOfi'      L'i\/irt(s<>Vo*f      (Lpt-eK 

. Date    7 CTui-y "^QQ / 

City/Town_ faKT QJKSU: "cro* state /ah      ZiP code ^O^^-7-71 f 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l.)NOHOv| | 2.) Barrier Separated HOV I 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

X 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

1.) yes 2.) no    |       [ 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

I.) yes 

ipoo'  — 
if convenient park and ride services were available 
Check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to caipooT |—i ^UV€ 

B 2.) no    I       I 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

X U^>"" m ffLave^sr   fv^m-eA.   S^A-^/ f-i    (Lif^VU^s   e-CJ^ty f 

'Persons who havis received a copy of this brochure through the mall are already on the protect Mailing List. 

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

|    [    Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. P0221 All 

Phillip Ager 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

Proposed improvements include sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikers and pedestrians 
throughout all of the interchanges to allow community access from either side of MD 210. All 
crossroads assume a five-foot wide bike lane outside the travel lanes in each direction within the 
limit of improvement. A five-foot wide sidewalk on each side of the crossroad has been assumed 
for each overpass design. Any intersections that are proposed to remain at-grade have been 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis for pedestrian/bicycle accommodation (e.g., sidewalk 
connections, crosswalks, etc.). Coordination between SIIA and community residents will be 
maintained throughout the project planning and design phases to ensure appropriate " 
accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians with the proposed improvements. The current 
pedestrian/bicycle plans show connections to the Henson Creek Trail at the Palmer/Livingston 
Road interchange. For bicyclists traveling north and south within the corridor there are several 
local roads that will be signed as alternative bike routes. In addition, bicycles will not be 
prohibited from using the outside shoulder of MD 210 as they do today. 

o 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG221A11 
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

MD210 
FROM I-95/1-495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY, JUNE 21, 2001.5:30 P.M. TO 9:00 P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 
FORT WASHINGTON, MD 

PLEASE 

PRINT 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

CITY 

DATE 

M. Bell 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 2. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes, metro rail or mainline 
capacity enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection 
improvements, will be provided. However, this alternative does not preclude future studies such 
as rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements along MD 210 in the future. 

(*-3J'0\ 

PfrJ   toCoy^    STATE     Mj)       z,p   ZOiyq 

l/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

to 
oo (Its    b4h>r   JUqcejkJ     aiJrm-l-tvts . 

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

D Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 



to 

MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 0 _..    . '-^^•„„,y 
Name ST^j/^     ^gP/P/ 

Address ?£/       TXCrfQ?       7?0/} 
Date 6" £/- Z<?0/ 

2.07 W CitvATow, RfiT   lA/jS(/m70rt        State MP    Zip Code. 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BErOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MR 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

IJNOHOV  N/ 2.) Barrier Separated HOV I    J 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 
 -=•—^ /A//5/A/A   7b   4CJ/VSS OA/cysf-ysf^L- £OG*7Z/'0A?S, 

3.) Concurrent Flow HOV 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool 
if convenient park and ride services were available • 

l.)yes 2.) no • 
If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

/A/ca/bes   rti{£L^  £>M'7 M/JA/7 77//r SA/ye7Utt72*si/\}j 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are already on the prolect Mailing List. 

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

|    |     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PCi221 All 

Steve Beiry 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

The purpose of the study is to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic congestion 
along MD 210. Traffic operations indicate that peak hour traffic entering or crossing MD 210 
from side roads often require several signal cycles to go through the intersection. The short 
auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp curvatures, and the close proximity of the service 
roads create congestion for the side road traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in the 
project area are currently operating at failing conditions in the peak hour periods. By the year 
2020, all nine study area interaections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing 
traffic flow with total congestion, where several cycles are required to clear traffic through an 
intersection) and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to 
handle. Dy replacing the existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under the build 
alternate, consistent with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable 
levels of service (LOS E or better) in the design year 2020. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative including Interchange Option B at the 
Palmer/Livingston Road intersection; however the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, 
HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

© 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thur5day,June21,200l 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRIi 
Name Date 4,2001 

StateMZ)        Zip Code   '2-OCgo7- City/Town   (LfJ'^AJUUt- 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline nptinns on MD 210 do you think are mnst appropriate?   

l.)NOHOVrVj 2.) Barrier Separated HOV [ | 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV | ( 

MD 211) involves V intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Wilson Bridge Drive 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan CreeK Road 
Old Fort Road South 
Farmington Road 
MO 3/3 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-«:30pm)? 

l.)yes Da 2.) no • Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool rrS 
if convenient park and ride services were available    y^K 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

l.)yes  ^A 2.)no    FH 

If there-iirc any «d Jiliuiial cumuieiits or inquiries you truuld like to shore with us please list them below. 

nXwift Mujhtot. 4*. 4M~ 

IS Crt fa'ffi' :© 

Daniela Bostic-Clark 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

SHA's Office of Traffic and Safety (OOTS) continually monitors and optimizes signal timing 
and phasing. At the request of several focus group members, OOTS representatives have 
monitored MD 210 and have confirmed little, if any, further improvement in operations or 
reduction in delays can be made by further changes in signal timing along the corridor. 

Alternative 5 A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliory lanes to support the interchange/intereection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5 A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under 
Option 2. The proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, 
Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At- 
grade intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson 
Bridge Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included, in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

© 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure thronph the mail are already on the nroiect MaiVmg Us', 

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

I     I     Please delete my/onr namt(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  Mil I ft ̂6uMfs- 
Address *Z/>Z. (J//V?yt /f/V^/. AJT'IJA 

Date 
(Lc-L 

C/2//t 'OL. 

citvn-own f)Ynf) (4?'// State AfO     2AX>CoteJ0 7t/A 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l.)NOHOv| | 2.) Barrier Separated HOV I 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

• 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

'•)yes  YX\ 2.) no      Check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to carpool i—i 
y     • if convenient park and ride services were available     I I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

2.) no 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

I.)yes   I       I R 

Jill F. Brawner 

Supplemental Response: 
There is a right-in/right-out proposed for the entrance of Wilson Bridge Drive. This will allow 
motorists to enter and exit the community, without having to wait for the signal to change to go 
northbound on MD 210. Motorists leaving Wilson Bridge Drive will make a right turn onto MD 
210 southbound to use the proposed Interchange Option C at Kerby Hill Road to go north 
towards Washington, D.C. It will take about the same amount of time as it would to wait for the 
signal to change on MD 210 at Wilson Bridge Drive. This is because the signals on MD 210 are 
designed to balance priority between the main road versus the side streets in proportion to the 
volume of traffic on each approach. With expected increasing traffic volumes in 2020, the 
existing condition is expected to worsen substantially in the future if the Selected Alternative 
proposed improvements were not constructed. 

See response to frequently stated comment 1. Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected 
Alternative. The specific Alternative consists of: intersection/interchange options included in 
the SHA-Selected Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), 
Kerby Hill Koad Option C, Palmer Road Option a (which is a modification of Option D), Old 
Fort Road North Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which 
is a modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A and 
MD 373 Option A. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements will 
not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are already on the prolect Mailing List. 

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

|    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PCi22IAII 
< 
^ 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE TRINT 
Name  £iA/jJ£ M.    BZ/CLZTT/  Date 6,/^/t a / 

PLEASE I^rDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BEX^W^ 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

1.) NO HOV 2.) Barrier Separated HOV | 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV ^ 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

Dyes   I V'p               2.) no Check If you carpool or would be willing to caipool  rT\--^ 
I       I I 1 if convenient park and ride services were available    Li-1 

Have you ever uscdjide roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

• l.)yes 2.) no 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

There is one solution not mentioned above. Close down MD228. Impossible I know, but the problem is due 
to Charles county residents taking MD228 to PG county to reach their jobs In VA or DC. The residents of 
Southern FG county are victims of the richer white residents In Charles county. Consider the latest statistics 

from US Census of Population: 

Charles County 
Medium 1997 household money Income $54,110 
Racial Breakdown, 2000: 

% white         68.5  - 
% black         26.1   - 

Prince Georges County 
- $47,882 

27.0 
62.7 

© 
I imagine PG resident's taxes will ESI for one of these shortcuts, won'tUiey? Whaj^am I not suj^rlsed? 

Tfc 
Elaine M. Driccctti 

P.S. I happen to be white. 

Elaine Briccetti 

Supplemental Response: 
The purpose of the study is to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic congestion 
along MD 210 and it involves the development and analysis of reasonable alternates including 
the no build alternate. Traffic operations indicate that peak hour traffic entering or crossing MD 
210 from side roads often require several signal cycles to go through the intersection. The short 
auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp curvatures, and the close proximity of the service 
roads created congestion for the side road traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in the 
project area are currently operating at failing conditions in the peak hour periods. By the year 
2020, all nine study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing 
traffic flow with total congestion, where several cycles are required to clear traffic through an 
intersection) and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to 
handle. In addition, the number of reported accidents occurring from Fort Washington Road to 
the Capital Beltway are significantly higher than the statewide average for similar facilities. By 
replacing the existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under the build alternate, 
consistent with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable levels of 
service (LOS B or better) in the design year 2020. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements will 
not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

0 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name 

Address foil fOurf^thrllVr;^ 
cuv^-own ft Wcxsh/Mth*! MD   ziPcod. e^TH4- 
PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

2.) Barrier Separated HOV 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV l.)NOHOV • 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Option A |OptionA-1|Opt 
Wilson Bridge Drive ••••• 
Kerby Hill Road | 
Palmer Road flUHl 
Old Fort Road North ^^^^^H 
Fort Washington Road ^^^^^H 
Swan Creek Road  ^^^^^H 
Old Fort Road South i^mi^^^^^^B 
Famnington Road ^^^^^^^i 
MD373 ^^^^^i 

Option B [Option C | Option D [ Optioni E ] 

t>) Do you romnmfe nn MI> 210 Hnring the peak hnnrs (Mn-8:3nsm) and (4:.10-«:a0pni)? 

l.)yes Pi 2.) no n • , Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool 
    if convenient park and ride services were available 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

J.)yes   |j~7| 2.) no    [       | 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us nlease list them below.     '1>'1 -f^-^' 
Ujtffhj. ^ 

*Persans who have received a copy of this brochure tnrouph the mail are already on the project Mailing List. "Tfc^ /-v) 

Q     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List             \     Q^^ Mg^QJ   fts^s ^"^ 

I    I    Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List                     I               i                    , , . // 

Project NO. PG221A11 /t~^h / 

Isaac W. and Cynthia L. Brown 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1,2,4 

A comprehensive landscaping plan was presented to the public for this project. Impacts to 
woodlands would be regulated under the Maryland Forest Conservation Act and the Chesapeake 
Bay Critical Area Protection Law, and the effects would be offset through reforestation 
requirements. There are minimal impacts to wetland and parklands but all impacts to these 
resources would have to be mitigated. 

Receptor sites within the Noise Sensitive Areas (NSA) were selected to represent the overall 
noise environment and to determine locations where residences may be impacted by traffic noise 
associated with the Selected Alternative. Upon review of the results, SHA in collaboration with 
FHWA, directed the barriers meeting reasonableness and feasibility criteria along the entirety of 
any community abutting proposed interchange/intersection improvements be included with the 
Selected Alternative. 

Proposed improvements include sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikers and pedestrians 
throughout all of the interchanges to allow community access from either side of MD 210. All 
crossroads assume a five-foot wide bike lane outside the travel lanes in each direction within the 
limit of improvement. A five-foot wide sidewalk on each side of the crossroad has been assumed 
for each overpass design. Any intersections that are proposed to remain at-grade have been 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis for pedestrian/bicycle accommodation (e.g., sidewalk 
connections, crosswalks, etc.). Coordination between SHA and community residents will be 
maintained throughout the project planning and design phases to ensure appropriate 
accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians with the proposed improvements. The current plans 
also show connections to Henson Creek Trail. For bicyclists traveling north and south within the 
corridor there ore several local roads that will be signed as alternative bike routes. In addition, 
bicycles will not be prohibited from using the outside shoulder of MD 210 as they do today. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements will 
not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the fiiture. 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

NT 
[ Date     "7/W /a) 

iHttkl,   Ur.-fus  ll'.UgA .  

L*   <-rt l^-e   V-  State A<l\      Zip Code lObQ*? 

E INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate?   

JHOV I yf 2.) Barrier Separated HOvj | 3.) Concurrent Flow HOv| | 

iD 210 involves 9 inwnwtluni that are under >(ud> fur iniprovenienU. What improvemei.t option ut each 
ntersection do you think are the molt appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

i^Mi-nm^frc••*•"•15*^ 
Wilson Bridge Drive i/ 

Ketty Hill Road s/ 

Palmer Road *c 
Old Fort Road North y. 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road l/ 
Old Fort Road South 
Farmington Road 
MD 373 ^ 
Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (<:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

I.) yes • 2.) no Q Check'if you carpool or would be willing to caipool i    i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I—I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Dyes   [yf 2.)no    Q 

If thtn- aro »ny adrlitinnal enmments nr inquiries ynu wnnld like to share with us please list them below. 

0 
Av,,-i,-r^  vi<-^ ^t-Cj/^l   >^r/w> .  Sw-fjfcrt;*"   Ui^win ^^^(^j 

'P^^wK^ceived a coov of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing t-ist, 

1    I     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221A11 

Michelle Buckingham 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1,2. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided however the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

MD 228 is outside the study area for this planning study and thus MD 228 tolls were not 
considered as part of this project 

Encouraging businesses to locate into the Waldorf area is not a MD 210 project goal. In general, 
transportation projects are designed to address a traffic need within a defined study area. For this 
project, o 2020 design year was used and the study team developed improvements that would 
provide for acceptable traffic operations in that design year within the MD 210 corridor. Overall, 
improvements may help businesses within the study area, due to the reduction in congestion, and 
better access. 

o 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Nanie_  fonVEiaitiE "foiWc Date 

Address     ) 5/70.1"       f>lC^     \Cf\)\ 
yo\^ XDOI 

CityH-own      /|y I-" o |< 1° PVl-   State HT)       Zip Code    ?^(HeD~\ 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MO 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l.JNOHOV 2.) Barrier Separated HOV • 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV • 
MD 210 Involves 9 intersections that are understudy for improvements. What Improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Wilson Bridge Drive v/ 
Kerby Hill Road y 
Palmer Rood v/ 
Old Fort Road North v/ 

Fort Washington Road >/ 
Swan Creek Road v/ 

Old Fpft.Road South... 
Famiington Road •y. 
MD373 J 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

l.)yes  Q 2.)no   |      | 
O A    OCCOyQ 10 A. 

Check if you caipool or would be willing to carpool i—i 
if convenient park and ride services were available 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

1.) yes u 2.) no • 
If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

5p       VAtAkrAc: 

^x     ./*L*JA  ,      P,A-f   «    -hUP.    btrrrM     ^    P-4- Qjt.y  Str- 

£ 
Jo—Z7^   fo—•J'-fJ       •J/- 

fJ<?J 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List. 

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

|    [     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG22I All 

Katherine Budner 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1,2. 

MD 228 is outside the study area for this planning study and thus MD 228 tolls were not 
considered as part of this project. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected 
Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to 
support the interchange/intersection improvements, will be provided however the proposed 
improvements will not preclude roil, HOV or <my other studies/improvements in the foture. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed iuterdiauge locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and 
MD 373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 
However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future.   
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  -tfn-p^lpl*  f^urhiA) Date 

K&<im%-32-[D /Cl/Urt.*r tA/fi l\    1?J) 

L/^o/^ CO- 

^ 
Citvn-own 3^".    t^s/l.dl     -    State/^D Zip CodeX^7 ^ ^ 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l.)NOHOV E 2.) Barrier Separated HOV • 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV • 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Option A 

Wilson Bridge Drive »-— 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road *— 
Old Fort Road North U-- 

Fort Washington Road l^ 

Swan Creek Road V 
Old Fort Road South BH^HS 
Farmington Road v 
MD373 ^ 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hnurs (6:30-»:30»m) and (4:3n-(i:3flpm)? 

l.)yes Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  i—i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I—I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

l.)yes S 2.) no • 
If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

Rudolf Burton 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to fiequently stated comment 1. 

Alternative SA Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations arc MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at'Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, PahnerRoad Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List, 

i    I     Please add my/our nanie(s) to the Mailing List 

I    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221A11 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name       f. ^ A WE S TA O 

Address    IZ I O f Hi ^r /> 7-/1 WA V l\ ff /1/sr 

Date     /- SO -OJ- 

Clty/Town   Ff-    U/ASH/irt-ro AT    St.te ^t       Zip Code  MS? fy & 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the J mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l.JNOHOV • 2.) Barrier Separated HOV n 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV K 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

l)yes   /C 2.) no Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool i—i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I 1 

Have you ever nsed side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

'•>yesJV] 2.) no    j       [ 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

F.Canestro 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude widening to provide 
HOV, additional general use lanes or transit in the median of MD 210 in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Faimington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List. 

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

|    |     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 
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HOW ABE WE IM)ING? 

In an effort to improve the effectiveness of our public involvement and outreach programs, we 
would appreciate it if you would take a few minutes to answer this questionnaire. 

{ 
Please circle'the most appropriate number 

Was the brochure well laid out and easy to follow? 1      (£ J 2 

Poor 

1 )3 

Excellent 

4        5 

Was each part of the brochure easy to understand? 

Purpose of Study 

Purpose of Hearing 

How to Comment on the Project 

Program Status 

Project History 

Project Need 

Smart Growth 

Existing Condition 

Congestion Management System 

Alternatives Currently Under Consideration^^ {^siv*~ 

Environmental Summary 

Remaining Steps in the Project Planning Process 

Typical Sections 

Which part of the brochure was the most valuable? 

Which part of the brochure was the least valuable?. 

What suggestions do you have for improvement? Of\ P WE^J-- 
Thank you for answering this questionnaire, 
as you leave or return it by mail 

MD210 
From 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 
PROJECT NO. PG 221A11 

sou may eithei 

1N4 

Joan Camion 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1,2 and 4. 

Encouraging development in the downtown Oxon Hill area is not a MD 210 project goal. In 
general, transportation projects are designed to address a traffic need within a defined study area. 
For this project, a 2020 design year was used and the study team developed improvements that 
would provide for acceptable traffic operations in that design year within the MD 210 corridor. 
Overall, improvements may help businesses within the study area, due to the reduction in 
congestion, and better access. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements will 
not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the fiiture. 

© 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  Sm?AH   &fWi-rr Date      D6,-JL/- /?/ 

Address   ^fS f^lVfL/Z      hfalft)    ^> /P/l/g 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainjjne options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

2.) Barrier Separated HOV l.)NOHOV 

: 3 mainhi 

3.) Concurrent Flow HOV • 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Ho yon rnmmnte nn MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

l)yes 2.) no    \y{ [AJ/T^ jj^heck if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  i—i 
  -^^sl AAilr^ if convenient park and ride services were available    I I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid ttingestion on MD 210? 

Dyes    ^7 2.) no    f     I 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

Mr. And Mrs. William Cavitt 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements will 
not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided however the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Faimington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Fannington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impaets to sensitive resources. 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List. 

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

|    |    Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRli 
Name 

Address /UoOO 
f.M-C Date 

MO   Uii^¥-,<:rnki   Ub 
^///g/ 

city/Town    PfTCnyPFJC StateJUB-  Zi-Code   •^-OCPO?" 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of Ihc 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

2.) Barrier Separated HOV l.)NOHOV w 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV • 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What Improvement option at each 
Intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Wilson Bridge Drive 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South 
Famnington Road 
MD373 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-&30ptn)? 

Dyes i /I 2.) no Check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to carpool  |    | 
fctJ I 1 if convenient park and ride services were available    I—I 

Have yon ever nseri sirte roflH? to nvoid congestion on MD 210? 

Uyes   F7j 2)"0    Q 
If there arTTny additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

•Persons who have received a conv of this brochnr* through the mail are already oq the project Mailing Ujt 

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

I     I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221AII 

Paul Claik 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SIIA-Sclected Alternative consist 
Of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  

Address 

City/Town 

Date fr^y 
Zip Code_ 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

1.) NO HOV I I 2.) Barrier Separated HOV [_J 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV N/ 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are understudy for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

l.)yes 2.) no    [       | 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool rTi 
if convenient park and ride services were available    2S1 

2.) no • 
If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

f\X|tN&      TgA-FiC-       T»Veu.       ^oA-D      Wo igjc   IS oo 

TH-tEr     tLLAJE£S 
•?- 

A/o     A/Bed     -fb fl      A- 777 
•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing MM. 

|    |     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List W/Tt4-     MD   -2^A/7Aj£j 

|    |     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List LAH/5 /  PrtC'S ,      (T     IS 

Project NO. PG221 All #_ IdS-f        £4.U_?£ (      I 

TACocca 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 7. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Faimington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

The improvements proposed as part of the SHA-Selected Alternative have been analyzed for 
their ability to handle traffic volumes forecasted for the design year 2020 using the Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments cooperative land use forecasts. The SHA-Selected 
Alternative, with the above described intersection improvement options, is projected to provide 
satisfactory level of service in the corridor and is consistent with the applicable master plans 
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to 

12205 Riverview Road 
Ft. Washington, MD 20744 
June 21,2001 

Mr. Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Mail Stop C-301 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Dear Sir: 

Re: Economic Impact of MD 210 Multi-Modal Study on Prince George's County 

The road and interstate highways that pass through this County are the infrastructure of the County 
and can make or break the future of the County. Since ihese roads are such an Importanl pan or our 
infrastructure, it is important that they be reviewed for the economic impact that they will have on the 
future of the County and on the quality of life in the County. 

Last year's Alternatives Public Workshop for MD 210 and your current study plans give me concern 
for the future economic development of the County. Upon close review of the alternatives and the 
current plans, it appears that the sole purpose of the study is to carry passenger cars from point A to 
Point B. Point B is hypothetically the District of Columbia or Virginia. Point A appears to be Charles 
County and Counties further south. The Primary objective seems to be to get Southern Maryland 
commutere through/past Prince George's County and on to their destination without being delayed 
while passing through our County as fast as possible. 

TTjese objectives do not satisfy the requirement tor ensuring Bie future economic development or the 
quality of life of Prince George's County residents. Improving the roads in this County provides a 
major opportunity to improve the County itself. There are three major issues that should be 
considered along with the environmental impact on the County Residents. 

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 
THE GREYING OF THE COUNTY 
TRANSPORTATION OF COUNTY CITIZENS 

Economic Considerations: I have been a representative to the District 4 Concerned Citizens 
Association and am also on the Board of the Potomac Valley Citizens Association and have listened 
for several years while the County Citizens complained that there is no quality shopping in the 
County and no viable transportation system in the County. Coupled with these complaints was 
considerable discussion on how we had to go to Virginia or Charles County to shop. The citizens got 
it right a couple years ago when they decided to "buy here." The campaign to buy in Prince 
George's County has had a positive effect on the economic development In the County. Not only are 
we Anally being given serious considerallon by chain stores and higher quality retail but the buy here 
philosophy has provided more jobs for our citizens, more money circulating in the County and 
therefore more sales and income taxes paid to the County and the State with a result of more 
services provided to the Citizens. 

If we disrupt the ability of our citizens to buy in Prince George's County, we will harm the 
commercial and business entities already in the County. Such reduction in the sale of goods and 
services in the County will result in a negative economic Impact through loss of jobs, taxes and 
growth. We have already had some dismption as a result of the road improvements. A prime 
example is the Branch Avenue and Allentown Road interchange. The new interchange makes it 

© 

Joan S. Creighton 

Supplemental Recponce: 
See response to fiequently stated comment 1,2,4. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study presents the 
results of studies that have been completed to address both National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit requirements. NEPA focuses on 
environmental (socioeconomic and natural) analysis of alternatives, whereas the Corps Section 
404 permit addresses specific impacts to wetlands and Waters of the U.S. in accordance with the 
Clean Water Act In addition, the study has addressed Section 4(f) requirements of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation Act Refinements will continue to be made to the proposed 
alternative, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These might include adjustments to the 
roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, and other geometric 
features. These may or may not change the preliminary results of the property impacts along the 
entire corridor. 

0 
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very hard for someone to get off Branch Avenue at Allentown Road to shop in the stores on 
Allentown Road. I myself have many times gone down Branch Avenue with the intention of getting 
off on Allentown Road only to find that I missed the get off point with the result that I did not shop 
there. The shopping center located at this interchange has very little chance of being redeveloped 
and enhanced unless this interchange is improved to make it easier for people to make a quick stop 
in the Shopping Center. Without such improvement that Shopping Center is doomed to become a 
ghost Center and a hang-out. 

In reviewing the MD 210 proposals. I fear that we have the same opportunity to disrupt the 
very little commercial development that is currently situated along the 210 corridor as the revisions 
provide opportunities to overfly the intersections having commercial activity. This will kill the little 
commercial development and jobs that currently exist in this area.   I have also reviewed the 
proposals for Branch Avenue and the St. Barnabas Road corridor and have the same concerns 
about the economic impact of the light rail proposal that would destroy the existing commercial on St. 
Barnabas Road.  There is very tittle commercial development in the southern area of this County 
That development is primarily along the connecting roads (e.g. St. Barnabas, Allentown, 
Woodyard/Piscataway, Rt. 210, Branch Avenue, Pennsylvania Ave. and Martboro Pike.) These 
roads form a grid that provide the main infrastructure of the Southern PG County and provide the 
lifeblood in terms of shopping and jobs for this part of the county. Any disruption of this existing 
development will seriously affect the livelihood, economics and overall well-being of the County. 
Prince George's County should not be sacrificed to satisfy the needs of other Counties who did not 
plan ahead for their own growth.   Roads through this uounly should encourage those passing 
through to shop here and not just to by-pass this County. 

The Greying of the County. Like all other places in the United States, the County's citizens are 
getting older. As the people of the County age, they need new and better ways to go shopping and 
to get around. In order to keep the County vibrant and healthy we need to provide public 
transportation for our senior citizens so that they can go shopping without reliance on taxicabs 
personal assistance or the need to drive. Right now we have a bus that they can call to take them to 
specific locations at specific times. We need to do better. We need a comprehensive public 
transportation plan that allows our seniors and avurynnn «/*» tn get from their homes to centers of 
shopping and employment without the need for a car. 

Transportation of County Citizens. The southern area of the County since the demise of the old 
DC Transit System has never had an effective system of transportation to help the citizens get 
around. All the State and County efforts have been directed to automobiles and roads. This has 
had a significant negative impact on all Prince Georges County residents. Teenagers can't get to 
jobs in the county without their own car. Seniors can't get to Doctors or shopping without a car.  We 
need a system of transportation similar to that of Montgomery County Ride-on buses that will 
connect existing parking lots and residential communities with centers of commercial development in 
the County. Because this part of the County has been so ignored in the offering of public 
transportation, we do not have the means to support our own economic development. One need 
only look at the result of the use of the Green Line when we finally got it to see that the people at this 
end of the County will use public transportation if it is offered. 

Environment. The current information concerning the planning for Rt. 210 suggests that there will 
be no impact on the historical districts, the Clean Water Act, the wetlands and waterways or Ihe 
endangered species. I think this is a little premature. Because of the closeness of the Broad Creek 
the Potomac River, tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay, wetlands and habitat for the Bald Eagle the' 
Oeprey, Canadian Goose, wild ducks and other species who live in and about the strip of land 
between Rt. 210 and the Potomac River we should tread very carefully in any disruption to the 
existing development in that area.  This includes the proposed development of the Harbour and the 
strip of land between Oxon Hill Road and Rt. 210 previously known as the Kerby property  Your 
study for Rt. 210 also suggests a population growth along Ft Washington Road that would appear 
impossible given the availability of non-wetland undeveloped ground in the Ft. Washington Road 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 



area With respect to the Historic Property, your own report points out that there are four histonc 
properties in the MD 210 Project Planning Study. We should take care to protect these properties, 
especially the Oxon Hill Manor and the Broad Creek Historic District, which have very nch histories. 

Recommendations'. 
Strongly recommend the following traffic initiatives be pursued pnor to disruption of existing roads 
and commercial development along MD Rt. 210. Many of these initiatives can be implemented 
easily and without the expense and time required by the existing study and will eliminate much of the 
existing traffic and thereby the need for new traffic patterns for the MD 210 corridor. 

Q Alternative method of transportation such as a bus or rail (similar to old DC Transit system) 
down the median strip for either Branch Ave or Indian Head or both. Branch Ave would be more 
logical for rail since they have a metro stop pn that corridor. For the Indian Head corridor ride-on 
busses that connect the existing parking lots with the existing Metro buses and the Branch Ave. 
Green Line. These initiatives alone would have a significant Impact on the traffic on MD 210. 

Q A good bus transportation system with frequent trips to other transportation centers 
would alleviate much of the congestion. Bus should be coordinated to run concurrent with the 
existing bus schedule from the district to the bus stops on Branch Ave and on Indian Head 
Highway   77»/s alternative could be Implemented without a study and probably at less 
cost than the proposed study. It's possible that only two shuttle busses running back and forth 
from existing parking lots on Indian Head and Branch Ave to the existing bus stops would do the 

Q Build the 12-lane Wilson Bridge Including the proposed Rail which should be supported 
by ride-on bus transportation from and to the Green Line. Current congestion on Indian 
Head is mostly restricted to rush hours for three months of the year (Sept. to Nov.)  The primary 
cause of the morning rush hour build-up is the funnel effect of the existing three lanes of MD 210 
narrowing down to two lanes at the intersection with the Beltway.  This narrowing of the highway 
and the undersized bridge are largely responsible for the choke point, which causes the back-up 
onto MD 210 This needs to be corrected prior to the construction of the new Bndge. Whatever 
it takes there needs to be at least two additional lanes on the Oxon Hill Road beltway overpass. 
A quick fix would be to give the three lanes on MD 210 the right of way to the three lanes passing 
over the beltway instead of giving right ot way to the turn lanes from Oxon Hill Rd. The last 
construction on this area helped but the planning was inadequate to alleviate the choke point. 
The new plans have the potential to create an even greater choke point. Failure to correct this 
choke point will make any other improvements on MD 210 Impotent. 

Q Ferry System emanating from the already commercialized Bryan's Road area. A parking lot 
adjacent to the shopping center with shuttle bus to the ferry would add an interesting feature to 
the Maryland transportation system and could possibly be a tourist attraction as well. This would 
help alleviate congestion during the construction of the new 12 lane Wilson Bndge. 

Q The I-95 bypass project as previously proposed. The I-95 Bypass project would take much of 
the interstate truck traffic out of the rush hour and would also negate the need for additional 
traffic lanes on MD 210. .   ._   .. ,. j 

Q HOV Lanes are not needed. Other experiments with HOV lanes in the Metro area have proved 
they do not work and only cause additional lanes to be taken out of service for the commuters. 

Request we be kept informed of all meetings, plans and proposals including the MD 21, Wilson 
Bridge Project, the Oxon Hill Road Project, St. Barnabas Road and Branch Avenue Studies. 

Copies to: 
Mr. Jim Estepp, S1" District, Prince Georges County 

The rail decision along the Woodrow Wilson Bridge is a separate effort that is also supported by 
Prince George's County and would not be precluded by a decision on MD 210. 

1-95 Bypass Project is outside the study area for this planning study and thus was not considered 
as part of this project The Feny System study was completed and it was determined the system 
was not economically viable therefore it was not considered as part of this project 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements will 
not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

© 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT i 
Name ^ Date   Of. Jf* lo I 
Address  °)   7 J I   TtZfM J>,r. <P     Ijj (\   V 

City/Town      -j^T- id A £ A State rsyj.      Zip Code ,-3-o'~) Q (£• 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l,)NOHOV | y\ 2.) Barrier Separated HOV 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Option A 
Wilson Bridge Drive >r 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road X 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South ^••H 
Famnington Road ^? 
MD'373 x, 
Do ynu commute on Ml) 210 during the peak hntirs (fi:3ft-R:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

• l.)yes ^ 2.) no 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

• 
Check if you carpool or would be willing to caipool i—i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I I 

l.)yes * 2.) no 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

rr   /LfJt 3/?.dy <^s n A-T Yfiu nc/CoJi-r A-l o    -^seJ- tt-r 

r^v-tsL V**.£T;A t> Pjear* ot (1 V /J.-ll fiJi A 6uJ AJ T"/! JUJAV (.en-^-f 

/ll    U.a/A A*, A): te- 

•Persons who have received a coov of this brochure .hrouah the mail are alreadv nn the uroiect Mailine List. 

1    1    Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

Charles Dias 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1,3. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes ormainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes 
to support the interchange/intersection improvements, will be provided. However the proposed 
improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Altemotive 5A Modified includes oil interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Fannington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Fannington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

The above-described interchanges include bridges over MD 210 for each major MD 210 for each 
major MD 210 intersection from Keiby Hill Road to Old For Road South. Wilson Bridge Drive 
will become right-in/right-out only at its intersection with MD 210. 

The Oxon Hill Road intersection is also planned as a grade-separation, but will be constructed a s 
part of the separate Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project. 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

sa^^/^afli   ^ v^ lliS D.te tMAj 

—. PJKC     WASH l^l{lmm•* £(1799- fAV 
PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

1.) NO HOV r>^ 2.) Barrier Separated HOV | | 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV | | 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the p«ak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

Dyes    5^                 2')n0                             Check ifyoucaipool or would be willing to carpool i—i 
1^ N                                 I 1                    if convenient park and ride services were available I—I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

I.) yes a 2.) no • 
If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

Serena E. Davis 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1,4. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the fiiture. 

I    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. Pr;221 All 

X 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  

-^ 
Address 

David L. Desjardins 
11001 McKay Rd. 
Ft Washington, MD 20744-4122 

Cityn'own_ State Zip Code_ 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l.JNOHOV |       | 2.) Barrier Separated HOV 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV • 
MD 210 involves 9 intoqections that are under study fprlmprovements. What improvement option at each 
Intersection do you think aKtJhe most appropriate?iSelect from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commuti>-i5n MD 210 during tho peak hours (6:30-8:30»m) and (4:30-6:30pin)? 

2.).no    [      | l.)yes 

Have you ever usejl-Slde roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

• 1.) yes 

Check if you carpool or would be willing to caipool i—i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I I 

2.) no 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below, 

0>C.V»t.C    ifcj        tVtd    S-S'/e*?      —AC       lAJt// A?      a      L.fc.L'-l. 

—J2i . ._.  
 aewte   fcr     UjlO   /S^.c^o     —   AS     Wt// AC    a     /.^K-Zid/^ 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailinp List, ' 

Q^PIease add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

|    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221A11 

David L. Desjardins 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 2. 

Proposed improvements include sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikers and pedestrians 
throughout all of the interchanges to allow community access from either side of MD 210. All 
crossroads assume a five-foot wide bike lane outside the travel lanes in each direction within the 
limit, of improvement.. A five-foot wide sidewalk on each side of the crossroad has been assumed 
for each overpass design. Any intersections that are proposed to remain at-grade have been 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis for pedestrian/bicycle accommodation (e.g., sidewalk 
connections, crosswalks, etc.). Coordination between SHA and community residents will be 
maintained throughout the project planning and design phases to ensure appropriate 
accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians with the proposed improvements. The current plans 
also show connections to Henson Creek Trail. For bicyclists traveling north and south within the 
comdor there are several local roads that will be signed as alternative bike routes. In addition 
bicycles will not be prohibited from using the outside shoulder of MD 210 as they do today. ' 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the fature. 

0 

a, 
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HOW ARE WE DOING? 

In an effort to improve the effectiveness of our public involvement and outreach programs, 
we would appreciate it if you would take a few minutes to answer this questionnaire. 

Please circle the most appropriate number 

Poor Excellent 
Clarity of the brochure                                                  1 2 3 4 5 

Was each part of the brochure easy to understand? 

® Purpose of Workshop                                        1 2 3 5 

Purpose of the Project                                     1 2 3 $) 5 

Adjacent Relative Projects                                  1 2 0) 4 5 

Program Status g) 3 4 5 

Project Need (2 3 4 5 

Existing Roadway & 3 4 5 

Intermodal Connectivity 1       @ 3 4 5 

Focus Group 1        f) 3 4 5 

Thinking Beyond the Pavement ,    o; 3 4 5 

Environmental Resources Summary 1    Q 3 4 5 

Alternatives Currently Under Consideration 3 4 5 

Remaining Steps rn Planning Process 1      0 3 4 5 

Which part of the brochure was the most valuable? 

Which part of the brochure was the least valuable? 

W.A. Dixon 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 2. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

What suggestions do you-iia>8 for improvement? 7 

122. 
rnb lib    FMr* v-lC/l-ii* n ^ it-t. 

Thank you for answering this questionnaire. You may either leave it at the receptionist's 
table as you leave or return it to us by mail. 

so 
V 



MD 210 Project Plauiiing Study Coinmenl Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name ~StO~f'T hUCJtfl . Date     93 J"/)<g   O I 

Address    PO   Doy     ^7,4^ 

City/Town   Ac CO IC   &&\t State /l J>        Zip Code     3 ft ^ rt 7 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l.)NOHOV  /^ 2.) Barrier Separated HOV I ] 3.) Concunent Flow HOVI       I 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute on MFl 210 during the peak hniir« (MIWMnom) nnrt (d:."tn.A:3npm)? 

'•)yes   /\A 2-)no      Check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to carpool «—i 
^ if convenient park and ride services were available    iVl 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Dyes rn 2.) no     y 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

$ /VO -HOW  

Scott Ducar 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1, 3. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. The result of the SHA-Selected Alternative improvements 
will be a highway, with no traffic signals, that functions similar to an expressway from north of 
Farmington Road to the Capital Beltway 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2TThe 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-gradc 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Faimington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Famington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the prelect Mailing List. 

F   ]     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

|    |    Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

£ 
o* 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  /ry.L+on Hlkrle, Dite jmoe.  }-t>. y-Q*1 

Stale Arts        ZipCode        O-tf/H 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

2.) Barrier Separated HOV I l.)NOHOV 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do yon think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute on MD 210 dmring the peak hours (6:30-8:30am)Jind (4:3O-6:30pm)? 

Dyes   I       I 2.) no    \ Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  i—i 
[}^J i 1 if convenient park and ride services were available    I—I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

l.)yes   I   iA 2.)no    F"! 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

j,..; i Jt   ^J 4w^..."f -  AlaA-Q  # 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List, 

fv]     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I    I    Please delete my/our natne(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221A11   

Milton Ellerbe 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1,2. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 



HOW ARE WE DOING? 

In an effort to improve the effectiveness of our public involvement and outreach programs, 
we would appreciate it if you would take a few minutes to answer this questionnaire. 

Please circle the most appropriate number 

Clarity of the brochure 
Poor 

1 
Excellent 

4 5 

Was each part of the brochure easy to understand? 

Purpose of Workshop 

Purpose of the Project 

Adjacent Relative Projects 

Program Status   

Project Need QldTLJEiA&dt 

Existing Roadway 

Intermodal Connectivity f/for y^T r-\.*j&wgjl 

Focus Group 

Thinking Beyond the Pavement 

Environmental Resources Summary 

Alternatives Currently Under Consideration 

Remaining Steps in Planning Process 

Which part of the brochure was the most valuable? 

W. Frucht 

Supplemental Response: 
The purpose of the study is to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic congestion 
along MD 210 and it involves the development and analysis of reasonable alternates including 
the no build alternate. Traffic operations indicate that peak hour traffic entering or crossing MD 
210 from side roads often require several signal cycles to go through the intersection. The short 
auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp curvatures, and the close proximity of the service- 
roads created congestion for the side road traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in the 
project area are currently operating at failing conditions in the peak hour periods. By the year 
2020, all nine study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing 
Iralfic flow with total congestion, where several cycles arc required to clear traffic through an 
intersection) and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to 
handle. In addition, the number of reported accidents occurring from Fort Washington Road to 
the Capital Beltway are significantly higher than the statewide average for similar facilities. By 
replacing the existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under the build alternates, 
consistent with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable levels of 
service (LOS F or better) in the design year 2020. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

o 

Which part of the brochure was the least valuable? 
M Ja4 AU f>e.-%.k p4vi*J y/nliums  were akeu/n  

 —r? 
What suggestions do you have for improvement? v—^ 
Vk€ f^ojtdt i\e«i> Jae* H*tj ^hi cavi\n<fhf>trkipa}   re-CteJ- -fog fAxkait 

Thank you for answering this questionnaire. You may either leave it at the receptionist's 
table as you leave or return it to us by mail. 

fit) ud Lotfk'*/Vss/sio 

•c 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

e^CfonMfi7i\f. Date -Hn.ot 
Address! \?P>\^ b^ften boR 
n-^rr^ Pf~, (ih^K;nr|frr>/ State Ml Zip Code ztwM 
PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate?   , 

1.) NO HOV 1       I 2.) Barrier Separated HOV | j 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV \\/\ 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What Improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30.*.3»pm)? 

2.) no • Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool i    i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I—1 

commute 

1.)yes     v/l i       i I 1 ' • if convenient park ; 
Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Dyes   [Tj 2.)no    Q 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

111*)','—isain  'v~ri    in i«» t   '      Vl       j j_ 

^M fi«yii4itr> hi he m fn rnnrh -teffip, ZBrneF, achtj -tix& 

o£^¥i^^fc^^^ai^^i§^ line List. 

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

I    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

Fred Gamble Jr. 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 3. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative including grade-separated interchanges 
from Keiby Hill Road to Old Fort Road South. At-grade intersections will remain at Wilson 
Bridge Drive (right-in/right-out only), Farmington Road and MD 373; however the proposed 
improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

A 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE 
Name 

iERIINT -rr- 
Date 

Address   l^oC    OfAMorrl^jS   f-i^jj) KtP . 

Ci*inov,n/\ccj4?**k-     State/--/f)   Zip Code   2.0^0 7" 

^k 
PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which nf the 3 mnlnlinf-epflon! on MD 210 do you think nre most nppropria**? 

l.)NOHOv|t>^| 

MO 2IU involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

2.) Barrier Separated HOV 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV 

Do you commutepirl&D 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

• l.)yes 2.) no Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool i—t 
if convenient park and ride services were available 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

»-)ye»   I       1 2.) no    i       I 

If there are any additional comments or Inquiries you would like tu share with us (jkase list ihciu bcluw. 

V^.    ^>- r^JMHlc^X      asphu^LU  lijUfrtLL ivv~~  i2r*^rL 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List. 

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

I     I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

George M. Gamer Jr. 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1,21 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Fannington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road ©Etion G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Fannington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

*^4 



PLEASE PRINT 
Name  

MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

State   /hV^   7iprort« In IK/U - ^~iZa 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l.)NOHOV | | 2.) Barrier Separated HOV m 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV^       | 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What in, provement option at each 
intersection do yon think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute oa MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-«:30pm) 

I.) yes   I       I 2.) no I* 
Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Check if you carpool or would be willing to caipool  i    i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I—I 

2.) no rn 
If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

l.)yes XI 

fytoG   ePPfim' M&ZT*   •    v-^  >MAA,T  TO fnow00  

fo ^c-nvn     fta. ts* *>*?(*>   IMS* Lwsrav fro    iTops 

•Prrsnns who h«• received a copy nf this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List, 

r~"|     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List -j-- ^ ^, v<? T^ Q    Ct^«5->< 

I—I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List        Ql^oMTj^utf   &V&   ^"C 1. 

Project NO- PG22I All 

Clark L. Glenn 

Supplemental Response: 
Contact infonnation for residents, businesses and the Focus Group will be forwarded to the final 
design team when the project moves from the project planning phase into the final design phase. 
Details, such as street naming, occur during the final design phase. Livingston Road is. a county 
facility, comments about street naming will be forwarded to the proper county planning 
representative. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

0 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE 
Name 

Address 

7^ 4,0/ 

City/Town .Acxf.^-ee&L State ^-vP   ZAnCnde-    Do   O O ' 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline upliuns on MD 210 do you Illlnk are most appropriate? 

2.) Barrier Separated HOV I.) NO HOV 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV • 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

I.) yes   y*~> 2.) no Check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to carpool Rpr? 
f   if convenient park and ride services were available j£-*y 

Hove yim ever used side roads to ovoid congestion on MD 310? 

I.) yes 2.) no a / 

If thcrf are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

~7l A<zi/     & /V^/^-P   -*^   tbr   5-/- 
'<   J^//s<~    f^    un*     ^^4- 2-/7 '^r 

fni^   ^1%    m^..   21? © 
'PersoaLwhaJssu received a copy o.f thisjfttashure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List. 

p^P  Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

^  LJ    Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

Carl Gotzmer 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1,2. 

A grade-separated interchange at the intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 was not investigated 
since traffic studies show that at-grade improvements would provide adequate levels of service. 

Alternative SA Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs arid minimized impacts to sensitive resources 

o 



^Ja **/S    4iA6<<Z 

HOW ARE WE DOING? 

In an effort to improve the effectiveness of our public involvement and outreach programs, we 
would appreciate it if you would take a few minutes to answer this questionnaire. 

Please circle the most appropriate number                       Poor 

Was the brochure well laid out and easy to follow?            1         2 

Contfnents:__ . .  

Excellent 

O    5 

Was each part of the brochure easy to understand? 

Purpose of Study 

Purpose of Hearing 

How to Comment on the Project 

Program Status 

Project History 

Project Need 

Smart Growth 

Existing Condition 

Congestion Management System 

Alternatives Currently Under Consideration 

Environmental Summary 

Remaining Steps in the Project Planning Process 

Typical Sections 

Whicji part of the brochure 

Poor 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

6) 
3 

6) 
3 

3 

3 

Excellent 

5 

(0 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

rhich part of the brochure was themost valuable?.B^fl^C "T^'ffj/f*! 

4 

(9 
S> 

4 

& 
4 

John Gregg 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 2,4. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SH A-Selected Alternative; however the proposed impmvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

Which part of the brochure was the least valuable?. 

What suggestions do you have for imp^vement?  W\^j£>   ^^-.   '-0 >4?K^1^- 
/>J<?g     (X , ,,,.      .   . _ . , <£&£?. 

Thank you for answering this questionnaire. You ma 
as you leave or return it by mail 

MD210 
From 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 
PROJECT NO. PG 221A11 

\j either leave'it at the reci receptionist's table 

V 



^1 

MD 210 Project Planning Study Coinmeiit Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  Date 

Address/350ff     /^/j^yjt^ipe. Dtf , 

City/To•   -/TT    CiSfa//,  Stat. /vX>   Zip Cod,  2P?(/</ 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

1.) NO HOV [V] 2.) Barrier Separated HOV Y~\ 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

3.) Concurrent Flow HOV 

Option A 
Wilson Bridge Drive X 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South ••• 
Farmington Road ^n 
MD373 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peaU hours (fi:3n-R:.in»m) and (4:30-6:Jnnm)? 

1.) yes B 2.) no • Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  i—i 
„ if convenient park and ride services were available    I I 
Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MU 2IU? 

1.»»g] 2.)„o    Q 
If there are any additional comments or Inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

Mirenda V. Hall 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated conunent 1. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements 
w,ll be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2   The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South  At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridfie 
Dnve, Farmington Road and MD 373. : ""usc 

TJe specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Ophon C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 

373 SnnA0f Opti0n ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^^ 0pti0n C' Fannington Road Option A, and MD 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team member the 
tocus group environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailin,. I .i« 

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

I    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thoreday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name JL £.\/-'n i± -rj r\inun Date <l-S   ^L-I m-t ol 

firlrtrrr.        / r> ^)^-    d-J^^.^-^^ Hic^ 

fity/Town   V-i^v'-^      U fa ^1 i-Igy   Tt 
State   /^IrP        Zip Codc_2^2Z^- 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate?   

l.)N0H0v|2 2.) Barrier Separated HOvQ 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV |_J 

MD 210 involves 9 intersection, that are under study for improvements, ^improvement option at each 
Intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you con-mut. on MD 110 durinB the p~k I-" («:30-8:30.m) .nd (4:3(W:30pn,)7 

IT7                 o^no    1       I check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to carpool  r-j 
l)ycs     JK 'l•    | | if convenient park and ride services were ava.lable    I—I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MTH 

H     2)no D I.) yes 

If there a«7ny additional comment, or inquiries you would like to share with u, please list them below. 

1 " iW ̂H- 

m „„     l,n HH "H • -r ""•"« "^"nrr throuph the mail ^ .Ir^dy oh the, projept Mailing List, 

I—I     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

r~\     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221A11 

Kevin Hannon 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
oroposcd interchange locations are MD 210 at Kcrby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Port Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 

of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Optton D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG221AU 
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

MD210 
FROM 1-95/1-495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY, JUNE 21, 2001. 5:30 P.M. TO 90O P.M 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 
FORT WASHINGTON, MD 

PLEASE 

PRINT 

/Zforrula    fhin<Lm DATE    iL/O-di 

ADDRESS 

CITY 

^f^i faxLtottd ej 
STATE HD ZIP <2$&o7- 

l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

 yie/UA - 
-MUtJ. ftLLlf. ^JAtjnirrnAf 

g+A   s-h   -^Vr ^fii, AW? fil>JHttU/-kj- 

t ihjJzryi 

QRIease add my/our name(s) to the Mailing Ust. 

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 
the project Mailing List ' 

Rhonda Hanson 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1,4. 

Atenahve 5A Modrfed 1S the SHA-Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or ^inline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxthary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements 
w.11 be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements m the future. 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditomtm 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  

Addrest 

Mr. & Mrs. Calvin C. Hill 
501 Mace Drive 
Fort Washington, MD 20744-5631. 

A/it/fl 

City/Town_ Zip Co<i»_ 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BE1X>W. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l.)NOHOV • 2.) Barrier Separated HOV 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV n 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under stady for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do yon think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boies) 

Do you commute <m MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:3O-6:30pm)? 

l.)yes   £_] 2-)"»    [)( 
Check if you carpool or would be: willing to carpool  r    | 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I—I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 2107 

Dyes  [^] 2)n°    |X 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

.P,•,» who h-v- —ivcd a copy -f *" hr-churc thnwh the mail er? -Iroady pn the ptgicct M-ilinR List. 

1^    Please add my/our nanie(s) to the Mailing List 

I    1     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Proj-'-.tNO. PG221A11 

Mr. And Mrs. Calvin C. Hill 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mamlrne capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliaiy lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 

studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SIIA-Sclcctcd Alternative at Wilson Bridge 

Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 

of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 

373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

CXJ 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

*»"« \\hxtA ^-SW*. -/-kfQc^      pate "l/Lt-l-zenf 
Addrew     1^0   l(?tf(!?*0      /^i'^  

City/Town      AcTfllCfipJf^ State Zip Code, 20 (flV 
PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of th« 3 mainlin* options on MD 210 do you think or* most appropriate? 

l.)NOHOvJ<\| 2.) Barrier Separated HOV |      | 3.)ConcuirentFlowHOv[      I 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Wilson Bridge Drive 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Roqd South 
Farmington Road 
MD373 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-S:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

• l.)yes X 2.) no 
if convenient park and ride services were available 

Have ynn ever used side roads tn avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool i—i 

I.) yes K 2.) no • 
If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

David and Susan Hoffinan 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliaiy lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2  The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. e' 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members the 
tocus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure throuth the mail are already on the project Mailing List. 

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

|    |     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG22I All £ 
^ 
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MD 210 Projecl Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Ayditorium 

PI.F.ASE PRINT 
Name 

Address 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate 

l.)NOHOV 2.) Barrier Separated HOV • 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV •• 
MD 210 .Jv^intersectlon, that are under study for improvement ^..improvement option a, each 
Section do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Option A lOptior 

Wilson Bridge Drive ——H 
Kerby Hill Road „ 
Palmer Road • 
Old Fort Road North • 
c,* Ulteehinntnn Road                          ^H 
Swan Creek Road wmM Old Fort Road South 
Farmington Road 
MD373 ^H 

rcA-1 lA-2 | Option D | Option 1 

Do y commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:3(Wi:30pm)? 

l.)yes 2.) no D Check if you carpool or would be willing to caipool  i    | 
  if convenient park and ride services were available    I—I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Dyes   (VI 2.)no    Q 

If there £e any additional comment, or inquiries you would like to share with u, p.ease list them below. 

u_mu^l„„  r r-..~. • -p. nf *h brochnrr ,hro„rh ,h9 nil ^ ^^ o, the, proj,., M.i.inB W 

r-]     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I—I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

Diane Holder 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to ftequently stated comment 1. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
XZnents, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/int«secUon improvement, 
S^dk However the proposed improvements will not preclude ratl, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 



0\ 

MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  yioAM JtotoR. 
Address 7-577   (WtW    &f 

Date    J'me,  tq, ZMl 

City/Town_ Qxfti ^ State ifcL Zip Code. 207^ 
PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate': 

l.)NOHOV | | 2.) Barrier Separated HOV 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

0 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

l.)yes   |)/ | 2.) no Check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to carpool i—i 
if convenient park and ride services were available I I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

'•)yes   [^1 2.) no    r~| 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

if\A\M nk tx -cad <£ MJ £ 4KM  />WiW$f \D 

Adam Holzsager 

Supplemental Response: 
Receptor sites within Noise Sensitive Areas (NS A) were selected to represent the overall noise 
envntmment and to determine locations where residences may be impacted by traffic noise 
aMOciated with the Selected Alternative. Upon review of the results SHA, in collaboration with 
FHWA, directed THAT the barriers meeting reasonableness and feasibility criteria along the 
entirety of any community abutting proposed interchange/intersection improvements be included 
with the Selected Alternative. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
eijiaacemenu, other than auAiliary lanes to support the interchange/intetsection improvements 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the fiiture. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2  The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Fannington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members the 
foous group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources 

© 

•Persons who have received a cuuv uf this brochure tlucmgh die mail arc already on the project Mailing List. 

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

|    |     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

U^MMTL  r^   M)et  D,te_kliibii 
\\IH   <£u,MC'UX>**>   M. Address •' '   '      ••'  _- — ,   --. 

ri,|T1.._     yate? (kcc£\tt&U- sut.jtA^_ zipCod._2^  

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do yon think are most appropriate? 

l.)NOHOV I j 2.) BarriefSeparated HOV   y 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV D 
MD 210 involve, 9 intersection, that are under study for improvement, ^..improvement option a, each 
intenection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

 Option A lOptionA-IIOpttonA^l^ption 

nn you rn^ute n„ MD 210 during the pe»k hnnr.< (fi:30-8:30an.) and (4.Jft*30pn.)T 

i\/i                 2^ no    I       I Check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to carpool  r-| 
|.)yes|Y| Jjno    | j if convenient park and ride services were available    I—J 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

• l.)yes 0 2.) no 

If there a^Tny additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

„-„•, ^ Mve rece^--' - ^ «*«* Hrochurr thronph the m.i. are mrcady on the ^mUM^lML 

I—1     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

|~"|     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List - 

Project NO. PG221 All 

Tomllkka 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
v     ZZntV other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 

SSSSJtiSXSi* inJTements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvranents in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under OptionJZ. The 
^StSchS locations arc MD210atKcrby Hill Rood, Pobncr Road Old Fort Rood 
NXTortWashingtonRoad, Swan CreekRoad and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
taSction modifi^tions are proposed with the SHA-Selected Altemattve at Wrlson Bndge 
Drive, Fanninglon Road and MD 373. 

The specific intensection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 

of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), K^byHm Road 
ScrpTmerRoadOptionECwMchisamodificationofO^onD^OldFortRoadNorth 

rE r Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
2£&£TJSSSSM FoAoad South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 

373 Option A. 

These ontions were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
X2S eSLnental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to wh.ch they 
7SSKy and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMF.NTS 

PG221AU 
LOCATION/DESIGN PVBUC HEARING 

MD210 
FROM 1-95/1-495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY. JUNE21,2001,5:30RM. TO 9:00 P.M 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 
FORTWASHINGTON. MD 

PLEASE 

PRINT 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

CITY 

^W MtDiotiJohnjoo 
pOmirlchDr 
Accokeek MD 20607-2700 

DATE.Zl h^ 
STATE ZIP 

We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project- 

'TZ^Zt^'amtr•^d,v,8,oa Toacco,np,ishthiscr0S8in8*e*«oa, - 

2tai?2? "^ ""-k^0U8htS ^ t0ni8h,'S mee,in8 but ^^ *• resl"^ "f deliberations by a 

Ftohermore, any program that would destroy B& J Canyout is unacceptable, 

"niaidc you for your attention 

D Please delete my/our ^ame(s) from the Mailing List. 

* fhere0n! ^ hf e received a copy of this brochure trough the fnaFare already on the project Mailing List 

Dion Johnson 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to fiequently stated comment 1. 

to^fo^^TT1* *Txi?ty,COhTn aren0t an,i0ipated M aresult of improvements 
S.^ n  K  ^     W*   e SHA-selected Alternative. The Selected Alternative would not 
fiESKf? ^ ^"^r17 ? a n?W l0Cati0n ^ ^ Accokeek "^ ^ MD 210 is currently a 6- ane ivtded hg.way with auxiliary lanes crossing MD 373. A grade-separation at the 

Im^lf      „10 "^ 373 ^ n0t ^^^ si^ ^c studies show that at-grade improvements would provide adequate levels of service. 

Suof„V4d^Jfi^vthe SHAflected Alternative; however the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future 

0 

<D 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

Pl.F.ASE PRINT "A jQfJ       J   OH^SOJ Date 

,„•„„   -if GnoaiK^^  sa  

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

E l.)NOHOV 2.) Barrier Separated HOV • 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV j 

MD 210 involves 9 intersection, that are under study for improvemente. What improvement option at each 
Section do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Option A lOption* 

Wilson Bridge Drive pHH 
Kerbv Hill Road ^^^ 
Palmer Road jj^^J 
Old Fort Road North H^l 
Fort Washington Road ^^H 
Swan Creek Road ,^H 
Old Fort Road South 

^^ Farminaton Road 
MD 373                          1                  ^• 

Dn yn,. commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30.6:30pm)? 

I       I •,•,„„    |V/1 Check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to carpool   i    i 
'•'5**   | ] '        LSiyl if convenient park and ride services were available    I—I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Dyes   Rjfl Dno    Q 

If there a^Tny additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us piease list them below. 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 

.o.r^c ^hn have «-*-* • «V "f thi, hrnrW throuph the mail arr already on the project Mailing Li* 

I—I     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

|—I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221A11 < 



ON 

MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT -p 
N»me ffW   J^unJ _ Date    '7- V-tf I 

Address       ISZfi    Lou^^'W 

City/Town     AlCjlLdt- State    &**k    Zip Code  V-ObCJ 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainllna options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

I.) NO HOV (jij 2.) Barrier Separated HOV Q] 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV V~\ 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What Improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Option A 
Wilson Bridge Drive Y 
Kerby Hill Road X 
Palmer Road t 
Old Fort Road North / 
Fort Washington Road X 
Swan Creek Road Y 
Old port Road South 
Farrhihg't'dn Road '" V      1 
MO 373 *     1 
Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)' 

Dyes   [      | 2.) no 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Dyes   [      I 

Check if you caipool or would be willing to carpool f-i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I I 

2.) no 

If there are any additional comments or Inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

-1)0 wr AHIHO- cMm+ ST HK»V'S CC. TWfrc nieq out *)um<KttooT) 

~-J>° oor   ft-vnitf bisritf oU£ /jueHtwHans   WTH fhbn- tKtD ffi^^i CT) 

- ur£   Utr s' ft PimiH U/DIAM.- vr) Ta enwun. rgAmc -10 tiUMcH-kvi HLW> 

'Person; who have received a conv of this hrochure through the mail are already on the nmiect Mailing List. 

[    I     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I I     PleMC delete my/our name(3) from the Moiling List 

Project NO. PG22I All 

Phil and Susan Jones 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1,2. 

The purpose of the study is to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic congestion 
atong MD 210 and it involves the development and analysis of reasonable alternates including 
?1«"£!!" ,       j"6- J•*0 oPBtim* indicate that peak hour traffic entering or crossing MD 
210 from side roads often require several signal cycles to go through the intersection. The short 
auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp curvatures, and the close proximity of the service 
roads created congestion for the side road traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in the 
prnjeu area ace currently operating at failing conditions in the peak hour periods. By the year 
20M, aU nine study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing 
traffic flow with total congestion, where several cycles are required to clear traffic through an 
mtmectian) and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to 
handle. In addition, the number of reported accidents occurring from Fort Washington Road to 
the Capital Beltway are significantly higher than the statewide average for similar facilities By 
replacing the existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under the build alternative 
consistent with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable levels of ' 
service (LOS B or better) in the design year 2020. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2  The 
proposal interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South  At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Dnve, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
or: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 

S0"  .' I        Road 0ption E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Ophon C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Fannington Road Option A, and MD 
i 13 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they  

: addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources 

© 



0\ 
00 

MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

•niureday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PR1 
Name 

Date t-V-tl 

Stale    t^      ZJyCode.PftOf 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECK.NC THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate?   

DNOHOvg' 2.)Barter Separated HOvQ 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV^J 

MD2101nvo.ves9in.ers««ionS«h,..re under^^r^^^S"''"^''"^ 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Wilson Bridge Drive 
Kerty Hill Road 
Palmer Rood 

Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 

Option A |Oplion 

Swan CreeK Road 
Old Fort Road South. 
Farmington Road 
MD373 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hour, (fc3»*3t..m) and (4:30^:30pm)? 

I       | ,} no    m Check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to catpool |—I 
'•'y"   | | Z-,n0    MA if convenient park and ride services were available L_l 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Uyes   Q D*    [7] 
Uthcr. a^Tny addition., c.mm.n* o, ...qu.r.c, you wou.d Ike tosh.rc Wth us p.c, ..,« then, bC.ow. 

•Tf^-fvLt^/v     u|>   flfc   S.. 

.p.r„... ^ .„, receiv, ,1 1 -BV -'fr', T-TT •*""•* "•' mail 1rP "^ "" '^ ^'^ Mai'in^ ^ 

I—I     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

PI     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221A11 

Impacts to existing level of community cohesion are not anticipated as a result of improv«nents 
to MD 210 at MD 373 with the SHA-selected Alternative. The Selected Alternative wojald not 

physically bisect the community at a new location in the AccoVeek area as MD 21D is currently a 

6-hffle divided highway with auxiliary lanes crossing MD 373. A grade-separation at the 
intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 was not investigated since traffic studies show that at-grade 

improvements would provide adequate levels of service. 

JJ5 



ON 
o 

MD 210 Project PJanning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name       AvI^S, u',     /<A'-o-2_ 

Address 'S.ZZ'?       /ZoSa-bJLU-^       Pi—. 
Date     to-y'J-iJ/ 

CUY/T.».. -y^T   vV/a^A/Vl^j^A^   Sla.t /^^     ZipCuUe go7y-'-/-  

PLEASE INDrCATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

1.) NO HOV |2^] 2.) Barrier Separated HOV Q 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV [H 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30oni) and (4:30-6i30pni)? 

'•)J":S    ^iv 2^n0    I  Check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to caipool 1—1 
' if convenient park and ride services were available    I I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Uyes   EXH 2.) no    V~\ 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

C*^i>-\-~,    C-A-J'J~ y -bn 2-to U^/t^i-    •+-/-.-a-^i   ?>,•_£) 

To £*•<- • -s->     UA 

y-*.^ ba> / A-^y 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing 1 .i« 

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

I    I     Please^elete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

Mrs. Arnold Kaloz 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1,3. 

The purpose of the study is tn address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic congestion 
along MD 210 and it involves the development and analysis of reasonable alternates including 
the no build alternate. Traffic operations indicate that peak hour traffic entering or crossing MD 
210 from side roads often require several signal cycles to go through the intereection. The short 
auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp curvatures, and the close proximity of the service 
roads created congestion for the side road traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in the 
project area are currently operating at failing conditions in the peak hour periods. Dy the year 
2020, all nme study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing 
traffic flow with total congestion, where several cycles are required to clear traffic through an 
intersection) and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to 
handle. In addition, the number of reported accidents occurring from Fort Washington Road to 
the Capital Beltway are significantly higher than the statewide average for similar facilities The 
solution proposed under the MD 210 SHA-selected Alternative is similar to that being 
constructed on MD 5. By replacing the existing intersections with interchanges as proposed 
under the SHA-selected Alternative, consistent with the county master plan, traffic is projected 
to operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS E or better) in the design year 2020. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2  The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at JCerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Dnvc, Formington Rood and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a    - 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team memberTthe- 
tocus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources 

O 



o 

MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PI .RASE PRINT 
Name 

E-77>4    j/oN/^U^ Date 

Mi...... "IQ'      ****»>*> 4-«    2/tl"*  

rnjrrn n   G>*r     ^/^ ^A/ksTT^   SM, "O     aped. ?,6^^tV 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are mpst appropriate? 

l.)NOHOV | | 2.) Barrier Separated HOV 

. are im>: 

3.) Concurrent Flow HOV O 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at eaeh 
Section do yon think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-sh.ded boxes) 

Option A |OptionA-1|C 

Wilson Bridge Drive W     ••• 
Kerbv Hill Road f      1 r^ 
Palmer Road MM 
Old Fort Road North «    ^H 
Fort Washington Road "   ^H Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South ••• Farminaton Road 
|MD 373                         1                  ^^^H 

I lOption A-2| Option B | Option C | Option D ^Optionl 

_&. 

Do yon commute on MD 210 durine the peak hour, (WO-SJOw.) and (4:30-«;30pm)? 

fTTl                 2^ no    1       I check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to carpool Joj 
I.) yes   j^J •'        | 1 if convenient park and ride services were available    K\ 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

l.)yes   [\7f 2.)no    Q 

If there a«7ny additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with u, please iist them below. 

A/at;/- O 

LZf <&•        Tl+f^ 

.D.„^„ wh« h-ve rec-j-^ - -T" »f *<» hrorhurr throuph the mail .n» irtmHty on thn projec. MailinR List, 

I—I     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I—I    Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221A11 

Tim Konkus 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 2. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mamline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude ratl, HOV or any other 

studies/improvenients in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchnnge locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Roa^ Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-^ade 
interTection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 

Drive, Faimington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 

oft 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option Cfttew Roa?Option E (which is amoditication of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option GI (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmmgton Road Option A, and MD 

373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

< 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG221AU 
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

MD210 
FROM 1-95/1-495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY. JUNE 21. 2001.5:30 P.M. TO 9:0O P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
I0000ALLENTOWN ROAD 
FORT WASHINGTON. MD 

NAME 
PLEASE 

PRINT 

M////e  l/ne^Ji 
ADDRESS 

CITY 

'eimeiwy^ DATE   CPJSHIO) 

^C- 

STATE Mb ZIP •Ao&o /-'Ztfo / 

l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

,Lk 4-t/-oh~\   uVo-lciOfC- g^, 

AW-svpfpfik te)i-&/diJSJfrdtAiirbJtsioi:f>j&WAte &L{< 

&»»& ^^{Jt^^ln^^U^S ,   A /W <usxL Ble. lol-     n\ 

i&^'o $hjx>/J have <?/e<~hen.ll-eIecJfoh,-£ 5^5' tucHainc. <h a^c'd^ 4 
U Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List, cem^dun *-bdJ> cv, Q>*tfat><.t 

PJST Th"*" T' *""" Ma"in9 ^ &*&%* * Persons who have received a copy of this brochure thfough the mail are abady on *&'AL L* 
the projea Mailing List y    f^><J^ 

Millie Kriemelmeyer 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 3. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. This does not include any HOV 
options; however, this alternative does not preclude studies such as HOV or rail along MD-210 
in the future. HOV is not included in the SHA-Selected Alternative since the less costly, less 
unpachve non-HOV alternative is forecast to provide adequate levels of service in the design 
year 2020. & 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed mterchange locations are MD 210 at Keiby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South  At-grade 
intersection modifications arc proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Dridgc 
Dnve, Famungton Road and MD 373. 

TTie specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
ftcus group environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

1ihe '"S^f, «f *! ?**iS t0 addreSS *" increasingly severe and frequent traffic congestion 
atong MD 210 and it involves the development and analysis of reasonable alternatives including 
Zl^"?, ZT. alte•ative- Traffic oP^tions indicate that peak hour traffic entering or crossing 
MD 210 from side roads often require several signal cycles to go through the intersection. The 
short auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp curvatures, and the close proximity of the service 
roads created congestion for the side road traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in the 
project area are currently operating at failing conditions in the peak hour periods. By the year 
2020, all nine sludy area inlerseclions will read, level of service grade F (represeuU, failing 
traffic flow with total congestion, where several cycles are required to clear traffic through an 
intersection]I and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to 
handle. In addition, the number of reported accidents occurring from Fort Washington Road to 
the Capital Beltway are significantly higher than the statewide average for similar facilities. By 
replacing the existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under the build alternates, 
consistent with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable levels of 
service (LOS E or better) in the design year 2020. 

o 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 
The MD 5 conidor needs, including multi-modal considerations in Waldorf, are being addressed 
as part of a separate SAH Project Planning study. 

SHA's Office of Traffic and Safety (DOTS) continually monitors and optimizes signal timing 
and phasing. At the request of several focus group members, OOTS representaUves have 
moriitored MD 210 and have confirmed little, if any, further improvement in operations or 
reduction in delays can be made by further changes in signal timing within the study area. 

The local SHA District 3 Office oversees striping and maintenance of MD 210 and all local 
issues should be referred to their office. © 



PLEASE PRINT 
Name 

MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

fr^W   A.    k^Ue^.r Da,e    JtJ^n,^ 

Address   lOQ tiu\^fiiz.U   Ctr 

City/Town Prf";   UU^blrlfLTlDn State   K?)    Zip Code  &07-4-&- 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 malnlloe options on MD 210 do yon think are most appropriate? 

f/\ 2.) Barrier Separated HOV j ].)NOHOV 
3.) Concurrent Flow HOV 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Wilson Bridge Drive 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort WashinBton Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South 
Farmington Road 
MD373 

tto ynu enmrnute on MT) 210 during the peak hours («:Sn-8:M»in) and (4:.VWi-"«)pm)' • 0 Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  i—i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I I 

l-)yes   I       I 2.) no 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

l-)yes   [\7l 2.) no    I      I 

If thereare any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 
M**<nt\(>MviS'S^4'.<?nh*» B ^4 fiUcA k)^U.^ nfU^ 0 ^\. F+uJ*«i, .0J 

noih tASArirW i^r fin 3.IO*          

Tcraon, who h.v; received o copy of thi3 brochun: through .he mail arc olrerfv o„ ihc pm;.,« M.ill,,, T ,.. 

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

|    j     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

Richard Krueger 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2  The 
proposed interchange locations arc MD 210 at Kcrby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
mod|fication of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. "ft 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team member, the 
tocus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG221AU 
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

MD2I0 
FROM 1-95/1-495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY, JUNE 21.2001,5:30 PM. TO 9:00 P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 

PLEASE 

PRINT 

NAME 

ADDRESS   

yyfi ZIP STATE ZO<bC'7 

comment or Inquire about the following aspecte of this project: VWeyn'ish to comment or inquire aooui }nm io 

'fijAjUu-    fun   %-euU-;    fn- 

WSSSESM 
0 

MindiLab 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated conunent 1. 

The nurpose of the study is to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic congestion 
alona MD 210 and it involves the development and analysis of reasonable alternates inchiding 
the no build alternate. Traffic operations indicate that peak hour traffic entering or crossing MD 
210 from side roads often require several signal cycles to go through the intersection. The short 
auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp curvatures, and the close proximity of the service 
roads created congestion for the side road traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in the 
project area arc currently operating at failing conditions in the peak hour periods. By the year 
2020 all nine study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing 
traffic flow with total congestion, where several cycles are required to dear traffic through an 
intersection) and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to 
handle In addition, thenumber of reported accidents occuning from Fort Washington Road to 
the Capital Beltway are significantly higher than the statewide average for smular facilities. By 
replacing the existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under the build alternative, 
consistent with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable levels of 
service (LOS E or better) in the design year 2020. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interdiange/inteTsect.on improvements, 
SffltoSUtod. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

© 

jjT^/ourname(s) to the Mailing List, 

"n Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  DUieh&tl   Z.LevtnJrhnl 
Address 

n  fafrrtlCeett eJ..  /HA 

. P'te   30   -)(1,V\<?    -ynni 

c.iy/r.w, prrr/il(ei>\(   silt. /Up    zipcod*   •a^.n:?- 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

DNOHOv]^ 2.) Barrier Separated HOV |      | 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV |       | 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded bom) 

Wilson Bridge Drive 

Old Fort Road North 

Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 

Fort Washington Road       y 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South 

T. 
^iT | Option C | Option I on E 

fit 
Farmington Road 

/* He TfT 

No  . Ho 
MD373 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6-30pm)? 

• 1.) yes X 2.) no Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  i—i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

l.)yes   I       I 2.) no    fV" 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

(DftWi fl\\ ^OWiiW. on Qlo 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochuifc through the mail are already on IHK nrr 

© 
e through 

|    [     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

e already on the project Mailing List. 

Micheal S. Leventhal 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1,2. 

US 301 is outside Ae study area for this planning study and thus not considered as part of this 
project; however MD 5/US 301 needs are being addressed as part of a separate prefect plaZtg 

SrSnTi?^ T^ ^t0 ^SS ^e inaeas^y severe •* frequent traffic congestion 
Ac nl^M  u Tt68 the devel0Pment ^ ""dysis of reasonable alternates including 
^ 0 ^   H        H^  affiC 0PCrati0nS indiCOtC ** ^ W ^^ "*>** «»• «• '-6 KOJ 
atLil^Ti t" re<J,1,? SeVeral SiSnal Cyc,es t0 «0 ^"^ f56 intersection. TTie short 
auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp curvatures, and the close proximity of the service 
roads created congestion for the side road traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in the 
project area are currently operating at failing conditions in the peak hour periods. By the year 
2020, all tune study area mtersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failW 
traffic flow with total congestion, where several cycles are requir^to CeaSc throu^fan 
mtoechon) and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to 

£££1 M^      nU    P ofr^°nf accidents occurring from Fort Washington Road to 
the Cap.tal Beltway are s.gmficantly h.gher than the statewide average for similar facilities By 
replacmg the existing mtersections with interchanges as proposed under the build alternative 
consistent with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable levels of ' 
service (LOS B or better) in the design year 2020 

£!S^ 5A
1

MS^ed ^ ^ leleCted Altemative; howe^ *e proposed improvements will 
not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

^^I3br£8e l^P "i3 " ACCOlceek WaS n0, considered as P3* °f this ^y A* to low     ^^ 
HZu f f       ^

C VOlUmeS'ViSUal impaCt concerns' cost- ^ W«oric data regarding the   (?) 
general lack of use of pedestrian overpasses. ^-^ 

Q 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PI .EASE PRINT 
Name      

p<qh   Lie^<k, Date 
June  So, 2oi| 

Mir-      HW     P"^     ^"^ 
M.U /T t>        7ApC«i*_2^2±£  

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BEIOW. 

3 mail 

m 
Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate?   

2.) Barrier Separated HOV Q 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV j j 
l.)NOHOV 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvement,. What improvement option at each 

Do yon mmmnl. on MD 21ft rtnrlng the p«* honr, (C:»UI-J0.n.) .«! («-J1WKinp«.)T 

FsTl                  ?^no    I       I Check ifyoucaipool or would be willing to carpool  i    i 
l)yes   | /\.| '•' | 1 jfconvenient park and ride services were available    I—I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

,.)yes   g] 2.) no    Q] 

Ifthere are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

.B^n.. whn have r»~^H • cnnv of ftl- whrn. .hrnn.h the mail are already on Ihn proicct Mailing List. 

I—I     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

| '"l     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221A11 

Dan Lietnan 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1,3,4. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative and contains: Wilson Bridge Drive at-grade 
SSrt>yHill Road Interchange Option C, Palmer/Livingston Road Interchange Optton 
25 &KS North Intchange Option C, Fort Washington Road Interchartge Optton D, 
Swan Creek Road Interchange Option G, Old Fort Road South Interchange Optton C, 
Fannington Road at-grade Option A and MD 373 at-grade Option A. The proposed 
ft^vSi will nSprecluderail, HOV or any other studies/improvements tn the future. 

C 
8 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
MaiIStopC-301-Box717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Subject: Location and Design Public Hearing, MD210 from 195/1495 to MD228 

Project No. PG221A11 

June 30,2001 

Enclosed are my comments about the proposed improvements of MD210 between 195/1495 and MD228. 1 
discuss all of the options and alternatives based on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and 
the Alternatives Mapping Supplement. I provide detailed opinions about the benefits and disadvantages of 
every design. I suggest that a pair of ramps be added to all options on Livingston Road north of Swan 
Creek Road to replace unsafe existing connections to and from southbound MD210. 1 also mention 
technical errors in some design descriptions in die DEIS. 

As a regular participant in the MD210 Focus Group, several of my earlier ideas have been accepted or 
modified. I treat the MD210 publications as a new set of designs to be analyzed. I expect the MD210 
Focus Group will continue to assist the selection process by viewing and discussing the opinions of the 
members of the public who provided their comments on the proposed MD210 improvements. Together we 
will derive highway, into change, and intersection designs that are the most beneficial to tire users uf 
MD210 and its connecting roads. 

Thank you for ynufconsidwati'otK 

0 

Dan Lieman 
13216 Park Lane 
Fort Washington, MD 20744 

See responses to frequently stated comments 1, 3 and 4. 

Throughout the MD 210 Project Planning Study process, the design team has met regularly with 
SHA Projert Planning, Administration, Highway Design, Bridge Design, Highway Hydraulics, 
Environmental Landscaping, Traffic and Safety, and District Right of Way teams. The team have 
also met regularly with County and local officials, focus group members, community 
organizations, private citizens and resource agencies to best derive a Selected Alternative that 
best fits the needs and requirements of all the citizens within the MD 210 study area. As you 
have noted and as the study has progressed, interchange and at-grade option refinement has been 
a continual process and will continue as the project continues into final design. 
The Selected Alternative currently under consideration represent improvements developed in 
accordance with design criteria for the purpose of improving traffic flow and safety in an 
environmentally sensitive manner, while promoting aesthetic quality, community cohesiveness, 
multi-modal accessibility and bicycle/pedestrian mobility. 

© 
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Remarks on 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study Prince George's County 1-95 /1-495 to MD228 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
With AHermtives Mapping Supplement (Supplement) 

June 2001 

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statanem (DEIS): 

-n,e Vicinity Map in figure S-l between DEIS pages S-2 and S-3 has an old map with info•**" 
prior to its date of December 2000. TCe western half ofMn228 is Aown as anvrtimdzd hj^way mshad 
rfrdividedhighway. TTie presence of four lanesCtwo lanes east ^«!?)onMD228^f'fi^I",he 

increasing traffic levels on MD210. TOe old north-south section of MD228 was renumbered to MD229. 
The cover of the DEIS uses the same old map. 

In paragraphs II.F.Xd, lI.F.3.d, and U.FAd on pages 11-17/18,11-23/24, and 11-29/30 of the DEIS^ 
the Option A description for Palmer Road - Livingston Road mentions that a^ew "J" "*Lll^Sn, 
behind the existing businesses (displacing one business) in Aennrthea.^ H^^' ^« n^h•^n .»rfn,nt 
relative to the M021O main inteisection has no access road and no (bsptao*! laBmess under any option 
Option A and Option B have an access street but no displaced business inthe southeast quadrant. OphonC 
aid Option D have an access street with two separate businesses displaced by the ramp connections m the 
southeast quadrant All four options displace two businesses by ramp connections m the southwest 
quadrant All four options displace one business in the northwest quadrant wrth an access road V**•* 
in front of other businesses. The Option A statement above is incorrect. For the Option B description, the 
stttem^t "but the propnsed access rnad differs hy no. displacing any Ib-n«ses   « wrong m^*"«s<» 
given for a front access road ("because there is no proposed ramp in the northwest quadrann does m* 
apply  For the Option C description, the statement "proposes a grade-separation' and the -proposed access 
roacT sentence apply to all four options. For the Option D description, the statement -proposes^ grade- 
separation" applies to all four options and "the access road is ... behind the existing businesses  is 
incorrect. 

In paragraphs lLF.2.g, H.F.J.g, and H.FAgon pages H-15W0,11-25/26, »d 11-31/32 of the DEIS, 
the Option Edescrrption for Swan Creek Road - Livingston Road says "The benefit of this ophon u the 
elimination of any movements in the environmentally sensitive southwe* quadrant Jn an' «""n>MMl 
impact statement, it would be appropriate to mention environmental sensitivity for OptionB Option, C, ana 
Option D  Also, for Option C and Option D, the two-lane connection between Swan Creek Road and 
Livingston Road in the northwest quadrant might be an environmental improvement because it nrnphfo.. 
connection to a hospital. For Option E, the bridge for Livingston Road over MD210 simplifies the hospital 
connection from east of MD210. 

In figures I1-2A I1-2B, I1-2C, and 11-2D after page 11-40 of the DEIS, intersection diagrams show 
turn alternatives from all directions. TTie diagram for each proposed intersection is discussed below across 
alternatives and options and pages for comparison. 

Wilson Bridge Drive: (Alternative 5A - Capacity Option 1, ASA-COl) [Option A] A 
solid line needs to be drawn in the intersection diagram between the right-to-left arrows and the left-to-right 
SOT,S•O S£W the closed median. Essentially the same diagram needs to be used for both capacity options 
of Alternative 5A and Alternative 5C in Option A 

Kerby Hill Road (KHR) - Livingston Road (LR): KHR (ASA-COl) [Option A-l] The 
right side of the intersection diagram needs a straight arrow pointing left-across the intosection. The oval 
wfth the levels of service needs a marker on the left to indicate another branch of the intersection. The 
resulting intersection and oval diagrams need to be repeated for all KHR alternatives and capacity options 
in Option A-l   KHR (ASC-COl) [Option A-2] This option has another intersection at the exit-entrance 
from southbound MD210. An intersection diagram may be appropriate for all alternatives^and capacity 
options in Option A-2. KHR (A5A&A5B-COI&C02) [Option A-2] The oval with the  F(F)  levels of 

© 

The cover and Vicinity Map have been updated. 

The description in the DEIS incorrectly referred to the "Northeast" quadrant. "Northwest" is the 
correct reference, and this change has been made to applicable FEIS text. 

Numerous refinements have been made to the previously proposed Swan Creek Road 
interchange options in developing the design of the option associated with the SHA-Selected 

Alternative. 

Mapping included in this document has been updated to reflect the individual proposed 
interchange/intersection designs associated with the SHA-Selected Alternative at each location. 

© 
© 
© 

© 
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service needs to be changed to "A(B)" for consistency. LR (A5A&A5B-C01&C02) [Option A-2] This 
intersection diagram needs to be repeated for all LR alternatives and capacity options in Option A-l and 
Option A-2. The one-line ramp diagram for LR needs to be replaced by the two-line version used by all 
other representations of LR alternatives and capacity options in Option A-l and A-2. TYie oval with the 
"F(F)" levels of service needs to be changed to "8(0)" for consistency. Also, no diagram shows Option A- 
1 can be used at KHR-LR with either capacity option of Alternative 5C. 

Palmar Road (PR) -Livingston Road (LR): PR (A5A-C02) [Option A] This intersection 
diagram needs to be repeated for all PR alternatives and capacity options in Option A and Option B  PR 
(A5A-C01&C02) [Option C and Option D] TTie left traffic lane from the top of the intersection diagram 
needs a straight-left an-ow. The. one-line ramp diagram for PR needs to be replaced with a Iwo-line version 
The resulting intersection and ramp diagrams need to be repeated for all PR alternatives and capacity 
options in Option C and Option D. LR (ASA-COl) [Option A] Hie left traffic lane from the top of the 
intersection diagram needs a straight-left arrow. The right traffic lane from the right of the diagram needs a 
nght-only arrow. The resulting diagram needs to be repeated for all LR alternatives and capacity options in 
Option A and Option D. The oval with the levels of service needs.a marker on the left to indicate another 
branch of the intersection. This marker needs to be placed on level of service ovals for all LR ahematives 
and capacity opiums m Option A, Option B, Option C, and Option D. LR (ASA-C01&C02) [Option B 
and Option C] The left traffic lane from the top of the intersection diagram needs a straight-left arrow Hie 
right traffic lane from the top of the diagram needs a straight-right an-ow. The left side of the diagram 
needs a strait airow pointing left and right-straight-left arrows pointing right Tlie left traffic lane from 
the bottom of the diagram needs a straight-left arrow, the right side of the diagram needs a straight arrow 
pointing[left  THe resulting diagram needs to be repeated for all LR alternatives and capacity options in 
Option B and Option C. LR (A5A-C01&C02) [Option B. Option C, and Option D] T^e one-fee ramp 
diognani, for LR noed to bo repboed with two-lino vcraic** ond need to bo rcpootcd for all LR altm,ativ« 
and capacity options m Option B, Option C, and Option D. A one-line ramp from southbound MD210 to 
LR outside the intersection needs to be added for Option D to match LR (A5B&A5C-C01&C02) [Option 
D). This form of the one-line ramp needs to be copied for all LR alternatives and capacity options in 
Option A. Also, there is no indication in the text why duplicate PR-LR inttxsection diagrams within the 
interchange options have different level of service values for different alternatives or capacity options. - 

from rt,.^,*. r A " F.°*^d ?.0rth: MD210 ir"crK<:,ion (ASA-COl) [Option A] The right traffic lane 
from the right of the intersection diagram needs a right turn arrow. The right traffic lane going to the right 
of the diagram needs an acceleration lane. MD210 intersection (A5B-C0I) [Option B] TOs intersection is 

ST^Mn r"13 £OmJ,0r!!,b^d MD210 and southb°und MD2I0. Ramp lines need to be added outside 
the oval in the southeast and northwest quadrants. A similar change needs to be made in MD210 
intersection (A5C-COI) [Option B]. East (E) intersection (A5A-C02) [Option C] The left traffic lane from 
/ Ae«S^lw^eintCTSeCt,0n d,agram needs a ^'ghMeft arrow- The diagram needs to be copied to E 
(A5B-Cp2) [Option C]. E (A5A&A5B-C02) [Option D) TOe left traffic lane from the bottom of the 
intersection d.agram needs a straight-left arrow. TTie one-line ramp diagram needs to be replaced with a 
two-lme version. The level of service "F(F)" needs to be replaced with something appropriate  Tlie 
rlT^ 0? alsiaPPli« to E (A5C-C02) [Option D]. West (W) intersection (A5A-C02) [Option C] TTie 
left trattic lane from the top needs a straight-left arrow. The diagram needs to be copied to W (A5B-C02 

Zr^^^Z ?; •%T•P lineS' *e Ievel ofservice oval-and t*16 intersection diagram need to be repeated for W (A5A&A5B-C02, and A5C-C02) [Option D). 

^oino N, the M» J? *•***«]R^: MD2I0 intersection (ASA-COl) [Option A] THe right traffic lane 
going to the left of the diagram needs an acceleration lane. MD210 intersection (A5A-C01) [Option Bl 
The: level of service oval does not specify level ofservice valiw*. It is pmhahly "F(F)". the samf as OnJiro, 

^11P) T8*0"0" <;A5B-C02> [Option DJ In the intersection diagram, the straight arrow from the 
right ne^s to be removed and the left traffic lane from the bottom needs to be changed to a straight-left 
arrow. Tlie right end of the wiggle line in the ramp representation needs to connect to the serviceroad 
(probably just a stub) instotd of northbound MD210. The intersection diagram, the level ofservice oval 
and the ramp diagram need.to be copied to E (A5A-C02 and A5C-C02) [Option DJ. Option D does not 
show the right in right out intersection at current Fort Washington Road for any of the alternatives 

Mapping included in this document has been updated to reflect the individual proposed (^ 
interchange/mtersection designs associated with the SHA-Selected Alternative at each location.      ^ 

0) 
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Swan Creek Road (SCR) - Livingston Road (LR): MD210 intersection (A5A-C01) 
fOption A] The right traffic lane from the top of the intersection diagram needsa *aight-n£it ^<w.n.e 
<$%& lane going to the .eft of the diagram needs an acceleration Ume^ ^10 "^'^^ 

toe. Noimmection diagranis are shown forthe ramp intersections east and wet of *«>«?"> 
ta^scct^^nar JEZL diagnm* (with d«ble arrow HOV lanes) nerf to be used for *e MD210 
intersection (ASB-COl) [Option B] and its two ramp intersections. Note that the MD210 mtersertion 
TA^UT) [Option H] iocsnot ta» a bridge proposal for thereversible HOV lanes mfigurejIMl of the 
Supplement T^p LR inter^cfion (A5A-C02) [Option C\ Tltis int«ertion ff^^^^0 

ItetapLR(ASB<»2 «K] A5C.C02) [Option q. Bottom LRmta«chon (AS^CCGHOptton C\Ttas 
iMta^diagram needs to be copied to the bottom LR(A5A-C(Mand ASB-C02) Wg^^ 
intersection (A5B&A5C) [Option D] This intersection needs an mtersectim diagram. SCR mterscttion 
f A5A-CCm rOotion CT Tlie ramp diagram needs a stub to the left. This ramp diagram and mtersechcn 
i^^tobecSedtoSCR^Cfc^^ 
[(S, Dl. MD210intersection (A5B&A5C-C02) [Option D] TTie level of serv.ce oval is positioned as if 
tfTfaitersection is with MD210 radK* to on a bridge over MD210. The single HOV ramp connection » 
drawn as ifdouble northbound and southbound MD210 connection ramps are intended. Thisspectal 
faMctfa. oval AouW b. remo«d from the mainlta. MD210 P^Uon •d pUc«l m . ml «*•*-» 
line just as an intersection diagram is shown. The Option E interchange based on a Lmngston Road bndge 
is not represented for Capacity Option 2 of Alternative 5A, Alternative SB, or Alternative 5C. 

Old Fort Road South: MD210 intersection (ASA-COl) [Option A] and MD210 
intersection (ASB-COl, ASC-COl, and ASA-COl) [Option B] THe right traffic toe goingto th<> ngrt^m 
each intersection diagram needs an acceleration lane. MD210 mters«5ct.•' (A5A-CO1KOption BflTte 
level of service oval has unspecified 'TpT values. East (E) intersechon (A5A-C02) [Option C] TTe left 
traffic lane from the bottom of the diagram needs to be a straight-left arrow  TJ• *^•J"f6*,?]? . . 
copied to E (A5B-C02 and A5C-C02) [Option C]. West (W) intersection (A5B-C02) [Opnon C] T^e left 
traffic lane from the top of the intersection diagram needs to be a straight-left arrow. TTus diagram needs to 
be copied to W (A5A-C02 and A5C-C02) [Option C]. 

Farmington Road: MD210 intersection (ASA-COl) [Option A] The right traffic lane 
going to the right in the mwseotion di.gram need, on action W to .natch U" N°;?ui;•^•a',6• 
MD210 inters^ion (A5A-C02) [Option B] The right traffic lane going to the nght in the urtersection 
diagram needs a right turn arrow instead of a slight arrow. Option B ramp intersections east and west of 
MD210 are not represented with intersection diagrams. 

MD373: MD210 intersection (A5A-C02) [Option B] Ramp intersections east and wet of 
MD210 are not represented with intersection diagrams. MD210 intosection (ASB-COl, A5B-C02 ASC- 
COl and ASC-C02) [Option B] Ramp intersections east and west of MD210 are not relented with 

interaction diagrams. •O^-'^^^^''^^^^^^^^1!^^, 
A5C. (ASC-COl) has the same level of service values as (ASB-COl) and (A5B-C02). (A5C-C02) has a 
better level of service value than the others. 

Comments on High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes: 

I am against HOV lanes because I believe a proposed Metro rapid transit connection over^he 
Wnodrow Wilson Bridge would be more beneficial than HOV lanes connecting only to MD210 HOV 
SSXiSZ Pmpfe Line could not reasonably be constructed betw«n Ma^land and Vugima wthout 
utilizing the bridge lanes designated for HOV. Construction and destruchon of HOV lanes Mhramps m 
this area would cost millions of dollars that would delay Metro •mproyementsby decades and be "as^ 
whenever the Purple Line is built. Tlie major Maryland "contribution" to Woodrow Wilson Bridge HOV 
lanes would be MD210 HOV lanes. 1 am against MD210 HOV lanes. 

Reearding the proposed MD210 HOV lanes, the entire study area is only ten miles. There are no 
major work sites m MD210. Most proposed improvements to MD210 involve turns, entrances, nd.exits 
via the right lane. Potential .«« of the HOV lane, must cross throufih three busy eeneral lanes to enter or 

The rail decision along the Woodrow Wilson Bridge is being addressed as part of the Capital 
Beltway Corridor Transportation Study and the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project and would not 

be precluded by a decision on MD 210. 
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leave the HOV lanes on MD210. The proposed HOV intersection for 195/1495 to/Srom the Woodrow 
Wilson Bridge would be (he first traffic light on MD210 in three to seven miles, depending on which 
proposed interchanges are built Nearby, most MD2I0 traffic would need to stop again at the traffic light 
where the ramp from southbound 195/1495 turns left onto southbound MD2I0. This extraneous traffic light 
would reduce the capacity of the southbound 195/1495 exit to southbound MD210. There is no HOV 
connection from MD210 to northbound I95/I49S general lanes and no HOV lanes on 195/1495 north of 
MD210. The proposed HOV ramps for the 1295 extension would only connect with general lanes on 1295 
that are already overburdened with traffic. The only other consideration for accessing the HOV lanes is 
one proposed ramp for the interchange at Swan Creek Road - Livingston Road. Alternative 5C is proposed 
as a possibility for most of the study area. With the Alternative 5C concurrent flow HOV lanes, 
enftircnnent of HOV Isne restrictions would be difficult without blocking the HOV lanes or the gaisal 
lanes. Alternative 5B with reversible HOV lanes is proposed as a possibility north of Swan Creek Road. 
The current heights of northbound and southbound roadways of MD210 are different. Alternative SB slip 
ramps for the HOV to general lane connections would need to traverse the height change. Another study 
suggests the use ot'tolls (also known as "Variable prices") in the MD210 HOV lanes. Even it'tolls are 
collected electronically, enforcement requirements would be worse than for HOV alone and there is already 
no room for enforcement without affecting traffic. 

In my opinion. Alternative 5A fno HOV lanesT and no tolls (variable nricingl should be selected. f-l} 

Comments on the Alternatives Mapping Supplement: 

Oxon Hill Road: 
The proposed Oxon Mil Road interchange with MD210 is of interest to the same people as those 

who want in formation about the otfior MD2I0 improvements.  Although il is not included in the MD210 
study, any diagrams shown the public and decision-makers should have the latest proposals from the 
Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project. Most of the proposed Oxon Hill Road interchange with MD2I0 is 
depicted using onetime proposed designs more than a year out of date. Currently, there is no proposed 
connection between westbound Oxon Hill Road and southbound 195/1495. Also, the relocation of the 
bridge for Bald Eagle Road is proposed to be opposite the perpendicular connection between Oxon Hill 
Road and the MD210 ramps in the southwest quadrant of the interchange. The bridge for Bald Eagle Road 
will be used for both automobiles and bicycles. These errors are duplicated in figures 11-3,11-18,11-33, and 
11-55 of the Supplement and should be corrected before any final report. 

1295 Ramps for MD210 HOV Lanes: 
Alternative 5A does not change the 1295 interchange because no HOV lanes are included. In 

figures 11-3 and 11-18 of the Supplement, the southbound connection of MD210 and the 1295 extension 
derived from the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project show two lanes from MD210 and two lanes (or maybe 
three lanes) Coin die 1293 eMaisiuii. hi my ouiniun AUcrnatirc SA aliuuld be seleclcd. 

For Alternative 5B and Alternative 5C, two options are proposed for HOV ramps between the 
1295 extension and MD210. In my opinion, neither option should be built because the HOV lanes should 
not.beJjuUt 

In Option A, the ramp from the northbound MD210 HOV lane rises in the median of MD210 and 
veers left over the southbound MD210 lanes to connect with the general northbound lane of the 1295 
extension beyond the exit to southbound 195/1495. Also, the southbound 1295 extension general lane has a 
left side ramp that abuts the opposite ramp and veers right to the southbound HOV lane in the median of 
MD210. In figure 11-33 of the Supplement, Altemative 5B Option A mostly has a two-lane ramp that splits 
into two single lane ramps for the connections to the 1295 extension. This would cause bottlenecks at both 
ends as ramp traffic merges to a single lane before joining the 1295 extension nn the nmthrm end or 
MD210 on the southern end. The two-lane part of the ramp should be reduced to one lafle until the split at 
the northern end. fa figure 11-55 of the Supplement, Altemative 5C Option A mostly has a one-lane ramp 
that splits into two single lane ramps before joining the 1295 extension on the northern end. The concurrent 
HOV altemative needs two one-way lanes the entire length of the ramp, both figures show three MU210 
general lanes from the 1295 extension and two MD210 general lanes that merge to one lane. This change 
needs to be removed because the left lane merge is just beyond the merge of the proposed ramp from Oxon 

Altemative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Altemative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. 

1 
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Hill Road to southbound MD210. TTie rightmost MD210 lane should merge instead to fonn fcur general 
laneS'    InOptionB.merampfhraftenorthboundMmiOHOVlaneris.smthem^oi^R^ 

3MSE?MTHWLM will attempt to exit by crossing all of the 1295 ntonon lanes. AlsoJhe 
S^SmsS^sion general lane has a left side ramp that abuts the opposite ramp, veers n^t over 

with fte Abound MD210 HOV lane. In figure 11-34 of the Supplement, Ah^" ^Pf• * J" 
«Im at the MD210 end and two singlMane parts for the connectums to the VM *****. J*"    B 
^S to *e reversible HOV land alternative. In figure 11-56 of the S«PPl^ AU^•5.0. Opfon B 
to *e same one lane on the MD210 end and two singWane part, for fte connect,ons to *e K95 
_f    •      -n.. ^.^^m. wnv altmative needs two one-way anes the entire length of the ramp. Both 
Sn*J*r^K£2SM5£s extension and«woMD2.0 genera. ^^^ 
Ktar-nSdm- n«ds to be removed because it is just beyond the merge of the proposed ramp 

ZZj* detained wheflw^ HOV lanes or Metro subway tracks wrtlta.talt. tf » possible that MD210 
HOV lanes will end at the 095 ramps or just merge with the general MD210 lanes. 

WilSOn ^fSSta. specifies southbound MD210 right turns in and out THe V^^^ 
.imin^tJl This is a useful option for MD210 traffic. Currently, there is a bus stop on aorthbonnd MD210 
alTJ^B^e Wve  A ffiS bridge over MD210 will be needed to provide contmued bus serve 

Between Wilson Bridge Drive and KerbyHiU Road -Livingston Road: Between WMon        g ^ ^ ^^^ ^ 10 3crvc!1 ^ h«e. •«! prov,d« » few 

parking ^tr'their owners and gu'es*. Fig.es ,1-5, ..-20, .1-36, and J»^*y$E£££ 
widenal Wo-way service road. TTie service road has a new connect.on to the parkinglot of the Brooteide 
l£?£Z£ ^» *e intersection a. Wilson Bridge Drive with northbound MD210 w^removed, 
tedtC^W^leaccesstotheapartmentcommunityfrom the south byresiden*^gue^ 
eTe^S vehicles, and deliveo- vehicles. The extra traffic may prevent all parking for the houses^ I 
M^S£g ** serv^road to one-way northbound could provide the same acc^s plus lim.ted 
^Z. for tho ho««   Wilwn Bridge Drive would be wed « ftc exit to southbound MD210. An 
^^toall^raJdrJ^Seh, serving me h^es to use fte parking lot roadway may be 

reqUired Oarently ftere is a bus stop on northbound MD210 opposite the Wilson Towers Apartments. A 
pedestrian bridge over MD210 will be needed to provide continued bus service. 

KCTbyHiKB^r^«t„^proposed fo. •intod,^eSatMD210andU1eKe.l,yHiURUa0- 
LivingstonT^n^tion. Cation A-. is'ZwTin figures H-5, .1-20 and 1.-36 of the Supplement 
FSH-SS tas Option A-2. BoA options are complete interchanges allowing all combinations of turns 
ZZk 2. ta uSSft Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C. A pedestriancrossing is needed on ttiebndge over 
Zxno. ne Wdge should be built to aUow four general lanes on MD210 .fte lanes a^.not toK 
h^nllv Near LivbiESton Road east of MD210, both options are the same. Option A-l connects the 
wSeS *eSatKerby Hill Road wi* two apartmoit complexes north of the intarchang^ A 
*Sc «S« is "ely at MM inter Jetiou for UKh O^ic A-l aud Option A-2 cotmecUolls^Option A-2 
connects toe southbound MD210 exit-oitrance ramps to the two apartment eomplexe^Tlejmrnmiall 
Ability of a sharp intersection of two roadways leaving tunnels would requre an extra traffic light and 
retain continual danger of right turn on red. 

© 
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Prooosed pedestrian overpass concepts were dropped from the study due to responses received 
fiomtrai^ortation agencies and residents for reasons such as cost, operations and aesthetics. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
Nor* Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
inteisiction modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Altemattve at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Faimington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 

of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is amodification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 

373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus eroup environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

© 
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Under either option, access for the gas station will be a traffic problem. The gas station property 
currently has one entrance/exit on Kerby Hill Road and two entrances/exits on a stub of the MD210 service 
road. These entrances/exits will be located on the common ramp of the southbound MD210 entrance/exit 
and the southbound MD210 entrance ramp itselt I suggest that a right turn in/out be permitted from/to the 
southbound MD210 entrance. The common ramp can accept right and left turns tartrora the gas station. 
Some cars will need to make a U-tum inside the gas station property. Possibly, die gasoline entrancefor 
the combination gas station and convenience store should be from the southbound MD210 entrance ramp 
and the exit should be on the common ramp, currently called Kerby Hill Road. It may be necessary for the 
southbound Mp210 entrance ramp to have an opposing lane for the segment adjacent to the service station. 
The turn situation would be more complicated with Option A-2. 

In my opinion. Option A-1 should be selected. 
Currently, there are bus stops on southbound and northbound MD210 near the intersection for 

Kerby Hill Road - Livingston Road. Since pedestrian sidewalks are proposed for the bridge over MD210, 
staircases from the bridge down to southbound and northbound MD210 bus stops will be needed to provide 
continued bus service. Possibly, a pedestrian bridge is needed near the Wilson Towers Apartments. 

Between Kerby Hill Road - Livingston Road and Palmer Road - Livingston Road: 
This area is jllusfrated in figures II-S/6,11-20/21, H-36/37, and 11-58/59 of the Supplement 
The farm property west of MD210 between Kerby Hill Road - Livingston Road and Palmer Road 

- Livingston Road will probably be developed. The farm used a gravel driveway connection directly to 
southbound MD210. As shown near the match lines of the figures, a gravel driveway is located near the 
business. Left and right turns were allowed to/from northbound MD210. During improvements on 
MD210, the crossover will be closed and right turns for a gravel driveway will not be appropriate. At the 
old gravel driveway, right in and right out turts from/to southbound MD210 would be needed for any 
development. The developer should provide internal roadways for the piopeily. For umlliple pruperlies 
with different owners, a state-supplied service road may be required, preferably behind the trees. A narrow 
dirt path near Henson Creek Stream Valley Park should not become an excuse for another right in/out 
intersection on MD210 near the Palmer Road - Livingston Road interchange. 

Currently, there are northbound and southbound bus stops on the two-way service road east of 
MD2I0. There are MD2I0 crossovers at the southern end of the service road and near the middle of die 
service road. The MD210 crossovers will be closed and the southen) end of the service road will lose its 
connection with northbound MD210. New northbound MD210 and southbound MD210 bus stops will be 
needed. A pedestrian bridge over MD210 would be needed to provide continued bus service. Possibly, the 
southern end of the service road could be made one-way northbound from a connection to the Option A-B 
ramp from Palmer Road to northbound MD210. Option C-D could have a direct connection from 
northbound MD210. (This could be a standard exit since no reverse traffic would be allowed.) The 
southbound direction on the service road should terminate at an entrance to a future development area to 
support the local residents. The northern end of the service road has no highway outlet. A ramp to 
northbound MD210 Is possible at the northern aid of the service road but the driveway to the last house 
must be moved across its yard for safety. If the SHA builds ramps on the northern and southern ends, it 
may be useful to close the MD210 connection at the middle of the service road. Figures 11-36/37 and'll- 
5(i/59 add a small loop at the middle connection tn facilitate, hum (mm nnrthhound MD210 to the 
southbound service road. If you keep the middle connection, I suggest an acceleration lane be added to 
northbound MD2I0 to allow entering cars to merge more easily into traffic. 

Palmer Road - Livingston Road: 
This area is illustrated in figures II-6/7,11-21/22,11-37/38, and 11-59/60 of the Supplement 
Four interchange options are proposed to replace this intersection. All options are complete 

interchanges. The bridge structure over MD210 between Palmer Road and Livingston Road is the same for 
all four options. All options have the same Livingston Road ramp to southbound MD210. A pedestrian 
crossing is needed on the bridge. The bridge should be built to allow four general lanes on MD210 if the 
lanes are not built initially. All options need a traffic light to control left turns from southbound Livingston 
Road to the ramp to southbound MD210, from the new street connecting businesses closest to the bridge to 
northbound Livingston Road, and from northbound Livingston Road to the new street. The traffic light 
will also allow crossovers from the new street to the ramp to southbound MD210. One business must be 
removed to allow for construction of the new street. The building for the business needs to be relocated on 
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the property to utilize the open space for the Fort Washington Golf Range^ A 100-year flood plain may 
preclude*e use of the la^e property for other businesses. This land m.ght be available for a wetland 
mitigation site if the building cannot be rebuilt on the site. _^»mn,ft  t.a,,,•,,,•. 

Option A and Option B both have the same diamond ramp design east of Mm lOUft turns are 
allowed from the ramp from northbound MD210 to westbound Palmer Road and from eastbound Palmer 
Road to the ramp for northbound MD210. Option C and Option D have one .hamond ramp and one loop 
mmp east of MlklO. The diamond tamp from northbound MD2I0 allow, left turns * w«tbound Pataa 
Road. Lett turns are allowed from westbound Palmer Road to the loop ramp to nonhbound MD210. hro 
residences are removed by Option C-D and are not removed by Option A-B^ traffic^#« ^ITbe needed 
at the Palmer Road intersection with the ramps under both Option A-B and Option C-D. Thematn benefit 
of Option C-D is the possible r«hiction in wetland effects compared to the «««teuctu« °2°t*f £»" 
fltismay override any other conditions affetting the design. The ramp to nortW»und

1_*M>2'0ll2L°Ptl0n
1. 

A-B could also connect to the southern end of the service road. For Optton C-D, northbound MD210 could 
have an exit to the southern end of the service road. Otherwise, differences in traffic counts for right and 
left turns might be used to distinguish the two draigns. -.—,,„. c 

Option A and Option D both have the same ramp design west of MD210. A ramp from 
southbound MD210 to southbound Livingston Road provides access to the business area on Livingston 
Road. Another ramp from southbound MD210 allow, right turn, to northbound Livmgrton Rood and 
eastbound Palmer Road. 

Option B and Option C have the same ramp design west of MD210. A three-lane ramp from 
southbound MD210 allows right turns to northbound Livingston Road and eastbound Palmff Road andleR 
turns to southbound Livingston Road. The center lane should also cross the intersection to the new street. 
The traffic light will be needed to control these crossovers and lett turns in addition to other movements. 
The SHA needs to determine whether the storage capacity of this exit from southbound MD210 is 
suffioient to keep the ramp from southbound MD210 from backing up to the mainlmcMDZlO while 
vehicles wait for a green traffic light at Livingston Road. Currently, the left turn lane from southbound 
MD210 to eastbound Palmer Road is very long. The dual MD210 exits of Option A-D seem to provide 
extra storage capacity. Option A-D and Option B-C both allow right-tum-on-red-after-stop for turns to 
northbound Livingston Road. rx^viin   rw:~, 

I believe Option A provides the best combination of conditions east and west of MD2I0, Option 
n is best if wetland considerations cause the removal of Option A. 

Old Fort Road North: . 
Three intersection options and two interchange options are proposed for Old Fort Road North. 

Two diflferent intersection options are called "Option B". All options remove the Old Palmer Road 
intersection with Old Fort Road North and provide new connections from Old Palmer Road to local streets. 
The bridge for interchange options should be built to allow four general lanes on MD210 if the lanes are 
not built initially. . .    ,.   „„„„„„, 

In figure 11-8 of the Supplement, Option A widens the intersection for Alternative SA. It cannot 
be used with HOV lanes. Four traffic lanes are proposed each way on MD2I0 south of Old Fort Road 
North  This lowest cost option also has the shortest useful life span of the four options. A traffic light 
continues to be needed on MD210. Left turns are allowed in all directions. Red light backups will grow on 
MD210  Option A can be used to increase the intersection capacity somewhat until an interchange is 
needed  Since the MD210 study is intended for 20-year capacity needs, an interchange requirement is 
likely before the 20-year boundary. Figure n-2A of the DEIS shows an unacceptable 'T(F)' level of 
service for Option A. ..   .   . „ 

In figure 11-39 of the Supplement, one Option B widens the intersection and includes an overpass 
for MD210 HOV lanes. A traffic light continues to be needed for MD210 general lanes. Left turns ^e 
allowed from easthound/westhnnnd Old Fort Road North tn MTOId   Indira left hrms are allowed fran 
the right lane of northbound/southbound MD210 to Old Fort Road North. Traffic lights may be needed at 
the two ramps from MD210. They should be coordinated with the traffic lights at MD210. Acceleration 
lanes are needed for southbound MD210 and northbound MD210 at the right turns from Old Fort Road 
North Red light backups are likely to grow on MD2I0 unless the use of HOV lanes significantly reduces 
traffic in the general lanes. The extra width of MD210 caused by the HOV lanes would reduce the 
crossover capacity of Old Fort Road North in both directions. The HOV overpass for Option B can 
increase the intersection capacity somewhat for MD210, but it cannot be replaced easily when an 
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interchange is needed. Figure II-2B of the DEIS shows an unacceptable "F(F)" level of service for this 
Option B. 

In figure 11-61 of the Supplement, another Option B widens the intersection. It is possible an 
overpass was intended for MTOIO HOV lanes to match the first Option R   A traffic light conrimies to he 
needed for MD210 general lanes. Left turns are allowed from eastbound/westbound Old Fort Road North 
to MD210. Indirect left turns are allowed from the right lane of northbound/southbound MD210 to Old 
Fort Road North. Traffic lights may be needed at the two ramps from MD210. They should be coordinated 
with the tratflc lights at MU210. Longer acceleration lanes are needed for southbound MU210 and 
northbound MD210 at the right turns from Old Fort Road North. Red light backups are likely to grow on 
MD210 unless the use of HOV lanes significantly reduces traffic in the general lanes. The extra width of 
MD210 caused by the HOV lanes would reduce the crossover capacity of Old Fort Road North in both 
directions. This Option B can increase the intersection capacity somewhat for MD210 only if an HOV 
overpass is built, but it cannot be replaced easily when an interchange is needed. Figure II-2C of the DEIS 
shows an unacceptable "F(F)" level of service for this Option B. 

In figures 11-23 and 11-44 of the Supplement, Option C replaces the intersection with a diamond 
interchange. Option C is a complete interchange. Traffic lights will be needed at the ramp into-sections 
with Old Fort Road North. The proposed bridge over MD210 realigns Old Fort Road North to the south. 
Two residences are removed in the southeast quadrant and one residence is removed in the southwest 
quadrant. Option C widens Old Fort Road North to its intersection with Livingston Road. Westbound Old 
Fort Road North should have a left turn light at Livingston Road. 

In figures 11-23 and 11-44 of the Supplement, Option D replaces the intersection with a diamond 
interchange west of MD210 and one diamond ramp plus one loop ramp east of MD210. Option D is a 
complete interchange. Traffic lights will be needed at the ramp intersections with Old Fort Road North. 
The proposed bridge over MD210 realigns Old Fort Road North to the south. One residence is removed in 
the northeast quadrant and one residence is removed in the southwest quadrant Option D widens Old Fort 
Road North to its intersection with Livingston Road. Westbound Old Fort Road should have a left turn 
light on Livingston Road. 

Old Fort Road will need an interchange within twenty years. Traffic counts should determine 
whether Option C or Option D should be selected. Traffic for the shopping center in the northwest 
quadrant may result in the selection of Option D. 

Port Washington Road: 
One interchange option and four intersection options are proposed for Fort Washington Road. 

Two intersection options are called "Option C". The bridge for the interchange option should be built to 
allow four lanes on MD210 if the lanes are not built initially. 

Figure 11-9 of the Supplement shows that both Option A and Option B would widen the MD210 
intersection and the T intersection with the service road east of MD210. In Option B, a northbound 
segment is added to the service road to connect as a ramp with northbound MD210. Neither Option A nor 
Option B can be used with HOV lanes. Four traffic lanes are proposed each way on MD210. These low 
cost options have shorter useful life spans than Option D. (Both versions of Option C are incomplete 
designs and should not be selected.) For Option A and Option B, traffic lights continue to be needed on 
MD210. For Option A. left turns and right turns are allowed in all directions at both MD210 and the 
service road. For Option B, all left turns and most right turns are allowed. For Option B, service road left- 
right or right-right turns to northbound MD210 are replaced with the ramp connection. For both options, 
red light backups will grow on MD210. Either Option A or Option B can be used to increase the 
Intersection capacity somewhat until an interchange is needed. Since the MD210 study is intended for 20- 
year capacity needs, an interchange requirement is likely before the 20-year boundary. For the intersection 
option, I prefer Option B because it would somewhat reduce the congestion at the T intersection with the 
service road. Figure II.2A of the DEIS shows an unacceptable "FCF)" level of service for Option A. Figure 
II-2D of the DEIS shows an unspecified "?(?)" level of service for Option B. The Option B level of service 
is probably unacceptable "F(F)", the same as Option A. 

Two versions of Option C try to widen the MD210 intersection and the T intersection with the 
service road east of MD210. In figure 11-40 of the Supplement, one Option C includes an overpass for 
MD2I0 HOV lanes. In figure 11-62, a slightly different Option C does not include an overpass for MD210 
HOV lanes. Neither Option C design should be selected because each is incomplete. They do not provide 
all combinations of turns. Traffic lights would continue to be needed for MMlOgeneral lanes. Left turns 
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are allowed from Fort Washington Road and the stub of Fort Washmgton Road tc, MD210. An mdircct left 
turn is allowed from the right lane of southed MD210 to the stub ^"LWashmgton Road and the 
service road. NO direct or indirect left turn is allowed from northbound MD2I0 to w«tb«md Fort 
Washrngton Road. Red light backups are likely to grow on MD210 unless the use of HOT lanes 
si^ifiSnTy truces trafficin the general lanes. Option C with an TOV oven>ass may mcrease the 
Xsection capacity, but the loss of a turn cannot be fixed until an interchanges bmh. Howev« Ophon C 
with the HOV overpass cannot easily be replaced when an interchange is needjri  The extra width of 
MTCIO cauml byuTHOV !»•,« would redu* dw crossover uqrdcUy of Fort Washington Road Inboth 
directions. Figures U-2B and II-2C of the DEIS show an unacceptable "FOT level of sennce for both 
versions of Option C. .    „   .    «     .       ...   cut?—* 

Figures 11-24, IMS, and n-67 of the Supplement show that Option D replaces the full Fort 
Washington Road intersection with an interchange and modified intersection. Tlie mtaseetion of Fort 
Washington Road continues to allow right turns from and to southbound MD210. Crossovers and left turns 
are removed from the intersection. A new connector road to Fort Washington Roadis proposed north of 
the current Fort Washington Road. The connector road has most of the actual mterdiangeynth MUZIO 
The connector road starts at Livingston Road west of MD210, crosses over MD2tO on a bndge^md ends 
as an extension of the service road east of MD210. One residence and one business are. ronoved by the 
construction of the connector mad.   A *nrt street joins the r/Tnn«twmb,i8in^^Wa^gtcn Road. 
Southbound MD210 has a ramp to the westbound connector road. The ramp has a left branch with a left 
turn to the eastbound connector road and a crossover to a two-way service road used for a shopping center 
west of MD210 and businesses on Fort Washington Road. Northbound MD210 has diamond ramps to and 
from the connector road. Traffic lights may be needed at the intersection of the connectorroad with these 
ramps for northbound MD210. Northbound traffic on the two-way service road east of MD210 ran turn 
right to the ramp to northbound MD210, can cross the connector bridge to westbound Fort Washington 
Road and can turn left to the service road west of MD210 to use the shopping center. Either die serv.ce 
road west of MD210 or the street to business Fort Washington Road can be used to reach southbound 
MD210  Trafficlightsmaybeneeded attheconnectorroadandtheserviceroad westofMD210. Justeast 
of Livingston Road, Fort Washington Road has three lanes, including eastbound and westbound directions 
At Livingston Road, westbound Fort Washington Road should have two lanes (one lane should be used for 
left turns onto southbound Livingston Road) and eastbound traffic should have one tene. Approaching the 
split for the connector road, eastbound Fort Washington Road should have two lanes and westbound traffic 
should have one Unc. 

I prefer interchange Option D for Fort Washington Road. 

Between Fort Washington Road and Swan Creek Road-Livingston Road: ., „„,,„. 
Figures n-26A, IM8A, and 1I-70A of the Supplement show a ramp from southbound MDZ1U to 

Livingston Road near the post office. A similar ramp should be added from Livingston Road to 
southbound MD210. This combination of ramps would allow right turns in and right turns out and would 
operate like the proposed right in and right out ramps between northbound MD210 and Uvingston Road 
southeast of Swan Creek Road.  The ramps to and from southbound MD210 would service the post office, 
the hospital, and businesses on Livingston Road. 1 suggest these ramps be bu.lt to replace the tmy right m 
and right out connection between MD210 and Livingston Road for any^chosen alternative (5A SB or5 C). 
rither capacity option (I or 2), and any design option (A, B, C, D, or E). The tmy connect.on m figures II- 
11 1126 11-42 11-47 11-48 11-64,11-69, and 11-70 of the Supplement is dangerous because it has no 
stwage srace for cars' and has no acceleration lane onto southbound MD210 after requiring each car to 
flop. ThclocMion of the new ramp would also !.!«»»Ihe dislanuc lo Hie «il al Swan Creek Road. 

Swan Creek Road - Livingston Road: rw,,:„„c A 
Two intersection options and three interchange options are proposed for this location. Opbons A, 

B C and D allow southbound MD210right turns tortrom Livingston Road west of MD210. (A safer 
Ktotion of this function is suggested above.) The bridge for all interchange options should be built to 
allow four lanes on MD210ifthe lanes arenot built initially. ..uunw 

In figure II-11 of the Supplement, Option A widens the intersection. It cannot be used with HOV 
lanes. Four traffic lanes are proposed each way on MD210. This lowest cost option also has the shortest 
useful life span of the five options. Traffic lights continue to be needed on MD210. Left turns are allowed 
in all directions. Red light backups will grow on MTOW. The current I I.rieM t,• mmh-nat.• (almost » 
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left luni) from raslbound Swan Creek RuaJ lo iiuilhbuund Livin^slon Road wesl orMD210 is HOI shown. 
This unusual turn is used to access the nearby hospital. (Its only alternative path is through the shopping 
center parking lot.) Option A can be used to increase the intersection capacity somewhat until an 
interchange is needed. Since the MD210 study is intended for 20-year capacity needs, an interchange 
requirement is likely before the 20-year boundary. Figure II-2A of the DEIS shows a limit of acceptable 
delay "E(E)" level of service for Option A. 

In figures 11-42 and 11-64, Option B widens the intersection and provides indirect left/right turns 
from MD210 for HOV Alternatives SB and SC. A traffic light continues to be needed for MD210 general 
lanes. Left turns are allowed from eastbound Swan Creek Road to northbound MD210 and from 
northbound/westbound Livingston Road to southbound MD210. tlie direct right turns from southbound 
MmM to westhmmri Swan Creek Road and from nnrtiihmmri MTOin to rasthnunri/sroithtinind Uvftigiton 
Road are probably removed. The current U-right turn combination (almost a left turn) from eastbound 
Swan Creek Road to northbound Livingston Road west of MD210 is not shown. This unusual turn is used 
to access the nearby hospital. (Its only alternative path is through the shopping center parking lot.) An 
indirect lett turn is allowed from the right lane of southbound MD21U to Swan Creek Road and from 
northbound MD210 to Livingston Road. Traffic lights may be needed at the two ramps from MD210. 
They should be coordinated with the traffic lights at MD210. A ramp from Swan Creek Road to 
southbound MD210 is included. A longer acceleration lane is needed for northbound MD210 at the right 
turn from Livingston Road east of MD210. Red light backups will grow on MD210. The extra width of 
MD210 caused by the HOV lanes would reduce the crossover capacity of Swan Creek Road - Livingston 
Road in both directions. The Option B ramps in the southwest quadrant may not be allowed because of 
wetland restrictions. This would remove intersection options for HOV lanes. If Option B is permitted, it 
could be used to increase the intersection capacity until an interchange is needed. Since the MD210 study 
is intended for 20-year capacity needs, an interchange requirement is likely before the 20-year boundary. 
Figures II-2B and II-2C of the DEIS show an unacceptable "E(F)" PM level of service for Option B. 

In figures 11-26,11-47,11-48,11-69, and 11-70 of the Supplement, Option C and Option D 
interchanges replace the intersection. Both interchanges allow all combinations of turns. These options are 
identical west of MD2iO and are similar east of MD210. Right and left turns are allowed at each ramp 
Traffic lights will be needed at the ramp intersection with Swan Creek Road. For Option C, traffic lights 
may not be needed at the single ramp intersections with Livingston Road east of MD210. For Option D, 
traffic lights will be needed at the dual ramp intersections with Livingston Road east of MD210. For both 
options, the current U-right turn combination (almost a left tum) from eastbound Swan Creek Road to 
northbound Livingston Road west of MD210 is removed. A Swan Creek Road service road connects with 
Livingston Road west of MD210 to access the nearby hospital and other businesses. East of MD210, 
Option C realigns the service road next to a new ramp to northbound MD210. Option D has a ramp to 
northbound MD210 at a Livingston Road location slightly to the south. Option D includes a median ramp 
between the MD210 HOV lanes and the bridge over MD210. This HOV ramp can also be built with 
Option C. Since a commuter parking lot is located on Swan Creek Road, primary access to the northbound 
IIOV ramp will be a left turn from eastbound Swan Creek Road. The cuive uf die bridge and its walls may 
limit visibility.   Traffic lights may be needed on the bridge.  The median ramp for Option D is drawn 
adjacent to the southbound lanes of MD210 for Alternative 5B reversible HOV lanes and between the HOV 
lanes for Alternative 5C concurrent HOV lanes. In the absence of HOV lanes, the Option D right in right 
out connection between MD210 and Livingston Road could be useful even without a bridge connection to 
HOV lanes. The Option C and Option D ramps in the southwest quadrant may not be allowed because of 
wetland restrictions. This would remove interchange Option C and Option D from consideration. 

In figures 11-26,11-48, and 11-70 of Ihe Supplement, Option E replaces the Swan Creek Road- 
Livingston Road intersection with a MD2I0 interchange on Livingston Road and a right in right out 
connection at Swan Creek Road. An improved acceleration lane from eastbound Swan Creek Road to 
southbound MD210 seems to be needed. With Option E. Livingston Road has a bridge over MD2in One 
gas station is removed at the north end of the bridge. A nearby business labeled "gas station" was a tire 
dealer that is now closed. Swan Creek Road no longer has a direct connection to Livingston Road, but has 
an indirect connection around the back of the shopping center. There may be more traffic eastbound on 
Swan Creek Road approaching MD210 than southbound on Livingston Road approaching IVID210. The 
proper capacity for the road behind the shopping center (including HOV vehicles, tmcks, and other delivery 
vehicles) needs to be determined. With the completion of the right in right out ramps between southbound 
MTO.IO and l.ivinetfnn RnaH nnrth of rti* post office. Option E is a fiiU interchange. Access to the hospital 
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—"r^-f^y, ^».m«mdM».n.^n»>,r»ini,t.l)ff^.WH 
wetland consirt^Miins do n.« rrniuve Ihem frmn cunnderatiun. 

01,1 ^Wn^ion options a.d one interchange option are proposed for Old Fort Road South. The 
WdgeJ^iS^tion should be built to aHow four ianes on MDZ.Oif .he lanes are not b«m 

initially' In fiEure 11-12 of the Supplement, Option A widens the intersection. It cannot be used with^HOV 

^Z^n^TolTLw « fr- eastbound O.d Fort "-^J^"^ 
used to increase the intersection capacity somewhat until an mterdrange « ^^^^T 
is intended for 20-year capacity needs, an interchange requ^ent is Hkely before^e 20-year boundary. 
MMre ISAof the UK1S st«ms an unacceptable "Wr ^ level of service tor Option A 

tafimw 11-43 and 11-65 of the Supplement, Option B widens the intersect.on and includes some 
• A- -.1 n^ffnrHOVA^emativeSC   /Utonative 5B was included for a complete mapping plan since 

d Ss ^lon B might incre^ *e inaction capaci^ of ^tO o.m.ewh.t Sin^h^MWIO 
study is intended for 20-year capacity needs, an interchange^u-rement is^h«fi«*e2^ 
boundarv  FiEures 11-28 and U-2C of the DEIS show unacceptable "E(F) and  F(F7  levels ol^service tor 
Sna F^e H-2D of the DEIS shows does not specify a level of service for Ophon B with 

A1,ema,iIn M "^ 'iMt and 11-7! of the Supplement, Option C replaces the intersection with a 
diamondTntSI ^Alternatives 5A and 5C. AUemative 5B^s ^^^^1"^ 
nlan since only concurrent HOV lanes are proposed Swan Creek Road to MD373. R'^dleB^ turns are 
a 7JZZ ead, ramp. The ramp in the southwest quadrant has twcway^ * *W"^*, of 
residences  Traffic lights will be needed at the ramp intersection west of MD210 and possibly east of 
MD210   An unused gas station is removed in the southeast quadrant. 

1 prefer intercha"p* Option C for niri Fnrt Road South. 

Between Old Fort Road South and Farmington Road:   
Flumes 0-14,11-29,11-51, and n-73 of U.e Supptouort d.ow m. unlabcled »U«* •1'^",e!?"U 

which c^rently has a T intersection with MD210 that allows left turns across the median of MD210. The 

ilT^lOremoves the crossover and ^^^f^^^SSX^ 
useM for MD210 traffic. Direct or indirect U-turns will be provided at Old Fort Road South and 

Farmington Road. 

FaimingtCTi Road: 
Two intersection options are proposed for Farm mgton Road. 
n figure 11-15 of me Supplement, Option A widens the intersection. It amnot be used wift HOV 

lanes Traffic Hdits continue tote needed on MD210. Left turns are allowed in all directions. Red light lanes. Traffic lights continue ^ ^ .^^ ^ .^^^ ^^ snmewh„t ,mf,| 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 
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backups will grow on MD2I0. 

•        #        • 



an interchange is needed, me MD2IU study is httended for 20-year capacity needs. An interchange may 
be needed after the 20-year boundary. Figure 1I-2A of the DEIS shows an acceptable "C(D)" level of 
service for Option A. 

Jn figures IMO, IJ-52, and 11-74 of the Supplement, Option B widens the intersection and includes 
some indirect left turns. Option B can be used with Alternative 5A or Alternative 5C. Alternative 5B was 
included for a complete mapping plan since only concurrent HOV lanes are proposed Swan Creek Road to 
MD373. Traffic lights continueto be needed for MD210. Left turns are allowed from 
eastbound/westbound Farmington Road to MU210. Indirect left turns are allowed from the right lane of 
northbound/southbound MD210 to Farmington Road. Traffic lights may be needed at the ramps for 
MD210. Red light backups will grow on MD210. Option B can increase the intersection capacity 
somewhat. The MD210 study is intended for 20-year capacity needs. An interchange may be needed after 
the 20-yeiir boundary. Figure [1-2A of the DEIS shows an acceptable "C(D)" level of service for Option B 
without HOV lanes. Figures 11-28 and II-SC of the DEIS show a limit of acceptable delay "DfE)" PM 
level of service for Option B with HOV lanes. 

I prefer Option B without HOV lanes for Farmington Rnari 

MD373: 
Two intersection options arc proposed for MD373. 
In figure II-l 7 of the Supplement, Option A widens the intersection. Option A cannot be used 

with HOV lanes. Traffic lights continue to be needed on MD210. Left turns are allowed in all directions 
Red light backups will grow on MD210. Option A can be used to increase the intersection capacity 
somewhat until an interchange is needed. Tlie MD210 study is intended for 20-year capacity needs  An 
!!^!,r?ge n,ay be needed after *e 20-year >x>undary. Figure I1-2A of the DEIS shows an acceptable 
D(D)  level of service for Option A. 

In figwes 11-32, 11-54, and 11-76 of the Supplement, Option B widens the intersection end includes 
some indirect left turns. Option B can be used with Alternative 5A or Alternative 5C. Alternative 5B was 
w^l,,   ? * c°mP,ete mapping P'm since only concurrent HOV lanes are proposed Swan Creek Road to 
MD373. Traffic lights continue to be needed for MD210. Left turns are allowed from 
eastbound/westbound MD373 to MD210. Indirect left turns are allowed from the right lane of 
northbound/southbound MD210 to MD373. Traffic lights may be needed at therampsfor MD210  Tliey 
will need coordination with the MD2I0 traffic light. Red light backups will grow on MD210  OptionB 
can mcreaeo the intereection copooity somewhat until on interchange is needed. The MD2I0 study is 
intended for^20-year capacity needs. An interchange may be needed after the 20-year boundary. Figure II- 
2A of the DEIS shows an acceptable "0(0)" level of service for Option B without HOV lanes  Figiie II- 
2B and U-2C of the DEIS show a limit of acceptable delay "D(Er PM level of service for Option B with 
HUV lanes. 

I prefer Option B without HOV lanes for MD373.   

MD228: 

No improvement options are proposed for the T intersection of MD228 with MD210  MD228 is 
the busiest intersecting road on MD210 south of Oxon Hill Road (MD414) and the traffic is growing from 
•e

nf ^Tr ^"P"10"'!" Charles County. Substantial widening of the intersection was completed in 
2000. Red light backups will grow on both MD210 and MD228. 11161^210 study is intended for 20-year 
capacity needs. An interchange requirement is almost certain before the 20-year boundary. 
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SO 
o 

John Massey 
16225 Livingston Road 
Accokeek, MD 20607 

Mr..Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager, Project Planning Division 
Mail Stop C-301 
State Highway Administration 
P.OBox717 
Baltimore MD 21203-0717 

Re: Route 210 Widening 
Prinr-p CtenrQfi's County. Maryland 

Dear Mr. Atkins, 
nn Thursdav June 21   I made a private statement about the effect of the Route 210 
widenSlnAccSkeek:   I would like to restate that point.   The core area of Accoteek 
remaps restively intact on the east and west sides of the 210 at the Route 373 intersection. 
Ptease do not further ^de the community! While a 210 underpass under 372 » Referable 
pedestrian crossing must be improved and the widening must not destroy the core of the 

community. 
Several vears ago I wrote a letter about rail across the new Wilson Bridge, and continue to 
-uooort eve^ effort to m^ke that happen. HOV across the bridge is a ruse to avoid the rat 

explosive issue. On Route 210, rail or special bus lanes might be acceptable but not HOV! 

John Massey 

Accokeek, MD 

0 

John Massey 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1,2,4. 

Impacts to existing level of community cohesion are not anticipated as a result of improvements 
to MD 210 at MD 373 with the build alternative. The Selected Alternative would not physically 
bisect the community at a new location in the Accokeek area. A gr^e-separahon at the 
intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 was not investigated since traffic studies show that at-grade   /^N 
improvements would provide adequate levels of semce. The MD 373 intersection that is \^J 
monosed to remain at-grade has been evaluated for pedestrian/bicycle accommodation (e.g., 
Sidewalk connections, crosswalks, etc.). Coordination between SHA and community residents 
will be maintained throughout the design phase to ensure appropriate accommodation of 
bicyclists and pedestrians with the proposed improvements. 

The rail decision along the Wocdrow Wilson Bridge is being address«l as part of the Capital /JN 
Beltway Corridor Transportation Study and the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project and would not \_J 
be precluded by a decision on MD 210. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements will 
not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

Galewood to ? 6/22/01 • Page 1 of 1 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PC221A11 
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

MD210 
FKOM 1-95/1-495 TO MU 228 

THURSDAY. JUNE 21, 2001, 5:30 P.M. TO 9:00 P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 
FORT WASHINGTON, MD 

NAME 
PLEASE 

PRINT 

Jok^ /Uc<s'J< DATE t/*.t/t>l 
ADDRESS    /CLXS Uir"Jc,Snv  £b 
CITY /IcCoZIZGtC STATE   /V?^        Z'P       %  0 4,07 

hz 

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

& 
PI case-     do"t-h   dtvld-t,    Ae   Co . 
Or   /4cco kt •€.((_ — fro i/(de~   f,4£~t -f*t fcd-esfir'Cii* 
c\cc<ss    >}   pscrxv^ bis/    c\   XjO    ^^^^&4f_s 

•f    ^7^ 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 

0Plea: j Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List. 

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 
the project Mailing List 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing  

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

n.„   L ~27~ O/ 

7Jp cn«„2nl</y<X-l£> 

PLEASE PRINT , 
N.n,. Thtpatf MY1 — 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do yoa think are most appropriate? 

1.) NO HOV I       I 2.) Barrier Separated HOV |_J 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

X 

Do you commute on MD 210 duriag the peak hours (6:3O-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

• I.) yes ^ 
2.) no 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

I.)yes   j>/] 2-)no    |~j 

Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  i    i 
if convenient park and ride services were available 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

n^nn, who have received a g-Y ""••" •""•••"" fl•"* "» "iail are alreadV on the proieCt M^^^ 

I—I     Please add my/our nanie(s) to the Mailing List 

I    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG22I All 

Thomas Mays 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative SA Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications ore proposed with the SHA-Sclcctcd Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 

of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A,'(which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 

373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

•< 

c^- 

^ 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name       Aft. /. c/u e . MUMf,/^ 

Addre,, ^T 0 o 3 Zl^d ia *   M* HA    ^UOft 

Date 2>/-a 3/a/ 

Citv/Town <0 yn n    fj,', il StatelfV\(i      Zip Code Q-Ol ^^ 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

2.) Barrier Separated HOV l.)NOHOV  S/ 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV • 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Wilson Bridge Drive 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South 
Farmington Road 

MD373 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

l.)yes 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Dyes   r>7r 2.) no    I       I 

 i are any additional comments oi ...^ ,,__  

Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool i—i 
if convenient park and ride services were available     I I 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 
t^L-y-^jJ ^a^uMt 

Arlene Munsick 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Over time, the No-Build Alternative would degrade safety, travel times and access to businesses 
much more severely than the SHA-Selected Alternative, due to congestion. Refinements to the 
design of the SHA-Selected Alternative will remain on-going through the design process to 
minimize impacts and enhance access to businesses to the extent practicable. 

The puipose of the study is to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic congestion 
along MD 210 mid it iuvolves the development aud analysis of reasonable altemaLes including 
the no build alternate. Traffic operations indicate that peak hour traffic entering or crossing MD 
210 from side roads often require several signal cycles to go through the intersection. The short 
auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp curvatures, and the close proximity of the service 
roads created congestion for the side road traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in the 
project area are currently operating at failing conditions in the peak hour periods. By the year 
2020, all nine study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing 
traffic flow with total congestion, where several cycles are required to clear traffic through an 
intersection) and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to 
handle. In addition, the number of reported accidents occurring from Fort Washington Road to 
the Capital Beltway are significantly higher than the statewide average for similar facilities. By 
replacing the existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under the build alternative, 
consistent with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable levels of ' 
service (LOS E or better) in the design year 2020. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

© 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List. 

I--]     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

}    |     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG22I All 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

^fdH-W tJOLOftS Date '/9-3/aJ PLEASE PRINT 
Name  

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l.)NOHOv]>3 2.) Barrier Separated HOVJ       | 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boies) 

• 

Do you commute on MD 210 d«ri«g t*. pe»k hours (fcaOASOan.) «nH <«:3<Wi:3npni)? 

I.)yes   ["] 2.)no 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

• 
Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  |    | 
if convenient park and ride services were available 

l)ycs     >C 2-)no 

If there are any additional comme^r inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

.P>renn. whn have "--^ ' mnv of fti. ^h-r. .hrnugh the, mail are already on th^ pmiect Mailing List. 

I—I     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

John Nolan 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  ^Lrtnj.s 

City/Tow n_ /-icevk^rfc SM/IO   zip code  -2^>£0 ~7 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l.JNOHOV^ 2.) Ban-CT Separated HOV |       [ 3.) Concurrent Flow HOvl       1 

MD 210 involves 9 intersretions that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-S:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

2.) no    |       ] I.) yes 53 
Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

• 
Check if you carpool or would be witling to carpool i—i 
if convenient park, and ride services were available    I r 

Dyes 5/ 2.) no 

If there arc any additional commenta or inquiries you would like to shore with us please list them below. 

-^ J' 2/0  dsjarfffiJ  ksLhs   JPv    ?7'-?   r K>sr< Dh-Si^- 

,^0 as To   ^ai^r^   i£>   ibTfjr.T ,  ^f/^ Aceo/tty/? 

Q 

birx-y     ^ 
'KD 

PCC**?*^*^' •^Mxfc    i/yh re '-^ >_£_££. fful   »{•  -e&cp  /? f   I •= 

nail are already on the oroiect Mailing List. Persons who hive receivetl a copy of this brochure through the mail are already 

£71     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List ylttZt     I'S"*     <% Tnt / 

I    |     Please delete my/our name(j) from the Mailing List     Ctv**'*'"    Y   ' '' ' 

Project NO. PG22I All 

=©/ 7,*? -~2.i$b 

Scott and Dorothy H. Odell 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1,2. 

Impacts to existing level of community cohesion are not anticipated as a result of improvements 
to MD 210 at MD 373 with the build alternative. The SHA-Selected Alternative would not 
physically bisect the community at a new location in the Accokeek area. A grade-separation at 
the intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 was not investigated since traffic studies show that at- 
grade improvements would provide adequate levels of service. The MD 373 intersection that is 
proposed to remain at-grade has been evaluated for pedestrian/bicycle accommodation (e.g., 
stdewalk connections, crosswalks, etc.). Coordination between SHA and community residents 
will be maintained throughout the design phase to ensure appropriate accommodation of 
bicyclists and pedestrians with the proposed improvements. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

0 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name 

Date. M o ) 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate?   

, I      1 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV | | 
I.JNOHOV m 2.) Barrier Separated HOV I 

MU 2.0 mvotves » intersection, that are under study for improvements. What JP•"< »P«« " £"h 

Wersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Wilson Bridge Drive 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South 
iFarmingtonRoad 
MO 373 ~~~ 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) ««I (4:30-6;30pm) 

3 2.) no 
Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool i    I 
if convenient park and ride services were ava.lable    L_l l.)y«   \_\ 

Have you ever used side roods to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

,.)yes   fx] 2.)no    Q 
^^ ., con,m.n.s or •M.lri. you would ti,.. to ,har. with „ p.»,. •<.. ^ b.iow. 

If there ore ony additional 

lA^ehMLd izZMnt-   NOW' 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 

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

r~]     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

ProjectNO.PG221All 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

iZobim-T  fi.fiyng-iUo^ 
PLEASE PRI 
Name  

Address    I  l>o<-f       UA-w-y     ,g ^ g csv-i       0 <L . 

City/Town   ^•O^T    ^^.Acl  U^ •gy- tj -Pp^ Stole    NO 

Date if-/q O/ 

Zip Code   -vo 7^^-   ZSCJ- 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainlii^options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

2.) Barrier Separated HOV | | 3.) Concurrent Flow HOVI       I l.JNOHOV 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are understudy for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commuft on MD 210 during the peak hours (6-30-8:30am) and (il:30-6:30pm)? 

Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  1—1 l.)yes   [^ 2.)no    [~\ _ r   
if convenient park and ride services were available 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Dyes   [t^p 2.)no    [       I 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below 

pnj/>ic      ftV(,  ftj      frw)wt y      O&tcrA- e/i£s^K- 

Robert B. Patterson 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1, 3. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any othw 
studies/improvements in the fiiture. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2  The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridee 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of. 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Koad Option K (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List. 

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

^1     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE 
Name 

(^X/SY\   V\^U sfait«jf\kl__MpCo«i«. ,7)^14 5  
Address  

City/Town 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? ^_^ 

DNOHOvQ 2.) Barrier Separated HOvQ 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV^J 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What in, provement option at each 
intereectirdo you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

m A-2l Option B | Option C | Option D | Option i Option A | Option A-1 

Wilson Bridge Drive jH^H 
Kerbv Hill Road 
Palmer Road -*^l 
Old Fort Road North H^H 
Fort Washington Road ^^^H 
Swan Creek Road ___^^^H 
Old Fort Road South 

^* Farminnton Rnart 
|MD 373                           1                   ^^M 

Do ynu commute on MD 210 duringth^eak hours (*:3«-8:3t)am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool   Gpf 
if rnnvmient nark and ride services were available    I—I Dyes   Q 2-)n0 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Dyes rn 2.) no M 
.f there a^Tny additional comments or inquiries you would like ,0 share with us please Us. them be.ow. jnai coniiiiciiia ui iii^u'- •-•* 1 -- •- — 

-^p^ 

'Pi-rsons wh" have received a copy n
f thi. hmchure thmnfth the mail nre already on the, project Mailing List, 

rn/fiease add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I—I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

Shirley A. Pearson 

ffiSto SAXJKS the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersectton improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

Decisions regarding rail along the Capital Beltway and the potential locations of stations are 
being addressed as part of the Capital Beltway Corridor Transportation Study and the Woodrow 
Wilson Bridge Project. 

vj 



Ml> 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/TVsign Public Hearing 

Thursday. June 21, 2001 
FriemHy Higli School Auditorium 

PLEASE fRSNT 

Address    ~710  f    "De.^    /^g^J^     /^.^ 
Dal.   .0.7/0 y/a f 

OlyaoTvn, pfT    UJM3aLvLjaJ3y\   State Af "T)     Zip CmleJL O 7 V/- ^ I I Q T 
PC.EASE INDICATE VOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BEt.OW. 

Which of the J mainline options on MO 210 do yon think are most appmprinte? 

l.jNOHOV I j 2.) Darrier Separated HQV ^ 3..) Concurrent How HOV • 
MI* 210 involves !> intersections that arc under study far improvements. What improveiMMtl .iplion at each 
idtmcction do ynu think ore the most appropriate? (Select from the iion-sliadcd boxes) 

f».. yw, wmtnate on MD 210 during tile peak li.mrj (iiM .?;30»iii) and (-tiJO-fi^itj,,,,)? 

1,)yes   [     J '-•)na     _X Chtck if yon cwpuol or would be willing to rarpool  1—\ 
if convenient park and ride services were available    i—J 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion 00 MD iff)? 

D I.) yes X 2,) no 

Ifthcrc are any addificun! coiumcnis or inquiries yon would like to share with us plmsc list them below. 

•••fe0J!S^»lu!yeI_eceiye).l *SsseisWiSB#««fi lhio«» the mail^re a^adv on the nrni.f, M.J^^^ 

j^j     Piease addmy.'our name(s) to the Mailing List 

II     pleasc <fcl<--tc my/our natne($) front the Mailing List 

Project NO. Pa?.?.) A 1.1 

Russell L Peterson 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 3. 

Alternative 5 A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations arc MD 210 at Kcrby Hill Road, Palmer Rood, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge. 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

Vi 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG221A11 
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBUC HEARING 

MD210 
FROM 1 •95/1-495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY. JUNE 21, 2001. 5:30 P.M. TO 9.00 P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALEENTOWN ROAD' 
FORT WASHINGTON. MD 

PLEASE 

PRINT 

NAME        ^MAM /(/7Z*r#/A& ^    Zf^etfiOt 

ADDRESS    //a/0   JISMTTZZISAS/I SD*'>4?f (z°>)&7-!>6S? 

CITY"SZLM^!^^STATE   -M2— Z,P    &>7+(-  
I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

/^g    Art*     (?#A<2ce'S    d!z>c;A/r7(?S.     J?   ,S    &OMS/CAL.  

k/'V/. • —— 

(*]Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing Ust. 

Q Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 

• •  • • 

Edward W. Pickering 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1,2,3 and 4. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative, No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 



*. ^r O/CA&S^ A&K 

® /I.     /^V<£'   <i£W^-7-  A*<fao"<S7r'  t?/*'   /i/^tl/  <LAAi(2    <SS£J> 

(SJ    /A      S-dci-rc fsa/e*/ •/»*/<!   &u/a.   ££a 

The rail decision along the Woodrow Wilson Bridge is being addressed as part of the Capital 
Beltway Corridor Transportation Study and the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project, and would not 
be precluded by a decision on MD 210. Access to the Branch Avenue Metro station (current 
temunus of the Green Line) from Waldorf is being addressed as part of the separate MD 5/US 
301 SHA project planning study. 

Since the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study began in the fall of 1997, the Maryland State Highway 
Administration has studied many concepts to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic 
congestion along this 10-mile long segment nf MD 210. Many concepts have been studied and 
dropped from consideration because of constraints imposed by existing horizontal and vertical 
conditions, the feasibility of complying with design criteria specifying geometric parameters and 
traffic and safety constraints. Proposed roadway typical sections have been developed in 
accordance with the design speeds and roadway segment functions, and were obtained from 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials* (AASHTO's) Geometric 
Design of Highways and Streets supplemented by applicable SHA policies and directives. The 
design criteria for MD 210 cross roads specifies a design speed of 40 mph, a maximum degree of 
curvature of 10 00' and a maximum vertical grade of 6 percent, generally. The minimum vertical 
clearance required at grade-separated crossings of MD 210 is 23 feet. The design criteria for 
closed section interchange ramps, specifies for single lane outer ramps, a design speed of 50 
mph, a maximum degree of curve of 7 30' and a maximum vertical grade of 5 percent, generally 
Compliance with these design criteria precludes the use of many, if not all, of your conceptual 
designs. Several of the suggestions have been considered in some form. 

The elimination of the center median and implementation of reversible flow lanes ("electric 
boxes" guide flow direction) was considered in a manner similar to what has been suggested— 
under Alternative 5B. This would have essentially resulted in an eight to ten lane highway 
including auxiliary lanes. Alternative 5B was dropped from consideration due to cost, 
environmental impacts, and traffic operational difficulties associated with reversible flow lanes, 
given the close interchange spacing. 

Throughout the MD 210 Project Planning Study process, the design team has met regularly with 
SHA Project Planning, Administration, Highway Design, Bridge Design, Highway Hydraulics 
Environmental Landscaping, Traffic and Safety, and District Right of Way teams. The team have 
also met regularly with County and local officials, focus group members, community 
organizations, private citizens and resource agencies to best derive a Selected Alternative that 
best fits the needs and requirements of all the citizens within the MD 210 study area. Interchange 
and at-grade option refinement has been a continual process and will continue as the project 
continues into final design. The Selected Alternative currently under consideration represent 
improvements developed in accordance with design criteria for the purpose of improving traffic 
flow and safety m an environmentally sensitive manner, while promoting aesthetic quality 
community cohesiveness, multi-modal accessibility and bicycle/pedestrian mobility. 

© 
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V. 2). (s) TrJrr/<i-- 

<?/r?  ^<rs*</,*>f   it'Oif    >7?y    /</*&   •*># Jc 'JOt^J   7O 

'.i-r    r/t'S  d/j/ts'/?/*!-. 
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MA/te  A   V/Z/f  -rz    Ta/SAS/ro,   CAA/A^A   A-MA -Pays' 
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Medians are required for highways like MD 210, according to Maryland State Highway 
Administration criteria and are strongly recommended according to   AASHTO cntena. A   2- 
lane typical section even without a median would result in substantial right-of-way impacts  nd 
would not be consistent with master plans. 
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MD 228 is outside the study area for this planning study and thus not considered as part of this       fj\ 
project. The MD 21 OrtvlD 228 intersection recently underwent a substantial upgrade to a v_^ 
continuous flow intersection. 
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The termini of the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study were established based on safety and ^^^ 
operational/capacity needs of the corridor. South of MD 228, traffic volumes on MD 210 drop       I l| J 
off substantially, and roadway capacity is anticipated to meet travel demand through the design —' 
year. Therefore, with the above-mentioned recent improvements to the MD 210/MD 228 
intersection, the southern terminus of this study is south of MD 373. 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  Mv<-HPsfel_    ^g.AL-0 Date 

Address JZISI    CCrltrrttoJl 

^H(o, 

Cit)'/Town_ fruehe JL- State    WO  Zip Code "Z-O^? 0 ^7 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which oT the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

2.) Barrier Separated HOV l.)NOHOV K 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV • 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

'Oyes   \yC\ 2.) no j Check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to carpool i—| 
•  ' if convenient park and ride services were available I—I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

lOyes-f-"! 2.) no 
^ 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

fill Hutfir.  W^ tnAt 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List. 

[    |     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

<D 

Micheal Realo 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1, 2. 

The purpose of the study is to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic congestion 
along MD 210 and it involves the development and analysis of reasonable alternates including 
the no build alternate. Traffic operations indicate that peak hour traffic entering or crossing MD 
210 from side roads often require several signal cycles to go through the intersection. The short 
auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp curvatures, and the close proximity of the service 
roads created congestion for the side road traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in the 
project area are currently operating at failing conditions in the peak hour periods. By the year 
2020, all nine study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing 
traffic flow with total congestion, where several cycles are required to clear traffic through an 
intersection) and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to 
handle. In addition, the number of reponed accidents occurring from Fort Washington Road to 
the Capital Beltway are significantly higher than the statewide average for similar facilities. By 
replacing the existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under the build alternative, 
consistent with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable levels of 
service (LOS E or better) in the design year 2020. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Keiby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources.        " 

© 



MD 210 Project Planning Shirty Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name UnQk-^k 7 ft ftl 

7.751     LtiMirJ.  &AA   . 
r^n^.   fil?S.,brL   .tlfaft SW.Jlfi_ Opcode ?OCl 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Wlileh of the 3 raofarffnc opllom on MD 210 do you think art moal approprinte? 

1.) NO HOV   \/ 2.) Bairier Separated HOV  j 3.) ConcunCTt Flow HOV D 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for taprovemenls. What improvement option at each 
intersectloa do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

jtm!7M\'?\m^\W!rmt'aa!•K'^3Mt3^SEtE!imia 
1 OptioaAl 

Wilson Bridge Drive ^ 
Kerby Hill Road •v 
Palmer Roaa /v 
Old Fort Road North -V 
Fort Washington Road 'V 
Swan Creek Road / 
Old Fort Road South . 2BBM 
Farmington Road 
MD 373 

5f Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-«:30pm)? 

2.) no Check ifyoucarpool or would be willing to caipool  t    l 
1 1 :r^nnv»n;»ninAfk and ride services were available    I—I I.) yes 

Hav* you evtrjAstrt tide rand* to avoid congestion on MD 110? 

2.) no    |       [ 

if convenient park and ride services were available 

I.) yea 

If there ^TTny additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

^Sttnft*! pl/ttAtU'^ry-  C^/z^-tfr-.S r4-s\   /V^fc^K^-i I ) 

•P^tnn. who have received a copy of lhi.T hnvhnr, throUttie mail are already on the project Mailing l^ist. 

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

I     j      Plcoac delete my/our namc(3) from the Moiling List 

_       ProjectNO.PG22IAll x,      ,       _,     -,      .-,.,.+_     ix^h ^   '^gC'* ^ ^ 

^A rt .  .-«-> 

Ojjrf/^^«^±J"^ 

Linda Realo 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to ftequently stated comment 1. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 

of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option U (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

Impacts to existing level of community cohesion are not anticipated as a result of improvements 
to MD 210 at MD 373 with the build alternative. The SHA-Selected Alternative would not 
physically bisect the community at a new location in the Accokeek area. A grade-separation at 
the intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 was not investigated since traffic studies show that 
at-grade improvements would provide adequate levels of service. Any intersections that are 
proposed to remain at-grade have been evaluated on a case-by-case basis for pedestrian/bicycle 
accommodation (e.g., sidewalk connections, crosswalks, etc.). Coordination between SHA and 
community residents will be maintained throughout the project planning and design phases to 
ensure appropriate accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians with the proposed 
improvements. 

The MD 5/US 301 corridor is outside the study area for this planning study and is being 
addressed as part of a separate SHA Project Planning study. 

t^P 

(0 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT . 
Name \ ) O' k \J      /*> '   ' 7a„/i_) H >-C-- 

Address / 4,//o   Q^M~   \k..V} 
City/Town (..yAi^-^ 

Date C -7?-o / 

Staly^x V ^   Zip Code< ^  ^ 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

^L 

l.)NOHOV • 2.) Banier Separated HOV • 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV D 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Option A | Option A-1 |Option A-2| Option B Option C Option D Option E | 
Wilson Bridge Drive ^   rll>ll1n^^^H BHHH 
Kerby Hill Road HUNH 
Palmer Road IHhiHH HUflH 
Old Fort Road North ^^^H^^^H PHHH 
Fort Washington Road HMHlll ^^^H 
Swan Creek Road I^^BHS • 1 

HHHffll 
formington Road ^   •^••ny BlHffillil 
MD373 JHHH 
Do you commute^bfi MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)' 

D l.Jyes 2.) no 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

ffn 

Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool (—i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I I 

Dyes X 
"X 

2.) no • 
If there are afty additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

K.'J    M"^' <i-,^^'>\    £ "y^f^AS   /> ./•'i — O    A--' 

''&<\        &<• 

QurJ^1? Q 

-y-f's       /?-/.-.e-A^.-v^ 
/''•^..^        /'$    T^-nL1-^    Co^/^f^ 
J   I <o LA_.     AC/O$J>   <!\<_,-   /-,., 

(z> W^ g-feC-.^:-''   O'^'^ \A 
•ro 

froy*, (C^--^ 
"7 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the maillare already on the project Mailina List. 

I    I    Please add my/our namefs) to the Mailing List 

1    Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 A I 1 

John Rittenhouse 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 2,4. 

Proposed improvements include sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikers and pedestrians 
throughout all of the interchanges to allow community access from either side of MD 210. All 
crossroads assume a five-foot wide bike lane outside the travel lanes in each direction within the 
limit of improvement. A five-foot wide sidewalk on each side of the crossroad has been assumed 
for each overpass design. Any intersections that are proposed to remain at-erade have been 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis for pedestrian/bicycle accommodation (e.g., sidewalk 
connections, crosswalks, etc.). Coordination between SHA and community residents will be 
maintained throughout the project planning and design phases to ensure appropriate 
accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians with the proposed improvements. The current plans 
also show connections to Henson Creek Trail. For bicyclists traveling north and south within the 
corridor there arc several local roads that will be signed as alternative bike routes. In addition, 
bicycles will not be prohibited from using the outside shoulder of MD 210 as they do today. 

II is difiicult to predict what erTecl the MD 210 project could have on property values in the 
corridor; however, if no improvements to MD 210 are initiated and traffic volumes continue to 
increase to predicted 2020 levels, congestion in the corridor will increase substantially and 
values would go down. However, if the Selected Alternative would be constructed, it could be 
argued that housing values could go up due to a reduction in congestion and increased 
accessibility. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-1), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

ro 

Ox 
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These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name <3kgHl I   KWO^D ; Date    l-H-ZOOl 

31 o B    E • fe.'^e 

City/Town      A CXP k efc )^ SlaleHP Zip Code  J06' 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELO'- 

Which nf the 3 mainline nptfnnt nn MD 210 do ynn think are m- 

I.) NO HOV |K 2.) Barrier Separated H 

Ml) 2 It) involves V intersections that are unde-. ..^ro>k..>ciils.   n .tai ititfjt. 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate: Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

I.) yes vr 
>/ 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

2.) no                          T Check if you carpool M would be willing to carpool  r-h 
  ifUMVeniein UdlK ana ride services were available    I I 

Have you ever used s.'•te roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

I) yes X 2.j. 

© 

If (here are any additional comments .or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

tkt   mteaaftj    <H   "^Ue.  Ac c-o |s. 

© Bi'X tv-flj-  -iW.   rtcowivrvWafrt-M   Rihi'c^ ^mui 

•Perjons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the oroicct Mailing l.ki 

Q]     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I     I      Please delete my/our namc(i) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

Sheryl Romeo 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1,2. 

Impacts to existing level of community cohesion are anticipated as a result of improvements to 
MD 210 at MD 373 with the build alternative. However, the Selected Alternative would not 
physically bisect the community at a new location in the Accokeek area. A grade-separation at 
the intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 was not investigated since traffic studies show that at- 
grade improvements would provide adequate levels of service. The MD 373 intersection that is 
proposed to remain at-grade has been evaluated on a case-by-case basis for pedestrian/bicycle 
accommodation (e.g., sidewalk connections, crosswalks, etc.). Coordination between SHA and 
community residents will be maintained throughout the project planning and design phases to 
ensure appropriate accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians with the proposed 
improvements. 

US 301 is outside the study area for this planning study and thus not considered as part of this 
project. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the fiiture. 

VJ 

© 



PLEASE 

PRINT 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG221AU 
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

MD210 
FROM 1-95/1-495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY, JUNE 21. 2001, 5:30 RM. TO 9:0O P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 
FORT WASHINGTON. MD 

NAME        fcHY^M    QtolJA*titJ DATE 

ADDRESS      7^7 7r QfM << V JjOA/<£r 

C,TY    Q?0mm**iN' STATE mn    Zlp 

nMh. 

IKfo 
l/Wc wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

— Dft Kitt- u\h^^ (JL lAO VJ 

O 
_!, .^i^r^-a, ^ ^^- • T  

      VV     •    \.    ^    -•      - ^ - ' "K/ •. -    ' If' V  -*• i __ —    .        ^^ 

-   t\Mts b tdV. /<&$- 
tftei-. 

xy Jhrr^. IEZHLMP)^ 

^//r^^v/ gU^^ f^JUi^ U>~<fAL CAK^W^ ^L 

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

Q Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 

Raymond Shanahan 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1,3. 

The purpose of the study is to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic congestion 
along MD 210 and it involves the development and analysis of reasonable alternates including 
the no build alternate. Traffic operations indicate that peak hour traffic entering or crossing MD 
210 from side roads often require several signal cycles to go through the intersection. The short 
auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp curvatures, and the close proximity of the service 
roads created congestion for the side road traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in the 
project area are currently operating at failing conditions in the peak hour periods. By the year 
2020, all nine study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing 
traffic flow with total congestion, where several cycles are required to clear traffic through an 
intersection) and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they-are designed to 
handle. In addition, the number of reported necidcnt3 occurring from Fort Washington Road to 
the Capital Beltway are significantly higher than the statewide average for similar facilities. By 
replacing the existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under the build alternates, 
cuiisislcnL with the county inaslei plan, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable levels of 
service (LOS E or better) in the design year 2020. Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected 
Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to 
support the interchange/intersection improvements, will be provided. However the proposed 
improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA's Officeof Traffic and Safety (OOTS) continually monitors and optimizes signal timing 
and phasing. At the request of several focus group members, OOTS representatives have 
monitored MD 210 and have confirmed little, if any, further improvement in operations or Z 
reduction in delays can be made by further changes in signal timing within the study area. 

The Woodrow Wilson Bridge improvements are moving ahead in a separate effort independently ( 
of any proposed improvements on MD 210. 

© 

The MD 5/US 301 corridor is outside the study area for this planning study and is being 
addressed as part of a separate SHA Project Planning study. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at fCerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SIIA-Sclcctcd Alternative at Wilson Dridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Altemative^onsist 

of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 

r^- 0 

< 
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Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, tort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

I 

1 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PGlllAll 
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

MD210 
FROM 1-95/1-495 TO MD Z28 

THURSDAY, JUNE21, 2001,5:30RM. TO 9.00P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 
FORT WASHINGTON, MD 

NAME DATE 

PLEASE 

PRINT 

"2/ 
ADDRESS     ,<-^ yr ^O^^o J  J  
C,TY     QUaAM'//.        STATE  ^A^L Z,P     *>7rS. 

me wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

/f//7    'Afr//      sw^Eo—Al^„  

-6g8> 

4   SV&Kj   o^~ c^r   TUC 
ber,^ M- 

Darcy Simpson 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1,2. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

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

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 

•C 
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PLEASE PRINT 
Name 

Address ^ 

MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium . 

H p w  ((P    U     3   Ifl uSfirL •'     Date     C   -2.H-01 

atyrr•* /-,? ^   [AL -./   ; -    ^g-    stat. MO zip cod. 3o7 Y </ 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BE.LOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

yt 2.) Barrier Separated HOV l.)NOHOV 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV 

MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Option A 
Wilson Bridge Drive 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South ••^•1 
Farmington Road 

MD373 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (fi:30-8:3flafn) anri (4:^fl-6-30pni)'' 

l.)yes 2.) no • 
Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

• 
Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  i—i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I 1 

Dyes    V- 2.) no 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

~J~ T l-i '' H \< y r? n - 
_£L Je f ^ o^r? 

u ̂o1. 
-r^tr ^•o 

0 

Gerald D. Slawecki 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

The 2020 traffic projections for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study are based on the Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) comprehensive land use projections. 
MWCOG generates future land use projections through collaboration with all applicable local 
government planning agencies for input to a state-of-the-art multi-modal transportation analysis 
model. The model is calibrated using up-to-date traffic counts in the study corridor to he certain 
that the model accurately represents current traffic volumes and operating conditions prior to 
computing future scenarios. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any othCT 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-SelcUed Anernalive 5A Modified iiidudes all iiilcruliaugws piupuscd uudci Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D. Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

UJ 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List. 

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

j    ]     Please delete my/our name{s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG22I All 



PI.F.ASF. PR1N 
Name 

MD 210 Project PlanniBg Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

^TV 

:y^     ZipC0dc_^^^Z. 
Address. 

City/Tow 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think arc most appropriate? 

1.) NO HOV Q] 2.) Barrier Separated HOV jj] 3.) Concurrent Flow HOv|       | 

MD210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think arc the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Option £'| Op 

Wilson Bridge Drive s/     • 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South 
Forminqton Rood 

|MD 373                           1                   • 

lOption > Option B | Option C | Option D \ Option E 

"^ 

UU 

Do you con.m«t. on MD 210 during the peak hour* (6:30-8:30»m) and (d:30-6:30pm)? 

I.) yes   (Vj 2.) no    Q 
Check if you carpool or woold be willing to carpool  i    | 
if convenient park and ride services were available     I—I 

H*vc you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Dyes 2.) no • 
If there !& additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

.„„, „„ have v**** » '•"nv of tW "'"-""^ tli"«>h the mail .re already on the project Mailins List. 

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

I    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

John J. Smith 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North Fort Washington Road, Swan Crock Road ond Old Fort Road South. At-grndc 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373.    - .      - 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 

of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C* Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 

373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name   /Jd7h * *"'&•(  Sfoke.) Date   WZi/0 I 

Address Pbtb    A'i'SCMKt       6d.  

CilvnWn /gr/   Uj/)$ty\*}*J.4J    StalctVU? ZipCode^g^/Zyy-^f^  / 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

• l.)NOHOV 2.) Barrier Separated HOV 1 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV • 
MD210 involves 9 intersections that are understudy Tor improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

• I.) yes 2.) no 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

3 2)no • 
Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  i—i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    I I 

I.) yes 

Nathaniel Stokes 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South.  At-grade 

intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

"Persons who have received a uuuv uf lltis liiuUime tliruuuli the mail aic a1ic»dv mi ihe umieul Muiliim List. 

|    I     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

|    |     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PCi221AII 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment For 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PI .EASE PRINT' 
Name •KB<::P    Sz/MM^KT 

/ 
_ n,*   /p/l/U/ 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

2.) Barrier Separated HOV  | I.JNOHOV s 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV a 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

I.) yes m 2.) no • Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool i    i 
.,   .  .                                ._                         if convenient park and ride services were available I—I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

• I •) yes m 2.) no 
"    \r^. I I 

IfthereWiny additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

Rosie Summers 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersectton improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

• Persons who have rece.vetl a copy of this hroclmre through the mail are already on the pro|ect Mailing List. 

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

I    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO  PC.771 A 11 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  '/iflORH*} 4iM^h>m    vflwg(CA 

Address       [03X1     QAP   frftf     f?.04P 

Date 7/W*V 

City/Town p fj |^AiO L/ Stale yfl/>        Zip Cod.   O oyci'^ 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BEtOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

2.) Barrier Separated HOV l.)NOHOV E 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV • 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Option A 
Wilson Bridge Drive K 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road X 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South HHB 
Farmington Road ] 
MD373 

Dn yon commntp nn MD 21(1 during the: ppak hours (ri:30-ft:.'Wam) and (4:.10-<i:30pm)? 

I.) yes     \/ 2.) no Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  r—i 
^   if convenient park and ride services were available     I I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Dyes   ISTf 2.)no    I       I 

If there arc any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

iJOVU?    frtg.P£€      ft 3>  Cco^cvsuie-AJr    p-UcO I 
'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List. 

r-]     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

|    I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221A11 

Andrew and Charlotte Suniega 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1,2. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and Old Fort Road South. At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG221AU 
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBUC HEARING 

MD210 
FROM 1-95/1-495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY, JUNE 21, 2001, 5:30 P.M. TO 9:00 P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 
FORT WASHINGTON, MD 

PLEASE 

PRINT 

NAME 

ADDRESS     / 9, ^ 

7-t34>* 
jZ^^Z 

l/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects= ofthls projeot:  

4-. 

(-tc*-*'^: 

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

D Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 

Paul R. Swann 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1. 

Alternative 5 A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 

studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA maintains accident records and monitors the causes of accidents. In areas where certain 
types of accidents, such as deer collision, are particularly high in frequency, deterrent measures 
are available for consideration. To date, MD 210 does not experience a lugh deer collision rate, 

but monitoring remains on-going. 

The decision on SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified has been mode based on a balanced 
consideration for various alternative in terms of how well each alternative addresses the project 
purpose and need versus its environmental impact. This study has followed the process mandated 
by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATI ON 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENrs 

FGlllAU 
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

MD210 
FROM 1-95/1-495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY, JUNE 21. 2001. 5:30 RM. TO 9:00 P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SLHOUL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 
FORT WASHINGTON, MD 

NAME 
PLEASE 

PRINT 

ThUvS^    IqfTVf DATE 

ADDRESS   'int'oY   Uh.^^o,     JU 
CITY   -D        j r        (> STATE 

V 6, 0 / 

Hi- ZIP 
2£L3JiJL=!±3Lll 

l/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

-f£r -fhA- 'i »v4 ^t c ^«^ ^ 5 ftlrtw^      TVW^A    H^o.c(   m^lKAKW 

f^s^ri ^(lu ^ii £o f B^>j on .5> Hi end    £,  

MXW^ s. ^.r^^      no VJ       un> I-AT 

o      Ao\if>{ A-^etL      'J-hedi     4K< 

Wv -J r V ^ ^  . ____ 

Yft o- r -ffir/s^U^ T* _Jg,>-^^n^     ^^^    'g 

_2lv 
vj^y. 

VW.C- 

Ar ^.IMV ^rft^ ,»£ 
-^ 

David Turner 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 3. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV, or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges proposed under Option 2. The 
proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road 
North, Fort. Washington Road, Swan Treek Road and Old Fort Road South.  At-grade 
intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge 
Drive, Fannington Road and MD 373. 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: 

Wilson Bridge Drive Option A, (which is a modification of Option A-l), Kerby Hill Road 
Option C, Palmer Road Option E (which is a modification of Option D), Old Fort Road North 
Option C, Fort Washington Road Option D, Swan Creek Road Option G (which is a 
modification of Option E), Old Fort Road South Option C, Farmington Road Option A, and MD 
373 Option A. 

These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team members, the 
focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to which they 
addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive resources. 

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

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 



o 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

MD210 
From I-9S/I-495 to MD 228 
Informational Public Workshop 

Monday, May 15,2000 
Friendly High School 

PLEASE PRINT _^ 

ADDRESS. 

CITY/TOWN htMV    i-kjl       STATE A/ziP CODE QOF^' 

l/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

/V O    t H-ni/ £t^ /h 

p y ^/g    A/^^/  T^f^/^.  (7) 

Z/- > jy   li^tj, YVKJ-M , M     /0 )f t^yl 
/e^h ca^c--' ct^^ O4^J^ 

f^rcLL^ 
^ 

^£1  ^ ''^ " A- -/TJ ' (ton, ^ P ^    ^ ^VX-  ft K M / - /C 

'Persons who have receded a copy of this brochure through the mail are       J=/-<_CZ0 
already on the project Mailing List (/0 of 

j>^ Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List  

PI  Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Elizabeth E. Vance 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1,2,4. 

The rail decision along the Woodrow Wilson Bridge is being addressed as part of the Capital 
Beltway Corridor Transportation Study and the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project, and would not 
be precluded by a decision on MD 210. 

Encouraging development in the downtown Oxon Hill area is not a MD 210 project goal. In 
general, transportation projects are designed to address a traffic need within a defined study area. 
For this project, a 2020 design year was used and the study team developed improvements, 
consistent with the area master pans, that would provide for acceptable traffic operations in that 
design year within the MD 210 corridor. Overall, improvements may help businesses within the 
study area, due to the reduction in congestion, and better access. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative; however the proposed improvements will 
not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

© 

MD210 
From 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 
PROJECT NO. PG 221A11 



1910 Bryan Point Rd. 
Accokeek MD 20607 
July 9, 2001 

Dennis M. Atkins, Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
State Highway Administration 
Baltimore MD 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Atkins: 

I first started using Indian Head Highway as it was being built in the 1940s and 
my experience has been that every "improvement" made since has ended up attracting 
more traffic. Three of the four alternative proposals now made for "improvement" seem 
to me to have the goal of attracting more traffic from Charles, St. Mary's and Calvert 
Counties. Logically, the HOV alternative and the other suggested improvements should 
be directed toward Rt. 5, leading to the Metro at Branch Avenue, instead of collecting 
more cars into the District. 

I am especially concerned about "improvements" in relation to Accokeek as a 
healthy community. With a high speed freeway totally dividing it, it will become just a 
strip development to pass through on the way to somewhere else. Friends, church f TA 
members and schoolmates will be on the "other side". If a high speed freeway is V_y 
inevitable, t hope the SHA will corisider depressing it through the hill leading up to the 
crossing, to go under Livingston road/ Kt. 173. 

Obviously, I favor the no build alternative. My preference would be to make the 
improvements on Rt. 5 or better yet, use the money on light rail/bus improvements on 
Rt. 210. That would really be building for the 21 * century instead of following the last 
century's pattern! 

Sincerely yours. 

Nancy M. Wagner 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 2,4. 

Impacts to existing level of community cohesion are not anticipated as a result of improvements 
to MD 210 at MD 373 with the build alternative. The Selected Alternative would not physically 
bisect the community at a new location in the Accokeek area. A grade-separation at the 
intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 was not investigated since traffic studies show that at-grade 
improvements would provide adequate levels of service. The MD 373 intersection that is 
proposed to remain at-grade has been evaluated for pedestrian/bicycle accommodation (e.g., 
sidewalk connections, crosswalks, etc.). Coordination between SHA and community residents 
will be maintained throughout the design phase to ensure appropriate accommodation of 
bicyclists and pedestrians with the proposed improvements. 

Alternative 5A Modified 13 the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
stuilies/improvenients in the future. 

© 

Nancy M. Wagner 
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,We would like to offer our comments concerning the Maryland Rt.210 

Indian Head Highway Study. As a lifelong resident who was present during 

the building of Rt. 210. The engineer for the project, Mr. Hughes lived on 

our farm. This gave me some insight on some of the decisions that were 

made regarding Ft. Wash., Rd., Indian Head Highway Intersection, which 

ran through our property taking a significant portion. Indian Head Highway 

was built by the Federal Government as a limited access Highway from 

Washington to the naval propellant plant in Indian Head. 

We have seen improvements made on 210 throughout the years attempting 

to keep up with the growth in population and traffic. With the new Wilson 

Bridge being built and Rt. 228 bringing increased traffic from all of southern 

Maryland, consideration should be given to turn 210 into an express way, 

eliminating at grade crossing, this would insure a transportation system that 

would serve our area well into the future. 

If the option D or E, Location E is selected it would take a large portion of 

our property which has been in our family since 1912. I would hope 

planners would provide adequate access to our remaining property on both 

the East and West sides of 210. When 210 was built access roads were built 

into our property on both the East and West sides of the Highway. At our 

Fred and Rena Walzel 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 3. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative including Interchange Option D at Fort 
Washington Road; however the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

Relocated Fort Washington will he able to provide access to adjacent properties. During the 
Final Design phase, SHA will sustain coordination with individual property owners to resolve 
access needs. 



request these access roads have been blocked, because of the trash that was 

being dumped on our property. 

Sincerely, 

dJi •6/nA - 

Fred and Rena Walzel 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name 12/W     u)P-g/U5^ Date .( 

Aridre«     <-\(S<4(JI      Ua^lG^      -ZLLOOC.      COMt^  

Citv/Town      / A-^uP^A   State /M-u      Zip Code ZC>( t^Lf 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

1.) NO HOV 2.) Barrier Separated HOV   3.) Concurrent Flow HOV 

MD 210 Involves 9 Intersections that are under study for Improvtments. What Impruvemem option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

• 
Wilson Bridge Drive 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South 
Farminglon Road 
MD373 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30iJin)? 

I) yes 2.) no Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  i—i 
I 1 ' ' if convenient park and ride services were available    I—I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid coneestion on MD 210? 

l.)yes   PI 2.) no    [       [ 

If there are any additional comments or Inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on the project Mailing List. 

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

I     I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing Lisi 

Project NO. PG22I All 

Ray Warren 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Cuinineiit Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21, 2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  

Address 

'{jiml     U))Q0iJr\S  /yju^. 0/ 

/O cT^ (f 

Cilv/Town    p7~.    QOfcyiJ) J/> Cr***- /»J> Zip Code JU7lt<S 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l.)NOHOV 2.) Barrier Separated HOV • 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV • 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study Tor improvements. What im provement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Option A 
Wilson Bridge Drive 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South ^mi 
Farmington Road 
MD373 

1.) yes 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the: ppnk hours (6:30-8:3ft«m) nnd (4:30-6:3npin)? 

i.)yes   2| 2)no   O 
Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool  i—i 
if convenient park and ride services were available    1—I 

2.) no a 
If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through Ihe mail are already on the project Mailing List, 

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

I Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221 All 

Carol Wiggins 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 



MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Thursday, June 21,2001 
Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
Name  Mzp. 7<i rn t /I Date <r/a y/*/ 
Address lIlCZ   L,<si«>}i1-a« 77/ 

Ace keek       s,ate  HT) zip code     QMV-J City/Town  

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do yon think are most appropriate?   

3.) Concuirent Flow HOV^ l.)NOHOV • 2.) Barrier Separated HOV X 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What improvement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Wilson Bridge Drive 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South 
Farmington Road 

MD373 

Do you commute on MD 210 during the peak hours (6:30-8:30am) and (4:30-6:30pm)? 

l.)yes   [2 2)n0    LJ Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool 
if convenient park and ride services were available 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

I.) yes 2.) no • 
If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

arJ   do  iT    ui/K kit/ ! i  

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are already on the project Mailing List. 

$Zj\    Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I     I     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

PrnjeclNO. PG22IAI1 

Raymond Yamell 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comment 3. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV, or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 
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MD 210 Project Planning Study Comment Form 

Location/Design Public Hearing 
Thursday, June 21,2001 

Friendly High School Auditorium 

PLEASE PRINT 
NameF-lppn   N. YonikaHnf 1 s Dale   flT/flQ/m 

Address    421  Farmington Road West, 

Cilv/Town        Accnkeek State    MD ZipCo<lc_ 20607 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCES BY CHECKING THE BOXES BELOW. 

Which of the 3 mainline options on MD 210 do you think are most appropriate? 

l.)NOHOV    x 2.) Barrier Separated HOV 3.) Concurrent Flow HOV • 
MD 210 involves 9 intersections that are under study for improvements. What im provement option at each 
intersection do you think are the most appropriate? (Select from the non-shaded boxes) 

Option A 
Wilson Bridge Drive 
Kerby Hill Road 
Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swan Creek Road 
Old Fort Road South 
Farmington Road 

MD373 

Do ynu mm mute nn MD 210 during the peak hmrrs (6:30-R:30am) and (4:30-fi:.10pm)? 

I.) yes       X                     2.) no                              Check if you carpool or would be willing to carpool i—i 
    if convenient park and ride services were available     I I 

Have you ever used side roads to avoid congestion on MD 210? 

I.) yes • 2.) no 0 
If there are any additional comments or inquiries you would like to share with us please list them below. 

Eileen N. Yenikaliotis 

Supplemental Response: 
See response to frequently stated comments 1, 2. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the Selected Alternative. No HOV lanes or mainline capacity 
enhancements, other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements, 
will be provided. However the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

I would  like  to recommend,   to really benefit  the  communters  and residents of 

the 210 area.  Implement a metro rail.     95% of vehicles commuting on 210 have one 

P3SSenger   Inside. Metro   rail   wnnld   he   the   hear   gnlnl-lnn    fn   mfflr   cnnyocf-lnn. 

—1n my npinlnn This unnlri  also prnvlrtp m^n»y ha^v   t-,.  fha  py=t-om hy  r-mrnnmrvrti 

ard   travalaire  paying  a matro  toe. HOV providoo no monoy   baok. 1 would  not be  will 
to pay  for HOV but would, g.ladlv pay metrorail  fees. 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mad are already on the oroiect Mailing List. 

\\A     Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I     1     Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Project NO. PG221AII 

Oi 
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B. AGENCY COMMENTS ON DEIS 



*•>? 

1. FEDERAL 



MD210: I-95/I-495 to MD 228 

SUMMARY OF AGENCY COMMENTS ON DEIS (FEDERAL) 

US. Army Corps of Engineers 
Date: 10/3/01 (seepage VI-140) 

• Provided the following comments: strongly encourage the selection of 
Option E @ Swan Creek because of minimization of impacts to Wetland S9. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Date: 7/30/01 (seepageVI-142) 

. Suggested coordination with the Floodplain Management Officers of the 
appropriate communities to assure that project meets ordinances in Highway 

Design. 

National Capital Planning Commission 
Date: 6/13/01 (see page VI-143) 

DEIS does not discuss Metro-rail station near National Harbor. Intermodal 
transportation effects of this station on improvements of MD 210. 

United States Department of the Interior 
Date: 8/17/01 (seepageVI-145) 

No objection to Section 4(f) approval by DOT. 

RESPONSE LOCATION 
(Section & Page #) 

See page VI-140 
See page VI-141 

See page VI-142 

See page VI-143 

United States Environmental Protection Agency    . Assigned a rating of Environmental Concerns to the DEIS, has also assigned 
Date: 7/24/01 (see page VI-146) a rating of 2 (additional information required) to the quality of the document 

due to questions pertaining to Environmental Justice. 
• Supports the concept of improving the existing facility through the addition of 

interchanges, overpasses and HOV lanes. 
• Strongly suggests all efforts be made to avoid or minimize impacts to the 

Natural Environment  ' 

See page VI-145 

See page VI-146 

U 
VI-139 

U 
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DBPARTMENT OF THE ARM^ 
B'A(.TtMOBE DISTRICT, U.8. ARMY OOHPS OF ENGIIMSeH! 

P.O. BOX 171F 
BALTIMORE, MD 21203-1711 

3 October 200 

Operations Division 

Maryland State Highway Administration 
Attn: Ms. Heather Amick 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

DearMs. Amlcfc 

The purpose of this letter is to simuname the Corps' concerns on the alternatives 
identified in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the MD Route 210 Multi- 
Modal Study, In Prince Geoiges County, Maodand. 

Our primary eonoeni Is with the IntereBange at Swan Creek Road. We note that 
Interchange Option E has the potential to reduce the impacts to wetlands 9 and 9 A by 
more than 2 acres. The 404(b)(1) Guidelines require an analysis of practicable 
alternatives, and the selection of the practicably alternative which is least damaging to 
aquatic resources. We could not find cost information fbr either Option D or Option B in 
the DEIS. We understand that Option B Is the preferred option of the Fort Washington 
Hospital because It would provide the most direct connection to the Hospital for 
motorists from the south, via Livingston Road (see DEIS, p. VMT), Option E also 
provides a direct link between the Hospital and the Lexington Health Care Center, which 
provides related medical services, In addition, the avoidance of wetland 9 with Option E 
would allow the existing trees in wetland 9 to continue to serve as a visual buffer behind 
the homes on Gable Lane and Merck Place. 

We strongly encourage the selection of Option E, even if it is more expensive 
than Options C or D, because of its many advantages. Please coordinate with us further 
before making a find selection of interchange option at Swan Creek Road. 

Sincerely, 

PaulR.Wettlaufer 
Transportation Program Manager 

THE WILSON T. BALLARD COMPANY 

TELEPHONE MEMORANDUM 

PROJECT: MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 

FILE NO.: 100-221 

CALL TO: Paul Wettlaufer - Corps of Engineers 

CALL FROM: Mark Lotz 

TELEPHONE NO.: 410-962-5676 

DATE:     10/3/01 

TIME: 

SUBJECT:      Letter from Corps, dated 10/3/01, regarding Swan Creek Road Option E 

I called Paul at the request of Anne Elrays to respond to the letter. I told Paul that the cost of Option E Is 
shown on Table l\/-14 and Is $18.4 million, as compared to the costs of Options C and D, which are each 
$13.6 million. 

I told Paul that SHA Bridge Design and Highway Design are reviewing Option E in further detail. There 
may be some concern over the bridge span skew and length and the amount of retaining wall. Void of any 
serious concerns along those lines, Option E may become the Team's preferred option at this location 
given that It reduces total project wetland impacts by half, or 2 acres. We agree that it also has traffic 
operations advantages over the other options, primarily related to hospital access. 

Paul thought there might be opportunities to reduce the costs of this option. In some cases, the 
acquisition of businesses (e.g., gas station, bank, or Wendy's on west side; former restaurant/proposed 
CVS pharmacy on east side) may be cheaper than the large retaining walls proposed. Paul 
recommended Investigating the feasibility and merits of advance acquisition of the proposed CVS site to 
roduco/olimlnato retaining walls on tho east side, provide better service road geometry and possibly 
reduce bridge skew. 

The Team will report back to Paul regarding the comments from Highway Design and Bridge Design on 
Option E. 

By    Mark D. Lotz 

cc: Mr. Dennis Atkins 
Ms. Heather Amick 
Ms. Anne Elrays 
File 

<J\ 

"fr- 
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DATE TYPED: 

PROJECT: 

FILE: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WILSON T. BALLARD COMPANY 

17 GWYNNS MILL COURT 

OWINGS MILLS. MARYLAND 21117 

OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

December 11, 2003 

MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 

100-226.10 

Follow-up Discussion In Response to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Letter dated October 3, 2001 

Subsequent to the October 3, 2001 discussion with Mr. Wettlaufer, review comments from the 
SHA Bridge Design and Highway Design divisions, as well as subsequent coordination with the Focus 
Group and representatives of the Safeway shopping center, led to several design iterations for the 
MD 210/Swan Creek Road interchange. Interchange Option G resulted from these design iterations. 
Option G maintains the original intent of the Corps-suggested Option E, which is to minimize impacts to 

Wetlands S9 and S9A, but addresses concerns expressed by others related to shopping center visibility 
and accessibility.   Alternative 5A Modified, including Option G at the MD 210/Swan Creek Road 
intersection, is the SHA-Selected Alternative. 

By: Joe DeMent 

Co: Ms. Chisa Winstead 
Ms. Heather Amick 
File 



to 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Region [11 

One Independence Mall, Sixth Floor 
615 Chestnut Street 

Philadelphia, PA 19106^404 
MT 

July 30,   2001 

Ms. Cynthia Simpaou, Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Hailstop C-301 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE: U.S. Route 1, College Park, and MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) received your Environmental 
Assessment for O.S. Route..!..in College Park, and your Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study.  These reports described 
proposed projects in areas that have been mapped by FEMA as Zone AE, areas 
subject to flooding during the 1% annual chance (100-year) event with base 
flood elevations determined. 

The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is administered by FEMA and is 
designed to reduce flood losses through local floodplain management and 
provide flood insurance to property owners. The NFIP requires participating 
communities to adopt and enforce floodplain management ordinances with 
stipulations about modifications of the 100-year floodplain.  As such, each 
floodprone community has an ordinance requiring permits for all proposed 
construction within Zone AE areas and also requiring that the flood carrying 
capacity of a relocated stream be maintained. 

To prove that the flood carrying capacity of impacted watercourses will be 
maintained may require an engineering study and completion of the enclosed 
Conditional Letter of Map Revision Application.  Please coordinate with the 
Floodplain Management omcers or the appropriate conmiunltles to assure that 
the project meets the requirements of their floodplain management ordinance. 

If you have any questions or problems, please call me at 215-931-5524. 

Sincerely, 

Jon Jelfbwicz,     P.E. 
Civil Engineer 
MillgaLion  Division 

Enclosure 

State Coordinator , 
FEMA Region 3 Community File 
Chron File 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State HighwapAdminisiratidh 

September 27, 2001 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
"'Secretar> 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

Mr. Jon Janowicz 
Mitigation Division 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Region III 
One Independence Mall, Sixth Floor 
615 Chestnut Street' 
Philadelphia, PA 19106-4404- 

Dear Mr.vJanowicz: 

Thank you for your comments on the Environmental Assessment (EA) for US 1 in 
College.Park and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the MD 210 Mlilti- 
Modal Study., We would like to respond to the concerns outlined in your letter. 

You requested that the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) coordinate with 
"the Floodplain Management Officer of the appropriate community to assure that the projects.. 
'meet thi^equirementpf ffiek-floBdplfinmmB^ainant prdmaneeSTheUS:A»!C6Uegi?Park?prpject>- 
and the MD 210 KfuM-Modal Study are botli'm theTrdject Hanning phase, and a Seidcted* 

" AltOTteyei^iiot-yet beimM^ 
jffqectjTm^yVmto^^imafdesign pha£e7SHX^^wiU'tompfrie'dei&'led^yiolb^andhj'draulics 
studies tffdetotmme if the .,water^surface, elevatioa.would be changed by the proposed projects. If 
required, SHA •wpX complete the^Gohditiohal Letter of Map Revisioii^Applicatibn and coordinate 
with the affected communities.. 

Thank you again for your comments? If ybii have any linther questions please feel free to 
call Dennis Atkins, the project manage? at4i0-545-8548, or Heather Amick, the environmental 
manager at 410-545-8526. Both can be reached toll free at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpspn 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Jbsejm R. KressJ 
. Assistant Division Chief 
• .oject Planning Division 

My telephone number Is -  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-07t7 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street- Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

^ 

^ 



j^MV-OHj, 

NCPC 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 
NCPC File No. 1200 

•Ql "Jlh tvttl. HW 
North Labby,   Saitt 500 

V/nMngtaa OC ZOSH 
HI 202 482-7200 
bx 102 4I2.73T2 
•wwnicpe-ooy 

JUN  I 3 2001 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Mail stop C-301 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Ma. Simpson: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and 
Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
for the Maryland Route 210 (MD 210) Multi-Modal Study evaluating measures to improve 
safety and relieve congestion on a 10-mile segment of this roadway in southwestern Prince 
George's County, Maryland. This examination is limited to the Commission's role as the central 
planning agency for the federal government in the National Capital Region and expresses our 
general views on planning and environmental issues. This review does not constitute, an approval 
of the proposed action. 

After fully evaluating the analysis and conclusions of the DEIS, the Commission staff agrees that 
the proposed mitigation measures described in the DEIS, if implemented by SHA, would address 
most short- and long-term environmental effects for the proposed alternative roadway 
configurations. However, the Commission staff takes this opportunity to express concern on the 
issue of associated transportation and traffic congestion identified in the DEIS that is projected to 
emanate from the MD 210 travel corridor. 

Recent transportation planning initiatives in the MD 210 area have identified potential Metro-rail 
stations near the capital beltway. The proposed alternatives in the DEIS, nonetheless, specify no 
acknowledgement of the now planned Metro-rail station in the vicinity of National Harbor by the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), near the northern section of the 
MD 210 mainline at Oxon Hill. The Commission staff recommends that SHA provide further 
discussion and consideration of the intermodal transportation effects of the potential location of 
this WMATA station in relation to planned improvements of MD 210. Particularly, an 
evaluation of the WMATA station access to and from MD 210 should be presented. In this 
respect, station access is particularly important because the station would be the closest transit 
connection to the MD 210 mainline. And although the Commission recognizes the station 
construction may be some years away, provisions for possible access points in conjunction with 
MD 210 should be considered. Early planning information for the proposed National Harbor 
Station can be obtained from WMATA. 

NATIONAL    CACITAL     PLANNING     COMMISSION 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

September 21,2001 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

Ms. Patricia E. Gallagher, AICP 
Executive Director- 
National Capital Planning Commission 
401 9th Street, NW 
North Lobby, Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20576 

Dear Ms. Gallagher: 

Thnnk you for your letter dated June 13, providing comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEISySection 4(f) Evaluation for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study. You have 
requested that the final document include consideration of the planned Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority (WMATA) metro-rail station in the vicinity of National Harbor, near the 
northern section of the MD 210 mainline at Oxon Hill. 

The MD 210 Multi-Modal study team includes representatives from WMATA. 
Coordination to incorporate the latest WMATA plans in the area, including metro-rail and bus 
service, are on-going. As the Preferred Alternative selection process continues for the MD 210 
study, consideration will be given to providing consistency with the Woodrow Wilson Bridge 
Project, the National Harbor Project, future metro-rail plans, and evaluation of possible future 
WMATA station access. A discussion of the planned National Harbor vicinity Metro-rail station 
will be included in the final document 

Thank you again for your comments. We will provide a copy of the Final EIS and the 
subsequent Record of Decision to you upon their completion. If you have any further questions 
please feel free to call Dennis Atkins, the project manager at 410-545-8548, or Heather Amick, 
the environmental manager at 410-545-8526. Both can be reached toll free at 1-800-548-5026! 

Veiy truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

b£=^4s. 
Joseph R. Kreylein 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-600-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
«tr.»t Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Meryland 21202 



Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Page Two 

We appreciate your consideration of our comments. The Commission looks forward to better 
identification of the specified issue in the Final E1S, and adoption of mitigation measures listed in 
the DEIS to implement the project Please provide a copy of the Final EIS and subsequent Record 
of Decision to the Commission when available. 

Sincerely, 

6k 
Patricia E. Gall^Jher, AICP 
Executive Director 

Ms. Patricia E. Gallagher 
Page Two 

cc:       Ms. Heather Amick, State Highway Administration 
=MrrDermiS'M*AtldnSf State Highway Administration 
Mr. Bruce Grey, State Highway Administration 
Ms. Mary Huie, Federal Highway Administration 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, State Highway Administration 
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United States Department of the Interior 
Alia   2Q  2D03    ~° 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
Wuhington, D.C 20240 

TK2 WLSOB T. SAiLARD CO. 
By_J , . 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

October 16,2001 

Parris N. Glendening 
Gtjvernor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parser F. Williams 
Adminjstrator 

ER 01/385 
AUS i. 7 2001 

Ms. Cynthia D; Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Mailstop C-301 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior's 
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) 
Evaluation for MD-210 (Indian Head Highway) Milti-Modal Study, 
between I-95/I-495 (Capital Beltway) and MD-228, Prince George's County, 
Maryland. 

We concur that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed 
project, if project objectives are to be met.  We also concur with' the 
proposed measures to minimize harm to Section 4(f) resources which may 
be affected by the proposed project. 

The Department of the Interior has no objection to Section 4(f) approval of 
this project by the Department of Transportation. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. Willie R. Taylor 
Director, Office of Environmental 
Policy and Compliance 
United States Department of the Interior 
Office of the Secretary 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Taylor: 

Thank you for your comments regajding the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 

The Maryland State Highway (SHA) appreciates your concurrence that there is no 
prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed project. We also acknowledge that the 
Department of Interior has no objection to Section 4(f) approval of the project by the Department 
of Transportation. 

Thank you again for your comments. If you have any further questions please feel free to 
call Dennis Atkins, thie project manager at 410-545-8548, or Heather Amick, the environmental 
manager at 410-545-8526. Both can be reached toll free at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Josejfti R. Kressle 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

oJ* tc^ 

Willie R. Taylor 
Director, Office of Environmental Policy 

and Compliance 

Ms^jiegflier Amick State Highway Administration 
/MfTDeimis M. Atldns, State Highway Administration 
Mr. Bruce Grey, State Highway Administration 
Ms. Mary Hnie, FeHeral Highway ArfministrafioQ 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, State Highway Administration 

My telephone number is   

Maiyland Relay Seivtee for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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The Rotunda 
711 West •W1" Street. Suite 220 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 

Mr. Nelson Castellanos 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
The Rotunda - Suite 220 
711 West 40* Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 

Ro:      MB 210 Multi-Modal Study 
1-95/1-495 to MD 228 
Prince George's County, MD 

September 19,2001 

Project No. AW534B11 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
1-95/1-495 to MD 228 
Draft EIS 
Prince George's County, Maryland 

0\ 

Dear Mr. Castellanos: 

In accordance with the Nuliuual Euviromnental Policy Act, Section 309 of the Clean Air 
Act, and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, EPA has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study.  B ased on the potential impacts to streams, 
Chesapeake Bay Critical areas, historic resources, and residential, business/commercial, and 
church/school properties, we have assigned a rating of Environmental Concerns ("EC") to the 
DEIS. EPA has also assigned a rating of "2" (additional infonnation required) to the quality of 
the document due to a number of questions pertaining to the Environmental Justice evaluation. 

In general, EPA supports the concept of improving the functioning of an existing 
transportation facility through the addition of grade-separated interchanges, overpasses, and High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes.  We suggest that the Federal Highway Administration and the 
Maryland State Highway Administration continue to work with the local citizens to develop an 
acceptable solution to the area's transportation needs. 

EPA strongly suggests that all efforts to avoid and minimize impacts to Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Areas, streams, wetlands, and floodplains should be included in the design of the 
proposed facility.  If the impacts are unavoidable, mitigation measures should be developed to 
offset these impacts. 

Regarding the evaluation of the project's potential for a disproportionate impact to low 
income and minority communities under, the Executive Order for Environmental Justice, and 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, EPA has the following questions. 

Is the definition of minorities as cited by the document on page III-3 limited to 
members of those groups only ? Is this definition completely accurate and 
inclusive ? 

£5       Primed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper vith 100% post-consumer fiber and process clitorine free. 
Customer Service Hotline; 1-S00-43S-2474 

Mr, Richard Pepino 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Region in 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029 

Dear Mr. Pepino: 

Thank you for your letter on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the 
Maryland State Highway Adininistration (SHA) appreciate the US Environmental 
Protection Agency's (EPA) comments and ratings on the alternates being considered. 
We would like to address some of the concerns outlined in your letter. 

The FHWA and the SHA will continue to work with the local citizens to develop an 
acceptable solution to the area's transportation needs. In addition, the FHWA and SHA 
will make all efforts to avoid and minimize impacts to the Chesapeake Bay Critical 
Areas, streams, wetlands, and floodplains in the design of the proposed facility. If these 
impacts are determined to be unavoidable, we will develop appropriate mitigation 
measures. 

Concerns were raised in relation to the project's potential for a disproportionate impact to 
low income and minority communities under the Executive Order for Environmental 
Justice and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. We offer the following responses to your 
questions: 



• Is environmental justice limited to addressing concerns related to public 
participation and disproportionately high impacts resulting from alternatives under 
consideration ? What about outreach and education of the public regarding the 
project under study ? Should the public be a meaningfully involved participant in 
decision making ? 

• What is the relevance of citing the fact that certain census tracts have minority 
population percentages exceeding 50% ? Is this a benchmark value that is being 
used ? If so, please document and justify its use. 

• How do the percentages of minorities and low-income populations in the area 
compare to those found in the state as a whole ? Comparisons should be made at 
the state level as well in order to provide additional perspective. 

In the future, it may be helpful to hold a group meeting with the church leaders to 
explain the project and to solicittheir assistance directly in helping you spread the 
word to their congregations. Direct contact with the ministers may increase the 
community participation in the project. 

In the context of this project, how does the Federal Highway Administration, 
Maryland Division, and the Maryland State Highway Administration, ensure 
compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964? Please provide details. 

In Section IV-4 there is a paragraph which begins, "This information may not be 
indicative of the local racial population group composition where displacements 
are projected to occur." Please explain. 

Thank you for providing EPA with the opportunity to comment on this project   We look 
forward to working with you to resolve am concerns with thfc Environmental Justice evaluation. 
If you have any questions regarding our comments, please feel free to contact Ms. Denise Rigney 
at (215)8.14-2726. 

Sjncerelyj 

(S rRichafd V. Pepino, Director 
Office of Environmental Programs 

The definition of "minority" on page 111-3 of the DEIS is contained in EHWA's 
Technical Advisory (TA) 6640.23, "FHWA Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations." The TA states the 
following: 

These de/lnttloia are intended to be consistent -with the draft definitions for EO12898 
that have been issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the 
EmHronmental Protection Agency (EPA). To the extent that these definitions vary from 
the CEQ and EPA draft definitions, they reflect further refinements deemed necessary to 
tailor the definitions to fit within the context of the FHWA program. 

Outreach to and education of the public along with the provision of opportunities for 
the public to provide input as part of the project decision-making are important parts 
of the Environmental Justice process. As stated throughout the DEIS, the MD 210 
Multi-Modal Study has complied with these goals through the following: 

1. Formation of a Citizens* Focus Group, with divene representation from all 
communities in the study area, with over 20 meetings in three years; 

2. Outreach (via letter) to the area National Association far the Advancement of 
Colored People (NAACP) chapter, soliciting comments on the project; 

3. Outreach (via letter) to over 100 area churches, many of which have 
predominantly minority congregations, providing project information and an 
open invitation to meet with SHA staff: As stated in the DEIS, a meeting 
giving an overview of the MD 210 project was held at the Whitehall Baptist 
Church on November 16, 2000; 

4. Several meetings with area business owners concerning access and economic 
viability issues; 

5. A meeting with potentially relocated residents to discuss the project and 
relocation procedures; 

6. Three public meetings, including two informational workshops and a formal 
public hearing, each of which was well attended; and . 

7. Other various small group meetings, as cited in the DEIS, to present project 
Information and solicit input. 

The statement that certain census tracts have a minority population exceeding 50% 
has no relation to benchmark values or policy, ft is a qualitative means of 
summarizing the racial characteristics of the study area to provide reviewers and 
decision-makers helpful information in understanding the social environment. A 
value exceeding 50% was selected arbitrarily based on the fact that it represents those 
census tracts with minorities representing a majority of the population in that given 
area. 

According to 1990 census information, minority populations comprised 30.4% of the 
population in Maryland. This information will be added to the final environmental 
document. 2000 census data was not used because it was not available. 

^ u 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK As stated in the DEIS, letters were sent directly to over 100 churches in the study area 
containing an open invitation to meet with SHA representatives. At their request, a 
meeting giving an overview of the MD 210 project was held at the Whitehall Baptist 
Church on November 16,2000. 

00 

•   The FHWA and SHA are committed to the principles of environmental justice (EJ) as 
addressed in Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and reinforced in Executive 
Order #12898. Other documents which have been issued to further clarify the 
Executive Order are the US Department of Transportation's (DOT) Order on 
Environmental Justice, dated April, 1997; the Council on Environmental Quality's 
(CEQ) "Environmental Justice Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy 
Act", dated December, 1997; and theJederal Highway Administration's (FHWA) 
•Order on Environmental Justice, dated December, 1998. The goal of the FHWA and 
SHA is to identify minority and low-income populations, bring them into the project 
development process, and ensure that reasonable efforts are made to address their 
concerns and provide them opportunities to provide meaningful input into 
transportation decision-making. 

Mihority and low-income populations were identified through community mailings, 
meetings, and the formation of a Citizeos' Focus Group, with diverse tepvesentatioa 
from all communities in the study area, as well as through census data collection, in 
addition, community input on alternatives was solicited at every step of the process 
through the above-referenced meetings and correspondence. The project team held 
two informational workshops and one public hearing where the public was provided 
with details related to the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study and community input was 
solicited. These public involvement processes help to eliminate participation barriers 
and engage minority and low-income populations in transportation decision making. 

Further clarification was requested regarding the statement in Section rV-4, "This 
information may not be indicative of the local racial population group composition 
where displacements are projected to occur." The information being referred to is the 
previous paragraph's summarization of county and study area racial populations as 
percentages of the total (county and study area) populations. The study area is known 
to be 62% minority based on a synthesis of data from individual study area census 
tracts for which racial composition is publicly available information. It appears that 
the residential and/or business displacements are extremely small in comparison-to 
the size of the census tracts, and there may be no correlation between the racial 
composition of the census tracts and the racial composition of impacted residents. 
Detennming the racial composition of potentiallylrelocated residents can be a 
difficult task to accomplish in a legal and respectable fashion. However, based on        ~~ 
those attending a meeting held to discuss the project with potentially relocated 
landowners, it appears that a relatively small percentage of potential relocations are 
minority. : 

U 
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THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK Thank you again for your comments. If you have any comments or questions, please feel 
free to call Ms. Mary Huie of my staff at 703-519-9800. 

Sincerely yours. 

=^tfelson J. Castellanos 
Division Administrator 

cc: 
Heather Amick, SHA 
Dennis Atkins, SHA 
Joseph Kresslein, SHA 
Cynthia D. Simpson, SHA 
Caryn J. G. Brookman 
Dan W. Johnson 
Greg Wolf 
Mary Huie 

Cbrookman:jeh 9/19/01 s:\cbrookman\210epa.doc 
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MD 210: I-95/I-495 to MD 228 

SUMMARY OF AGENCY COMMENTS ON DEIS (STATE) 

.  63^*   »*t: 
\it 

." 13 

« >ENyiRONMENTAL REVDEWAND REGULATORY AGENCIES , r   •  -* 

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission     • Alternatives 5B and 5C impact the CBCA   Additionally, a 100-foot buffer to 
Date: 7/12/01 (see page VI-151) a mbuiary srream may be impacted. SHA should coordinate with the CBCA 

Commission through final design regarding proposed impacts. 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Date: 7/20/01 (seepage VI-153) 

Requested proposed stream impacts be defined in more detail, develop a 
conceptual mitigation informational package. 

RESPONSE LOCATION 
(Section & Page #) 

See page VI-151 

See page VI-153 

Maryland Department of Planning 
Date: 7/18/01 (seepageVI-157) 

8/3/01 (see page VI-159) 

Continue coordination between MDP and SHA/MDOT with regard to PFA 
law compliance as project progresses. Requests a more detailed analysis of 
transit enhancements and provision of park and ride facilities. Requests more 
specific information on pedestrian and bicycle facility improvements. 
Include an analysis in Section II how proposed HOV lanes would improve 
MD 210. Analysis conclusions should be revised or clarified within the 
SCEA analysis. Discussions of secondary effects on PFA's and on non-PFA's 
should be integrated in the SCEA analysis. 
The Maryland Departments of Housing and Community Development 
including the Maryland Historical Trust, Natural Resources, and Charles 
County found this project to be consistent with their plans, programs and 
objectives. 
The Maryland Department of the Environment and Prince George's County 
found this project to be generally consistent with their plans, programs and 
objectives. 

Seepage VI-158a 
VI-15 8b 
VI-158c 
VI-314 
VI-315 
VI-316 

VI-150 



Judge John C. North, II 
Chaiiman 

ReuSerey 
Executive Director 

STATE OF MARYLAND 
CHESAPEAKE BAY CIUTTCAL AREA COMMISSION 

1804 West Street, Suite 100, Amapolis, Maiyland 21401 
(410) 260.34«> Far. (410) 974-5338 

July 12,2001 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminaiy Engineering 
Mailstop C-301 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Re:     .ProjectN.PG221All 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study, I-95/I-49S to MD 228 
Prince George's County, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Thank you for forwarding the above-referencedproject to this office for review and 
comment. I have reviewed the proposed alternatives for the MD 210 project According 
to the infonnation provided, it appears that the options associated with alternatives 5B 
and 5C will have a total of 7.3 acres of impact to the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. 

It also appears that the 100-foot Buffer to a tributary stream will be impacted. Since the 
Buffer is considered a Habitat Protection Area (HPA) under the Critical Area Criteria, the 
selection of alternative SB and 5C will require approval by the Chesapeake Bay Critical 
Aioa ComimDcion. The report also references potential disturbance to Forest Interior 
Dwelling Bird (FID) habitat This disturbance would also require Commission approval. 

Regardless of the selected altenutive, the State Highway Administrotiou is required to 
forward all projects in the Critical Area to this office for staff review and comment This 
project will likely require some foim of forest, FID, and /or Buffer mitigation depending 
on the selected alternative. The mitigation ratios are dependent on the amount and type 
of disturbance. We will be happy to provide more detailed infonnation once the 
alternative is selected. 

Branch Ofllea; 31 Cnanuy Una; EutacMD 21601 
(410) !22.90<7 Fix:(410) WMWJ 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Govornof 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

October 18,2001 

Ms. LisaA-Hoerger 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission 
1804 West Street, Suite 100 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Dear Ms. Hoerger 

Thank you for your comments regarding the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) 
has reviewed your letter and would like to take this opportunity to address your questions and 
comments. 

As stated in your letter. Alternatives SB and 5C each propose 7.3 acres of impact within 
the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. In addition, the 100-foot buffer to a tributary stream may be 
impacted by either alternative. The potential stream buffer impact is within a Habitat Protection 
Area (HPA), and the selection of either Alternative 5B or 5C would require Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area Commission approval. Additionally, impacts to Forest Interior Dwelling Bird 
(FID) habitat would requite Commission: approval. 

The SHA will continue to coordinate with the Commission through final design regarding 
proposed impacts within the Critical Area, appropriate mitigation ratios, and proposed sediment 
and erosion control measures and stonnwater management techniques. All appropriate state, 
local and federal permits will be obtained prior to Commission approval, and every effort will be 
made to locate stonnwater management facilities outside of any designated HP As. 

Thank you again for your comments. If you have any further questions please feel free to 
call Dennis Atkins, the project manager at 410-545-8548, or Heather Amicfc, the environmental 
manager at 410-545-R52fi. Both can be reached toll free at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

My telephone number Is ;  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 



to 

Ms. Simpson 
Page Two 
My 12, 2001 

In general, any disturbance to FID habitat requires a minimum 1:1 mitigation ratio and 
that mitigation must be creating new FID habitat Therefore, the proposed planting area 
must be adjacent to an existing FID forest Buffer disturbance generally requires a 3:1 
mitigation ratio and. that mitigation must occur in back in the 100-foot Buffer The order 
of preference is in the Buffer on-site or at a nearby off-site location. 

We will also be interested in the proposed sediment and erosion control measures and the 
proposed stormwater management technique used for the project If the project -will 
require Commission approval, all necessary State, local and federal permits that are- 
required should be obtained prior to Commission approval. All stormwater management 
facilities shall be located outside of any designated HP As. 

If I can provide you with further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me at (410) 
260-3478. 

Sincerely, 

LisaA.Hoerger 
Natural Resources Planner 

cc:      Ms. Regina Esslinger, Chief, Project Evaluation 

Ms. Lisa A. Hoerger 
October 16,2001 
Page Two 

»«e^=> 
JosepnR. Kresslepi 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

Mpf Heather Amick, State Highway Administration 
$4r. Dennis M. Atkins, State Highway Administration 
Mr. Bruce Grey, State Highway Administration 
Ms. Mary Hme, Federal Highway Administration 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, State Highway Administration 

^ 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

September 28, 2001 

Pam's N. Glendening 
Gcr/emor 

John O. Porcarl 
Secrelarv 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

Purfe N. Glendenins 
Gowtmor 

Kithlcen Kennedy Townsend 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
Ikwu Stats Office BmMing 
Annapolis, Maiyland 21401 

Sirah J. Teylor-Rogen, FLD. 

Stanley K. AUhnr 

July 20,2001 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
MaiIstopC-301 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Mr. Ray C. Dintaman, Jr., Director 
Maryland-Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Review Unit 
Tawes State Office Building, B-3 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dear Mr. Dintaman: 

Thank you for your July 20 letter providing comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS)/Section 4(f) Evaluation for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study. The 
purpose of this letter is to address some of the concerns outlined in your letter. The following 
numbered responses correspond to the numbered comments in your letter: 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has conducted a review of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation (DEIS) for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
project (ProjectNo. P0221A11, MD210 fiom 1-95/1-495 to MD 228, Prince George's Cdunty). We have 
the following comments on the draft document 

1. Page 111-46 (3. Fish Fauna) - A statement is made in this paragraph that, "The only anadromous 
fijh with documented spawning in the project area is the white perch...". It appears that thi« 
statement may have been used to refer only to the results of certain specific surveys that were 
evaluated during the writing of this section, although this is not entirely clear. As indicated in the 
DNR letter describing fisheries resources in the Study Area (dated July 11, 2000, from Ray 
Dintaman to Joseph Kresslein), anadromous herring species (Ahsasp.) have also been documented 
spawning within the Study Area. The spawning by herring was documented during previous 
anadromous fish surveys by DNR biologists. Wc request that the presence of spawning herring 
be added to the text in this section. While it is acceptable to rely heavily on the specific surveys 
referenced to describe the fish species present in the area (provided that the surveys were thorough 
studies with the Intent of characterizing the entire fish population of the sampled sites), other 
fisheries documentation (such as the presence of spawning herring) that is available should not be 
excluded. This section of text also references the fish list that is included in the Appendix. That 
list, found on page 1X-1, and also the terrestrial feuna list which follows it, should include more 
specific title information describing the source of the information and the dates or year range of data 
collection. The fish list includes yellow perch, which is considered an anadromous fish (orsemi- 
anadromous fish) in this region. While its presence on the fish list does not necessarily indicate 
spawning within the Study Area, it may be appropriate to also reference this species in the statement 
on anadromous fish species. 

1. The presence of spawning herring will be added to the text of the final environmental 
document in the section corresponding to DEIS p. 111-46 (3. Fish Fauna). More specific 
title information describing the source of the information included in the Appendix will 
also be added. We will perform additional research to determine if it would be correct to 
add yellow perch to the listing of anadromous fish species. 

2. The final environmental document will include a statement in the stream impacts section 
regarding sediment spills as a potential construction impact 

3. Subsequent to publication of the DEIS, SHA undertook a more detailed analysis of the. 
potential MD 210 stream impacts to provide further definition. Stream impacts were 
inventoried for each alternative according to whether they were relocation or pipe 
impacts, and whether the stream segment impacted was perennial or ephemeral. All of 
these results will be included in the final environmental document. 

4. We concur with the suggested text revisions, and will incorporate them into the final 
environmental document 

5. We appreciate this comment and will continue to include, as appropriate, information 
similar to that contained in the fauna impacts section in future environmental documents. 

6. Your concerns regarding the wording in reference to cumulative impacts to wetlands are 
noted, and your suggestions will be considered in developing this section in the final 
envirunmenlal documenL 

Tctohong     «i<n«o.l330 
DNR TTY for the Detf Um 2fi(U»m 

My telephone number Is  

Matyland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addrass: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
     ..   _. , „, ».D.i,im„r.   Marvland 21202 



ia D. Simpson 
20,   2001 

^age 2 

2. At the top of page rV-43, potential impacts from construction are referenced. Accidental spills are 
referenced, but supporting information indicates that this is a reference mostly to equipment and 
machinery fluids. This section should prominently reference sediment spills or discharge from the 
construction areas, as sedimentation of downslope and downstream areas is one of the most critical 
potential' impacts from construction activities. While sedimentation is referenced in subsequent 
pages, it should not be omitted from this introductory section. 

3. On pages IV-43 and rV-44. stream impacts are discussed. The information explains that much nf 
the stream impact total length is due to culvert extensions and grading for proposed fill slopes 
(grading and relocation of existing ditches and ditch/streams). It further explains that actual stream 
relocations may only total approximately 23 5 linear feet This explanation is very useful, as figures 
for total stream impacts can sometimes be misleading because they group into one statistic some 
of the least significant (roadside ditch relocation) and most significant (natural stream piping or 
relocation) types of natural resource impacts. We recommend that as the project study continues, 
the proposed stream impacts be further defined as feasible. One possible suggestion would be to 
present total stream impacts, and then also provide sub-categories to describe and enumerate the 
linear measurements of the different types of stream impacts that are included. This will provide 
a much more accurate description of the stream impacts to be expected. 

4. On page rV-74, we recommend that an additional sentence or phrase be added to'the third 
paragraph, after the existing sentence, "Impacts from the Build Alternates on F.I.D.s is expected 
to be minimal because most impacts are within the existing edge habitat" The additional language 
should convey the following point "however, forest clearing and construction along the existing 
roadway associated with the Build Alternates may, in some areas, cause the further extension of 
edge habitat into nearby existing forest interior areas." To improve the accuracy of the text, the 
word "minimal" in the existing sentence referenced above should be changed to "limited" or 
"minimized". 

5. We found many detailed references on potential impacts to various wildlife resources in the section 
on Environmental Consequences; Fauna (pages IV-73 to IV-81). The overall scope of the concepts 
presented in this section are impressive, and we commend the efforts made by the preparers of the 
document to put this section together. We hope to see similar information on the varied potential 
impacts from road construction to fauna in future environmental documents. 

6. We recommend against use of the following statement, which can be found on page IV-159 in a 
discussion of cumulative impacts to wetlands: "However, given the current Federal and State 
regulatory framework contained in Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the Maiyland Nontidal 
Wetlands Protection Act and the 'no net loss' wetlands policies, impacts to wetlands under the 
future land use scenario are-expected to be minimal". A similar statement can be found near the 
top of Page IV-166 in the first paragraph. The reason for our concern with this statement, and 
especially the use of the term "minimal", is that wetland impacts are not prohibited by State or 
Federal wetland protection laws; the laws only- require avoidance and minimization efforts in 
relation to the purpose and need of various projects, along with consideration of alternative analyses 
for the projects.   The term "minimal" conveys the idea that not only will these impacts be 

Mr. Ray C. Dintaman, Jr. 
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7.   Conceptual mitigation of stream impacts will be addressed following the identification of 
a Preferred Alternative. A Conceptual Mitigation informational package will be 
developed for agency review at that time. Wc appreciate your detailed input regarding 
mitigation concepts at this early stage, as they will be evaluated for incorporation into the 
development of our informational package. 

Thank you again for your comments. If you have any further questions please feel free to 
call Dennis Atkins, the project manager at 410-545-8548, or Heather Amick, the environmental 
manager at 410-545-8526. Both can be reached toll &ee at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

isejih R. Kiesslein 
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Jose 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

Heather Amick, State Highway Administration 
Dennis M. Atkins, State Highway Administration 
Caiyn Brookman, Federal Highway Administration 
Michael Clifford, Washington Metropolitan Council of Governments 
Elizabeth Cole, Maryland Historical Trust 
Prakash Dave, State Highway Administration 
John Dinne, U.S. Army Corp of Engineers 
Elder Ghigiarelli, Maryland Department of the Environment 
Greg Golden, Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Bruce Grey, State Highway Administration 
Susan Hinton, National Park Service 
Mary Huie, Federal Highway Administration 
Joseph Kresslein, State Highway Administration 
J. Rodney Little, Maryland Historical Trust 
Mark Lotz, Wilson T. Ballard Company 
John Nichols, National Marine Fisheries Service 
Meiinda Peters, State Highway Administration 
Barbara Rudnick, Environmental Protection Agency 
Bihui Xu, Maryland Department of Planning 
Robert Zepp, Fish and Wildlife Service 
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minimized, but also that the final tally will not be of significance. In some cases of development, 
rather significant wetland impacts may be authorized for individual projects, and certainly the 
cumulative impacts that can be authorized overtime in a developing area are likely to be considered 
more than "minimal". Also, we note that "no net loss" policies address the need for compensatory 
mitigation as much as they do impact avoidance and minimization, so "no net loss" does not 
directly provide assurances against future significant wetland impacts. Examples of more accurate 
language that still makes a similar point can be found nearby in the document in discussions of 
other resources. For example, on page rV-160 in the last paragraph, the following statement is 
made: "However, impacts to woodlands would be regulated under the Maryland Forest 
Conservation Act and the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection Law, and effects would be 
offset through reforestation requirements." Also, on page IV-165 in the last paragraph, the 
following statement is made: "...Ihe current regulatory fiamework for stormwater management and 
sediment and erosion control requirements would help to minimize the impacts to surface waters 
from development underthe future land use scenario." More cautious and less conclusive language 
similar to these two examples (i.e. use of the teim "minimized" rather than "minimal") should be 
used for the statements regarding wetlands impacts in the Secondary and Cumulative Effects 

' Analysis section of the document. 

7.        We have the following recommendation related to the project, but not directly related to the DEIS 
contents: linear stream impact figures will likely be quite high for this project although as 
discussed above, much of this impact could be affecting lesser quality roadside ditches, to any case, 
it will be important to develop a comprehensive package of compensatoiy mitigation that 
successfully addresses any significant non-vegetated wetland stream impacts, separate and in 
addition to the mitigation for vegetated wetlands. Very high quality fisheries resources, including 
additional anadromous fish spawning areas and a significant recreational largemouth bass fishery, 
are found in the Potomac River mainstem just outside and downstream of the Study Area for this 
project. Mitigation for stream impacts, if necessary, should include consideration of each of the 
following important categories as the mitigation package is developed: stonnwater retrofits 
throughout the area to improve downstream water quality and habitat, streambank stabilization and 
habitat improvements in the tributaries in the area, and habitat improvements in the Potomac River 
mainstem which might improve regional fisheries resources that could be affected by runoff from 
the project during and after construction. We understand that the stream mitigation package may 
or may not require a site search extensive enough to consider mitigation projects outside the Study 
Area. In case it may provide needed information for your mitigation search; we advise that the 
DNR Fisheries Service has conducted a preliminary investigation of potential locations for clean 
rubble placement in the Potomac River to create structures that would improve habitat for 
largemouth bass and other species. Consideration was given to rubble placement locations that 
might provide benefits further than simple sport fish attraction and concentration. Additional 
benefits could include juvenile fish refuge and creation of protected areas where submerged aquatic 
vegetation (SAV) can further establish in the river.   Our preliminary information on potential 
rubble placement sites Is available upon request  Only placement of clean rubble should be 
considered for these structures, and we note that preliminary comments that have been gathered 
indicate that rubble placement should be considered only for creation of submerged or emergent 
offshore structures, and not for shoreline stabilization or other shoreline structures. 
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We appreciate the attention that has been given in the draft document to nstural resource assessment 
and protection. We advocate and support your continued efforts to optimize protection of natural resources 
during future planning phases for this project If you have any questions concerning these comments, you 
may contact Greg Golden of my staff at 410-260-8334. 

Sincerely, 

Ray C. Dintaman, Jr., Director 
Environmental Review Unit 
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Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Deputy Director 
Office of Planning & Preliminaiy Engineering 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Attention: Ms. Gay L. Olsen 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation - 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Transportation planning staff at the Maryland Department of Planning have reviewed the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study. We 
are providing abbreviated comments through the Maryland State Clearinghouse as well 
as this letter with more extensive comments for SHA's consideration. 

Ao noted in the DEIS., portions of the project alignment are outside the Prince George's 
County Priority Funding Area (PFA). Coordination between MDP and SHA/MDOT 
with regard to the PFA law compliance of the project is ongoing. It should be indicated 
"in flic sections discussing PFAs on page S- 4, S- 8, and IV-3fi. 

Our specific comments on the DEIS document are provided as follows. 

© 

© 

© 

© 
Summary 
We suggest that a summary of the Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis be 

2 )   included in the Summary section. 

© 
301 Vest Preston Street  Suite 1101  B<ittimm,Matylimd2im-230S 

Telephone: 410.767.4}UV   fax 410.767.44W   Toll free: 1.877.767.6373   TTY Users Marytmd Relay 
Internet: wwwMDRstate.md.tJS 

II. Alternatives Considered 
A more detailed analysis of transit enhancements and provision of park and ride facilities 
should be included. Has the travel demand forecast for this project included the proposed 
transit enhancements and other TDM measures? How would transit enhancements 
influence people travel along the MD 210 corridor? What are the projected transit 
riderships under No-Build or Built Alternatives? How would HOV lanes, park and ride 
facility improvements, signal prioritization, and other strategies enhance transit usages? 
More detailed discussions will help the agencies and the public to better understand how 
non-SOV options could help to meet the project purpose and what non-SOV options 
could be part of the selected alternative. 

More specific information on major pedestrian and bicycle facility improvements should 
be provided. The DEIS generally indicated that sidewalks and bike lanes will be 
considered for cross roads, but there is no information on the locations of the proposed 
sidewalks/bike lanes and associated safety improvements, e.g., (if any) crosswalks, safety 
islands, and pedestrian and bicycle friendly signals. SHA staff indicated to us previously 
that SHA tries to design or choose interchanges that will be bicycle/pedestrian-fiiendly. 
Some discussion on this effort may be useful. 

The DEIS indicates that sidewalks and bike lanes would be provided only within the 
limits of roadway improvements. However, such an approach may not reasonably 
address the need for pedestrian and bicycles. Some extended sidewalks or bikeways 
may be needed to make reasonable connections to adjacent land uses. 

There is no a particular analysis or discussion of how the proposed HOV lanes would 
help to improve travel along MD 210. Such an analysis should be included in Section II. 
G. to assist the evaluation of the Build Alternatives. Using ADT or vpd may not be the 
best way to present HOV lanes' traffic carrying ability. The major function of HOV 
lanes is to manage peak period traffic; therefore, peak period traffic data for HOV lanes 
should be considered. In addition, HOV lanes should be measured for the ability to carry 
persons rather than cars. Therefore, we suggest that SHA consider using "Persons per 
lane per day," or "persons per lane per hour," or "persons per lane AM/PM pealc" traffic 
volumes for HOV lanes. For a comparison purpose, such traffic volume data may also be 
developed for the general use lanes. 

IV. Environmental Consequences - M. Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 
Evidently, SHA and the Study Team have made good efforts on collecting SCEA data 
and information. The SCEA information and data presented are useful for the analysis. 

It appears to us that the consequences of cumulative impacts on some resources are 
downplayed by the analysis conclusions. These conclusions should either be revised or 
be clarified based on reasonable justifications: 

•   Surface Waters  We believe that related MDE regulations can help to reduce 
Some impacts to surface water but cannot help to minimize such impacts. It is not 
appropriate to use the word of "minimize" to describe the effect of MDE 
regulation control. The DEIS indicates that "the amount of developed land within 
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the SCEA boundary is projected to nearly triple" from 1997 to 2020. It also states 
that stormwater management practices cannot offset all of cumulative impacts on 
water quality due to significant transformation of forest/woodland land to built 
environment in the future. 
Woodlands The DEIS should provide an explanation of why current regulation 
controls could offset the substantial impacts to woodlands. Will there be net lost 
of woodland/forest resources in the SCEA area even with implementation of the 
state regulations? It is unclear to us. 
Agricultural Laud   Iii the last paragraph of Stxliou f. (page rV-163), il should 
point out that in Prince George's County since the agriculture areas between the 
Piscataway Creek and the Charles County line are allowed for low density 
residential development, such agricultural land can be impacted by future 
development. 

oo 
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The followings are the comments regarding Section 4. Secondary Effects and Section 5. 
Conclusions from page IV-163 to IV-166. 

•    Examination of the secondary effects on areas in PFA and in non-PFA is part of 
the Smart Growth implication evaluation. For this project and other SHA's 
projects, discussions of secondary effects on PFAs and on non-PFAs should be 
integrated in the SCE analysis. PFA boundaries should be shown on related maps 
to assist the analysis. For instance, PFA boundaries could be overlaid with the 
SCEA development activities on Figure IV-10. 
On page IV-163, the definition of "secondary effects" is incomplete. As quoted 
in the SHA's SCEA Guidelines, secondary effects "may include growth inducing 
effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, 
population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water on other 
natural systems, including ecosystems." 
It should be noted that changes in land use pattern could occur without changing 
the type of development that is defined by a local master plan. In this project's 
SCEA area, agricultural land, woodland and forest land could be changed to 
residential uses in accordance with local zoning regulations. This land use pattern 
change will increase impervious areas and population density. And the MD 210 
project could trigger, facilitate and accommodate the residential development in 
these agricultural/woodland areas. As the result, growth rate could be altered. 
This is the secondary effect that should be addressed by the SCE analysis and 
documented in the DEIS. In this case, the type of development, i.e., residential 
uses may not be changed to other uses, e.g., to commercial uses, but the land use 
patterns would be changed. If the transformation from agricultural and forest land 
to low density residential uses occurs outside PFAs, that may be an adverse 
secondary effect that the State Smart Growth policy is intended to discourage. 
Sometimes highway improvements could provoke changes in the type of 
development. For instance, land near a new interchange could be rezoned from 
residential use to commercial uses, or from low density land uses to high density 
development It is unclear whether such changes could occur along the MD 2iO 
corridor after the roadway becomes a freeway. If the changes are within PFAs, 

® 

there might not be negative effects. An assessment of changes in development 
types (if any) may be included. 

•   On page IV-163, the statement, "Public faculties must be adequate to 
accommodate the growth envisioned by the master plans," may not be consistent 
with the State Smart Growth policies. The State of Maryland intends to invest 
public facilities in PFAs to support and accommodate growth in PFAs. 
Environmentally insensitive low-density developments outside of PFAs, even 
they are called for by local master plans, should not be supported by state dollars. 
We suggest deleting the sentence. 

All in all, the secondary and cumulative effects of the project should be thoroughly 
assessed and adequately documented. Implementation of current regulatory controls may 
not be the only approach to mitigate the SCE impacts. Additional SCEA mitigation 
strategies should be investigated. To our concerns, mitigations strategies to minimize 
land development impacts outside of PFAs may be explored. 

Should you have any questions with regard to our comments, please do not hesitate to 
contact me at 410-767- 4564 or Bihui Xu at 410-767-4567. 

Sincerely, 

David T. Whitaker, AICP 
Principal Planner 
Transportation Planning 

cc:  Ron Young, MDP 
Joe Tassone, MDP 
Bob Rosenbush, MDP 
Nelson Castellanos, FHWA 
Barbara Rudnick, EPA 
Paul Wottlaufer, COE 
Ray Dintaman, DNR 

Attention: Greg Golden 
Elder Ghigiarclli, MDE 
Don Halligan, MOOT 
Fatimah Hasan, MDOT 
Michael Day, MHT 

Attention: Ms. Ann Bruder 
Ms. Beth Cole 



ffln-15-2004(WOH) 11:51      SHR   PPO 

AolMrt L. Ehrltob. Jr.. CWIrnor 
UIGbul 0. StMIc, U. OeiMnutr 

00 
> 

s 
410 209 5004 P.UUI 

PoW-IT Pax Note  7B7 

410 209 5004 

State: 
AMMn 

MMVLWD DEMHTHEKT of TnusraRunoii 

nan i. nitrmn. AOmtnitfmer 

MiBCh 12,2004 

Re: Project No. PG221AU 
MD 210 Mulli-Modal Study 
1-9.1/1-495 to MD 228 
Prince Oeorge's County 

Mr. David T. Wtoitakor. AICP 
ftinoipal Planner 
Tnnspottalion Planning 
Maryland Deputmeat of Planninj 
301 Won Preston Street, Suite 1 tOl 
Baltimore, MD 21201-2305 

Attention-. Ms. BihuiXu 

DearMr.Whitaltcr: 

Tnank you for your July 18,2001 letter in which you provided comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statemeni (DEIS) Tor the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study. Since that time, 
the State Highway Administration (SHA) has developed and selected a modified allstnative. 
AltemsU ve 5 A Modified. Your oooaxnams cpanned a wide range of isauaa that needed to be 
addressed u we refined our preferred, and subsequently selected, alternative. In this intervening 
time period, we have conducted the necessary studies and coordination to adequately address the . 
taiuei rained. The Selected Alternative and Cnnecjttiusl Milisatfon Package it utttchRri   We 
anticipate that the Final Envlroninenta] Impact Statement (FEIS) will be approved by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FIIWA) and circulated this Summer. 

The following is provided in response to your letter, with response numbers 
corresponding to circled comment numbers shown on an attached copy of your letter: Where 
appropriate, we have addressed your comments as they relate to the SHA-Selected Alternative. 

1. The SHA-Selected Alternative, Alternative 5 A Modified, complies with the Linear Features 
Regulation andis therefore consistent with Maryland's Priority Places Strategy. This 
infoxmation win be cited in the Summary and bnvironmental Consequences Chapter of the 
FEIS. 

2. A summary of the Secondary and Cumulative EITacts Analysis will be included In the 
Sumnuzy section of the FEIS. 
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3. Througjtout die detailed studies portion of this Project Planning study, SHA worked closely 
with die Maryland Transit Administration (MTA), the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority (WMATA) and Metropolitan Washington Council of Qovermnents (MWCOO) to 
develop an enhanced transit network that would maximize transit use in the MD 210 
corridor. This enhanced transit network was then modeled by MWCOO to determine effects 
on ridership and navel times for both High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane and non-HOV 
lane scenarios. MTA and WMATA developed an all inclusive transit enhancement package 
consisting of additioma] express routes, reduced headways, and additional park and ride 
capacity that was considered the maximum practicable transit network enhancement. The 
dctailod elements of the enhanced network arc attached as part of MWCOG's MD 210 
Corridor Study Regional Travel Demand Analysis Report, dated Jaauazy 21,2000 (attaohed). 
The basic conclusion of the MWCOO report was thai transit enhancements alone in the MD 
210 corridor would increase transit ridership by approximately 3,600 person-trips per day 
over baseline conditiom; however, when combined with HOV lanes, all of the Increased 
transrt-ridenhip would be lost as those patrons shifted to the HOV lanes. HOV lanes would 
have ten times the benefit as transit in removing traffic from Limited Occupancy Vehicle 
(LOV) lanes. HOV lanes were modeled assuming direct connections to 1-295 and the Capital 
Beltway (west only). Interchanges on MO 210 were assumed at all roadway crossings ftom 
Old Fort Road South to the Capital Beltway. The proposed transit service modifications that 
are assumed to be implemented along with the SHA-Selected Alternative, consistent with 
WMATA/MTA recommendations, will be outlined in the Effects on Public Transportation 
Services section of the Environmental Consequences chapter of the FEIS. 

4. Pedestxion and bieyole etudxes and oozuilderation of improvements along MD 210 have bean 
completed. The Alternatives Considered and Environmental Consequences Chapters of the 
FEIS will contain more detail concerning the locations of sidewalks on the cross-roads, how 
transit stops will be accessed and how bicycle traffic will he accommodnted. DetniU 
regarding dimensions of intersection islands and traffic signal phasing for pedestrians mil be 
resolved during the final design phase. 

5. SHA coordination with Prince George's County Department of Public Works and 
Transportation staff will continue into the design stage regarding many project issues, 
including sidewalk and bikeway issues. Given that the side roads arc county facilities, SHA 
Is limited as to what improvements can be made outside the limits of the approach roadway 
work near the interchanges. 

6. Infinmatfon concemiog traffic volumes and levels of wrvicp aasor-lated with HOV and nnn- 
HOV alternatives is smnmarized in the DEIS. Figures n-2A through li-2C present ADTs of 
total, HOV and non-HOV trafiic throughoul the corridor along with intersection lev^k_of 
service at at-orade Intersections and ramp terminals. Table II-2 summarizes levels of service 
at ramp merge/diverge locations for all alternatives. During document preparation, it was 

P. 002 
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belinvad that this was sufficient Inftwrnation for onmpninc altemalivm without 
overwhelming the lay cesder witii extensive technical traffic information. 

The SHA-Selected Alternadve, Alternative 5A Modified does not include HO V lanes. The 
rationale for choosing this alternative was based on the analyses of the traffic opeiation*, 
enviroruncntal impacts and public/agency input for each of the alternatives. Person- 
thtcrogtqput, defined as the actual munber of people (not just vrfiicle») using die highway in a 
given pertoa of thnc, was OK a stgnineaat Actor in die declsion-maWng process, except that 
public comments indicated that they were quite aware that the KOV altemsthres (SB tod SC) 
provided more, and in their view excessive, capacity as compared to the non-HOV 
altomalivc. The public was overwhelmingly opposed to HOV because it would. In their 
view, induce further sprawl growth in Charles County and directly Impact land adjacent to 
MD 210. SHA-Selected Alternative SA is forecast to provide satisfactory traffic operations 
through the design year 2020, thus meeting purpose aid need, with lower cost and 
environmental impact as compared to the HOV alternatives. 

7. The FEIS will include a revised statement thai the current regulatory framework for 
stormwmcr management and sediment and erosion control requirements administered by 
MDE would help to reduce the impacts to surface waters from development under the future 
land use scenario. 

8. The Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis included in the FEIS will incorporate 
additional information with regard to the Maryland Reforestation I-aw requirements as 
discussed below: 

For every acre afforest cleared above the allowable clearing threshold, one acre 
qfforest must be replaced In accordance vrith the Nntirral Hesavrces Article, 
Section 5-103, which became law an January J, I9S8.   This refbrestaiion -would 
help offset the forest Impacts. It is not certain, however, that all cfthe 
reforestation would be completed within the SCEA boundary, although it would 
likely be accomplished within the county where fontt impacts occur. Therefore, 
impacts to woodlands wlthtn the SCEA boundary would likely canaibute to 
cumulative forest resource Impacts in the SCEA boundary, but because of 
re/brestatton. would not contrtbuie mbstamtalty to cumulative impacts to 
woodlands in Prince George's County or Charles County. Other projects m the 
SCEA area potentially contributing to cumulative effects, such as private 
developments, are subject to county reforestation requirements that are at least 
equal to, and In certain cases more stringent than, the state requirements with 
regard to reforestation ratio requirements. 
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9. A smtetnant will be included in the FEIS that the agricultural land zoned Kesidemial - 
Agricultural, located generally between Piscataway Creek and the Charles County line, can 
be impacted by ftrture development because the zoning classification allows low density 
residential development. 

10. No land use changes are mitiuipahxi with the SHA-Selected Ahemative. Subsequently, no 
secondary effects in terms of induced changes in the type of development or land use as 
envisioned in the area master plans are anticipateeL The FEIS will include this conclusion. 

11. The MI definition of secondary effects, as quoted in SHA's SCEA Guidelines, is staled at the 
begxnning of the SCEA on page (V-l 33 of the DEIS. This definition will also be included in 
the FEIS. 

12/13. The level of irajirovement to MD 210 proposed by the SHA-Selected Alternative is 
consistent with the current Subregion V Approved Master Plan, which assumes MD 210 as a 
freeway from 1-295 to MD 228. The speculative nature of potential land use and zoning 
changes cited in your comments are not reasonably foreseeable. 

14. The FEIS will not include the following statement: "Public facilities must be adequate to 
accommodate die growth envisioned by the master plans." 

15. With regard to the comment that additional SCEA mitigation strategies should be 
investigated, SHA is not in a position to mitigatfi directly for impacts caused by other 
projects, such as by dovelopan or by the county. Substantial mitigation is proposed for fho 
direct impacts anticipated by the SHA-Selected Ahemative. This mitigation of direct 
impacts does, in turn, provide some mitigation for the cumulative impacts that may take 
place in the SCEA area. 

H.UU4 
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Thflnlc you again for your comments and suggestions. Should you have any additional 
questions, please fed free to contact the environment manager, Ms. Heather Amick at 
(410) 545-8526 or fbe> project manager, Mr. Mark Lotz at (410) 363-0150. 

Sincerely, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminaiy Engineering 
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Assistant Division Chief 
Project Plamrng Division 

Attachments 
co:       Ms. Heather Amick, SHA-PPD 

Mr. Bmoo Orey, SHA-PPD 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, SHA-FPD 
Mr. Mark Lotz, W1B 
Ms. Chisa instead, SHA-PPD 
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Ml. CynlhlJi Simpson, Deputy Dbector 
Office of Atoning ind Prelimlnu; Engineering 
MaryUnd Department of Tnsspoitatioa 
707 Nonh Cilvert Sotn. M«fl Stop C-301 
Baltimore, MD  21202 

REVIEW AND latrOMMUKPATIOW 
State Application Identifier:       MD200I05L5-CH87 
Description:      Draft Envlromnental Impaa Satement and Section 4<f) Evaluation - MD 210 Muld-Modal Study Prom 

I-95/I-495 (Capital Beltway) to MD 228 
Applicant: Maryland Depanment of Tnnsponation 
Location: Prince George'a County 
ApproTlng Autliorlfy:     U.S. Depannmi uf TmapunaUun 

Recommendatlini: Endorsement wltli Qualifying Comments 

xear Ms. Simpson: 

In accordance with Presidentiil Executive Order 12372 and Code of Marjrland Regulatioo 14.24.04, the State Clcaringlxime has 
coordinated the intergovenunenol review ofthe referenced project. TTds letter with attachments, constilutrs the State process review 
and recommendation. TUs reconnnendatlon Is valid for a period of three yean fiom the dale of this letter. 

n^i^. mrnmnn. am. n^imtal from the Maryland Depamnenta of Environment. Honiina and Comnonln' Devetoomeia hdudlne 
the Maryland Historical TVost. Nitoial Resonreea: Charles and Prince Oeonie'l Counties: and the Murrl-id n^piwrnpn tf pi.-njnf 

i4s notof m tile iM&S, portions of th' pnjttt aUpmaa an outildt Prince Ceortt's Conner Prioritf FtouBng Ana (PFA). 
Coordinatton bttwein our departmint and SBA/MDOT with ngardt totht PPA taw eomptlanet oftho project is ongoing, in gtiuml, 
ft* support the MD 220 muid-modat studf but wt urge SHA to conduct a true muM^nodal analysis for Oils prt^tci. The tetter we 
addressed to you, dated Jufy 16, 2001, contains our detaiUd comments on this project 

The Maiyland Depsrtments of Honsina and Communltr Pevelooment including the Maryland Historical Trosl. Wamral Kesmuces: 
and Oiarles County found this project to be consisteiit with their plans, programs, and objectives. 

TOe Msryland Department of the gnYftonment: and Prince Georie'a Coontvtfbund this prpject to be generally consistent with 
their plans, programs, and objectives, but included cenain qoslifying cotnmenta summarized below and discussed in the attached 

Simunaxy of Comments: 

The Mmyland Historical Trust has determined that the project will have 'no advene effect" on historic properties and that the 
federal and/or State historic preseivation requironents bave been met. 

joinamsonsmt'Semitot * Bia»mre,lfeiytaiid2t2Ql4S0S 
nlim.7Sr.4im • NxtlOJSJ.MO • ntfm:I.S00je7.S3n • mUMxMsijtoiiMay 

Ml. Cynthia Simpson 
August 03, 2001 
Pige2 

The] 
underground storage tanks. 

LthcEflviromirent in their attached comments, addressed issues relating to solid waste, and 

frinct Gcoro's County Department of Planning made the following comments: "The study area is located within a geographic 
area covered by two master plans: the 1981 Subreglon V Master Flan and the 993 Subregion VII Master Plan. The master plans 
recommend HOV lanes within this corridor as well as interchanges at all street crossings. While alternative SA facilitates travel 
demand in the short-term, as a long-term solution, it is not compatible with our master plans due to the continued presence of at- 
grade interseokms. Alternative] 5B and 5C incorporate an HOV concept [as] the current master plans recommend. [Therefore], it 
would appear that Altetnative SC is the option that is most compatible with our master plans". 

yrino G«CT-—'i Cmmtv Deoirtment of Public Works and TTimsromtion made the following comments: "Alternative 5A Capacity 
Option 2 ia the preferred option among the proposed alternative sohoioes, as it ndudes the greatest number of interchanges 
considered necessary to achieve Level of Service D (LOS D) or better during the peak periods. Due to the apparent local opposition 
to Alternative] SB and SC from the affected communities, the Depanment of Public Works and Transportation will further analyze 
the alternatives and, therefore, win take no position regarding HOV lanes along the MD Route 210 project at this time". 

Any statement of consideration given to the comments should be submitted to the approving authority, with a copy to the 
£tate Clearinghouse. Additionally, the State Application Idendfler Number must be placed on any correspondence pertaining to 
this project The State Clearinghouse must be kept informed if the recommendation cannot be accommodated by the approving 
authority. 

Please remember, you must comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulations. If you have any questions about the 
comments contained in this letter or how to proceed, please contact the State Clearinghouse at (410) 767-4490. Also please 
complete the attached form and return It to the State dearinghouse as soon as the status of the project is known. Any 
tubstitutUms of Ms form must Include the State Application Identifier Number. This will ensure that our files are complete. 

We appreciate your attention to the imergoveimnental review process and look forward to your continued cooperation.    If you 
need to contact a staff person, please call 410-767-4490. 

Sincerely, 

Linda C. Jnney, J.D. 
Director, Clearinghouse & Plan Review Unit 

LCI:AM:da 
Enclosures 
(* Indkan wfeh imdmeaa) 
cc:        Joane Mueller - MDB 

Ray Dintaman - DNR 
Steve Magoon - CHAS 
Beverly Warfidd - PGEO 
Kathryn Orosz • DHCD 
loe Tassone - MDPC 
Bob Rosenbush - MDPM 

Mi 
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ParrisH deruitning 
(Jttvei iwi 

KathUetKamtttyTownsmd 
Lt. GovtTTwr 

Maryland Department of Planning 

MEMORANDUM 

RoyW.Kimia 
SaittoT/ 

Ronald K K»ng 
DtpttCf Stcntdry 

Please complete this form and ream It to the State Clearinghouse upon receipt of notification that the project has been 
approved or not approved by the approving authority. 

Maryland State Clearinghouse 
Maryland Department of Planning 
301 Wert Pre-iton Street 

Room 1104 
Baltimore, MD  21201-2365 

(Pteue fill In tjw dua fonn comftaed) 

FROM:. 

RE: 

(Nuns of pawn completing An form.) 

State Application IdentUlcr; 
Project Description: 

PHONE: (_ 
(Am Code & Fbooe ounber} 

MD20010515-0487 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation - MD 210 
Muld-Modal Study From I-95/I-495 (Capital Beltway) to MD 228 

Ihis project/plan was: 

PROJECT APPROVAL 

D Approved D Approved with Modiflcadon D Disapproved 

Name of Approving Authority: Date Approved: 

FUNDING APPROVAL 
The funding (if applicable) has been approved for die period of 

 , , , 200_  to 

301 Win Pmton Street •SmuttOt • Battmon,M*rflaid21201-23QS 
Td410.767.4500 *F*x:410.767.44!0 - TellFm; 1.800.767.6272 -TJYUsers:MtryLmtRday 

Internet vtm.mdpjtMU.md.ia 

PLEASS COMPLETE YOUR REVIEW & RECOMMENDA TION BEFORE Juno 71.2007 

•rPJRN COMPLGTEO FORM TO: Und» C. Janey. J.D„ DIrtctor, Clearinghouss & Plan Review Unh, Marytand OepBrtmem ol PV 
301 Wtst Preston Straai. Room 1104, Baltlmora, Maryland  21201-2365 

(jtt App8c*thn fdtntfffmr; 
icstton: 

MD20O10515-0487 
PGEO 

Ctomrtnghouso Contact: 
CtiMrtnghous* Phona: 

Aziz Mammad 
410-767-4490 

ppOcwnV Maryland Dapanment of Transportation 

Draft Environmental Impact Statemont and Section 4(f) Evaluation • MD 210 Multi-Modal Study From 
195/1-495 (Capital Beltway) to MD 228  

Baaad on • Ravfow of the Information Provided, W» Have (/") Checked the Appropriate Detorminatlon Below 

m%?M CONSISTENT RESPONSES - STATE AGENCIES ONLY 

C1 

C7 

It ts coralstem with our plans, program, ind objectives. 

It is conristent with the policies contained in Executive OrderOI.(U.I992.27 (Maryland Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and 
Ptaraunf Act of 1992), Executive Order Ol .01.1998.04 {Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation Policy), and our plans, programs, 
and objecdves. • "  

(MHT ONLY)  It has been dciciuiiucd UIIII die yiojcvt will have "uu ciTcci' on liisiurlc prupniles and that die federal arnt/o 

state historic preservation requirements have been met 

(DNR ONLY) It has been determined that this project is in the Coastal Zone and is not inconsistent with the Maryland 
Coastal Zooe Management Program.  

(MDP ONLY)  It b conslsient with the rcquiremenu of State Finance and Procurement Article 3-7B-02; 03;04 and OS Smart Growth 
and Nrighborhood Conservation (Priority Funding Areaj).  

iLrJti'm."xf?* ', CONSISTENT RESPONSES - COUNTY & LOCAL AGENCIES ONLY 

It b cotoistent with our plans, programs, and objectives. 

C6 
It Is consistent with the Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and Planning Visions (Planning Act of 1992), State Finance and 
Procurement Article 5-7B- Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservadon (Priority Funding Areas), and our plans, programs, and 
objectives.  

OTHER RESPONSES - ALL AGENCIES 

I 
R2 

GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH QUALIFYING COMMENTS:     It is senerally consistent with our plans, programs and 
Objectives, hut the anatticU qualify inn tunuirent i» lubuiiued fur coi&hfa aUoii. 

CONTINGENT UPON CERTAIN ACTIONS:    It is generally consistent with our plans, programs and objectives contingent upon 
cenain acriora being taken as noted in the attached comment.   

NOT CONSISTENT:     It raises problems concerning compuibiliiy with our plans, programs, objectives, or Planning Act 
visions/policies; or it may duplicate existing program activities, as indicated In the attached comment. If a meeting with [he applicant Is 

requested, please check here. D 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED:    Additional information is required ID complete the review. The information 

needed is identified below. Iran extension of the review period is requested, please check here. D 

FURTHER INTEREST:      Due to further into ret t/quettiom concerning chii project, we request that (he Clnringhouie tei up a 
conference with the applicant.  

SUPPORTS "Smart Growth" and Federal Executive Order 12072 (Federal Space Management), which directs federal agencies to locate 
fedllties in urban areas:  

ttach additional comments If necessary Off use the spaces below for brief comments. 

rganuation: JoaneD. Mueller 
TARSA/MDE 
2500 Broening Highway 
BallimoreMD 21224 
(410)631-4120 

fhrfL^ *        .^WU.fx Signature: _ 

Phone: (_ 

Data Completed: 

(•') (a Check here if additional comments attached. 

AtafxtiOJ 

M 
§ 
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3. LOCAL 



MD210: I-95/I-495 to MD 228 

SUMMARY OF AGENCY COMMENTS ON DEIS (LOCAL) 

"       - '     ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND REGULATORY AGENCIES^ RESPONSE LOCATION 
(Section & Page #) 

Maryland - National Capital Park and              • Parkland to be protected from debris, sedimentation and stormwater runoff. 
Planning Commission                                       Coordinate with agency if any changes to Henson Creek Stream Valley Park 
Dept. of Parks and Recreation                          trail. Keep agency apprised of activity within the Oxon Hill Manor View 

Date: 7/15/01 (seepage VI-162)                          shed. 

Seepage VI-162 

Maryland - National Capital Park and              • Build Alternatives are consistent with area Master Plan recommendations. 
Planning Commission                                      Prince George's County Council has designated MD 210 as a growth policy 
Countywide Planning Division                         corridor in their Adopted and Approved Biennial Growth Policy Plan. 

Date: 7/23/01 (see page VI-164)                          Department will not support No-Build Alternative. Alternative 5A not fully 
compatible with master plan. Alternative 5B, 5C is most compatible with the 
master plans. 
Strongly supports development of sidewalks and bike lanes on both sides of 
all side roads; Supports development of wide shoulders on MD 210 and allow 
access to bicycle commuters. Maintain Henson Creek Stream Valley Trail 
tunnel through the planning and development of the project. Preserve the 
opportunity for development of a stream valley trail along Piscataway Creek. 
The MD 210 project should tie into and complement a proposed Oxon Hill 
Road interchange. Bicycle sensitive traffic detectors or push button light 
activators are suggested for the Farmington and Old Fort Road intersections. 

Seepage VI-164 

Prince George's County Fire/EMS                    • Shoulders should be provided on MD 210 northbound and southbound. 
Department Headquarters                                 Opticom should be provided for Fire/EMS use on all traffic lights 

Date: 6/12/01 (seepageVI-168) 

Seepage VI-168 

Prince George's County Fire/EMS                   • Supports Alternative 5C, Option B @ Palmer Road/Livingston Road, Option 
Depai tment Headquarters                                C @ Old Fort Rd North, Option D @ FT. Washington Rd, Options C, D or E 

Date: 8/30/01 (see page VI-169)                       @ Swan Creek Rd/Livingston Rd, Option C @ Old Fort Rd South. 

See page VI-169 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit            • Recommend preserving a preferential option for transit and ridesharing in the 
Authority                                                          corridor. Support HOV lanes. Prefer direct access ramps to HOV lanes and 

Date: 8/1/01 (see page VI-171)                            direct connections from HOV lanes to 1-295 and 1-95/1-495. Continue 
coordination between the MD 210 study team and the Woodrow Wilson 
Bridge design team. 

Seepage VI-171 

VI-161 
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAl PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 
Depfflimmt o/ Porfa and Rtcreadm 

6600 Kenilworth Avenue   Riverdale, Maryland 20737 

My 15,2001 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson, Deputy Director 
Office of rianmng and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Mailstop C-301 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

September 18,2001 

Pam's N. Glendenino 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

Ms. Marilyn Lewis, Senior Planner 
Park Planning and Development 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
6600 Kenilworth Avenue 
Riverdale, Maryland 20737 

Dear Ms. Lewis: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) 
has reviewed your letter and would like to take this opportunity to address your questions and 
comments. 

ON 

RE: Maryland 210, Multi-Modal Study (Indian Head Highway) 

The Division of Park Planning and Development, in the Department of Parks and Recreation of 
the Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission, is responsible for the review, 
approval and coordination of any and all changes and/or impacts to park land (and any associated 
mitigation). 

It is imperative that park land, including the stream valleys be protected from debris, 
sedimentation and stonn water run oflj for the construction of the MD Rte 210. 
The stream valleys and our associated paric land are frequently impacted by development from 
surrounding upland areas. It is important that mitigation due to impact/disturbance, as associated 
with this project, be handled within the areas of impact. 

Equally important, is the major trail which funs through the Henson Creek Stream Valley Park. 
This is a multi-modal trail accommodating hikers/bikers and equestrians. This one of the most 
heavily used trail systems in the southern region of Prince George's County. Health, safety, 
welfare and maintenance regarding our trails are paramount. Any changes to the existing 
conditions must meet or exceed current standards. 

We are also concerned with potential impacts to the Oxon Iffll Manor and its view shed. This 
property is not only an historic site (on the National Historic Register), but a revenue producing 
facility, therefore, we must be kept apprized of any associated activity within the area. 

Strict enforcement of the SHA sediment and erosion control procedures and the Maryland 
Department of the Environment (MDE) stoimwater management regulations will minimize water 
quality effects during and after construction. Wherever possible, mitigation requirements will be 
met within the areas of impact 

We understand that the Henson Creek Stream Valley Park trail is a heavily used resource 
within the project area. We will coordinate with your agency during the Final Design phase of 
the project to ensure that any changes to the trail will meet or exceed current standards. In 
addition, we will keep you apprised of activity within the Oxon Hill Manor view shed through 
copy of our coordination with the Maryland Historical Trust 

Thank you again for your comments. If you have any further questions please feel free to 
call Dennis Atkins, the project managerat4r0-545-8548, or Heather Amick, the environmental 
manager at 410-545-8526. Both can be reached toil free at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

My telephone number Is _ 

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
-. ..... -wv? Mnrfh ftttvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

^ 
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Ms. Marilyn Lewis 
Page Two 

Thanlc you for the opportunity to submit comments on this Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement We look forward to working with your representatives on this project. If you have any 
question, please contact me at 301-699-2574 or at 
Jewis marilvnnfSipgparks.com. 

Sincerely, 

Marilynn Lewis, Senior Planner 
Park Planning and Development 

cc: Charles Montrie, Planning Supervisor 
Eileen Nivera, Planner Coordinator 

Joseph R. Kressleji 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

cc:      Ms. Heather Amick, State Highway Administration 
"TOBT'D'etflJls^lrrttldas, State Highway Administration 

Ms. Elizabeth Cole, Maryland Historical Trust 
Mr. Greg Golden, Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Mr. Bruce Grey, State Highway Administration 
Ms. Mary Htrie, Federal Highway Administration 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, State Highway Administration 
Mr. Donald Sparklin, State Highway Administration 



MN 
'EIMARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

I      11 1 14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
I  | Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 

TTY: (301) 952-3796 

Trincc George's County Planning Department 
Office of the Planning Director 

(301)952-3595 
www.nmcppc.org 

July 23,2001 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office Of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Mailstop C-301 
Baltimore, Maryland 7.1202 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

As requested in the referral of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study, this letter transmits the Planning Department's staff comments on 
the proposed alternatives. Staff from our Transportation Planning Section, including the Trails 
Planner, coordinated this review with our Community Planning and Environmental Planning 
staff. Comments on the DEIS are contained in this letter for your use in preparing the Final EIS. 

CONSISTENCY WITH MASTER PLANS 

The study area is located within a geographic area covered by two master plans: the 
Subregion VII Master Plan, approved in October 1981, and the Subregion VMastetPlan 
approved in September 1993.   Both master plans recommend full access controls along MD 210, 
including interchanges, service roads and collector-distributor roads. The Subregion V Master 
Plan also included a recommendation for HOV lanes along MD 210 in order to accommodate the 
travel demand anticipated with master plan build out In both Prince George's and Charles 
Counties. Both master plans also specified locations for park and ride facilities in the MD 210 
corridor which were subsequently constructed or are currently under design. 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretao' 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

October 4, 2001 

Dr. Fem Piret 
Prince George's County Planning Director 
The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 

Dear Dr. Piret: 

Thank you for your letter dated July 23,2001, providing comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEISySection 4(f) Evaluation for the MD 210 Multi-Modal 
Study. The purpose of this letter is to address the concerns identified in your letter. 

We acknowledge your conclusion that the Build Alternatives are consistent with the area 
Master rlana* recommendations for the transportation improvements needed for the build out of 
the MD 210 eoiridor, to the extent that the interchanges, service roads, HOV lanes and park & 
ride facilities are part of the proposed alternatives. 

The Final Environmental Dnpact Statement (FEIS) will reflect:the Prince George's 
County Council's designation of MD 210 as a growth policy corridor from the District of 
Columbia to Livingston Road in their Adopted and Approved Biennial Growth Policy Plan 
(BGPP). 

The projected average daily traffic (AD'l) volume along Oxon Hill Koad has been 
reviewed and updated to reflect the development of National Harbor. The revised projected 
2020 ADT volume along Oxon Hill Road in the vicinity of the MD 210 intersection ranges from 
43,000 to 45,000 vehicles per day. The FEIS will reflect the revised ADT 

Your support for Alternative 5B or 5C with the maximum number of interchanges under 
consideration (Capacity Option 2) will be considered in the on-going process of developing a 
Preferred Alternative. We furthermore ackhowledge your support for Alternative 5A as a short- 
tenn solution due to the continued presence of at-grade intersections. 

The following responses address specific numbered comments contained in your letter 
regarding potential impacts nf the alternatives presented in the DEIS." 

Given that the recommendalions in these master plans are now 8-20 years old, we believe 
that most of the build alternatives are consistent with the master plans' concept of a multi-modal 
controlled-access facility. To the extent that the interchanges, service roads, collector-distributor 
roads, HOV lanes and park and ride facilities are part of the proposed alternatives, they are . 
consistent with the master plans' recommendations for the transportation improvements needed 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2259 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street* Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

s 
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Ms. Cynthia Simpson July 23,2001 
Page 2 

for build out of the MD 210 corridor. Lesser improvements to at-grade intersections along 
MD 210 will provide the capacity needed up to the year 2025, and would therefore be considered 
as staging elements of the master plan. 

Commission 2000 has recommended that MD 210 be designated as a corridor in the 
General Plan Update. The Prince George's County Council has accepted this recommendation 
and, in their Adopted and Approved Biennial Growth Policy Plan (BGPP), designated MD 210 
as a growth policy corridor from the District of Columbia to Livingston Road. 

PREVIOUS TRANSPORTATION STUDIES 

In 1990, the Statewide Commuter Assistance Study examined future needs in the MD 210 
corridor.'tod recommended a program which includes enhanced express bus service along with 
intersection improvements to provide a fully access controlled facility between MD 228 and the 
Capital Beltway (1-95/495). 

TRAFFIC FORECASTS 

Under the Purpose and Need section of the DEIS, is a graphic (Figure 1-1) which depicts 
the forecasted average daily traffic (ADT) volume along Oxon Hill Road, east of MD 210 as 
25,800: vehicles. This figure does not appear to reflect the development of National Harbor and 
should be revised in the Final EIS. 

COMMENTS ON THE ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1. 

Alternative 5A. 

Alternatives 5B/C. 

Existing Roadway (No-Build1: This alternative is not compatible with any 
of our master plans, and consequently, would not be supported by this 
department. 

Intersection Improvements: This alternative provides some at-grade 
intersection improvements towards the southern end of the corridor while 
intersections at the northern end of the corridor would be upgraded to 
interchanges. While this alternative will facilitate travel demand in the 
short term, as a long-term solution, it is not fully compatible with our 
master plans due to the continued presence of at-grade intersections. 

HOV Lanes: These alternatives incorporate an HO V concept As 
mentioned previously, the current master plans for this corridor 
recommend HOV lanes within the corridor as well as interchanges at all 
street crossings. Based on the alternatives presented, it would appear that 
Alternative 5C is the option that is most compatible with our master plans. 

Dr. FemPiret 
Page Two 

1. and 6.   Safe bicycle and pedestrian crossings will be an important consideration in the 
selection and refinement of the Preferred Alternative. On-going studies to identify 
appropriate "Thinking Beyond the Pavement" measures will comprehensively address 
transit accessibility, community cohesion, aesthetic and pedestrian/bicycle issues. 
During the design phase, SHA will consider the provision of amenities such as 
bicycle friendly traffic control devices. We will continue to coordinate with your 
office regarding this suggestion. We have noted that the Potomac Heritage On-Road 
Bike Route crosses MD 210 at both Farmington Road and Old Fort Road. 

2. The SHA Bicycle Coordinator is currently undertaking a study of the available and 
planned bicycle facilities and anticipated needs for the entire study area, including an 
evaluation of parallel corridors. The results of this Study will be used to formulate 
recommendations for bicycle accommodation on mainline MD 210 (e.g., shoulder 
use). 

3. SHA staff met on-site with M-NCPPC representatives on July 20, 2001 to discuss 
issues related to the Henson Creek Stream Valley Trail. Except for potential minor 
disruption during construction, this trail underpass will be fully preserved with the 
proposed MD 210 Build Alternatives. 

4. None of the MD 210 Build Alternatives preclude in any way the future development 
of a stream valley trail along Piscataway Creek under MD 2] 0. 

5. Coordination is on-going with the Prince George's County Department of Public 
Works and Transportation regarding the county's Oxon Hill Road capital 
improvement project 

Thank you again for your comments. If you have any further questions please feel free to 
call Dennis Atkins, the project manager at 410-545-8548, or Heather Amick, the environmental 
manager at 410-545-8526. Both can be reached toll free at 1-800-548-5026. 

_yery truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Josepn R. Kressjem 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

^ 

^ 
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Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Page 3 

POTENTIAX. IMPACTS 

July 23, 2001 Dr. Fem Piret 
Page Three 

Listed below are the master plan trails that could potentially be affected by the project, as well as 
other issues for consideration during the planning and development of this project 

1. Staff strongly supports the improvement of all intersections within the study area in a way 
that accommodates bicycles and pedestrian use. More specifically, staff supports the 
development of five-foot wide sidewalks and bike lanes (as shown on Figure Et-ID) on 
both sides of all side roads. Bike lanes should be designed in accordance with the 1999 
AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. These improvements should 
be made for both at-grade intersections and interchanges. Particular attention should be 
given to safe bicycle and pedestrian crossings at the on and off-ramps of these 
interchanges. 

2. Staff also supports the development of the MD 210 mainline with wide shoulders, as 
indicated on page 11-3. It is strongly encouraged that access to these shoulders be given to 
bicycle commuters. Although north-south access can be accommodated on adjacent local 
roads, bicycle commuters, like all commuters, are interested in the fastest, most direct 
route to their destination. In many cases in this corridor, that route is MD 210. Various 
jurisdictions across the country have shown that the shoulders of limited access highways 
can be used safely by bicyclists if designed properly. The use of shoulders on limited 
access highways for bicycles is supported by the Maryland Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee. 

3. The existing M-NCPPC Henson Creek Stream Valley Trail goes under MD 210 via a 
tunnel. This existing trail provides recreation along the stream valley, as well as a 
connection between communities on both sides of MD 210. This tunnel should be 
maintained through the planning and development of this project. 

4. The Subregion V Master Plan reconunends a stream valley trail along Piscataway Creek. 
As this trail will also go under MD 210, the opportunity for the development Of the trail 
under the roadway in the future should be preserved. 

5. Discussions are currently underway with regards to the county's Oxon Hill Road capital 
improvement project This project will incorporate some form of bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations. The exact type of facility to be built has yet to be determined. SHA 
plans for this interchange should tie into and complement what is ultimately decided upon 
and built- for Oxon Hill Road. 

Ms. Heather Amick, SHA 
Mr. Dennis M. Atkins, SHA 
Mr; Joseph Kresslein, SHA 
Mr. Bruce Grey, SHA 
Mi. Mark Lotz, W.T. Ballard Co. 
Mr. Harvey Muller, SHA, (w/incoming) 
Ms. Melinda Peters, SHA 



Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Page 4 

July 23, 2001 THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 

6.       The Potomac Heritage On-Road Bike Route, which was recently designated in Prince 
George's County, crosses MD 210 at both Farmington Road and Old Fort Road. 
Bicycle sensitive traffic detectors or bicycle-friendly push-button light activators are 
suggested at these locations. 

RECOMMENDATION 

In reviewing all of the alternatives and options presented, our department concludes that with 
some modification, both Alternative 5B and 5C will provide interchanges along the corridor as 
well as HOV lanes. Consequently, the planning department would be supportive of either of 
these alternatives. 

In closing, I thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. If there 
are further questions or comments concerning transportation issues along the corridor, please 
contact Mr. Glen Burton of our Countywide Planning Division at 301-952-3577 or 
gburton@inncppc.state.md.us. 

Sincerely, 

Fern Piret 
County Planning Director 

David L. Goode, Council Administrator 
Elizabeth Hewlett, Chairman PGCPB 
Betty Hager Francis, Director, DPW&T 
Nick Motta, Division Chief, Countywide Planning Division 
Eric Foster, Supervisor, Countywide Planning Section 

^ 

^ 
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THE PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY GOVERNMENT 
Firfe/EMS Depaitment Headquarters 

Office of the Fiie Chief 

Junel2,2001 

Nelson Castellanos 
Division Administralor 
Federal Hitfliway Adnuulstration 
The Rotunda - Suite 220 
711 West 40* Street 
Baltimoie, Maryland 21211 

Dear Mr. Castellanos: 

Thank you for allowing the Prince George's County Fire/Emergency Medical Services 
(EMS) Department to review the MD 210 Mnlti-Moda] Study (Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Seedon 4(1) Bvaluation. This sludy was reviewed by Kenny Oladeinde, Project 
Cooidiasfor, Fire Prevention and Investigations office. 

For the safety of the public, it is highly recommended that shoulders be provided on the 
north and south bound of MD 210 and opricom be provided for Fire/EMS Department use on all 
the traiEc lights. This recommendation is made due to the excessive traffic along this corridor 
due to the increase in development and the use of this corridor by the US. Army for the 
transportation of hazardous materials. 

If you have any questions, please comae! Kenny Oladeinde at 301-583-1836. 

Post-ll* Fax Note    .    7671 -A/rt    WU-i 
^ &«&>/   IWW '*- k/W-juW. 
Co^pl Co.                ' 

PTWMl Ptmwf 

— »tot*-£a>4 tat 

Sincerely, 
Jff8 Rfe^cM        O? flUfnl T 

Ronald J. Siarnicki 
Fire Chief 

IUS:dls 

Copy-to: Kenny Olaieinde, Project Coordinator, Fife Prevention and Investigations 

9201 Basil Court, Fourth Flooi East 
Largo, Maryland 20774 

VOICB-(301) 883-5200 FAX-(301) 883-5212 TDD-(301) 925-5167 

& 
US Department 
orTorisportation 

Federal Highway 
Admlnblratlon 

Maryland Division 
The Rotunda 
711 West 40* Street. Suite 220 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 

November 5,2001 

Project No. AW534B11 
MD 210 Multi-modal Study 
1-95/1-495 to MD 228 
Draft EIS 
Prince George's County, Maryland 

Mr. Ronald J. Siamick 
Fire Chief 
Prince George's County Government 
Fire/EMS Department Headquarters 
9201 Basil Court 
Largo, Maryland 20774 

Dear Mr. Siarnicki: 

Thank you for your letter on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the MD 210 Multi- 
Modal Study. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Maryland State Highway 
Administration (SHA) have reviewed your letter and would like to take this opportunity to address your 
questions and comments. 

You recommended that shoulders and opticom be provided on north and southbound MD 210. All build 
alternatives provide shoulders along the MD 210 mainline; Alternative 5A provides 10-foot shoulders 
and Alternatives SB and 5C provide 8-foot shoulders. During the design phase, the FHWA and SHA 
will consider the provision ot opticom for Flre/anergency Medical Service Department use on all traffic 
lights. We will continue to coordinate with your office regarding this suggestion. 

' Thank you again for your comments. If you have any comments or questions, please feel free to call 
Ms. Mary Hule of my staff at 703-519-9800. 

Sincerely yours, 

:i^_ 

. Castellanos 
Division Administrator 

Ms. Heather Amick, SHA Environmental Manager, PPD 
Mr. Dennis Atkins, SHA Project Manager, PPD 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, SHA Assistant Division Chief, PPD 
Mr. Jim Wynn, SHA Assistant Division Chief, PPD 



THE PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY GOVERNMENT 
Fire/EMS Department Headquarters 

Office of the Fire Chief 

August 30,2001 

^5 

Dennis Atkins, Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland jStoto Highway Adminiatration 
Mailstop C-301 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Mr. Atkins: 

Oh June 21,2001, personnel from the Prince George's County Fire/Emergency Medical 
Services (EMS) Department were afforded the opportunity to attend the Location/Design Public 
Hearing at Friendly High School. Previously, peisomel attended the Alternatives Workshop in 
December, 1998. The Maryland Route 210 Corridor is a major north/south traffic artery in 
Prince George's County. The Woodrow Wilson Bridge project is currently underway with a 
scheduled completion date.of 2007 and the National Haitor project is in its preliminary stages 
with approval from the County Council anticipated in the fall of this year. These factors, 
combined with the fact that many of the eleven intersections on MD 210 identified in the study 
are operating at or near capacity, make major roadway improvement a necessity. 

I would be remiss in my duties if I did not emphasize the relation between roadway 
improvements and a decline in motor vehicle crashes. Anytime an at-grade, traffic signal 
controlled intersection is replaced with a grade-separated interchange, the probability of motor 
vehicle crashes occurring is reduced significantly. Prince George's County Department of Public 
Works and Transportation's Neighborhood Traffic Management Program has been instrumental 
in identifying measures, such as traffic circles and speed humps, that serve to slow vehicles 
down in our neighborhoods. Combine these measures with the advent of "red light oomeras" and 
one thing is painfully clear, our drivers are traveling at greater speeds which increases the 
possibility of human error contributing to motor vehicle crashes. Your booklet states the 
possibility of reducing the number of motor vehicle crashes by two-thirds if options discussed 
are constructed. 

After carefttl review of the options discussed in your booklet, the position of the Prince 
George's County Fire/EMS Department is to recommend Alternative 5-C. Concurrent flow HOV 
lanes will be needed due to considerable traffic flow both north and south on MD 210. This 
traffic flow is anticipated to occur during non-rush hour periods because of the attraction to 
National Harbor. 

9201 Basil Court, Fourth Floor East 
Largo, Maryland 20774 

VOICE-(301) 883-5200 FAX-(301) 883-5212 TDD-(301) 925-5167 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

October 4, 2001 

Parris N. Glendening 
Qovemof 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

Mr. Ronald D. Biackwel! 
Acting Fire Chief 
The Prince George's County Govermnent 
Fire/EMS Department Headquarters 
9201 Basil Court 
Fourth Floor East 
Largo, Maryland 20774 

Dear Mr. Blackwell: 

Thank you for your comments regaiding the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study. The Maryland 
State Highway Administration (SHA) would like to take this opportunity to address your 
comments. 

Your support for Alternative 5C will be considered in the on-going process of developing 
a Preferred Alternative. In addition, wc acknowledge your support for Option B for Palmer 
Road/Livingston Road, Option C for Old Fort Road North, Option D for fort Washington Road, 
Options C, D, or E for Livingston Road/Swan Creek Road and Option C for Old Fort Road 
South. The SHA appreciates your recommendations and will consider them in the Preferred 
Alternative selection process. 

Thank you again for your comments. If you have any further questions please feel free to 
call Dennis Atkins, the project manager at 410-545-8548, or Heather Amick, the environmental 
manager at 410-545-8526. Both can be reached toll free at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Freliminary Engineering 

by: &*<*&££. • 
Joseph R. Kresslein 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide :Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Dennis Atkins, Project Manager 
Page 2 

There does not appear to be any adverse impact on the services provided by the Fire/EMS 
Department to the citizens of or visitors to Prince George's County as a result of any of your 
options for Alternative 5- C. Ao otated earlier, eliininating traffic signals reduces motor vehicle 
crashes. With that in mind, there are preferred options with regards to public safety. Option B 
for location C (Palmer Road/Livingston Road) is preferred due to the lack of a cloverleaf which 
contribute to motor vehicle crashes when drivers do not maintain a safe speed. Option C for 
location D (Old Fort Road North) is preferred due to the lack of a cloverleaf. Option D for 
location E (Fort Washington Road) is preferred because option C includes traffic signals and is 
close to the Tantallon Shopping Center. Options C, D, or E for Location F (Livingston 
Road/Swan Creek Road) are preferred over option B, Option C for Location G (Old Fort Road 
South) is also preferred due to the elimination of traffic signals. 

I would like to take this opportunity to express my gratification to the Maryland 
Department of Transportation for allowing the Prince George's County Fire/EMS Department the 
opportunity to provide feedback throughout the MD 210 planning process. If 1 may be of further 
assistance, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. Ronald D. Blackwell 
Page Two 

cc:      Ms. Heather Amick, State Highway Administration 
Mr. Dennis M. Atkins, State Highway Administration 
Mr. Bruce Grey, State Highway Administration 
Ms. Mary Huie, Federal Highway Administration 
Mr, Joseph Kresslein, State Highway Administration 

<rjM 
Ronald D. Blackwell 
Acting Fire Chief 

RDB:mlb 
Rt210 



Ot/Ot/Ol    TBU Ot:lq FAX 20! 9«i HO) ELES COLL Pit 01002 

uuMivni 
BltnnflMXm 
Itudi tottortH 

ooo mui sirttt MW 
Tflihlnpflfl, oc 30001 

. 102/003-1294 

Or Muwtn: 

fie&Cmnind 
WwUnn 

Morjurti MX VW** 

August 1,2001 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Malletop C-301 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE:     Project No. PG221 An 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
1.95/1-495 to MO 22B 
Prince George's County, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

We are writing to submit the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority's 
(WMATA) comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
BDove-referenced project As you Know, the MD 210 corridor Is a very suocessful transit 
corridor-WMATA alone earrtes approximately 2,500 passenger trips on the highway 
each day - and so the Authority Is partlculariy Interested in its future development 

Overall, the Authority strongly encourages the State Highway Admhlstraf ion (SHA) to 
preserve a preferential option for transit and rldesharing In this eorridor. Given the 
levels of congestion forecast In this study, the region's ability to offer an attracts transit 
option In the corridor will be vital. A bus sitting in the same gridlocked traffic as 
everyone's personal automobile will not be able to entice people out of their cars. For 
this reason, we take the position that whether the HOV lanes are concurrent-flow or 
barrier-separated tenot neariy as Important as whether the HOV lanes are there at all. 

Tfiat being said, each HOV option does raise Issues from the point of view of transit 
operations. The majority of these are items appropriately addressed during the design 
phase of the project. We have been working with SHA staff throughout the- E1S 
process, and look forward to continuing to do so once the project enters final design. 
A commitment to addressing the Issues listed below in cooperation with WMATA should 
be part of the Record of Decision. 

Bus Access to HOV Lanes 

in order to be effective, HOV lanes must provide relatively frequent access for 
buses and other vehicles. Slip ramps are helpful, but not ideal, because buses must 

Parris N. filRnrlRning 
Governor 

John D.Porcari 
Secretafy 

Parker F. Williams 
AdmWstfatof 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

October 26,2001 

Mr. Richard F. Stevens, Director 
Office of Business Planning and Development  - 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
600 Fifth Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20001 

Dear Mr. Stevciu: 

Thank you for your letter dated August 1,2001, providing comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEISySection 4(f) Evaluation for the MD 210 Multi-Modal 
Study. The purpose of this letter is to address some of the concerns outlined in your letter. 

We acknowledge ypur recommendation to preserve a preferential option for transit and 
rideshariftg in the corridor and your position that whether the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
lanes are concurrent-flow or barrier-separated is not as important as whether the HOV lanes are 
there at all. 

SHA welcomes the opportunity to coordinate with WMATA to address many of the 
issues raised in your letter during the project planning phase of the project and agree that some of 
the issues are more appropriately addressed during final design. The final environmental 
document text and/or Record of Decision will include appropriate commitments to addressing 
issues of concern to WMATA, including bus stop locations and pedestrian safety and 
accessibility. 

Your preferences for direct access ramps to HOV lanes, and direct connections from 
HOV lanes to 1-295 and 1-95/1-495 are noted and will be taken into consideration during the 
process of developing the Preferred Alternative, which WMATA will be a part of. 

Coordination will continue between the MD 210 study team and the Woodrow Wilson 
Bridge design team to ensure compatibility between both the highway and transit components of 
each project. At this time, no alternative that provides future rail in MD 210 corridor is being 
considered. However, access from MD 210 to potential Metro-rail station(s) in the 1-95/1-495 
coiridor is a consideration in the MD 210 otudy. 

This study has recognized the long-term need for increased park and ride lot parking 
apace capacity to support growth in commuter bus ridership. The proposed 500+ space park and 
ride lot expansion near the MD 210/MD 373 intersection will provide substantial improvement 

My telephone number Is _ 

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-225B Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address:  P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
   -" "-•"• <"•'•«>* Str.«t. Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

<£ 
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MS. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Page 2 

merge across many lanes of traffic to use them. Direct access via a ramp from an interefiange 
overpau Is ganeralty prefnrabte. ResMrtfng direct access ramps to buses may alleviate safety 
concerns, although Vlraliils's experience with these ramps (which are open to buses and 
personal autos) In the 1-66 corrkfor does not Indicate a history of problems. 

Bus Stop Locations/Pedestrian Safety and Accessibility 

It is likely that the opening of HOV lanes would trigger reconfiguration of WMATA's current bus 
operations on MD 210. However, mere will continue to be a need for buses to serve people 
living adjacent to or along the highway. Project design should ensure that buses may safely 
pun out of and back into traffic as required, and that people may safely and conveniently access 
and wait at these locations. Pedestrian walkways, signal actuation, accessible bus stops, and 

. passenger shelters should all be included. 

Connections to M9B and I-29B 

to 

Direct connections from the HOV lanes to and from (-95/M95 (in both dlrecllons) and 1-295 
should be provided. The alternative, requiring vehicles in the HOV lanes to safely weave 
across three or four lanes of traffic to access the appropriate ramps, will sharply cut Into travel 
time savings and would Introduce a great deal of weaving at a crowded section of the highway. 

Impacts of design of possible future rail In 1-95/1-495 Corridor 

As the project moves forward, design should proceed to accommodate fulure rail in the 1-95/1- 
495 corridor. Planning for this project has advanced In order to allow for such coordination with 
the design of the new Woodrow Wilson Bridge. WMATA can provide further information about 
this project at the appropriate time. 

Funding for bus service 

Funding for bus service to be operated on the HOV lanes, as well as for parking capacity along 
the corridor, should be provided as an integral part of the project. 

Lane Capacity 

While the number of automobiles projected for the routes appears to be within Ihe capacity of 
even one HOV lane, 11 is not dear lhal the many WMATA and MTA buses operating In the 
corridor are reflected In this number. Capacity analyses for HOV lanes should specifically take 
into account the number of buses expected to be operating on the facility, as well as any 
additional capacity they will require to accommodate merging or acceleration on grades. If a 
single concurrent-flow HOV lane is chosen, passing lanes on upgrades may be required. 

Mr. Richard F. Stevens, Director 
October 24,2001 
Page Two 

to the available corridor parking capacity. However, based primarily on the excess capacity of 
park and ride lots in the MD 210 project area, the need for further parking capacity is generally 
focused south of the MD 210 project area and/or on the adjacent US 301/MD 5 corridor. The 
MD 210 study will continue coordination with other on-going projects in the region, such as the 
US 301/MD 5 Corridor study, to evaluate park and ride capacity enhancements to support 
increased ride sharing. In addition, SHA will work with WMATA and MTA to identify potential 
funding sources for HOV bus service recognizing that the primary responsibility for this would 
{all on the transit agencies. 

Metropolitan Washington Council of Government-modeled projections of the 2020 HOV 
volumes were rc&icd by llie SHA Travel Forecasting Section to aucouul for WMATA aud MTA 
buses. Even with the enhanced express bus network assumed in the projections, the number of 
buses projected constitute a relatively small percentage of the HOV traffic in the peak hour and 
would not be expected to cause a capacity concern for a one-lane per direction concurrent flow 
HOV system without passing lanes. 

We appreciate the specific comments regarding the DEIS that you provided. These are 
generally editorial comments and questions that will be addressed in the final environmental 
document In particular, the final document will illuminate that HOV forecasts for MD 210 were 
made assuming HOV 3+, corresponding to an HOV requirement of at least three persons per 
vehicle. Consideration will be given to including person throughput data in the final document. 
Although person throughput data is an important evaluation criteria for the alternatives, the 
purpose of the project is to relieve existing and projected congestion in a manner sensitive to the 
natural environment and surrounding communities. 

Thank you again for your comments. If you have any further questions please feel free to 
call Dennis Atkins, the project manager at 410-545-8548, or Heather Amick, the environmental 
manager at 410-545-8526. Both can be reached toll free at 1 -800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 
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Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
PageS 

Specific Comments on the Report 

• Page 1-6: Since data for this project was first collected, WMATA has revised Its service In 
the 210 corridor and experienced a slsniflcant increase In ridershlp. Tha Authority currently 
operates live lines on Route 210 soutti of t-493 (D13, D14, W13, W17, W19,) with a total 
dally ridership of approximates 2,200. Other routes operating on roadways parallel to 
Route 210 between Oxon Hill Road and 228 (P17, Pie, P19, W13, W14} have an average 
weekdoy riderehlp of opproxlmotoly 2,600. 

•    Page I-6: WMATA does not own the Fort Washington Pa* and Rida lot 

• Page I-7: The Subreglon V Master Plan also recommends HOV lanes on MD 210. 

• Page 11-12: The first full sentence on this page does not make sense grammatically, and 
it Is unclear what It Is meant to say. In addition, the Branch Avenue Metrorall station 
opened In January, 2001. 

• Pages 11-14 and 11-15: The description of the HOV alternatives should address whether or 
not the HOV requirement Is for two or three persons in a car. In addition, the analysis 
should reflect how many people are expected to travel In (he lane; this Is more pertinent to 
the Purpose and Need than the number of vehicles traveling. The report should also break 
out person and automobile counts for the peak hour of travel; the HOV restrictions are only 
in effect during peak travel houre and directions, and this is the only time of day In which 
congestion is a concern. Tha ouroose of the protect Is to develop a transportation system 
that moves people more effidentlv and effectlvelv in order to handle peaked demand; 
therefore, the analysis should focus on how many people are able to oase through the 
corridor during that period of demand under each alternative: the current report does not 
include, let alone highlight, that Information. 

• Pages 11-15: Does the number of vehicles (and people, If they are reported) include buses 
and their passengers? This should be made clear. 

• Page 11-21: The reference to the Variable Pricing Study should be updated. 

• Page 11-36: It would be helpful to see a similar chart, showing peak hour person throughput 
at these locations. 

• Page IV-15: The references to WMATA and MTA appear to have been swilched In this 
section. 

• Page IV-18: While travel time runs may not have done for the 001 Route, travel time 
savings for the length of the corridor were calculated end should be reported here. 

.    Page IV-16'. should read, "Wilson Bridge Towers Apartments." 

• Page IV-17: The WMATA service revisions referenced have been Implemented. 

Mr. Richard F. Stevens, Director 
October 24, 2001 
Page Three 

cc:      Ms. Heather Amick, SHA-PPD 
^^^JSfluiSStRinstJSH'/gEEI^g 

Ms. Caryn Brookman, FHWA 
Ms. Mary Huie, FHWA 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, SHA-PPD 
Mr. Mark Lotz, W.T. Ballard Co. 
Ms. Melinda Peters, SHA-OHD 

^ 

^ 
^ 
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Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Page 4 

Once again, vVe appredato the cooperation we have received from GHA staff and consultants in 
this effort to date, and look forward to woridng with your agency as this projec* movss forward to 
final design. If you have any questions about these comments, please call Kathleen Donodeo at 
202-962-1034. 

Sincerely, 

Richard F. Stevens 
Director 
Office of Business Planning and Development 

Supplemental Response to specific comments: 
Page 1-6: The FEIS document has incorporated the WMATA revised service note. 

Page 1-6: The FEIS has revised the ownership of the Fort Washington Park and Ride lot. 

Page 1-7: HOV is no longer being considered for this project therefore, the Sub-region V Master 
Plan HOV recommendation has not been included in the document. 

Page 11-12: The ungrammatical sentence on DEIS page 11-12 has been removed in the FEIS. 

Pages II-1'I and 11-15: The rationale for deciding on the SHA-Seleoted Alternative SA Modified 
was based on analyses of the traffic operations, environmental impacts and public/agency input 
for each of the alternatives. Person-throughput was not a significant factor in the-decision- 
making process, except that public comments indicated that they were quite aware that the HOV 
alternatives (SB and 5C) provided more, and in their view excessive capacity as compared to the 
non-HOV alternative. The public was overwhelmingly opposed to HOV became it would, in 
their view, induce further sprawl growth in Charles County and directly impact land adjacent to 
MD 210. SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified is forecast to provide satisfactory traffic 
operations through the design year 2020, thus meeting purpose and need, with lower cost and 
environmental impacts as compared the HOV alternatives. 

Page 11-15: The number of vehicles includes buses, vanpools and carpools. 

Page 11-21: The SHA Variable Pricing Study has been dropped for the MD 210 corridor and all 
references have been deleted from the FEIS. 

Page 11-36: See Pages 11-14 and 11-15 note. 

Page IV-IS: The references to MTA and WMATA have been reversed in the FEIS. 

Page IV-16: The time travel savings for the corridor, from the Metropolitan Washington Council 
of Governments Regional Travel Demand Analysis Study January 21, 2000, has been 
incorporated into the FEIS. 

Page rV-16: The Wilson Towers Apartments reference is correct. 

Page rV-17: The WMATA service revisions statement in the DEIS has been revised-for the 
FEIS. 
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From: SHA Administrator 
To: Fred Gamble, Jr. 
Date: 7/30/01 11:23 AM 
Subject: Be: Maryland 210 Widening Project 

Dear Ms. Gamblo: 

Thank you for your recent email regarding MD 210. I have forwarded your concerns to Mr. Gregory 
Walker, that area's District Engineer. He mil have the appropriate person respond to you directly. 

Thank you again, 

Chris Diaczok 

>» "Fred Gamble, Jr." <fgamble69$hotman.com> 07/29/01 05:28PM >» 
Dear SHA, 
I just want to gfvo you my fooi&aclc on your Maryland 210 Project. 

Every morning I embark on my 'journey" to Verizon In Silver Spring, Maryland on Route 29-Columbia Pike. 
If I do not leave my home at 6:30 on the dot or before, it wHI cost me 15 extra minutes. 

I live on the Intersection of Old Fort Road North and Marytand 210. Because the traffic signals are timed, 
the intersection at Swann Creek and MD 210 wilt always stop me. I have decided since a signal will stop 
my journey, I may as well leave from Swann Creek and be stopped at Port Washington Road and MD 210 
Instead. 

It takes me no less than twenty minutes to get trom Old Fort Road North to 1-95 In the mornings and thafs 
if I leave at 6:30. It is so disgusting to start my day off this way In heavy expressway traffic that Is being 
forced to travel on a highway with signaled traffic lights. The other disgusting point is that I am forced to 
deal with this again in the afternoons as well. 

My suggestion to SHA is to REMOVE ALL SIGNALED TRAFFIC LIGHTS from MD 210. create 
overpasses and on/off ramps, and just basically make Indian Head Highway and Expressway and rename 
it as such. 

When this is done, it would be most appropriate to make sure that the new Indian Head Expressway Is 
clearly visible at night with the appropriate street lamps lor motorists who have car problems (I see this 
quite frequently) and have sound barriers installed along both sides of the expressway In residential areas 
where the expressway will travel. 

I would also like to see the exit identifier from 1-95 and 1-295 identify Fort Washington as a place where 
motorists can access by travelling MD 210. Indian Head Is Identified there and yes, you can access that 
cfty by tnts route, however, Fon Washington Is a very large restdemtai community and it will help people 
who are not from this area identify where to access this neighborhood. 

Now. you may think these requests and opinions are far fetched, however, l canl help but think that if this 
same highway situation was located in Montgomery or Howard Counties that it would be well constructed 
and planned the first time around. 

There are a lot of reeidonte who live In this corridor who want to hold on to the rural appeal that Hits county 
boasted for many, many years, but in my opinion, Ills far too late for that because ol the amount of people 
who have relocated to this area and the growth that ft has seen in recent years. 

rnank you for listening to my opinions and suggestions, i would tfKe to be notified on what has been 
decided for this region since I am a concerned citizen who lives in this area. 

Most Sincerely, 
Lenore H. Gamble 
"A man without God Is just breath and britches.. .* 

Lenore Hampton Gamble 
12819 Lampton Lane 
Ft Washington, MO 20744 
301^03.5582Get more from the Web. FREE MSN Explorer download: http://exptorer.msn.com 

CC: GREGORY WELKER; SUE JENKINS 

^ 

^ 
^ 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

August 15,2001 

Parris N. Glendenlng 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secrettry 

Parker F. Williams 
Admintetrator 

<mtcmct>fgamblc69@botmail.com 
Ms. Lenore Hampton Gamble 
12819 Lampton Lane 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Dear Ms. Gamble: 

Thank you for your e-mail dated July 29,2001 concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments, like many others that have been received, help us better understand 
community issues Kid coocems within the study area. The information you provided serves as a 
tool to inform us of your views and preferences regarding potential outcomes of this project. We 
anticipate that a selected ajtemative(s) for this project will be identified this Fall. 

The project team has noted your support for the removal of all traffic signals to address 
capacity needs along the MD 210 corridor. Your suggestion most closely corresponds to the 
study's Capacity Option 2, which calls for the elimination of signals (with construction of grade- 
separated interchanges) at all intersections north of Fannington Road. Noise barriers continue to 
be evaluated along with all of the improvement alternatives being considered along MD 210. 
Your other comments regarding signing on 1-95 and 1-295 will be forwarded to the area's 
District Engineer for consideration. Signing and lighting issues on MD 210 itself will be 
considered in the design process if a build alternative is selected. 

We are continuing to evaluate citizen comments received as a result of the recent Public 
Hearing. After careful evaluation of these comments, the study team will formulate a 
recommendation for the selection of an alternative. 

Ms. Lenore Hampton Gamble 
Page 2 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Your name is oil our niailiug list and you will be 
notified of future progress on this initiative. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins. He can be reached 
at 410-545-8548 or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 
lia M. Atkins 

Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

Chris Diaczok (w/incoming) 
• nthia D. Simpson 

Mr. Douglas H. Simmons 
Mr. Charlie Watkins 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes interchanges from 
Kerby Hill Road to Old Fort Road South and at-grade signalized intersections at Farmington 
Road and MD 373 on MD 210. Traffic signals on MD 210 will be eliminated from Wilson 
Bridge Drive to Old Fort Road South. The proposed interchanges, with the side roads bridging 
over MD 210, may have traffic signals at the ramp intersection tie-ins to the existing side roads. 
However, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2256 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Culvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 St 
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From: DENNIS ATKINS 
To: RevFlofflaol.com 
Subjgct: MD210 

Pastor Ford 
301-203-0915 (home offlco) 
301-567-5505 (church office) 

-4 
•-4 

Pastor Piorfda Morahoad Ford 
Shalom Mlnistrle Ministries Worship Center 
Fort Washington, MD. 
<R9vFlo @ aol.qorr» 

Dear Pastor Ford: 

Thank you for your recent e-mail concerning the status of the MD 210 Project Planning Study. As you had 
discussed with Ms. Heather Murphy, our previous Project Manager, the Shalom Ministries Worship Center 
has been Identified as a potential displacement with all of the build alternatives currently under 
consideration. As you are aware the Public Hearing was hetd In June of 2001. During the MD 210 Public 
Hearing oommont ported, tho otudy toam rooolvod an ovorwhalmlng amount of oppoaltlon regarding the 
implementation of HOV lanes on MD 210. The study team Is currently developing additional alternatives 
to address these public concerns. The interchange options did receive public support. A decision 
regarding a selected alternative for MD 210 Is not anticipated until the end of this year. There Is currently 
no funding for design and/or construction of this project. Typically projects require several years to design 
and acquire right-of-way prior to construction. The earliest design funding could be made available is FY 
2004 which begins In July 2003. As this project moves forward we will keep you abreast of any future 
developments. 

I hope this Information is helpful. If you have any additional questions or concerns, please dont hesitate to 
call me at (410) 545-8548. 

Very Truly Yours 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Enpineerinq 

By: 
Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning DMsfon 

CC: BOB BOOT; CHARLIE WATKINS; HEATHER AMICK; Inlemet:Mlotz@wtbco.com; 
KEITH KUCHAREK; MELISSA KOSENAK; ROBERT SANDERS 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes Kerby Hill Road 
Interchange Option C with the Shalom Ministries Worship Center identified as a displacement. 
At this time, no money has been made avnilnble to begin detailed design, right of way acquisition 
nr cmtstructinn of the prnjer.t.  Until money is irmde available we r.annot speculate on when these 
phases will begin. The proposed improvements will not preclude rail, MOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

>» <RevFlo ® 3p|.coni»» 
Good afternoon Ms. Murphy, 
I left you a voice message, but if you would rather email me, please feel 
free to do so. I am Pastor Florida Morehead Ford, Shalom Ministries Worship 
Center, Fort Washington, MD. 

I would like an update on the proposed Indian Head Hwy Corridor Project 
• Has It bean docldod what will take placo (I.e. overpacsas, light rail, 

etc.) 
- What is the timeline for the project? 
- Have dollars been made available to begin? 

Thank you for sharing as much Info as you can at this time. 

Shalom (peace), 

o 
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From; 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Atklna: 

'Dan Ueman" <fieman©erol3.com> 
'DENNIS ATKINS* <DAtkins©sha.stale.md.us> 
1/25/02 1257AM 
Re: MD210 

Thank you for your response to my emaH. I also received the reply in July 
2001 to my June 2001 hearing remarks. While I do not expect a point by 
point description of what Is good and bad about my remarks, the Focus Group 
was led to believe they would be involved In the discussion of the public 
input And/inddentaKy, some of my suggestions might be resolved for or 
against during the discussions. 

1 am glad the MD 210 project is being worked on. The other Focus Group 
members might like to know about your progress over the test seven months 
and your Intention of holding a meeting (n the spring. 

Dan Ueman 

—Original Message— 
From: DENNIS ATKINS <DAtkinsOsha.state.md.us> 
To: 1lemanOerots.com <]iefnanOerota.com> 
Cc: BOB BOOT <bboot0sha.state.md.us>; CYNTHIA SIMPSON 
<CSimpson®sha.state.md.us>; CHARUE WATKINS <CWatklns©shastate.md.us>: 
HEATHER AMICK <HAmtck©sha.state.md.us>; KEITH KUCHAREK 
<KKucharekOsha.state.md.us>; ROBERT SANDERS <RSanders®sha.state.md.us>; 
storckmt@stvinc.com <storckmt©stvinc.com>; Mark Lotz <mlotz@wtbco.com> 
Date: Thursday, January 24,2002 2:35 PM 
Subject Re: Are there any MD210 Focus Group Meetings? 

favoring at each of the intersections. At the time we were not in a 
position to offer an opinion. However, we thought that the question was 
very important and have been spending some time trying to be in a position 
to get an answer. The first step for us was to get our Highway and Bridge 
Design Divisions to buy into the Interchange concepts and associated 
structures (bridges and retaining wans). We are sW worWng with them 
and when we meet with the focus group again should be able to show you the 
results of that additional coordination. 

Regarding your specific comments an Initial response was sent out to 
everyone who provided comments during the pubiic hearing. Our records 
indicate that a response went back to you on July 20, 2001. Since your 
comments were so voluminous, we wanted to sort our some of the overall 
project Issues before we responded to them in detail. As part of the 
preparation of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for this project we 
win respond to your specific comments. 

At the next focus group meeting we will talk about the comments we received 
. and we hope that the concepts we will be presenting will help to address 

those major comments. We look forward to meeting with you folks again later 
this spring, if you have any additional questions please feel free to call 
me at (410) 545-8548. 

Very truly yours 

Cynthta D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Mr. Dan Lieman 
Ueman @ erols.com 

Dear Mr. Lieman: 

Thank you for your recent e-mail regarding the status of the MD 210 project 
First and foremost I want to assure you (hat the team has not held any focus 
group meetings since the public hearing last year. Secondly, as a member of 
the focus group you will certainly be informed of any upcoming meetings. We 
do intend to meet again with you folks and I hope to schedule that meeting 
this spring. 

1 did want to let you know that while we have not been out front meeting 
with this public thorn havuhfiion somfiongnlng acth/ftfas that' the' study team 
has been involved with. As you know, and probably as we could have 
predicted based on the last several focus group meetings, the comments 
received regarding the HOV alternatives at the public hearing were less than 
positive. Aa o result the study team has been Instructed to develop an 
additional alternative that we hope will address some of the comments we 
heard at the hearing. We will discuss the details of this additional 
attemative at the next focus group meeting. 

One of the major comments we heard from the focus group members at the last 
meeting was a question regarding which interchange concepts the team was 

by: Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 

-Project Planning Division 

cc: Charlie Watkins 
Heather Amick 
Mark Lotz 
Keith Kucherek 

Thanks! 

Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
(410)545-8548 

>» 'Dan Ueman" <lleman@erols.com> 01/14/02 12:4TAM >» 
Mr. Atkins: 
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For a few years, I attended most MD210 Focus Group meetings at the Harmony 
Hall Performing Arts Center In Fort Washington MD. The meetings were led by 
your predecessor Heather Murphy. Since the June 2001 hearing on MD210,1 
have not heard about any meetings to discuss design selections for the ' 
Improvement of MD210 Intersections. I submitted detailed comments about the 
M0210 designs based on the information provided for the June 2001 hearing 
and extra study information distributed to the Focus Group. The public 
comments were supposed to be discussed by the Focus Group. 

Have there been any Focus Group meetings I was not told about? 
Are any Focus Group meetings scheduled? 

Supplemental Response: 
Two focus group meetings have been held, May 7,2002 and September 12, 2002, to discuss the 
status of the project and to introduce Alternative 5A Modified to the group, which was based on 
comments heard at the June 2001 Public Hearing. Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected 
Alternative; however, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

Your comments have been addressed in the FEIS Section VI Comments and Coordination. 

A final project newsletter will be mailed pending location approval from the Federal Highway 
Administration anticipated in Spring 2004. 



Boot, Robert OB BOOT - Sandra Robinson 

*om: 
enb 

To: 
Subject: 

CHRIS WEBER [CWeber@sha.state.md.us] 
Monday. June 24,2002 1:57 PM 
BOB BOOT; DENNIS ATKINS; HEATHER AMICK; MELISSA KOSENAK 
Helen Sinclair 301-894-2073 

Item Type:  Phone 
Caller:  Helen Sinclair 
Company:  MD 210 - Indian Head Hwy. 
Phone:  301-894-2073 

Project 

[XT "Pirase Call 
[ ] Returned Your Call 
[ 1 Came to See you 

[X) Telephoned 
[ ] Hill Call Again 
[ ] Hants to See You 
(XI Urgent 

Ms. Sinclair would like more hearings on the Indian Hwy. Project and no 
selection/decision made on July 2.  She feels it is dangerous to 
eliminate all the traffic signals.  The community walks and drives to 
stores, etc., and needs the traffic stopped to do so.  She fttels we 
should not mix high speed traffic with the local, slower traffic.  There 
aro plans for 2 sr. citizon dovolopmontc to bo built ~ 1   at Ft. 
Washington & Indian Head Hwy. {& 1 further south).  She feels the 
residents need calmer traffic conditions and should not be expected to 
merge into and out of the uninterrupted, high speed traffic. 

If you have any questions about this message please call me. 

Thanks, 
- Chris 

From: MELISSA KOSENAK 
To: BOB BOOT; CHISA WINSTEAD; DENNIS ATKINS 
Date: 6/27/02 3:29PM 
Sub|ect: Sandra Robinson 

FYI...a citizen, Sandra Robinson, called with concerns about the Woodrow Wilson Bridge as wall as our 
MD 210 Project. She requested a hearing to address all issues in the Oxon Hill area. I informed her that 
we are In the process of planning some form of public involvement for the MD 210 corridor project. 
Thanks, 
Molioaa 

Supplemental Response: 
The Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project is a separate effort from the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study. 
An Informational Public Workshop, which the public was invited, was held on September 26 
2002. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative; however, the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the fiiture. 

Paoel 

00 
O Supplemental Response: 

Alternative SA Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes interchanges from 
Kerby Hill Road to Old Fort Road South and at-grade sienalized intersections at Fannington 
Road and MD 373 on MD 210. Traffic signals on MD 210 will be eliminated from Wilson 
Bridge Drive to Old Fort Road South. The proposed interchanges, with the side roads bridging 
over MD 710, may have traffic signals at the ramp intersection tie-ins tn the existing side roads. 
All interchange ramp tie-ins to MD 210 will have acceleration/deceleration lanes, based on 
current American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 
standards to allow safe merging to/from MD 210. 

For example: A person wanting to travel from east of MD 210 to west of MD 210 on one of the 
existing side roads would be able to cross over MD 210 on a proposed bridge without having to 
interact with MD 210 mainline traffic. 
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From: MELISSA KOSENAK 
To: SOB BOOT; DENNIS ATKINS 
Date: 6/26/0210:47 AM 
Subject: MD 210 Citizen Call 

FY1, an Oxon Hill resident, JR Hawthorne, called on 6/26/02. He received the newsletter and was upset 
that lightrall wasn't Icluded In the project. I explained to him that traffic projections do not warrant ligMrail. 
I Indicated that the structures for the Interchanges would be built approximately 50' longer than necessary 
in order to not preclude future transportation enhancements. He was unhappy with this, because he 
bellevea that GHA ta conspiring to allow inouffioient right-of-way for transit so that in the future lightrall oan 
be ruled out because there wont be enough room. Therefore, leaving HOV lanes are the only option. Mr. 
Hawthorne will be putting his thoughts fnto writing and sending them to Dennis. 
Thanks) 
Melissa 

From: MELISSA KOSENAK 
To: DICKRAVENSCROFT 
Date: 6/28/02 1:39PM 
Subject: MD 210 Resident 

Dick, 
l received a phone call from Mr. Everhen Keeton, a citizen wtio fives at 10000 Indian Head Highway. 
According to the MD 210 project, his home is a take. He would like for you to phone him to explain what 
his rights are as a property owner. His phone number is (301)265-9050. 
Thanfe ynu, 
Melissa 

BOB BOOT;  DENNIS ATKINS 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative. Rail is not being considered as part of 
this project; however, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. Earlier studies had indicated that the MD 5 corridor was a 
better candidate for rail in the near term future. 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes Old Fort Road North 
Interchange Option C; however, proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any 
other studies/improvements in the ftiture. 

A meeting with the property owners of potential residential displacements was held on July 30, 
2002 to discuss the project and explain the SHA Right of Way and Relocation Assistance 
Process property owner's rights and benefits. 



ACCOKEGK DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DISTRICT COMMISSION 

ADRDC 

2307 Rockwood Road 
AccokedcMD 20607 
(D 301-283-2854 
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October 25,2002 

Dennis Atkins, Project Manager 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Stndy 
State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning and Preliminaiy Engineering 
P.O. Box 717, Mail Stop C-301 
Baltimore, MD 21203-07171 

Subject: DSP-02047—Indian Head Woods Subdivision 

Dear Mr. Atkins: 

The ADRDC has review«d the Detailed Site Plan (DSP^02047) submitted to Prince 
George's County for Indian Head Woods subdivision adjacent to MD 210 (Indian Head 
Highway) in Accokeelc 

The plan includes an access to Indian Head Highway (MD 2100, which ADRDC thinks is 
. very dangerous. 

Context 

MD 210 was built in 1949 as a controlled access highway to servo Indian Head Naval 
Base (now Naval Surface Warfare Center/Indian Head Division). The access at issue was 
accepted at that time. In 1993, the Prince George's County Planning Board accepted a 
Preliminary Subdivision Plat (Plat 4-93013) that included this access point. 

A great deal has happened since then. Indian Head Highway has been widened to 6 lanes 
(3 each way), a median is in place, and MD 228 from MD 5/US 30 f in Waldorf now 
joins MD 210 with a 4-lane entry (2 each way). 

Traffic on MD 210 has expanded exponentially, to 60,000 cars a day, as southern 
Maryland (Charles, Calvert, and St Mary's counties have built out; exacerbated by. the 
relocation of Naval Air Systems Command to the Patuxent River Naval Air Station, 
Lexington Park, MD. 

Plans ate being considered for divided grade entry/exit points on Indian Head Highway 
from 1495 (Washington Beltway) to MD 228. 

The crossroads to the north and south of the proposed Indian Head Woods Subdivision 
are both considered dangerous. Farmington Road, to the north, haj^ieen certified as a 
dangerous intersection—with plans for a traffic control camera at tfte existing traffic 
light; and MD 373, tothe south, already has a traffic control camera. More than one 
death has occurred at these intersections. 

Traffic on Indian Head Highway routinely moves at speeds in excess of 55 mph, typically 
at about 70 mph. 

The Detailed Site Plan submitted does not include merge/acceleration/deceleration lanes. 
Also, a hill blocks the view of the access point from the south. 

The Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration, Office of 
Planning and Preliminary Engineering has been conducting a series of hearings and 
public informational workshops since June 2001 Qast date: September 22,2002) to study 
.access points to Indian Head Highway and develop safe future {options. Indian Head 
^oods access has not been mentioned during these hearings. Also, it is not noted in 
informational material (attachment 1) on maps provided for these hearings. 

Given this background, ADRDC strongly recommends that you not allow this access to 
be built. 

Previous to the 1993 acceptance of the Preliminary Subdivision Plat, the Maryland 
Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration, reviewed the plat 
(attachment 2). John Contestabile, then Chief of the Engineering Access Permits 
Division, recommended, "allowing the construction of a public street to serve this parcel 
and the adjoining parcel to the north." 

ADRDC's preferred option is that this recommendation be made mandatory before 
Indian Head Woods can be built. It was a good and thoughtful recommendation in 1992. 
It is an even better one in 2002. 

Realizing that this recommendation is legally and fiscally difficult, ADRPC still thinks 
that the bottom line of public safety must take precedence. Too much is at stake—human 
lives-—for other considerations to dominate this decision. 

If ADRDC's recommendation is not accepted, and the Indian Head Woods access is 
allowed, ADRDC recommends that every possible safety precaution be taken iiifciuding, 
but not limited to: ~~-!- 

wamings to rijotorists in advance of construction! 

inclusion of merge/acceleration/deceleration lanes; 



• a traffic light, or flashing warning lights; 

• prominent signage, well in advance of the access point. 

ADRDC's considered opinion remains that the onlv way to prevetifioss of life at this 
access point is to not build it 

Sincerely, 

Jean Thompson, Chairman, ADRDC 

Attachments: 

(1) Memorandum, July 8,1992, Md Dept of Transponation, SHA, subj.: right-of-way 
jlatij/^6525 

oo 

Craig Rovelstad, MNCPPC 

..--n McDonald 
Chief, Engineering Access Division, SHA 
707N.CalvertSt 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
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Ms. Jean Thompson, 
Chainnan 
Acookeek Development Review 
District Division (ADRDC) 
2307 Rodcwood Road 
Accokeek, Maryland 20607 

March 23. 2003 

Re:      Prince George's County 
MD 210 (east side) 
North of Livingston RD) 
Indian Head Woods 
Revised Plan 
File No. #02-AP-PG-020 
Mile Post 11.48 

Dear Ms. Thompson: 

This is in reference to your October 25,2002 letter to Mr. Dennis Atkins, of our Office of 
Planning and Preliminary Engineering. We were asked by Mr. Atkins to reply to your inquiry 
regarding the Indian Head Woods subdivision. Please accept our apology for not responding 
sooner. Since the letter was not addressed to us directly, we assumed a response would come 
from the Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 

It is myundcratanding that the Accokeek Development Review District Division is 
concerned about potential impacts to traffic movements along MD 210. The State Highway 
Administration (SHA) recognizes that when additional traffic is introduced onto public roads the 
transponation system is impacted. As a matter of routine, this office win review supplied TrafTic 
Impact Studies and make recommendations for mitigation in order to maintain adequacy of 
service and safety. The SHA has offered our review and comment with regard to Indian Head 
Woods at the Subdivision Review Committee meeting. Based upon SHA standards and 
guidelines we have concluded that access to MD 210 (Indian Head Highway) is appropriate for 
the proposed use. Given the development size and location the expected total traffic generated 
upon foil build will not negatively impact the roadway system. A proposed public street 
designed to connect the subdivision with the state road will be built by the developer and will 
effectively mitigate the impact of this development. 

This office is currently reviewing a permit application for the improvements described 
above that lie within the state right-of-way along the Indian head Woods property fronting MD 
210. Rest assured that the work will be compliant with current design standards for facilities o"f  
this type. 

My ulephono aumburAoll-trGe otimljor Is _ 
l/urytuntl tUlity Sitvkv fur hnpuintt ffcuHtiff nr Spmch 1.800.733.2258 Swtowtdi, Toll Frm 

Strict Adtlrax TOTNortb Cohan Sirtot • BaH\m>n.lAarrland 21202  • P/tnne410.S45.03O0  •  wwwjmrylandroAtU.corn 

^ 
^ 

^ 
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Ms. Jean Thompson 
March 23,2003 
Page 2 

Thank you again for your letter. We appreciate your opinions and interest 

If you have any questions, feel fixe to contact Michael Bailey at (410) 545-5593 or call 
our toll free number in Maryland only 1-800-876-4742 extension 5593. Also, you may E-mail 
him rn1bailevfSl3ha.stQte.md.u3V 

00 

j*- ICehneih ATBlcttonald, Jtl Chief 
Engineering Access Permits 
Division 

KAM/MB 

Cc:    Mr. Dennis Atkins, O. P.P.E., State Highway Administration 
Mr. Eric Foster, Chief, Transp. Plain., M-NCPPC 
Mr. Thomas Green, Project Engineer, ACTS, P.L.C. 
Mr. Richard Ravenscroft, Chief, R/W/, State Highway Administration 
Mr. Majid Shakib, A.D.E. Traffic, State Highway Administration 
Mr. Charlie Watkins, District Engineer, State Highway Administration 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes no HOV lanes or 
mainline capacity enhancements other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection 
improvements. However, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 
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Mr. Alphonso Pegran 
15406 Whistling Oak Way 
Accokeek MD 20607-2709 

Dear Mr. Pegram: 

This letter is a follow-up to your recent telephone conversation with Ms. Nicole Ross, of our 
staff, regarding a sound barrier for the Farmington Woods community along southbound MD 210 
between Farmington Road East and Livingston Road (MD 373) in Prince George's County. I appreciate 
the opportunity to respond to your inquiry. 

The State Highway Administration (SHA) considers the need for sound barriers in two 
circumstances, designated 'Type I" and "Type H." In 'Type I" situations, barriers are considered when a 
new highway is being built or an existing highway is being expanded. At this time, a multi-modal study 
of MD 210, between 1-95/1-495 and MD 228 is being conducted. The effects of highway traffic noise are 
being studied as part of this study. We are determining whether future highway noise levels will equal or 
exceed the impact threshold of 66-decibels. If so, then we will also determine whether the highway noise 
would be at least three-decibels higher than it would have been if the highway were not improved. A 
three-decibel increase is required because the human ear only begins to discern a change in noise levels if 
the change is between three and five-decibels. The homes that would be impacted by any such increase in 
highway noise will also have to predate the approval of the highway improvements. If these conditions 
are met, we will then determine whether we could reduce the excess noise levels for a reasonable cost. 
By copy of this letter, we are forwarding your name and address to Mr. Dennis Atkins, the Project 
Manager fnr the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study, so that you will receive updates on the progress of the study 
as well as notice of any public meetings that may be conducted. Mr.- Atkins can be contacted by phone at 
410-545-8548 or 1-800-548-5026 or, by e-mail, at datkms@sha.state.md.us. He will be happy to assist 
you. 

When a highway already exists and is not being expanded-so that Type I criteria do not apply-a 
community that predates the original highway may be considered for a 'Type U," or "retrofit," barrier. 
The intent of the Type tl program is to address areas of noise impact along highways that were built 
before environmental analyses became a part of the highway development process and arc fully- 
controlled access highways where access to the highway is by interchange rather than at-grade 
inter&ctkms: All of the following technical criteria must be met for a Type n barrier to be approved: the 
majority of homes must predate the highway; existing noise levels must equal or exceed the 66-decibel 
impact threshold; and we must be able to build an effective barrier for $50,000 or less per benefited home. 
If these criteria are met, the county in which the community is located must have an ordinance that 
addresses the impact of noise on new residential development, and the county must agree to fund 20 
percent of the barrier cost. 

My telephons numbar Is  

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-600-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addrese: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Beltlmore, Maryland 21202 

Mr. Alphonso Pegram 
Page Two 

The Farmington Wood community has been evaluated under the Type II portion of our Sound 
Barrier Program as outlined above. The homes along Whistling Oak Way were constructed between 1997 
and 2001 after the 1986 dualizationof MD 210 from MD 373 northward to Fort Washington Road. Also, 
MD 210 is not a fully contrplled-access highway. Based on this informatinn, the FnrmiTigton Woods 
community is not eligible for a Type II sound barrier. Enclosed, for your information, is a copy of our 
brochure, Community Resource Guide On Sound Barriers, that outlines the State's Sound Barrier Policy. 

Thank you for your telephone call and interest in the Slate's Sound Barrier Program. If you have 
additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact Ms. Ross at 410-545-8616 or 
1-800-446-5962 or, by e-mail, at nross@sha.state.md.us. She will also be happy to assist you. 

_harles B. Adams 
Director 
Office of Environmental Design 

Enclosure 
cc:       Mr, Dennis Atkins. Project Manager. Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering. 

State Highway Administration 
The Honorable M.H. Jim Estepp, Member, Prince George's County Council 
The Honorable Thomas V. Mike Miller, Jr., Member Senate of Maryland 

- The Honorable James E. Proctor, Jr., Member, Maryland House of Delegates 
Ms. Nicole Ross, Special Assistant to the Director, Office of Environmental Design, 

State Highway Administration 
The Honorable Joseph F. Vallario, Jr., Member, Maryland House of Delegates 
Mr. Charlie K. Watkins, District Engineer, State Highway Administration 

^ ̂ 

^ 



Robert L Ehrilch. Jr„ Ctirpmnr 
Utchael & Sleete. U. Currrmr | 

SMA 
UmlnlttmlooO J 

MARYLAND DEPARTMSNT OF TRANSPORTATIOM 

May 27 2003 

Mr. Alphonso Pegram 
15406 Whistling Oak Way 
AccokeekMD 20607-2709 

Dear Mr. Pegram: 

Robert L. Flanagan. Smrturv 
Nell J. Pedereen. Adiiihitstniltir 

HAY 2 8 2093 
THS \«L!ON T. BALLASD OO. 
fiy.  

This letter is a follow-up to your recent e-mail message to Ms. Nicole Ross, of oar staff, 
regarding a noise study for the Fannington Woods community along southbound MD 210 approximately 
mid-way between Fannington Road sad Livingston Rood (MD 373) in Prince George's County. I 
appreciate the opportunity to clarify my last letter to you. 

The State Highway Administration (SHA) considers the need for sound barriers in two 
circumstances, designated 'Type I" and 'Type 11" In 'Type I" situations, barriers are considered when a 
new highway is being built or an existing highway is being expanded. As part of the current MD 210 
Multi-Modal Study between 1-95/495 and MD 22i8, the Fannington Woods community has been studied 
to determine if the community would be impacted by highway traffic noise levels from the proposed 

•<. improvements to MD 210. It is our understanding that Ms. Heather Amick, SHA's Environmental 
i Manager for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study, has provided you with a copy of the Draft Environmental 

oo Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation MD 210Multi-Modal Study, Prince George's County, l- 
O* 95/1-495 to MD 223, (DEIS), approved by the Fcdoml Highway Admmistrotion (FHWA), April 30, 2001. 

In this document, the "Noise Sensitive Area" designated "N" (NSA N) includes the Fannington 
Woods community, along southbound MD 210 approximately mid-way between Fannington Road and 
Livingston Road (MD 373) and the Accokeek Groves community, also along southbound MD 210 
between Livingston Road (MD 373) and Berry Road (MD 228). ID NSA N, Noise Receptor 8 (R-8) was 
15404 Whistling Oak Way, the home next door to yours. The noise levels measured for the DEIS were 
recorded in March 2000. There aie three proposed altcraativt designs for the unpiDYcmcnts to MD 210 
and are designated "Alternative 5A" "Alternative SB" and "Alternative 5C" The results of the noise 
study for these alternatives for NSA N are summarized in Table IV-27, Table IV-28 and Table IV-299 on 
pages rV-98. IV-lOO and IV-102 respectively. For Receptor R-8. the table indicates that the measured 
existing noise level was 61 decibels and the predicted "build" noise level in Design Year 2020 is 61 to 
62-decibeIs; the predicted "no-build" noise level in Design Year 2020 is 61-decibels. The impact 
threshold noise level we follow is 66-decibels. Existing and design year noise levels for R-8 neither equal 
nor exceed the 66-decibel impact threshold. A sound barrier for the homes m the Fannington Woods 
community was not recommended because the noise levels did not equal or exceed the 66-decibel impact 
threshold. 

It is important to note that while the measured noise levels reported in the DEIS date to March of 
2000, it is upon the design year predicted noise levels that decisions regarding sound barriers are made. 
Hie design year predictions are based on future year traffic conditions that would result in the highest 
noise levels. This approach is standard practice in highway noise analysis and is intended to forecast the 
maxinimn level of noise impact that may be expected from the proposed project improvements. 

My letephone numbeirtolWree number U _ 
Htirylntiii tMa/i Nrnrii* tftr Impnlrrtl Hmring or Sfuvrh 1.800.735.2258 Statewide TbO Free 

Slnrt Attrtrrxit: 707 North Cah-erl Street • Balllmore. Mainland 21202 • llmitr 410.545.0300 * «-wvKmaj7f1andn)ads.com 

Mr. Alphonso Pegram 
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When a highway already exists and is not being expanded-so that Type I criteria do not apply-a 
cunimuiiUy that predates die uriginal highway may be considered for our "Type II," or "retrofit," sound 
barrier program. The intent of the Type H program is to address areas of noise impact along highways 
that were built before environmental analyses became a part of the highway development process. The 
Type D program only applies to those highways that are ftlly-controlled-access highways where access to 
the highway is by interchange rather than at-grade intersections. The Fannington Woods community has 
been evaluated and we have determined the community is not eligible for the Type II program This is 
based on the fact that MD 210 is not a fully controlled-access highway. If MD 210 were a fully 
controlled-access highway, the community would not be eligible because the homes along Whistling Oak 
Way were constructed between 1997 and.2001 after MD 210 was expanded, in 1986, fromMD 373 
northward to Fort Washington Road. In those circumstances where a community is not eligible based on 
the date of development, no further investigation snch as noise level measurement studies can be 
performed because to do so may raise expectations that cannot be met 

Thank you for your e-mail message to Ms. Ross and your continuing interest in the State's Sound 
Barrier Program. If you have additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact Ms. Ross 
at 410-545-8616 or 1-800-446-5962 or, by e-mail, at nross@sha.state.md.us. She will be happy to assist 
you. 

S.Adams 
Director 
Office of Environmental Design 

The Honorable Marilynn M. Bland, Member, Prince George's County Council 
Mr. Mark Lotz, Project Manager, Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering, 

State Highway Administration 
• The Honorable Thomas V. Mike Miller, Member, Senate of Maryland 
The Honorable James E. Proctor, Jr., Member, Maryland House of Delegates 
Ms. Nicole Ross, Special Assistant to the Director, Office of Environmental Design, State 

Highway Administration 
The Honorable Joseph F. Vallario, Jr., Member, Maryland House of Delegates 
Mr. Charlie K. Watkins, District Engineer, State Highway Administration 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative; however, the proposectimprG-vements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 



From: BOB BOOT 
To: Carr2M@ncr.diSB.mil 
Date: 12/18/0211:14AM 
Subject: MD 210 Project Planning Study 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 
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Dear U. Col. Carr 

Thank you for you inquiry into the status of the MD 210 Project Planning Study. You can review our 
Spring Newsletter for the MD 210 Project Planning Study on the internet This will provide a summary of 
the preferred alternative that has been developed. See the link below: 
http://www.marvlandroads.com/opDe/brochures/md210 brochure.pdf 

We are also in the process of putting the Fall Newsletter on the Internet. We will also send you a set of 
plans for the study. Please provide your mailing address so that we can send these to you. 

Project planning will be completed in mid-2004 with receipt of Location/Design Approval. The project is 
not yet funded for doGign, BO the future of the project beyond Location/Design Approval remains uncertain. 
Construction will likely occur in at least several stages, prioritized from north to south. 

Alternate decisions resulting from this phase Of project development are based on balancing the 
transportation need with impacts to the natural and human environment. Transportation Improvement 
needs and priorities as established by state and local elected officials will influence project funding for 
future phases. 

Please don't hesitate to call Dennis Atkins (Project Manager) with any questions or concerns. He can be 
reached at (410) 545-8548 or toll free at 1 (800) 548-5026. 

Sincerely, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

by: 

Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

CC: CHISAWINSTEAD; CYNTHIA SIMPSON; DENNIS ATKINS; ROBERT SANDERS; 
Thomas_V_Mike_Miller@senate.state.md.us] 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, however, this does not 
preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future along MD 210. 
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Walter A. & Martha I. Ellison 
102 Golf View Lane 
GreenvMe, SC 29609-6911 
Telephone Number 1-S64-268-9258 

May 3, 2003 

RE: MD 210 Property Owners 

oo 
oo 

The Honorable 
Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr. 
Governor of Maryland 
100 State Circle 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
Telephone Number 1-410-974-3591 

Dear Honorable, 

Your time is very valuable, but there is no way this letter can be made brief. Please 
forgive me for intruding on you time, but I think you can be of help to Martha and me. 

We have been Maryland Land Owners and Taxpayers' since oiavniarriage in 1939 and 
lesiding pn fee txopeit!/ in Question from. 1949 until 19.7 i • 

The property in question is located at 919 Palmer Road, the southeast quadrant of the on 
going MD 210 project of Maryland Department offransportarion State Htghway 
Adroimstration (SHA). We purchased this property for our investment from Martha's 
unde with a sizeable mergage on April 16,1966. 

Years later (I think in the 1980'sX we heard that Indian Head Highway (RD 210) was 
going to be widened, and the St^e would be taking sonic oar property to make the 
in^Jrovement. From that time until now, we have had many enquiries to purchase this 
l»qpc^,b^'di^±as:ti^BO'biie~w^.baswfflx^it«a<Iwieli^. ftwasforttaf 
reason we depided to apply for coaunercial zoning. We have had severa) signed 
contracts subject to cammachl itoning^ with prices rar^mg-frnni thrc^hnndred thoasairi 
dollars to one nearly one-half million dollars. 

' Zoning application number A-918V was filed (do not remember the date), and many 
hearings were held. Duriflgone of those hearings a testunony was givea stmetha^ 
similar to, "Why should this rezoning be granted, and the government have to pay a 
eecDmeccial price for&& property to vaifcatite «&&". -Tfewe was a petition stdnnitted 
with about ninety percent of the people living in the neighbotheedthat wercini toor of 
tte con^nera^ roning- T&e wmingwas dmied. a^ tfee ease was closed. 

SometHne later Steak and Ale fiestaurants tiiougbtAat .with their help they could obtain 
the r^Tioaring. tbe^ea^s^i^ ia^qtrntiapt x^^to h^a Ic^tam Jease but finding 
that the road impiovemgas were too us in the firture tbey withdrew 6om thecotAract 

In March 1999, a request was made to SHA to acquire this property because of hardship. 
they decided there was no hardship because we had on income from the rented property. 
A little more than four years lave passed since that request was made, and things have 
gotten worse for us in health and finaitcially. 

Since we have owned the property, taxes and insurance has increased while the rental 
income has decreased. In the seventies the rental income was six hundred and fifty 
dollars per^^ month and has been decreasing with each tenant Presently it has decreased to 
ftvefaradred dollars. On our 2002 IRS return Schedule E shows the total rental income 
of ($3,166.64) fiiree thousand, onebuiKkwi, Sixty-six dollars as4»xiy four eentsl 'ffcis 
amount is included ear sdpisted gross metiate of ($14,695.00) femteen thoosand, six. 
hundred, ninety-five dollars. 

Now, to us this is definitely a hardship. May I suggest some reasonable offer be proposed 
to us frmn The Maryland State Government in the very ncaf fiitnrc? However,, the most 
important reason for writing to you is our question, will you do what you cam to help us? 

As stated above, tune is valuable, and at oar age we have found it to be precious also. 
I can think of many more reasons to ask far your help,bal 1 will net take any more of 
your time at present. 

Very truly yours, 

^ 
Walter A Ellison 

11. Effiso Martha I. Ellison 

£nc. Copy of MD 210 proposed plan 

Cc: E. Lowe Ellison 

J. WiflKim Ellison 

Charles A. ElKson 

Jo-Ann E. Sykes 



0 Maryland Department of Transportation 
The Secretary's Office 

Robert L. Ehrlleh, Jr. 
Govempr 
Michael S. Steele 
U. Qowemor 

Robert L. Flanagan 
Secretary 

Trent M. KltUeman 
Deputy Secretary 

September 5,2003 

oo 

Mr. and Mrs. Walter A. Ellison 
102 GolfView Lane 
Greenville SC 29609-6911 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Ellison: 

Thank you for your letter to Governor Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr. regarding your property, 
which is located at 919 Palmer Road in Prince George's County, Maryland. The Governor 
received your letter and asked me to respond to you on his behalf. 

The State Highway Administration's (SHA) planned improvements for Indian Head 
Highway are progressing. Various designs are being studied, and the next step will be to select 
the alternative that best serves the needs of the public. The SHA will then seek the approval of 
the Federal Highway Administration to continue with the design of the selected alternative. Thb 
SHA normally obtains this approval before it acquires real estate. If you would like your names 
to be added to SHA's project mailing list, so that you can be kept up to date on the progress of 
this project, please contact Mr. Dennis M. Atkins, SHA's Project Engineer, at the State Highway 
Administration, MS C-301 707 N. Calvert Street, Baltimore MD 21202. You may also call him 
at 410-545-8548 or 1 -888-204-4828 or reach him by e-mail at datkins(S)sha.state.md.as. 
Mr. Atkins will be pleased to answer any questions that you may have about the project, 
including its schedule. 

Where there is a documented hardship, the State may decide to acquire specific real 
estate before the environmental permits are in hand. The enclosed information describes the 
criteria used to evaluate a hardship claim. Decisions on hardship requests are also considered in 
light of the Department's overall budget. Mr. Robert H. Tresselt, SHA's Deputy Director of 
Real Estate, will be pleased to answer any questions that you may have about how to document 
your claim of hardship. You may reach him at 410-545-0021,1-888-204-4245 or, by e-mail, ax 
rtresselKSisha.staie.md.us. Mr. Tresselt's mailing address at the State Highway Administration is 
MS M-302,707 N. Calvert Street, Baltimore MD 21202. 

SEP08'03PM 4aSGPPE 
My telephone number it 410-865-1000 

Toll Free Number KB8-713-141* TTY Ueer Cell Via MO Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Mr. and Mrs. Walter A. Ellison 
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The Governor appreciates hearing from you and, on his behalf, I also thank you for your 
interest in this very important issue. If you have any additional questions, please do not hesitate 
to contact either Mr. Tresselt or Mr. Atkins. SHA will be pleased to assist you. 

Sincerely, 

Robert L: Flanagan 
Secretary 

Enclosure 
cc:      Mr. Dennis M. Atkins, Project Engineer, SHA 

Mr. Robert H. Tresselt, Deputy Director of Real Estate, SHA 
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Administrator, SHA 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes Palmer/Livingston 
Road Interchange Option E, with your residence identified as a displacement. Currently, there is 
no funding for design and/or construction of this project. However, based on your buyout 
request, SHA District 3 Right of Way has placed this property into the Advanced Acquisition 
Program. 

J4 
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2. PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL WORKSHOP 
(SEPTEMBER 2002) 
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MD 210 Public Informational Workshop September 26,2002 

The following is a summary of oral comments received at the Public Informational Workshop 
wall displays: 

• Several residents of Old Palmer Road want the existing connection retained that allows 
them to access Old Fort Road North directly from Old Palmer Road. The selected option 
would leave them with Broadview Road and Old Palmer Road (to Palmer Road) as the 
only ways in and out of their communities, both of which are unsafe and unacceptable to 
them. A resident along Broadview Road is strongly opposed to the proposed design since 
it would increase cut-through traffic on a steep and narrow section of roadway. One 
solution that we may consider is a new connection between Old Palmer Road and Old 
Fort Road North that parallels the proposed northeast quadrant ramp. Note: The new 
connector road was briefly studied but was deemed to be too expensive and impactive as 
compared to the option currently proposed due to possible residential displacements, 
proposed excavation and a costly retaining wall. SHA and Prince George's County will 
coordinate to determine existing maintenance and roadway conditions to see if 
improvements are needed to accommodate possible additional traffic on the county roads. 

• Several residents of the Brookside Park Condominiums, who are also bus patrons, were 
concerned with the median closure at Wilson Bridge Drive. After discussing the various 
options, they were amenable to the proposed design with either pedestrian overpasses or 
the collector bus system. 

• Representatives of the Southminster United Presbyterian Church on Livingston (Kerby 
Hill Road) Road were concerned about impacts of the proposed interchange 
improvements on the church property. Note: The impacts will be reexamined in final 
design and may be able to be minimized. 

• The Owner of the Brookside Park Condominiums generally agrees that our design is the 
best solution for his complex, but has concerns on a range of issues, including playground 
relocation, security (doesn't want more bus traffic), reinforcing existing pavement for 
increased traffic because of redirected traffic from the proposed access road, schedule for 
noise barrier construction, is opposed to pedestrian overpasses and maintenance 
responsibilities (would the complex be responsible?) for the proposed access road. Note: 
SHA and Prince George's County will coordinate to determine maintenance issues for the 
access road. 

• The owners of the former ABC Drive-in had concerns about access to that property, 
which they hope to develop. The selected alternative would leave them with only one 
location for a right-in/right-out access, which would not support their development. Note: 
The access issue may be reexamined in final design. 

• Several requests were received for bike trails along sections of MD 210. Note: New bike 
trail connections are being added in the Henson Creek Stream Valley Park area as well as 
new bike lanes being provided on all side roads crossing over MD 210. 

VI-190 
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What will become of the playground at the Brookside Park Condominiums? Note: The 
playground location has not been determined but it appears that it will be able to be 
moved to another location within the complex in close proximity to where it now resides. 

Are there sidewalks across MD 210 on Livingston/Swan Creek and Fort Washington 
Road? The landscape drawings do not show pedestrian crossings there. Note: All 
proposed side roads will have sidewalks. 

One person voiced opposition to the Swan Creek Road Interchange because it may divide 
the community. Note: Impacts to the existing level of community cohesion are 
anticipated as a result of the proposed Swan Creek Road Interchange Option G. The 
Swan Creek Interchange will not physically bisect any community not already divided by 
MD 210 and the existing side roads. The proposed interchange improvements are based 
on comments received to optimize accessibility and visibility. They will substantially 
reduce delays for motorists allowing local users to cross MD 210 as they do today, but 
without the long signal cycles because the northbound/southbound MD 210 traffic will no 
longer be factored into the timing. Ultimately, safety would improve on the east and west 
side of MD 210 for motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians providing beneficial community 
cohesion. 

Vl-191 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG221A11 
INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC WORKSHOP 

Mono 
FROM 1-95/1-495 TO MD 216 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 26,2002, 5:30 P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 

FORT WASHINTON, MD 20744 

• 8:30 PM. 

PLEASE 

PRINT 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

DATE   V-M-OZ 

CITY     jxo^ H--" STATE   rr\o     ZIP   y^ol V5" 

l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

^4  4- 
-p. .  [  „.„ 
Our-   C>A.\krtirO    ^l^u   lti   4-i-t.    p«,'ktol-^,     bt?cuu"bP    •hi-4rt'> 

j-V-    ^f    C-O^     p^^/4>   ^   -j-ft^    5/,^ r^-K   -K/L^K 

H^*? ^iJS,^.    9-fcOle   tt.x    aU-eul*    •h.fitiJ.,^   <lo^(J 

IjO^A    (Art    CftO'.Acf   th*nn    rKIQr-P.-   y^u  (1,0.,./-  CMH!    <JhA>j4fo 

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

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 

'JIH Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

December 6, 2002 

Ms. Frankie Ann Baker 
513 Wilson Bridge Drive, Unit C-2 
Ox'on Hill MD 20745 

Dear Ms. Baker: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments about the impacts to the Brookside Community, like many others that 
have been received, help us betici undcistand uunmiuiiity issues and uonucms within the study 
area. The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views and preferences 
regarding potential outcomes of this project. 

The right-in/right-out will allow motorists to enter and exit the community, without 
having to wait for the signal light to change. While making a right turn onto MD 210 
southbound to use the interchange at Kirby Hill Road to go north towards Washington may be 
more circuitous than the existing conditions, it will probably take about the same amount of time 
as it would to wait for the signal to change on MD 210. This is because the signals on MD 210 
are designed to give priority to the main road versus the side streets. With increasing traffic 
volumes in 2020 this condition is expected to worsen substantially in the future. 

In addition, the service road from the south along Wilson Bridge Towers is designed to 
allow for additional access into the Brookside Community from the proposed Kirby Hill 
interchange. This proposal should not increase the amount of through traffic in Brookside since 

most of it would be generated by residents of the development. The community currently has 
speed bumps, several low speed turns, and a couple of stop signs. We believe this would 
discourage highway travelers from cutting through Wilson Bridge Drive when it would be easier 
for them to stay on the highway and use the nearest interchange. 

SHA will work with the Brookside Park Community Homeowners Association to 
minimize impacts to community property as well as mitigate impacts where possible. Please 
note that this project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed engineering 
evaluations will be undertaken dunng the design phase. Refinements will continue to°be made to 
the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These may or may not 
change the preliminary results of the property impacts along the entire corridor. 

My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addreas: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Mr.lFrankie Ann Baker 
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Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Ms. Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, 
respectively, or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-502C. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: ^^-/^^tZ;X 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

cc:       Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Ms. Sylvia Bamch, President, Brookside Park Homeowners Association (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative- hnw^•- n,» J 

wi.. not preclude rail, HOV or any other s^T^Z^ZlltZT      •n^•- 
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Vote No Record of Decision Now 
on MD 210 Overpasses 

4^ 

This $200 million overpass project is NOT FUNDED. It is not projected to 
start for YEARS. So why are we being told that we need a Preferred 
Alternative and a Record of Decision now? 

It is to our benefit to make a decision closer to the time that the actual 
changes would take place. 

What do we REALLY need? We need RAIL ON THE WILSON BRIDGE. 

Once we have final decision to build a Metro stop in Oxon Hill - that will be 
the time to make such secondary decisions as overpasses - or, light rail along 
the 210 Corridor. 

Overpasses on Indian Head Highway are designed to promote additional 
growth in the south side of the corridor in Accokeek and Charles County. Is 
this whal we want? 

These overpasses would not make it easier for residents of Oxon Hill and 
Fort Washington to get on the highway. 

These overpasses would completely close access at Wilson Bridge Drive. 

These overpasses are designed to facilitate through traffic. Because they 
will attract additional traffic, they would increase pressure for a new Lower 
Potomac Crossing. 

What do we REALLY need? We need RAIL NOW ON THE WILSON 
BRIDGE - NOT HOV. 

Choosing a preferred alternative and Record of Decision now may keep us 
from getting light rail along MD Route 210 in the future ($200 million for 
overpasses may be better spent on light rail). 

For more info, call: Sierra Club (301) 839-7403 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John O. Porcan 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administratnr 

January 3, 2003 

Ms. Bonnie Bick 
Sierra Club 
P.O. Box K 
BryansRoadMD 20616 

Dear Ms. Bick: 

Thank you tor submitting the Sierra Club's position regarding the MD 210 Hroject 
Planning Study in Prince George's County Maryland. Your comments about mass transit, access 
to MD 210. and the decision making process for MD 210, like many others that have been 
received, help us better understand community issues and concerns wilhin the study area. 

The purpose of the study was to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic 
congestion along this ten mile segment of MD 210. The study involved the development and 
analysis of reasonable alternates including the no build alternate. Traffic operations indicated 
thiK prak hour traffic entRrinE or cmssine MD 210 from side mads often required several signal 
cycles to go through the intersection. The short auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp 
curvatures, and the close proximity of the service roads created congestion for the side road 
traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in our project study area are currently operating at 
failing conditions in the peak hour periods. 

Future operations are predicted to worsen along the corridor. By the year 2020, all nine 
study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing traffic now with 
total congestion, where several signal cycles are required to clear traffic through an intersection) 
and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to handle   In 
addition, the number of reported accidents occurring from Fort Washington Road to the Capital 
Beltway is significantly higher than the statewide average for similar facilities   By replncino the 
existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under Alternate 5A Modified, consistent 
with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS E 
or better) in the design year 2020. 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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The MD 210 study team is working in coordination with Prince George's County, the 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority and the Maryland Transit Administration. The study team is evaluating multimodal 
measures that will improve transportation in the corridor in conjunction with highway 
improvements. Enhanced bus services, bus stop relocations and bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations are being considered as part of the preferred Alternative 5A Modified. Rail is 
not being considered as a part of this project; however, the proponed improvements will not 
preclude rail or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

As for access to MD 210 from the existing communities of Oxun Hill and Fun 
Washington there are currently lights on MD 210 with very long signal cycles. The overpasses 
will allow the local users to cross MD 210, as they do today, but without the long signal cycles 
because the northbound/southbound MD 210 traffic, which is programmed to be^a priority over 
the side streets, will no longer be factored into the timing. 

It should be noted that there would be access at Wilson Bridge Drive from MD 210 via 
right-in/right-out movements. Left tums in would be accomplished by using service roads and 
the proposed Kerby Hill/Palmer Road interchange. The MD 210 Study Team has been working 
with the leadership at the Brookside Park Condominium Complex and plans to continue that    ° 
coordination. 

As you know, this project is currently funded for project planning only. Alternative 
decisions resulting from this phase of project development are based on balancing the 
transportation need with impacts to the natural and human environment. Transportation 
improvement needs and priorities as established by state and local elected officials will influence 
project funding for future phases. 

Finally, with regards to the rail decision along the Woodrow Wilson Bridge this is a 
separate effort that is also supported by Prince George's County and would not be"precluded by a 
decision on MD 210. As previously stated, the footprint along MD 210 associated with che 
preferred alternative would not preclude additional improvements along the corridor including 
rail. It should be noted that earlier studies had indicated that the MD 5 corridor-was a better " 
candidate for light rail in the more near term future. 
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Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes youi 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, respectively, 
or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

cc:       Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Respouse: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative; however, the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

^ 
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QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG221A11 
INFORMATIONAL PUBUC WORKSHOP 

MD210 
FROM 1-95/1-495 TO MD 22S 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 2002, 5:30 P.M. - 8 30 P M 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 

FORT WASHINTON MD 20744 

NAME 
PLEASE 

PRINT 

Mo.y   CLm 

CITY 

ADDRESS  f/fir-*   tj**aL a  
"•     D^  tpll /sTATE   /«D      ZIP    TcWy 

l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

J'y-1      S-^"'?''      •^•'-n-* 

•it.>me. V 
js&usf   tJe*/ sa^ju,^*?   •{ 

C3Wea< Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List. 

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 
the project Mailing List 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governof 

John D. Porcan 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Adminislrator 

December 4, 2002 

Ms. May Chen 
9116 B Livingston Road 
Fort Woahington MD 20744 

Dear Ms. Chen: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments expressing your opposition to the project due to lack of funding for° 
tuturc phases arc appreci ateti. 

The project is currently funded for project planning only. Alternate decisions resultin" 
from this phase of project development are based on balancing the transportation need with   " 
impacts to the natural and human environment. Transportation improvement needs and priorities 
as established by state and local elected officials will influence project funding for future phases. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
pamcipation throughout the term of this study.  Finally, if yon hnve nny q„f.stinnS rp.arriino o„r 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project" 
Engineer, Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 and 410-545-8545 or toll free 
in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Chisa WtfTsti!^ 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1.800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addre.i: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Addreit: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative; however, the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

The project is currently funded for project planning only. 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG222An 
/NFORMATfONAL PUBL/C WORKSHOP 

MD210 
FROM I-95/I-495 TO MD 218 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 2002, 5:30 P.M. - 8:30 P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 

FORTWASHINTON, MD 20744 

NAME 
PLEASE 

PRINT 

kJ-l rr U L- i24 DATE 

ADDRESS mLJ^gL 
CITY TJLMMU 

muo- 
STATE M ZIP z-ev-Pji 

l/We wish to comment or inquire about the foliowing aspects of this project: 

ou   4e.  SAJL    ontzerteJ-i,;]    IJL)72L     U^IALH-  ceo/>*$£• 
Jk t;/a^   Qb^J    QUO   CbAcern/j    X ajfa   c:/£;Afr   ; 

o/^y <m\CA^ 14    c\      •Jawr/i/KtjJ'   ran    °.j>-o-nU<'f/i <.     / 

IA ea^L f'bi   ^ UtAiurt 

aUu>/ <M!.l*  rydb«./£••*   -  So 

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

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are already on 
the project Mailing List 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glsndening 
Governor 

John D. Porcan 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Adminictf3tor 

December 13, 2002 

Ms. Nicole Chen 
9116 Livingston Road 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Dear Ms. Chen: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments expressing your concern with the project, like many other comments that 
hnve been received, help us better understand community issues nnd concerns within the study 
area. The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views and preferences 
regarding potential outcomes of this project. 

In June, 2001, State Highway Administration (SHA) held a Public Hearing and presented 
three alternatives: Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C. Alternative 5A was the proposed interchange 
improvements and Alternatives 5B and 5C were HOV options (with an additional lane in either 
direction) along with various interchange improvements. Alternatives 5B and 5C were not 
supported through the hearing process. In an effort to strike a compromise, we took Alternative 
5A, which was supported, and incorporated the footprint of Alternatives 5B and 5C. This way 
Alternative 5A could be implemented without additional lanes along MD 210, but with overpass 
bridges wide enough to accommodate the potential future improvements. This way, the 
improvements proposed by SHA would not preclude future projects or development along the 
corridor. 

The improvements at Palmer/Livingston location were very hard to design without 
impacting any of the businesses along Livingston Road. The property operated by your family's 
business, unfortunately would be impacted by the proposed alternative. 

Please note that this project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed 
engineering evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase.  Refinements will continue 
to be made to the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These might 
include adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway widih. 
and other geometric modificalions. These may or may not change the preliminary results of the 
property impacts along the entire corridor. 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800.735-2250 Slatewido Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Strwt Address: 707 North Calvart Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 M 

& 
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Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this, study. Your name is on our mailing list and you will be 
notified of future progress on this initiative. This summer we had a series of meetings with 
impacted business owners throughout the corridor. Unfortunately, representatives from your 
family were unable to make these meetings. If you would like us to Set up an additional meeting 
with your family and our Right-of-Way Office to explain your rights as a property owner please 
contact us at one of the numbers listed below. 

Finally, if you have any additional questions regarding our efforts please feel free to 
contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project Engineer, Ms. Chisa Winstead. 
They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, respectively, or toll free in Maryland at 
1-800-548-5026. 

to 
© 
o 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       CsfotAG-'fiUnoteK d..  
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

cc:       Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes no HOV lanes or 
mainline capacity enhancements other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection 
improvements. However, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

.Proposed Palmer/Livingston Road Interchange Option E was selected as a result of coordination 
among MD 210 study team members, the focus group, environmental resource agencies and 
citizens, based on the extent to which they addressed safety and traffic operational needs and 
minimized impacts to sensitive resources. Unfortunately, the proposed option would impact 
your family business and, as stated above, you are encouraged to call the SHA project 
representatives to explain the situation. Please note this project is only fiinded for the planning 
phase. T 
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PG221AU 
INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC WORKSHOP 

MD2W 
FROM 1-95/1-495 TO MD 22S 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 26,2002, 5:30 P.M. - 8:30 P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 

FORTWASHINTON, MD 20744 

PLEASE 

PRINT 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

CITY 

lSfc#?j> Frh^cfJ   DATE   y/W/a 

/y. WAsA- STATE IhsL ZIP aw/ 
IA/Ve wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

"ft 

Ty^-y— 

clsct^   5"//^b/'/^-=   sdg/Z^-^,   ^>/€>     £>*    /s> K//-'Ai^)   <?>.&VL.   JnyZt^ 

Btfease add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List. '^Ja-'^/^^- 

D Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parfis N. Glendening 
Govefnor 

John D. Porcan 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Admtnisiraior 

December 6, 2002 

Ms. Gloria Fitzgerald 
13302 ColdwaterDrive 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Dear Ms. Fitzgerald: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments about stormwater management, continued business growth, local impact 
of the overpaaseo and oafety issues, like many others that have been received, help us better 
understand community issues and concerns within the study area. The information you provided 
serves as a tool to inform us of your views and preferences regarding potential outcomes of this 
piujcul. 

Safety, aesthetics and insect proliferation with stormwater management areas are a 
concern for SHA. SHA will continue to work with project area communities to develop 
stormwater management practices that are sensitive to the community while meeting 
environmental protection objectives. Preferred methods for providing stormwater management, 
such as infiltration and bioretention, result in no standing water for extended periods of time. 

Encouraging businesses to locate in the area is not a specific goal. However, in general, 
transportation projects are designed to address a traffic need. For this project we used a 2020 
horizon year and developed improvements that would provide for acceptable traffic operations in 
that "design" year. The improvements may help businesses overall due to the reduction in 
congestion, and better access. 

As for the traffic lights on the overpasses, there are currently lights on MD 210 with very 
long signal cycles. The overpasses will allow the local users to cross MD 210, as they do today, 
but without the long signal cycles because the northbound/southbound MD 210 traffic, which is 
programmed to be a priority over the side streets, will no longer be factored into the timing. 

The preferred alternative should improve traffic operations along MD 210 and the side 
roads. Those traveling north and south will be able to do so without the intciTupiium and safety 
issues associated with motorists stopping and turning at traffic signals. The use of interchanges 
and control of access points will allow for motorists to safely enter and exit MD210to reach 
their destinations. 

My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addreit: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer.'Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 and 410-545-8545 or toll free 
in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      CA«**- xfrl^rnJ 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Karuna Pujara (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes no HOV lanes or 
mainline capacity enhancements other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection 
improvements. However, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

The responses provided in the SHA response letter above, dated December 6, 2002, still apply to 
the concerns stated in the original comment form for Alternative 5A Modified. Please note the 
project is currently only funded for the planning phase. 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Gove^nw 

John D. Porcari 
Secfeiaty 

Parker F. Williams 

December 6, 2002 

Mr. Christopher Fountain 
P.O. Box 6278 
Annapolis MD 21401 

Dear Mr. Fountain: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments regarding Option E, like many others that have been received, help us 
better understand community issues and concerns within the study area. The information you 
provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views and preferences regarding potential 
outcomes of this project. 

We have requested from the county, site plans for your business and are reviewing them 
currently. We will contact you to discuss with you, specifically, how Option E may impact your 
property and explain your rights. Please note that this project is funded only for the planning 
phase. During the design phase, refinements will continue to be made to the proposed 
alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns and minimize impacts. These might 
include adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, 
and other geometric modificalions. These may or may not change the preliminary results of the 
property impacts along the entire corridor. 

Thank you again for your comments.  We regret that you were not on the original mailing 
list, but we are glad that you were able to attend the workshop this fall. The MD 210 Study 
Team welcomes your participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any 
questions regarding our efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. 
Atkins or the Project Engineer, Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 and 
410-545-8545 or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 

My telephone number is _ 

Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-736-2268 Statowldo Toll Froo 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
StTMt Addrau: 707 North Calvert Streot • Baltlmoro, Maryland 21202 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 
Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes no HOV lanes or 
mainline capacity enhancements other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection 
improvements. However, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

The responses provided in the SHA response letter above, dated December 6, 2002, still apply to 
the concerns stated in the original comment form for Alternative 5A Modified Palmer/Livingston 
Road Interchange Option E. Please note the project is currently only funded for the planning 
phase. 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG22M12 
INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC WORKSHOP 

MD 210 
FROM I-95/I-495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 26,2002, 5:30 P.M. - 8:30 P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 

FORT WASHINTON, MD 20744 

NAME   CHfrtw   C-Hfrt^e,   f^j            DATE   ^k^lsDOL 
ADDRESS   c\\[h     UxD^fU^ eJ.  
CITY tVotJ uiLL STATE Mi) ZIP z&pvy 

l/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

VOTE  MO REconb OF btcisio/o MOW gj Mb. 2/0 
Ol/ER PASSES.  

o 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

January 3. 2003 

Parns N. Glendenir.g 
Governcr 

John O. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Adminisiraior 

Mr. Chan Fui 
9116 Livingston Road 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Dear Mr. Fui: 

Thank you for submitting a comment card regarding the MD 210 Project Plannins Study 
in Prince George's County Maryland. Your comments about the decision making process for 
MD 210, like many others that have been received, help us better understand community issues 
and concerns within the study area. 

The purpose of the study was to address the increasingly severe and frequent trallic 
congestion along this ten mile segment of MD 210. The study involved the development and 
analysts of reasonable alternates including the no build alternate. Traffic operations indicated 
that peak hour traffic entering or crossing MD 210 from side roads often required several signal 
cycles to go through the intersection. The short auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp 
curvatures, and the close proximity of the service roads created congestion for the side road 
traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in our project study area are currently operatin" ai 
failing conditions in the peak hour periods. 

Future operations are predicted to worsen along the corridor. By the year 2020, all nine 
study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing traffic flow with 
total congestion, where several signal cycles are required to clear traffic through an intersection) 
and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to handle. In 
addition, the number of reported accidents occurring from Fort Washington Road to the Capital 
Beltway is significantly higher than the statewide average for similar facilities.  By replacing the 
existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under Alternate 5A Modified, consistent 
with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS E 
or better) in the design year 20'2U. 

The MD 210 study team is working in coordination with Prince George's County, the 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority and the Maryland Transit Administration. The study team is evaluating multimodal 
measures that will improve transportation in the corridor in conjunction with highway 
improvements. Enhanced bus services, bus stop relocations and bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations are being considered as part of the preferred Alternative 5A Modified. 

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

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 
the project Mailing List 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Malllno Addreu:  P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Street Addreu: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Mr. Chan Fui 
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As you know, this project is currently funded for Project Planning only.  Alternative 
decisions resulting from this phase of project development are based on balancing the 
transportation need with impacts to the natural and human environment. Transportation 
improvement needs and priorities as established by state and local elected officials will influence 
project funding for future phases. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, respectively, 
or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

t-o 
O 

By: 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative; however, the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 
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Maryland Department ol Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Partis N. Glenoening 
Governor 

John D- Porcar; 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Acministrator 

January 3, 2003 

Mr. Sidney Gibson 
9706 Polis Terrace 
Fort Wnshinglon MD 20744 

Dear Mr. Gibson: 

Thank you for submitting comments regarding the MD 210 Project Planning Study in 
Prince George's County Maryland. Your comments about mass transit and the decision making 
process for MD 210, like many others that have been received, help us better understand 
community issues and concerns within the study area. 

The purpose of the study was to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic 
congestion along this ten mile segment of MD 210. The study involved the development and 
analysis of reasonable alternates including the no build alternate. Traffic operations indicated 
that peak hour traffic entering or crossing MD 210 from side roads often required several signal 
cycles to go through the intersection. The short auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp 
curvatures, and the close proximity of the service roads created congestion for the side road 
traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in our project study area are currently operating at 
failing conditions in the peak hour periods. 

Future operations are predicted to worsen along the corridor. By the year 2020, all nine 
study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing traffic flow with 
total congestion, where several signal cycles arc required to elenr traffic through on intersection) 
and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to handle. In 
addition, the number of reported accidents occurring from Fort Washington Road to the Capital 
Beltway is significantly higher ihan the staiewiiie average for similar faciliiies. By replauing lire 
existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under Alternate 5A Modified, consistent 
with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS E 
or better) in the design year 2020. 

The MD 210 study team is working in coordination with Prince George's County, the 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority and the Maryland Transit Administration. The study team is evaluating mtiltimodal 
measures that will improve transportation in the corridor in conjunction with highway 
improvements. Enhanced bus services, bus stop relocations and bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations are being considered as part of the preferred Alternative 5A Modified. 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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As you know, this project is currently funded for Project Planning only. Alternative 
decisions resultingfrom this phase of project development are based on balancing the 
transportation need with impacts to the natural and human environment. Transportation 
improvement needs and priorities as established by state and local elected officials will influence 
project funding for future phases. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, respectively, 
or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       &/$r^  
ChisacWinstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

cc:       Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mi. Keith Kmcharck (wAncoining) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

^4 
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Supplemental Response: 
The MD 210 study team is working in coordination with Prince George's County, the 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority and the Maryland Transit Administration to provide improvements to MD 210 that 
support and enhance transit operations however practicable within the purpose and need of the 
project. Representatives of these organizations have provided input throughout the study. The 
additional capacity and operational improvements that will result from the proposed interchanges 
and intersection improvements associated with the Selected Alternative will improve travel times 
for all bus routes traveling on or across MD 210. Improved travel times for transit vehicles 
promote increased ridership and reduced transit operating costs. Each of the bus routes and bus 
stops in the vicinity of MD 210 has been reevaluated in this study in terms of number of 
boardings, safety and accessibility. Many of the existing bus stops in the vicinity of Wilson 
Bridge Drive, Kerby Hill Road and Palmer Road will be relocated, with some of the lesser used 
stops consolidated. Several of the stops along the shoulder of MD 210 will be relocated with 
Alternative 5A Modified since they have become unsafe with the growth in traffic.volumes along 
MD 210. The relocation of several bus stops in the vicinity of the Brookside Park Condominiums 
and Wilson Towers Apartments will alleviate the necessity of patrons to make the dangerous 
crossing of MD 210 on foot Future transit service changes in this area will continue to be 
evaluated on an as-nccdcd basis by the respective transit service agencies, independent of the 
MD 210 project. 

to o 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SIIA-Selcctcd Alternative, which includes no IIOV lanes or 
mainline capacity enhancements other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection 
improvements. However, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG221AU 
INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC WORKSHOP 

MD2W 
FROM 1-95/1-495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 2002, 5:30 P.M. - 8:30 P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 

FORT WASHINTOH MD 20744 

NAME (^ 
PLEASE 

PRINT 

£e£~, DATE    Cf^^'f-Z. 

ADDRESS    fotfo^a jJ:U   &   ^;iBJr>0 
CITY   Q^bl'.U STATE   /KD    Zlp<2-p^yr 

l/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
AdrmniRiratnr 

December 13.2002 

Mr. Petey Green 
6009 Oxon Hill Road Suite 206 
Oxon Hill MD 20745 

Dear Mr. Green: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments supporting Option C at Swan Creek, like many others that have been 
received, help us better understand community issues and concerns within the study area. The 
information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views and preferences regarding 
potential outcomes of this project. 

Trying to provide access to the existing shopping area has been challenging. It is true 
that Option C may provide better access, generally, for the shopping area, however, it would 
have greater impacts to the wetlands in the area. In fact, almost half of the total wetland impacts 
associated with this project are as the result of Option C. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has 
expressed strong concerns about Option C which lead the team to subseciuently develop Option 
G. To move forward with Option C, a permit would need to be obtained from the Corps and 
given their past concerns this scenario is not very likely. With that said, Option C does still 
remain under coneideration primarily because of the concerns you have raised. 

Since it is likely that the interchanges for this project will be funded from north to south, 
major traffic improvements at this intersection would protably occur later rather than sooner. 
This area could be considered for some type of at-grade inrefffri improvement as traffic 
conditions worsen until the ultimate improvements are funded. 

Mwea _   ease add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List. 

• Please delete my/our nanie(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-Rnn-7.1S.375fl SlalowirtB Toll Frne 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Str««t Addreaa: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Ms. Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, 
respectively, or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

very truty yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

3 i 
to 

By. 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Chisa Winsfead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Supplemental Response: 
Swan Creek Interchange Option C may provide better access, generally, for the shopping area; 
however, it would have greater impacts to the wetlands in the area. Almost half of the total 
wetland impacts associated with this project are as the result of Option C. The U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers has expressed strong concerns about Option C, which led the team to subsequently 
develop Option G. Option C would require a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers tuid 
given the past concerns with this option, the permit will be difficult to obtain. Meetings have 
beef! held with the shopping center representatives to discuss the preferred interchange options at 
the Swan Creek intersection resulting in modifications to Selected Option O to better facilitate 
access to the property. 
Since it is likely that the interchanges for this project will be funded from north to south, major 
traffic improvements at this intersection would probably occur later rather than sooner. This area 
could be considered for some type of at-grade interim improvement as traffic conditions worsen 
until the ultimate improvements are funded. 
Please note that this project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed engineering 
evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue to be made to 
the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citiyen concerns. These mighf fnctnde 
adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, and 
other geometric modifications and additional pedestrian connections as necessary. 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative (which includes Swan Creek 
Interchange Option G); however, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any 
other studies/improvements in the future. 

V 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John 0. Porcan 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 

December 11,2002 

Ms. Dorothy Hodges 
306 Careybrook Lane 
OxonHillMD 20745-1403 

Dear Ms. Hodges: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments about bicycle and pedestrian access at intersections and rail right of way 
arc appreciated. 

For the recommended alternative, the existing intersections are being replaced with 
interchanges. Pedestrian/bicycle access would be provided along the over passes of MD 210, 
using sidewalks, crosswalks and outside bike lanes. Crosswalks would also be provided at the 
remaining intersections in the study area. 

In the past, we studied diamond interchanges, as well as other traditional types of 
interchanges. However, in many cases they were more impactivc than the concepts identified as 
part of the preferred alternative. One of the big challenges the study team faced was to provide 
interchanges while maintaining access via at-grade intersections during construction to serve 
existing development along the corridor. 

Rail options are not part of this project; however, the typical section does not preclude 
future rail along the corridor. 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1 -800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addrras: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. If you have further questions please feel free to 
contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project Engineer, Ms. Chisa Winstead. 
They can be reached at 410-545-8548 and 410-545-8545 or toll free in Maryland at 
1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

i 

By:       CA^a^^rv^tfj,^ 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/jncoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

ON 

^4 
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Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes no HOV lanes or 
mainline capacity enhancements other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection 
improvements. However, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

to 

The specific intersection/interchange options included in the SHA-Selected Alternative consist 
of: Wilson Bridge Drive At-grade Option A, Kerby Hill Road Interchange Option C, 
Palmer/Livingston Road Interchange Option E, Old Fort Road North Interchange Option C, Fort 
Washington Road Interchange Option D, Swan Creek Road Interchange Option G, Old Fort 
Road South Interchange Option C, Farmington Road At-grade Option A and MD 373 At-grade 
Option A. These options were selected as a result of coordination among MD 210 study team 
members, the focus group, environmental resource agencies and citizens, based on the extent to 
which they addressed safety and traffic operational needs and minimized impacts to sensitive 
resources. 

Proposed improvements include sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikers and pedestrians 
throughout all of the interchanges to allow community access from either side of MD 210. All 
crossroads assume a five-foot wide bike lane outside the travel lanes in each direction within the 
limit of improvement. A five-foot wide sidewalk on each side of the crossroad has been assumed 
for each overpass design. Any intersections that are proposed to remain at-grade have been 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis for pedestrian/bicycle accommodation (e.g., sidewalk 
connections, crosswalks, etc.). Coordination between SHA and community residents will be 
maintained throughout the project planning and design phases to ensure appropriate 
accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians with the proposed improvements. The current 
pedestrian/bicycle plans show connections to the Henson Creek Trail at the Palmer/Livingston 
Road interchange. For bicyclists traveling north and south within the corridor there are several 
local roads that will be signed as alternative bike routes. In addition, bicycles will not be 
prohibited from using the outside shoulder of MD 210 as they do today. 

Short auxiliary lanes, severe skew angles, sharp curvatures, lack of open space and the close 
proximity of the service roads and businesses have created the need to study non-traditional 
types of interchanges to solve traffic congestion problems. Diamond interchanges, as well as 
other traditional types of interchanges have been developed and subsequently dropped at some 
intersection locations because in many cases those types of interchanges were more impactive 
than the concepts preferred as part of the selected alternative. 

The rail decision along the Woodrow Wilson Bridge is a separate effort that is also supported by 
Prince George's County and would not be precluded by a decision on MD 210. 
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PLEASE 

PRINT 

NAME    JflnelklnflH  DATE 9-a/.-di 
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l/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 
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Qnd Cycle 

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

Q Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

Juhn O. PufCan 
Secrelafy 

Parker F. Williams 

December 11, 2002 

Mrs. Jane Hudnail 
412 Riverwood Drive 
Fort Washington MD 20774 

Dear Mrs. Hudnail: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments about the pedestrian and bicycle use along the corridor, Itke many others 
that have been received, help us better understand communiry issues and concerns wiihin rhe 
study area. The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views and 
preferences regarding potential outcomes of this project. 

A path along MD 210 was considered by the study team. However, it was concluded that 
most pedestrians were crossing MD 210 versus traveling north/south along the roadway. 
Sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikes will be provided throughout all of the interchanges 
to allow community access from either side of MD 210. The current plans also show 
connections to the Henson Creek Trail. For bicyclists traveling north and south within the 
corridor there are several local roads that will be signed as alternative bike routes. In addition, 
bicycles will not be prohibited from using the outside shoulder of MD 210 as they do today. 

Please note that this project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed 
engineering evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue 
to be made to the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These might 
include adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, 
and other geometric modifications and additional pedestrian connections as necessary. 

My telephone number is  

Matylend Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addresa: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Street Addraae: 707 North Calvert Straat • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

i 
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Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Ms. Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545 
respectively or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

- Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

i 
to 

By: cA^y^ 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

:c:       Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Harvey Muller (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Response: 
Please note that this project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed engineering 
evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue to be made to 
the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These might include 
adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, and 
other geometric modifications and additional pedestrian connections as necessary. 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative; however, the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

% 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N Glendening 
Govefnof 

John D  Porcari 
Secetary 

Parker F. Williams 
AdminislralOf 

December 13, 2002 

Mr. Jim Hudnall 
412 River Wood Drive 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Dear Mr. Hudnall: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments on bicycles issues and Option C, like many others that have been 
received, help us better understand community issues and concerns within the study area. The 
information you provided serves as a too! to inform us of your views and preferences regarding 
potential outcomes of this project. 

A path along MD 210 was considered by the study team. However, it was concluded that 
most pedestrians were crossing MD 210 versus traveling north/south along the roadway. 
Sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikes will be provided throughout all of the interchanges 
to allow community access from either side of MD 210. The current plans also show 
connections to the Henson Creek Trail. For bicyclists traveling north and south within the 
corridor there are several local roads that will be signed as alternative bike routes. In addition, 
bicycles will not be prohibited from using the outside shoulder of MD 210 as they do today. 

Thank you for your support of Option C at Swan Creek. Trying to provide access to the 
existing shopping area has been challenging. It is true that Option C may provide better access, 
for the shopping area, however, it would have greater impacts to the wetlands.   In fact, almost 

half of the total wetland impacts associated with this project are as the result of Option C. The 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have expressed strong concerns with Option C which led the 
team to subsequently develop Option C. To move forward with Option C, a permit would need 
to be obtained from the Corps and given their past concerns this scenario is not very likely. With 
that said. Option C does still remain under consideration primarily because of the concerns you 
have raised. 

Since it is likely that the interchanges for this project will be funded from north to south, 
major traffic improvements at this intersection would probably occur later rather than sooner. 
This area could be considered for some type of at-grade interim improvement as traffic 
conditions worsen until the ultimate improvements are funded. 

Please note that this project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed 
engineering evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue 
to be made to the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These may 
or may not change the preliminary results of the property impacts along the entire corridor. 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service (or Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addrets: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Addratt: 707 North Calvert Street* Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 and 410-545-8545 or toll free 
in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: L/uoc~ "Ih^o^tev J 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Harvey Muller (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

e 
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Supplemental Response: 
Proposed improvements include sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikers and pedestrians 
throughout all of the interchanges to allow community access from either side of MD 210. All 
crossroads assume a five-foot wide bike lane outside the travel lanes in each direction within the 
limit of improverment. A five-foot wide sidewalk on each side of the crossroad has been assumed 
for each overpass design. Any intersections that are proposed to remain at-grade have been 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis for pedestrian/bicycle accommodation (e.g., sidewalk 
connections, crosswalks, etc.). Coordination between SHA and community residents will be 
maintained throughout the project planning and design phases to ensure appropriate 
accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians with the proposed improvements. The current 
pedestrian/bicycle plans show connections to the Henson Creek Trail at the Palmer/Livingston 
Road interchange. For bicyclists traveling north and south within the corridor there are several 
local roads that will be signed as alternative bike routes. In addition, bicycles will not be 
prohibited from using the outside shoulder of MD 210 as they do today. 

• 

Refinements will continue to be made to the selected alternative in final design, where feasible, 
to address citizen concerns. These might include adjustments to the roadway alignment, 
reductions to die overall proposed roadway width, and other geometric modifications (including 
roundabouts) and additional pedestrian connections as necessary. For example: a roundabout 
was studied for the Swan Creek interchange on Livingston Road at the proposed Access Road 
west of MD 210 but was dismissed because right of way impacts based on the radius required to 
fulfill traffic volume demands for a two lane roundabout. 

Meetings have been held with the shopping center representatives to discuss the preferred 
interchange options C and G at the Swan Creek intersection resulting in modifications to 
Selected Option G to better facilitate access to the property. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative (which includes Swan Creek 
Interchange Option G), which includes no HOV lanes or mainline capacity enhancements other 
than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection improvements. However, the 
proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the 
future. 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

December 4, 2002 

Parris N. Glendening 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

Mr. Blynn Kuhstoss 
4673 Duley Drive 
White Plains MD 20695 

Dear Mr. Kuhstoss: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. The preferred alternative, will require 0.85 acres of the Exxon Station located at Old Fort 
Road South. Additionally, the proposed alternate will actually displace the existing building 
with no access being provided to this building in the future. 

Please note that this project is in the planning phase and more detailed engineering 
evaluations will be necessary during the design phase.  Refinements will continue to be made to 
the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These might include 
adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, and 
other geometric modifications. These may or may not change the preliminary results of the 
property impacts along the entire corridor. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study 1'eam welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 and 410-545-8545 or toll free 
in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins       (w/incoming) 

My telephone number Is _ 

0pie< fPlease add my/our name(s) to the Mailing Ust. 

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing Ust 

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-600-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addrait: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Addrau: 707 North Culvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes no HOV lanes or 
mainline capacity enhancements other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection 
impruveuienls. However, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, IIOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

The Old Fort Road South Interchange Option C will require 0.86 acre of right of way from the 
Exxon Station located at Old Fort Road South in the southeast quadrant. Additionally, the 
selected option will displace the existing building with no access being provided to this building 
in the future. 

Please note that this project is only funded for the planning phase and more detailed engineering 
evaluations will be necessary during the final design phase. Refinements willxontinue to be 
made to Alternative 5A Modified, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These might 
include adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, 
and other geometric modifications. These may or may not change the preliminary results of the 
property impacts along the entire corridor. 

I 



Remarks on 
MD210 Multi-Modal Study 1-95/1-495 to MD228 

Preferred Alternative SA Modified Workshop Draft (September 2002) 

The Preferred Alternative 5A Modified Workshop Draft was distributed to the public at a workshop in Fort 
Washington on September 26, 2002. Preferred Alternative 5A Modified is intended to become the basis for 
the official proposal for improvements on MD210. It remains subject to adjustments resulting from public 
comments and final design considerations. My remarks emphasize the Preferred Alternative 5A Modified, 
but other items will be mentioned as needed. 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Jnrmnry,?, 2003 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secfetary 

Parker F. Williams 
Adminislrator 

Figure 1 showo the currently proposed improvements for MD210 and nearby sections of the Beltway, Oxon 
Hill Road, and the 1-295 ramp. These proposed improvements under the Woodrow Wilson Bridge project 
are of interest to the users of MD210. They have been upgraded from the obsolete information previously 
published in MD210 study documents. This is good. However, it is likely that the bridge for Bald Eagle 
Road includes cars and not only pedestrians and bicycles. 

Mr. Daniel S. Lieman 
13216 Park Lane 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Dear Mr. Lieman: 

Figure 2 shows Wilson Bridge Drive Option A with its right in / right out turns. It seems to be the same as 
the previous Option A with more details of noise barriers and bus stop changes. Option A generally looks 
reasonable. A bus pullout lane has been added on northbound MD210 and a pedestrian overpass has been 
added across MD2I0. This may be helpftil, but the merge-crossover of buses with heavy northbound 
MD210 traffic to the I-295/I-95/I-495 connection may be a problem. A suggestion to route northbound • 
buses from Livingston-Kerby Hill Road (figure 3) to the service road near southbound MD210 to the 
Wilson Towers Apartments and Brookside Park Apartments to Wilson Bridge Drive to southbound MD2I0 
to Kerby Hill-Livingston Road to northbound MD210 should be examined. There is some concern about 
whether [he Brookside Park Apartments parking lot and the service road will become a short cut for 
southbound MD210 traffic to Kerby Hill Road. The possibility of restricting the southbound lane of the 
service road (on figure 3) to southbound buses should be determined. To clarify what I have written: 
snnthhniind hnses would use the sniithhound lane nf the sprvine rnnd   Northbound buses would use. the 
northbound lane of the service road and return to the Kerby Hill-Livingston Road interchange using the 
main MD210 highway southbound before returning to northbound MD210. 

Figure 2 and many of the other figures mention "Potential S WM Areas". Storm Water Management areas 
should contain flowing water only. The increasing problems with disease-causing mosquitoes should 
preclude creating additional areas of standing water. 

Figure 3 shows the new "Kerby Hill Road" Option C, which provides smoother curves near Kerby Hill 
Road than the old design proposal. The interchange should be called "Livingston Road / Kerby Hill Road", 
as before. Provision for a connection to the presently undeveloped commercial property west of MD210 . 
was removed from an earlier proposal. The removal may not be useful since this will promote an 
unspecified future connection between the property and Oxon Hill Road, a connection that local residents 
consider undesirable. There is no apparent change for the Livingston Road side of the interchange. Option 
C is generally the best option. A bus pullout lone is added on the ramp from Livingston Road to 
northbound MD210 and a pedestrian overpass is added over MD210. 

On the southern (right) end of figure 3, a business is shown west of MD210. This business is closed and 
the building was removed. The property is proposed to be a commercial development. 

The service road near northbound MD210 is shown partly on figure 3 and partly on figure 4. The 
curinecliuii Gum the sa vice road lu uoi thbuund MD210 has a new ucceleraiiuu lane to Increase safety. A 
new curve in the service road allows some vehicles from northbound MD210 to travel southbound on the 
service road. Buses on the service road have a pulloff lane. The service road adjacent to the bus pulloff 
lane should be one-way southbound. The bus pulloff lane should be one-way northbound. Buses traveling 
northbound on MD210 should be routed south on the service road and turn left into the southern end of the 
pullout lane. The northbound exit of the bus pullout lane should be connected straight into the top of the 
new curve on the service road. A pedestrian overpass is added over MD210. Another bus pullout lane 
should be added on southbound MUZ IU since southbound buses will no longer be allowed to cross MD210. 

Thank you for submitting comments concerning the MD 210 Project Planning Study. 
Your comments about this project, like many others that have been received, help us better 
understand community issues and concerns within the study area. The information you provided 
serves as a tool to inform us of your views and preferences regarding potential outcomes of this 
project. 

Your comments regarding the operations with potential bus pullout opposite Wilson 
Bridge Drive are noted. The concerns with the costs (including potential pedestrian overpasses) 
and operations with the pullout option, which preserves the existing bus stop location, will be 
weighed against the feeder bus system option. Restricting the service road tn bus only is not 
preferred; we do not think that the short-cutting issue will be a concern because the community 
currently has speed bumps, several low speed turns, and a couple of stop signs to discourage 

" highway travelers from cutting through Wilson Bridge Drive when it would be essier for them to 
stay on the highway and then use the nearest interchange. 

The potential impacts to residential communities regarding safety, aesthetics and insect 
proliferation with stormwater management areas are issues which concern us as well. SHA will 
continue to work with communities to develop stormwater management practices that arc 
sensitive to the community while meeting environmental protection objectives. Preferred 
methods for providing stormwater management, such as infiltration and bioretention. result in no 
standing water for extended periods of time. 

The removal of the potential connection to the undeveloped commercial property west of 
MD 210 from our displays at Kerby Hill Road was not necessarily to promote a connection of 
that development to Oxon Hill Road. Rather, it was intended to clarify that the potential 
developer, not SHA, would be responsible for building the service road along MD 210 and 
connection to Kerby Hill Road and/or Palmer Road to provide access to the development west of 
MD210. 

Thank you for the update on the removal of the building on Figure 3. We will update our 
mapping accordingly. 

My telephone number ts _ 

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
t-nnn-7aS.25Sfl Slatnwido Tnll FroA 

Mailing Addreta: P.O. Box 717 "• Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Addrest: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 



A deuclenitiuii/accclcration lane is needed for (lie southbound bus pultout lane. No cuunectiuus arc shown 
from the service road to the property of the former ABC Drive-in. I suggest a one-way driveway into the - 
property be provided near the park boundary just south of the bus pullout lane and a one-way driveway out 
of the property be provided to the service road at the north end of the bus pullout lane. The service road 
should be terminated for vehicles at the park boundary and become part of the new hiker-biker trail 
connection to the trail in the park. 

Figure 4 shows the new Palmer / Livingston Road Option E. It is similar to the previous design proposal 
but has longer ramps connecting southbound MD210. Based on the arrows, it also reduces the width of the 
MD210 exit ramp from three lanes to two. I believe that three lanes will be more useful near Livingston 
Road. (The right lane for right turn?. The cimter lane for straight shead and left titm movements. The left 
lane for left turns.) There is no indication of a street connection to the golf range. A retaining wall seems 
to block access to the property. The street stub to Hovermale's or the street stub for the car wash should 
provide a connection to the golf range. 

Figure 5 shows Old Fort Road North Option C. This looks like the best option. On Old Fort Road at the 
Livingston Road intersection, a right-tum lane, a straight-ahead lane, and a left-turn lane are identified. 
Local residents indicate a need for a reasonable connection between Old Palmer Road and Old Fort Road 
North to service the neighborhood east of MD2I0. The existing connection is removed by the design 
proposal. The off-the-map Old Palmer Road intersection with Palmer Road has a difficult left turn during 
rush hours. Also, the off-the-map indirect connection between Old Palmer Road and Old Fort Road 
requires use of a narrow, hilly residential street. With the reduction in the visibility of the shopping center, 
1 suggest you place the name of the shopping center and fast food logos on highway exit and road signs. 

to 
t-o 

Figure 6 shows the fort Washington Road Option D. This looks like the best option. A business removal 
is marked at the connection of the relocated Fort Washington Road and the old Fort Washington Road. 
This business is already closed. A residence is identified on the southeast comer of Fort Washington Road 
and Livingston Road. This residence is no longer occupied. It is included in the property of a proposed 
police station. At the Fort Washington Road intersection with Livingston Road, the single westbound lane 
of Fort Washington Road is shown to allow right-straight-left actions. Left turns should be permitted in a 
separate lane with right-tums and straight-ahead actions from the right lane. With the reduction in the 
visibility of the shopping center, I suggest you place the name of the shopping center and three gas station 
logos on highway exit and road signs. 

Figure 7 .shows the area between interchanges.  It includes the proposed closing nf the median to remove a 
U-turn. 

Figure 8 of the September 2002 Preferred Alternative 5A Modified shows a new "Swan Creek Road" 
Option Ci. It is based on a previous proposal but changes the position ot the proposed bridge tor Livingston 
Road and a proposed southbound MD210 exit and adds a new northbound MD210 loop exit. The 
interchange should be.called "Livingston Road / Swan Creek Road", as before. Option G has a bridge 
connecting Livingston Road over MD2I0. The new northbound MD210 loop exit has an unsafe 
combination merge-crossover with the southbound service road to allow a right turn to the bridge to 
northbound Livingston Road or a straight-ahead action to southbound Livingston Road. This is followed 
by a complex Y-intersection with two straight-ahead actions, two left-turn actions, and two right-tum 
actions that merge with other actions at peculiar angles. Even with traffic light controls, I do not think the 
loop exit and Y-intersection can operate acceptably. 

Old figure 8 of the May 2002 Altcmotive 5A Modified (distributed to the MD210 Focus Group) is n better 
version of the Livingston Road / Swan Creek Road interchange and is called Option F. Old Option F also 
has a bridge connecting Livingston Road over MD210. There is no loop exit from northbound MD210 and 
no complex Y-intersection between Livingston Road and the service road adjacent to northbound MD210. 
Livingston Road east of MD210 has perpendicular intersections with the service road and the ramps 
to/from northbound MD210. The simpler T-intersections on Livingston Road are easier to navigate. 

Mr. Daniel S. Lieman 
Paoe2 

We are in the process of working with the property owner of the former ABC Drive-in 
site and River Point apartments to revise the northbound MD 210 connection to these properties. 

We concur that a bus pull-off would likely be necessary along southbound MD 210 under 
the pedestrian overpass scenario. Our current plans indicate the service road as a dead end at the 
park boundary with a trail connection to the existing Henson Creek trail. 

Three lanes would be more useful at the ramp intersection with Livingston (Palmer) 
Road; however, analyses indicate that two lanes would work satisfactorily, and an additional lane 
may be hard tu develop within the geumeUy of the ptupuscd iiilciuhaiigc.   Access lu the gulf 
range is possible from the Hovermale's entrance (where there is currently a connection) and the 
car wash property. We are reevaluating the small service road connection opposite the 
interchange ramps due to impacts to the business adjacent to the car wash. 

We have investigated the use of shopping center or restaurant logo signs at the highway 
exit and determined that they are not permitted under current policies for this type of highway. 
Some type of special signage may be feasible if shopping centers obtain some type of town 
center or village designation. 

Perhaps a phone conversation or meeting is advisable to better understand your concerns 
regarding the "complex Y-intersection" associated with the Swan Creek interchange. The traffic 
volumes on the service road north of the loop ramp merge will be quite low and are unlikely to 
pose a problem for the operations of the loop ramp or downstream T-intersection. We concur 

' that Option F presents a cleaner design from a traffic operations standpoint; however Option G 
provides the added shopping center visibility requested by the shopping center owner's 
representative and members of the Focus Group. We hope to continue coordination with the 
shopping center's representatives regarding truck access. The connector road behind the 
shopping center may need to be wider. Option C provides many advantages regarding traffic 
operations and access to the shopping center in comparison to the other options; however, the 
wetland impacts at this one location would match those for the entire remainder of the project. 
The decision at this location will be heavily influenced by the Corps of Engineers and their 
interpretation of the shopping center accessibility and other traffic operations issues with Options 
F and G in comparison to the wetland impacts with Option C. 



Mr. Daniel S. Lieman 
Page 3 

to to 

Both Option G and old Option F reduce the visibility of the shopping center west of MD210. I suggest you 
place the name of the shopping center and fast food logos on highway exit and road signs. Signs to MD210 
northbound/southbound, Livingston Road, Swan Creek Road, the shopping center, the hospital, and the 
Park and Ride are needed from all directions in the Option G/F area. Some signs are needed to/from Gable 
Lane. Some signs are needed to/from the service road near northbound MD210. The new road behind the 
shopping center is used for connections from Livingston Road to Swan Creek Road and southbound 
MD210, from northbound MD210 to Swan Creek Road, and from Swan Creek Road to Livingston Road 
and northbound MD210. It provides the only connection between the Park and Ride lot and northbound 
MD210. A direct connection between the new road and the rear of the Park and Ride lot would be useful. 
Tractor-trailers service the shopping center using the new road. This road needs to be widened beyond the 
proposed two opposing lanes. At least a paved shoulder should be available. 

Figure 8a of the September 2002 Preferred Alternative 5A Modified shows another Livingston Road / 
Swan Creek Road interchange proposal called Option C. It is based on design-part selections from the old 
Option C, D, and E proposals for the June 2001 Location/Design Public Hearing. New Option C has a 
bridge connecting Livingston Road east of MD210 with Swan Creek Road west of MD210. Livingston 
Road east of MD210 has perpendicular intersections with the service road and the ramps to/from 
northbound MD210. This design has the same benefits as the May 2002 Option F. 

West of MD210, new Option C includes southbound MD210 in/out ramps at Livingston Road, a 
southbound MD210 loop ramp at Swan Creek Road, and a ramp from Swan Creek Road to southbound 
MD210. Also, Livingston Road connects with Swan Creek Road via a new road behind the shopping 
center. The new road is the same as for Option G and old Option F. For new Option C, the new road will 
primarily be used to connect Swan Creek Road with the hospital and northbound Livingston Road. The 
in/out ramps exist now and are too short to be safe. Longer in/out ramps might be useful at the new road 
connection with Livingston Road. This would require the removal of the car repair business and the gas 
station the same as Options G/F. (The car repair business is not vacant.) The loop ramp connects 
southbound MD2I0 with westbound Swan Creek Road, southbound Livingston Road, and the front of the 
shopping center. The loop ramp would be build over a ragged wetland area. 

New Option C is more convenient to local residents than Option G or old Option F. However, the wetlands 
at the loop ramp thai may preclude the construction of new Option C in favor of old Option F.. 

Figure 9 shows the new Old Fort Road South Option C. It is similar to an old Option C but separates local 
street access from the interchange ramp to southbound MD210. The new Option C is safer than the old 
option. The business removal identified in the southeast quadrant is already closed. With the reduction in 
the visibility of the shopping center, I suggest you place the name of the shopping center on highway exit 
and road signs. 

Figure 10 shows the terrain features of a road section without changes. 

Figure 11 shows the closing of the median to remove a left turn between major intersections. The 
northbound MD210 right in / right out turns at the T-intersection remains. 

Figure 12 shows Farmington Road Option A. It is the same as the old Option A. The Farmington Road 
intersection with MU210 remains and has let) turns in all directions under the control of traffic lights. 

Figure 13 shows the terrain features of a road section without significant changes. 

Figure 14 shows MD373 Option A. It is the same as the old Option A. The MD373 intersection with 
MD210 remains and has left turns in all directions under the control of traffic lights. 

Daniel S. Lieman 
13216 Park Lane 
Ft. Washington, MD 20744 

Thank you again for your comments. We regret that you were not on the original mailing 
list, but we are glad that you were able to attend the workshop this fall. The MD 210 Study 
Team welcomes your participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any 
questions regarding our efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. 
Atkins or the Project Engineer, Ms. Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 and 
410-545-8545 or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       g%^ 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

cc:       Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Glen Burton (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Harvey Muller (w/incoming) 
Mr. Karuna Pujara (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes no HOV lanes or 
mainline capacity enhancements other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection 
improvements. However, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

The pedestrian overpasses have been eliminated from part of this study due to low observed 
pedestrian volumes, visual impact concerns, cost and data regarding general lack of use of 
pedestrian overpasses. 

Please note that this project is only funded for the planning phase and mnre detailed engineering 
evaluations will be necessary during the final design phase. Refinements will continue to be 
made to Alternative 5A Modified, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These might 
include adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, 
and other geometric modifications. These may or may not change the preliminary results of the 
property impacts along the entire corridor. 

6* 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG221A11 
INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC WORKSHOP 

MD210 
FROM 1-95/1495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 26,2002, 5JO P.M. - 8:30 P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLEhlTOWN ROAD 

FORTWASHINTON. MD 20744 

PLEASE 

PRINT 

NAME    Mtf/fA L<77-L&~       DATE    f-g£-g£L 
ADDRESS 

CITY 0)^/0 fHcL- STATE   ,40 ZIP      ^^y^CT 

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

0/>77JA/ Cl 

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

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Partis N. Glendening 
Goveriw 

John D. Porcari 
Secreia'y 

Parker F. Williams 
AdmintStfatOr 

December 18,2002 

Mr. Morris A. Little 
6009 Oxon Hill Road - Suite 4!2 
Oxon Hill MD 20745 

Dear Mr. Little: 

Thank you for completing a comment Form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments supporting Option C at Swan Creek, like many others that have been 
received, help us better understand community issues and concerns within the .study area. The 
information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views and preferences regarding 
potential outcomes of this project. 

It is true that Option C may provide better access, generally, for the shopping area. 
However, it would have greater impacts to the wetlands in the area. In fact almost half of the 
total wetland impacts associated with this project are associated with Option C. The U.S. Armv 
Corps of Engineers have expressed strong concerns with Option C which lead the team to 
subsequently develop Option G. To move forward with Option C, a permit would need to be. 
obtained from the Corps and given their past concerns this scenario is not very likely. With that 
said. Option C does still remain under consideration primarily because of the concerns you have 
raised. 

Since it is likely that the interchanges for this project will be funded from north to south, 
major traffic imprnve.mems at this inlerspclinn would prnhahly nnr.iir larp.r rhnn snnner.  This area 
could be considered for some type of at-grade interim improvement as traffic conditions worsen 
until the ultimate improvements are funded. 

Please note that his project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed 
engineering evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue 
to be mode to the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These micht 
include adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, 
and other geometric features. These may or may not change the preliminary results of the 
ptupcrly iiupucts aluug the cnliic cumdur. 

My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addreas: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calverl Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your participation 
throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our efforts please 
feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project Engineer, Ms. 
Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, respectively or toll free 
in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

ts> 
<3\ 

By: 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

••,2^ 
Chisa-Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative (which includes Swan Creek 
Interchange Option G); however, the'proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any 
other studies/improvements in the ftiture. 



NAME 
PLEASE 

PRINT 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG221A11 
INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC WORKSHOP 

MD230 
FROM 1-95/1-495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY. SEPTEMBER 26, 2002, 5:30 P.M. - 8:30 P.M. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 

FORT WASHINTON, MD 20744 

Tfitbv tffzri-bj^       DATE Jfybybp- 
ADDRESS "IOCP    LOCH   MISS        C-,/£CL<C 
CITY FT UJA$>H       STATE MA ZIP O0~><vy 

me wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Pains N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcan 
Secrelary 

Parker F. Williams 
Adminislrator 

December 6. 2002 

Ms. Judy Meade 
706 Loch Ness Circle 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Dear Ms. Meade: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments concerning the proposed landscaping for the MD 210 corridor, like 
many nlhe.rs thar have been receivp.ri, help us bettp.r undp.rstand nnmmnnity issues nnrl nnnnp.ms 
within the study area. 

A comprehensive landscaping plan was presented at the workshop.  All efforts arc being 
made to use native plantings as pail of this plan. However, in some highly visible areas, or 
streetscape areas, native planting may not be appropriate. A lot of things are considered while 
designing the landscaping, however aesthetics and the community preference for native planting 
are a high priority. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 and 410-545-8545 or toll free 
in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

-CMo^/'pp^SL ^ 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

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

D Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 
the project Mailing List 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Straat Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 ^ 
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:c:       Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative; however, the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

to 
to 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PG221A11 
INFORMATIONAL PUBUC WORKSHOP 

MD2W 
FROM 7-95/7-495 TO MD 228 Robert L. Ehrlich. Jr.. Guvtrmr  • 

SMA 
State [Mw^ 

Administration O v 
.•>'•:' 1)KI'\!I!MK\T 'IK Tii.W.- 
Mlchael S. Steele, Lt. Onrcrnnr 

r:irr\T!tf\ 
Trent M. Kiltleman. Avlhiu Surrrttin 

PLEASE 

PRINT 

THLTRSDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 2002, 5:30 PM. - 8:30 P.M. 
FRJENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 

FORTWASH1NTON, MD 70744 

NAME /kjlQl   M$yt%l<-J  DATE      ^A>/c2^ 

ADDRESS        f. Q.SOX   ^I3ZB  
CITY     faiTLOOih    STATE Mi    Zlp 2?yc( 

l/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

Ptyottty ivuUu! oil iyu> gjetf -to Tndidn >GU_ 
UAM-e mvuJ^Mfd in hcvo ws uJifi 

CM^^-hu   rhiS 'rftg*^ fenced 

February 11, 2003 

Ms. Akila Nayak 
915 Palmer Road 
Ft Washington MD 20744 

Dear Ms. Nayak: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments about your rented homes and the Day Star day care facility, like the 
many others that have been received, help us better understand community issues and concerns 
within the study area. The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views 
and preferences regarding potential outcomes of this project. 

The two properties that you own have been added to our mailing list. These two 
properties will be able to access MD 210 as follows: 

• The residents living at 9201 and 9215 Old Palmer Road, may go left and take Old Palmer 
Road to Palmer Road and then take Palmer Road to access MD 210, they can either make a 
right or a left to go north or south on MD 210. 

• They may also travel to the right to Broadview Road and follow this out to Old Fort Road 
North. They then can take Old Fort Road North to access MD 210 where they may make a 
right or a left tum to go north or south on MD 210. 

Our Real Estate office has reviewed the Day Star day care property, in the 
Palmer/Livingston Road area, in light of the proposed Alternate 5A Modified design. It has been 
concluded that the day care is impacted by the proposed design. At this point in our process the 
specific "damages" can not be determined. However, it may also be possible for the day care to 
remain operative if arrangements for a reorientation of the facility could be made. Our Real 
Estate office is aware of the issue and will keep in contact with you as the project moves into the 
design phase. If you desire, our planning and real estate staff would be happy to meet with you 
to discuss your concerns. Again, once detailed topographic information is available during the 
design phase we will be in a better position to address your concerns. 

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

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 
the project Mailing List 

My telephone number/toll-lree number is 
Mnnilaml Relait Srn-trr for hinmirfd Hettrlno or Sim-rfi 1.300.733.2258 Suuewitle Toll Free 

MnilhiiiAitiln's*: P.O. Box 717   • Bultimore. Mn2l2t):M>717 
Strrrl ArMrrss: 7117 North Culvert Street   • Dnltimore, Maryland 21202   • /V/W»"n0.545.0300 mvw.marylandruads.cnm 
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FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
10000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 

FORT WASHINTON, MD 20744 

NAME jfaiiaiOaym DATE    ^hif/pT- 
PLEASE      ADDRESS      p.Q.ZQX ^133-? 

CITY 'Pf UMS^ STATE   yWd       ZIP        Z^7^9 

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

Wl 0 Id PM ruert red   "& wa^h., Md 207^ 

CmeYThy iv) Is jyy 1 s 1 oocwb/ dfCcfptd fMium ed. 

Ms. Akila Nayak 
Page 2 

Please note that his project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed 
engineering evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue 
to be made to the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These might 
include adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, 
and other geometric features. These may or may not change the preliminary results of the 
property impacts along the entire corridor. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your participation 
throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our efforts please 
feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project Engineer, Ms. 
Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, respectively, or toil free 
in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. • 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       C A <£*•- fHiZZZESZTil 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Richard Ravenscroft (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Waikins (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative; however, the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

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

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 
the project Mailing List 
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8:30 P.M. 

NAME 

PLEASE 

PRINT 

AKta lOaygfs DATE      ^/iUr/oi-. 
ADDRESS        ^15 ffllfUfrg.     /^X?flf 

CITY P lU5UH/Kiyor»  STATE   Md   z,p   20n^ 

l/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 
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the project Mailing List 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N, Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administralor 

December 18,2002 

Ms. Donna Olsen 
1513 Potomac Heights Drive 
Fort Washington MD 207'1'l 

Dear Ms. Olsen: 

Thank you for submitting comments concerning the MD 210 Project Planning Study. 
Your comments, in which you indicated you support for Alternate 5A Modified, like many 
others that have been received, help us better understand community issues and concerns within 
the study area. The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views and 
preferences regarding potential outcomes of this project. 

We are aware that there are currently long waits associated with the signal cycles for the 
side roads along MD 210. This is because the timing of the signals is factored giving MD 210 
priority. Improvements proposed under Alternative 5A Modified should substantially improve 
this situation. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Ms. Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545 
respectively or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

jtc*A 
Cfiiid'Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1.RnO-735-J258 Statewlrte Toll Free 

Mailing Addreit: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Addrett: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Supplemental Response: 
Currently, traffic signals on MD 210 with very long signal cycles control access to MD 210 from 
the existing communities. Proposed overpasses will allow the local users to cross MD 210, as 
they do today, but without the long signal cycles because the northbound/southbound MD 210 
traffic, which is programmed to be a priority over the side streets, will no longer be factored into 
the timing. Improvements proposed under Alternative 5A Modified should substantially 
improve this situation. 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative; however, the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

December 11, 2002 

Ms. Anne Pearl 
557 Wilson Bridge Drive, Unit C-l 
OxonHillMD 20745 

Dear Ms. Pearl: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments about the projected noise levels and the proposed right-in/right-out at the 
Brookside Community, like many others that have been received, help us better understand 
community issues and concerns within the study area. 

Based on the information we have developed for the preferred alternative, n burner will 
be further evaluated at the Brookside Community. A final determination on noise mitigation will 
be made after SHA has identified the selected alternative and additional design information is 
available. 

The right-in/right-out will allow motorists to enter and exit the community, without 
having to wait for the signal to change. While making a right turn onto MD 210 southbound to 
use the interchange at Kirby Hill Road to go north towards Washington may be more circuitous 
than the existing conditions, it will probably take about the same amount of time as it would to 
wait for the signal to change on MD 210. This is because the signals on MX) 210 are designed to 
give priority to the main road versus the side streets. With increasing traffic volumes in 2020 
this condition is expected to worsen substantially in the future. 

SHA will work with the Brookside Park Community Homeowners Association to 
minimize impacts to community property as well as mitigate impacts where possible.  Pleiise 
note that this project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed evaluations will be 
undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue to be made to the proposed 
alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These may or may not change the 
preliminary results of the property impacts along the entire corridor. 

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

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Ms. Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, 
respectively, or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 
Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      i'.-^^- 'yi-i^-JrVlkc; 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Ms. Sylvia Baruch, President, Brookside Park Homeowners Association (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie WatkJns (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Response: 
The service road from the south along Wilson Towers is designed to allow for additional access 
into the Brookside Community from the proposed Kerby Hill Road interchange. This proposal 
should not increase the amount of through traffic in Brookside since residents of the 
development would generate most of it. The community currently has speed bumps, several low 
speed turns, and stop signs. It is believed this would discourage highway travelers fioiu cutting 
through Wilson Bridge Drive when it would be easier for them to stay on the highway and use 
the nearest interchange. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes no HOV lanes or 
mainline capacity enhancements other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersection 
improvements. However, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future.  — 
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• Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List. 

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 
the project Mailing List 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secrelary 

Parker F. Williams 

December 12, 2002 

Mr. Barry Pickett 
526 Wilson Bridge Drive Al 
OxonHillMD 20745 

Dear Mr. Pickett: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments about mass transit (rail/subway) and the decision making-process for 
MD 210, like many others that have been received, help us better understand community issues 
and concerns within the study area. The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us 
of your views and preferences regarding potential outcomes of this project. 

The purpose of the study was to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic 
congestion along this ten mile segment of MD 210. The study involved the development and 
analysis of all reasonable alternatives including the no build alternative. Traffic operations 
indicated that peak hour traffic entering or crossing MD 210 from side roads often required 
several signal cycles to go through the intersection. The short auxiliary lanes, severe skew 
angles, sharp curvatures, and the close proximity of the service roads created congestion for the 
side road traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in our project study area are currently 
operating at failing conditions in the peak hour periods. 

Future operations are predicted to worsen along the corridor. By the year 2020, all nine 
study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing traffic flow with 
total congestion, where several signal cycles are required to clear traffic through an intersection) 
and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to handle. In 
addition, the number of reported accidents occurring from Fort Washington Road to the Capital 
Beltway is significantly higher than the statewide average for similar facilities. By replacing the 
existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under Alternate 5A Modified, traffic is 
projected to operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS E or better) in the design year 2020. 

The MD 210 study team is working in coordination with Prince George's County, the 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority and the Maryland Transit Administration. The study team is evaluating multimodal 
measures that will improve transportation in the corridor in conjunction with highway 
improvements. Enhanced bus services, bus stop relocations, expanded park and ride facilities 
and bicycle and pedestrian accommodations are being considered as part of the preferred 
Alternative 5A Modified. Rail is not being considered as a part of this project; however, the 
proposed improvements will not preclude rail or any other studies/improvements in theTutureT 

My telephone number is _ 

Maryland Relay Service (or Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1 -800-736-2258 SUtewida Toll Free 

Mailing Addren: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Culvert Street •Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Please nole lhat his projecl is only runileil for Uie plaimiiig phase. More JelaileJ 
engineering evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue 
to be made to the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These might 
include adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, 
and other geometric features. These may or may not change the preliminary results of the 
property impacts along the entire corridor. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, respectively, 
or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-507.6. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       C^-o*- ^U^L^d. 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Response: 
The rail decision along the Woodrow Wilson Bridge is a separate effort that is also supported by 
Prince George's County and would not be precluded by a decision on MD 210. Rail is not being 
considered as a part of this project; however, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail or 
any other studies/improvements in the future. Enrlicr studies had indicated that the MD 5 
corridor was a better candidate for light rail in the near term future. 
This project is currently funded for Project Planning only. Alternative decisions resulting from 
this phase of project development are based on balancing the transportation need with impacts to 
the natural and human environment. Transportation improvement needs and priorities as 
established by state and local elected officials will influence project funding for future phases. 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative. 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Adminrslratnr 

December 18,2002 

Ms. Lona Powell 
1126 Apple Valley Road 
AccokeekMD 20607 

Dear Ms. Powell: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments regarding the Swan Creek Road options, like many others that have°been 
received, help U3 better understand community issues and concerns within the study area. The 
information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views and preferences regardin" 
potential outcomes of this project. 

Trying to develop an interchange at Swan Creek that gives as much access as possible to 
the shopping center and to the residents, with minimal impacts to the wetlands, has been 
difficult. We currently have two options, Option C and Option G. Option C may provide better 
access, generally, for the shopping area. However, it would have greater impacts to the wetlands 
in the area. Also, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have expressed strong concerns with Option 
C which lead the team to subsequently develop Option G. 

Since it is likely that the interchanges for this project will be funded from north to south, 
major traffic improvements at this intersection would probably occur later than sooner. This area 
could be considered for some type of at-grade interim improvement as traffic conditions worsen 
until the ultimate improvements are funded. 

Also, a path along MD 210 was considered by the study team. However, it was 
concluded that most pedestrians were, crossing MD 210 versus traveling north/south along the 
roadway. Sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikes will be provided throughout all of the 
interchanges to allow community access from either side of MD 210. 

Please note that his project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed 
engineering evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue 
to be made to the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These might 
include adjustments to the.roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, 
and other geometric features. These may or may not change the preliminary results of the 
property impacts along the entire corridor. 

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

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 
the project Mailing List 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your participation 
throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our efforts please 
feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project Engineer, Ms. 
Chisa Wiustead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, respectively, oi toll free 
in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

By: 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

ChisaWinstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

:c:       Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Response: 
Swan Creek Interchange Option C may provide better access, generally, for the shopping area; 
however, it would have greater impacts to the wetlands in the area. Almost half of the total 
wetland impacts associated with this project are as the result of Option C. The U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers has expressed strong concerns about Option C, which led the team to subsequently 
develop Option G. Option C would require a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 
given the past concerns with this option, the permit will be difficult to obtain. Meetings have 
been held with the shopping center representatives to discuss the preferred interchange options at 
the Swan Creek intersection resulting in modifications to Selected Option G to better facilitate 
access to the property. 
The cuitent plans also show connections to the Henson Creek Trail. For bicyclists traveling 
north and south within the corridor there are several local roads that will be signed as alternative 
bike routes. In addilion, bicycles will not be prohibited from uaing the outside shoulder of MD 
210 as they do today. 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative (which includes Swan Creek 
Interchange Option G); however, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any 
other studies/improvements in the future. 
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D Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List. 

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

December 6, 2002 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

Ms. Sonya Ransonie 
533 Wilson Bridge Drive 
OxonHillMD 20745 

Dear Ms. Ransome: 

Thank yon for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments expressing your concern for the land value at Wilson Bridge Drive, like 
many others that have been received, help us better understand community issues and concerns 
within the study area. The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views 
and preferences regarding potential outcomes of this project. 

It is impossible to predict what effect the MD 210 project could have on property values 
in the corridor; however, if no improvements to MD 210 are initiated and traffic volumes 
continue to increase to 2020 levels, congestion in the corridor will increase substantially. It 
could be argued that housing values could go down because of decreased accessibility. 

SHA will work with the Brookside Park Community Homeowners Association to 
minimize impacts to community property as well as mitigate any unavoidable impacts as much 
as possible. The proposed relief road in front of Wilson Bridge Towers will help those that live 
in the community by giving them more that one exit out. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 and 410-545-8545 or toll free 
in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: /^A/JC   Tl&wO7dirU 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvsrt Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Ms. Sylvia Bamch, President, Brookside Park Homeowers Association (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

to 

Supplemental Response: 
The right-in/right-out will allow motorists to enter and exit the community, without having to 
wait for the traffic signal light to change. While making a right turn onto MD 210 southbound to 
use the interchange at Kerby Hill Road to go north towards Washington may be more circuitous 
than the existing conditions, it will probably take about the same amount of time as it would to 
wait for the signal to change on MD 210. This is because the signals on MD 210 are designed to 
give priority to the main road versus the side streets. With increasing traffic volumes in 2020 
this condition is expected to worsen substantially in the future. 
In addition, the service road from the south along Wilson Bridge Towers is designed to allow for 
additional access into the Brookside Community from the proposed Kerby Hill Road 
interchange. This proposal should not Increase the amount of through traffic in Brookside since 
residents of the development would generate most of it. The community currently has speed 
bumps, several low speed turns, and stop signs. It is believed this would discourage highway 
travelers from cutting through Wilson Bridge Drive when it would be easier for them to stay on 
the highway and use the nearest interchange. 
Please note that this project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed engineering 
evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue to be made to 
the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These may or may not 
change the preliminary results of the property impacts along the entire corridor. 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative; however, the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

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

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 
the project Mailing List 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Adminislratnr 

December 6,2002 

M' R. T. Smith 
8871 Rusland Court 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Dear M' Smith: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project-Planning 
Study.  Your inquiry about the impacts near the Devon Hill community, like many-others that 
have been received, help us better underetand community issues and concerns within the study 
area. The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views and preferences 
regarding potential outcomes of this project. 

The Devon Hills Community is near the terminus of the project at the Palmer/Livingston 
interchange. The amount of construction at this location is minimal, consisting of minor paving 
and resurfacing. Access to the Devon Hill Community will be maintained during construction. 

Secondly, access to MD 210 is fairly straight forward. To go north on MD 210, you will 
be able to travel down Palmer Road and then make a right turn, as you do today. To travel south 
on MD 210, you would continue on Palmer Road, go across the bridge/overpass (MD 210) then 
make a left turn. In general the interchanges will operate safer than the existing traffic signals. 

Please note that his project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed 
engineering evaluations will be undertaker during the design phase. Refinements will continue 
to be made to the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These could 
include adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, 
and other geometric modifications. These may or may not change the preliminary results of the 
property impacts along the entire corridor. 

My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2256 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your participation 
throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our efforts please 
feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project Engineer, Ms. 
Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545 respectively or toll free 
in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

to 

By:        ^IsKZistttiiA 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Wotkins (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Response: 
Access to MD 210 from the Devon Hills community is as follows. 

• To travel north on MD 210; make a right turn from the community onto Palmer Road and 
then make a right tum onto the proposed northbound ramp. 

• To travel south on MD 210, make a right tum from the community onto Palmer Road, go 
westbound across the proposed bridge/overpass (MD 210) then make a left tum onto the 
proposed southbound ramp. 

In general the interchanges will operate safer than the existing traffic signals because all of the 
north/south MD 210 traffic has been removed. 
Alternative 5A Modified is SHA Selected Alternative; however, the proposed improvements will 
not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

-4 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PC221A11 
INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC WORKSHOP 

MD2W 
FROM I-95/I-495 TO MD 228 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 26,2002, 5:30 P.M. - 8:30 PM. 
FRIENDLY HIGH SCHOOL 
30000 ALLENTOWN ROAD 

FORT WASHINTON, MD 20744 

NAME 
PLEASE 

PRINT 

%^ HsO 
ADDRESS 

CITY 

c:^. £Zr .2. 

fee, Ai.^&mfiJl 
ft- (Al^k^L- STATE /7lg   ZIP  <Wf<f-*r¥y 

l/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

I Art- <&~- y^L /nJA^a^^^ ^^^SZA^i.   >S^i- ^ 

lM      A^.-i.djL"-,    -y^A^t^-C,^   l-^^A^t^1.       C« 

Ate y 
*5-r~y 

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

• Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 
the project Mailing List 

s« Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretafy 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

December 19, 2002 

Mr. Zeno St. Cyr 11 
601 River Bend Road 
Fort Washington MD 20744 

Dear Mr. St. Cyr: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments concerning the Swan Creek Road options, like many others that have 
been received, help us better understand community Issues and concents within die study urea. 
The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views and preferences 
regarding potential outcomes of this project. 

It appears that you may have meant to express your support for Option C, as opposed to 
Option G, which would provide better access to the shopping area. However, this option would 
have greater impacts to the wetlands in the area. In fact almost half of the total wetland impacts 
associated with this project are associated with Option C. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
expressed strong concerns about Option C which led the team to subsequently develop Option G. 
To move forward with Option C, a permit would need to be obtained from the Corps and given 
their past concerns this scenario is not very likely. With that said, Option C does still remain 
under consideration primarily because of the concerns you have raised. 

Thank you for your support of Option C (or G) at Swan Creek. Trying to provide as 
much access to the existing shopping area has been challenging. Since it ia likely that the 
interchanges for this project will be funded from north to south, major traffic improvements at 
this intersection would probably occur later rather than sooner. This area could be considered for 
some type of at-grade interim improvement as traffic conditions worsen, until the ultimate 
improvements are funded. 

Future operations are predicted to worsen along the corridor. By the year 2020, all nine 
study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing traffic flow with 
total congestion, where several signal cycles are required to clear traffic through an intersection). 
By replacing the existing intersections with interchanges, as proposed under Alternate 5A 
Modified, traffic is projected to operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS E or better) in the 
design year 2020. Therefore, it is not necessary to move forward with the additional lanes that 
were proposed in the previous alternatives at this time. However the wider footprint has been 
incorporated into Alternative 5A Modified: the overpass bridges that are to be constructed will 
be wide enough to cover the additional lanes if they become, necessary in the. future without 
further impacting the communities along the corridor. 

My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Froa 

Mailing Addrest: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Addrete: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK Please note that his project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed 
engineering evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue 
to be made to the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These might 
include adjustments to the. roadway alignment, rednrtinns rn the. overall proposp.rl roadway widrh, 
and other geometric features. These may or may not change the preliminary results of the 
property impacts along the entire corridor. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
cffoils please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mi. Dennis M. AlKins or the Project 
Engineer, Ms. Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, 
respectively or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

-fc. By:       C?fU>C@esJ? 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

cc:       Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 

•   Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Supplemental Response: 
Swan Creek Interchange Option C may provide better access, generally, for the shopping area; 
however, it would have greater impacts to the wetlands in the area. Almost half of the total 
wetland impacts associated with this project are as the result of Option C. The U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers has expressed strong concerns about Option C, which led the team to subsequently 
develop Option G. Option C would require a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 
given the past concerns with this option, the permit will be difficult to obtain. Meetings have 
been held with the shopping center representatives to discuss the preferred interchoagaoptions at 
the Swan Creek intersection resulting in modifications to Selected Option G to better facilitate 
access to the property. 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative (which includes Swan Creek 
Interchange Option G); however, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any 
other studies/improvements in the future. ^S^. 

^ 
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PLEASE 

PRINT 
ADDRESS   3M Jw (6//^ <&- 

DATE   6) )A</ai 

CITY fa\ fc/^ir^v. STATE Z*!^ ZIP ;&?y/ 

l/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

jttn ¥*   (fcinn../,»^ y   ^rwlcy/'a ConQtf.   'fie ff.jhm  -% 

••ff-c    Oiivrtrtj   ijl/L*. C\r"i^^r\ v}?   hi etMS-t    ^   will .inrfftr-*   Ml   ff-fc^n 

fa "*'< cA't/rPn-*,  ?f 4,.ffr<. ?/ 'rJ;*8oc<e -k   Mis** tirtL.^),    (^ 

^L'v  J7  A   4Y*/(n  ftirAncft   /n   2/0.    -fePy ^/^   „\))   Jri, 
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D Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.    ^0O'rr'''S <f'V^> ""- ^ 

D Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
* Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already on 

the project Mailing List 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Poicdii 
Secrelafy 

Parker F. Williams 
AHminictratO' 

December 13,2002 

Mr. Michael Thompson 
3104 Ivy Bridge Road 
OxonHillMD 20745 

Dear Mr. Thompson: 

Thank you for completing a comment form concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments about the impacts to the Brookside Community, like many others that 
have been received, help us better understand community issues and concerns within the study 
area. The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views and preferences 
regarding potential outcomes of this project. 

The right-in/right-out will allow for motorists to enter and exit the community, without 
having to wait for the signal light to change. While making a right turn onto MD 210 
southbound to use the interchange at Kirby Hill Road to go north towards Washington may be 
more circuitous than the existing conditions, it will probably take about the same amount of time 
as it would to wait for the signal to change on MD 210. This is because the signals on MD 2 10 
are designed-to give priority to the main road versus the side streets. With increasing traffic 
volumes in 2020 this condition is expected to worsen substantially in the future. 

SHA has coordinated with emergency services agencies along the conidor regarding 
emergency response times. In order to provide the Brookside Community with the same level of 
protection, the Prince George's County Fire/EMS Department recommends that either the 
intersection at Wilson Bridge Drive remain at grade with a traffic signal or access be provided 
from the existing service road from the Kerby Hill Road interchange. The SHA preferred 
alternative includes a grade separated interchange to facilitate traffic flow; however, additional 
access to the community will be provided with a connection to Kerby Hill Road via the existing 
service road, as recommended. 

The service road allows for additional access into the Brookside community, but should 
not increase the amount of through traffic in Brookside since most of it would be generated by 
residents of the development. The community currently has speed bumps, several low speed 
turns, and a couple of stop signs. We believe this would discourage highway travelers from 
cutting through Wilson Bridge Drive when it would be easier for them to stay on the highway 
and then use the nearest interchange. 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Slalowido Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Bsltlmore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Cslvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 %- 
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SHA will work with the Brookside Park Community Homeowners Association to 
minimize impacts to community property as well as mitigate impacts where possible. Please 
note that this project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed engineering 
evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue to be made to 
the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These may or may not 
change the preliminary results of the property impacts along the entire corridor. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if-you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Ms. Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, 
respectively, or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

to 
-a 

By: 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

.^t-to^ 
stSa 

I 
Chisa Winsteal 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Ms. Sylvia Baruch, President- Brookside Park Homeowers Association (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watldns (w/incoming) 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK Supplemental Response: 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative, which includes no HOV lanes or 
mainline capacity enhancements other than auxiliary lanes to support the interchange/intersectinn 
improvements. However, the proposed improvements will not preclude rail, HOV or any other 
studies/improvements in the future. 

to 
00 

The service road ftom the south along Wilson Towers is designed to allow for additional access 
into the Brookside Community from the proposed Kerby Hill Road interchange. This proposal 
should not increase the amount of through traffic in Brookside since residents of the 
development would generate most of it. The community currently has speed bumps, several low 
speed turns, and stop signs. It is believed this would discourage highway travelers from cutting 
through Wilson Bridge Drive when it would be easier for them to stay on the highway and use 
the nearest interchange. 

The playground location has not been determined but it appears that it will be able to be moved 
to another location within the complex in close proximity to where it now resides. 

The pedestrian overpasses have been eliminated from part of this study due to low observed 
pedestrian volumes, visual impact concerns, cost and data regarding general lack of use of 
pedestrian overpasses. 

The MD 210 study team is working in coordination with Prince George's County, the 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority and the Maryland Transit Administration to provide improvements to MD 210 that 
support and enhance transit operations however practicable within the puipose and need of the 
project. Representatives of these organizations have provided input throughout the study. Each 
of the bus routes and bus stops in the vicinity of MD 210 has been reevaluated in this study in 
terms of number of boardings, safety and accessibility. Many of the existing bus stops in the 
vicinity of Wilson Bridge Drive, Kerby Hill Road and Palmer Road will be relocated, with some 
of the lesser used stops consolidated. Several of the stops along the shoulder of MD 210 will be 
relocated with Alternative 5A Modified since they have become unsafe with the growth in traffic 
volumes along MD 210. The relocation of several bus stops in the vicinity of the Brookside Park 
Condominiums and Wilson Towers Apartments will alleviate the necessity of patrons to make 
the dangerous crossing of MD 210 on foot. 

^ 

£ 
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February 11,2003 

Ms. Jackie Walsh 
P. O. Box 44259 
Ft. Washington MD 20749-4259 

Dear Ms. Walsh: 

Thank you for submitting your comments concerning the MD 210 Project Planning 
Study. Your comments regarding sidewalks, bus facilities and light rail, like many others that 
have been received, help us better understand community issues and concerns within the study 
area. The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views and preferences 
regarding potential outcomes of this project. 

Project specifics and details such as the type of materials to be used for sidewalks in the 
study area will be done as the project proceeds into its design phase in the future. 

The purpose of the study was to address the increasingly severe and frequent traffic 
congestion along this ten mile segment of MD 210. The study involved the development and 
analysis of reasonable alternatives including the no build alternative. Traffic operations 
indicated that peak hour traffic entering or crossing MD 210 from side roads often required 
several signal cycles to go through the intersection. The short auxiliary lanes, severe skew 
angles, sharp curvatures, and the close proximity of the service roads created congestion for the 
side road traffic. Five of the nine major intersections in project area are currently operating at 
failing conditions in the peak hour periods. 

Future operations are predicted to worsen along the corridor. By the year 2020, all nine 
study area intersections will reach level of service grade F (represents failing traffic flow with 
total congestion, where several signal cycles are required to clear traffic through an intersection) 
and some intersections will be handling almost twice the traffic they are designed to handle. In 
addition, the number of reported accidents occurring from Fort Washington Road to the Capital 
Beltway is significantly higher than the statewide average for similar facilities. By replacing the 
existing intersections with interchanges as proposed under Alternate 5A Modified, traffic is 
projected to operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS E or better) in the design year 2020. 

My telephone number/toll-tree number Is _ 
ifnry/ltittd ftelitif Sarvlea for [mpnirgd Hearing or Speech 1.900.735.^258 StatQuide Toll Free 

SfamiillM'lress: ?.0. Box717   • Baltimore. MD 21203-0717 
Stral Address: 707 North Cnlvert Street  • Baltimore. Maryland 21202  • Phone. 411X345.0300  • mvw.marilandrnad8.com w. 410.545.0300   * mvw.marylarKlrfiad8.com 

•    •    • 
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The MD 210 study team is working in coordination with Prince George's County, the 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority and the Maryland Transit Administration to evaluate multimodal measures that will 
improve transit in the corridor in conjunction with highway improvements.  Enhanced bus 
services, bus stop relocations, expanded park and ride facilities and bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations are being considered as part of the preferred Alternative 5A Modified. Light 
rail is not being considered as a part of this project; however, the proposed improvements will 
not preclude light rail or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

Please note that his project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed 
engineering evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue 
to be made to the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. These might 
include adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width. 
and other geometric features. These may or may not change the preliminary results of the 
property impacts along the entire corridor. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Chisa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545-8548 or 410-545-8545, respectively, 
or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming) 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

^ 
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Both the Southern Maryland Mass Transportation Alternatives Study, completed in 1996, and the 
U.S. 301 Corridor Study, completed in 1998, considered multiple rail corridor alternatives in or 
adjacent to the MD 210 corridor. However, the study recommended that rail in these corridors be 
dropped from further consideration because of the following: 

• They would have had significantly higher capital and lower cost recovery than 
alternatives in the MD 5/U.S. 301 corridor that are being evaluated further. 

• The Rosecroft/Piscataway/MD 210 corridor through which many of the 
alignments were to be located is not slated for dense enough level of development 
to support rail. 

• They would not have provided an efficient connection to the Metro system at any 
location, including the Branch Avenue Metro rail station. 

Based on these findings, any type of rail link along the MD 210 corridor was excluded from 
consideration in the MD 210 Project Planning Study. 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative; however, the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 

to 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

Jonn u. Porcan 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

January 10.2003 

Ms. Jean Wiggins 
11007 Valley Brook Drive 
Fort Washington MD 20774 

Dear Ms. Wiggins: 

Thank you for submitting comments concerning the MD 210 Project Planning Study. 
Your comments about the pedestrian, bicycle access and landscaping along the corridor, like 
many others that have been received, help us better understand community issues and concerns 
within the study area. The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of your views 
and preferences regarding potential outcomes of this project. 

Our improvements include sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikes throughout all of 
the interchanges to allow community access from either side of MD 210. The current plans also 
show connections to the Henson Creek Trail. For bicyclists traveling north and south within the 
corridor there are several local roads that will be signed as alternative bike routes. In addition, 
bicycles will not be prohibited from using the outside shoulder of MD 210 as they do today. 

A comprehensive landscaping plan was presented at the workshop. All efforts are being 
' made to use native plantings as part of this plan. A lot of things are considered while designing 

the landscaping, however aesthetics and the community preference for native planting are a high 
priority. 

Please note that this project is only funded for the planning phase. More detailed 
engineering evaluations will be undertaken during the design phase. Refinements will continue 
to be made to the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen CLNICCIIIS. These might 
include adjustments to the roadway alignment, reductions to the overall proposed roadway width, 
and other geometric modifications and additional pedestrian connections as necessary. 

My telephone number Is     '        

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-225B Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Thank you again fnr your cnmmenrs. Thfi MO 210 .Smriy Team welronwis ynnr 
participation throughout the term of this study. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins or the Project 
Engineer, Ms. Chioa Winstead. They can be reached at 410-545 8548 or 4 10 545 8545 
respectively or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 

Ms. Heather Amick (w/incoming)— 
Mr. Keith Kurcharek (w/incoming) 
Mr. Harvey Muller (w/incoming) 
Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 

<%##* le.J 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

Supplemental Response: 
For the SHA Selected Alternative, the existing intersections are being replaced with 
interchanges. Bicycle and pedestrian access will be included in the interchange designs to 
aceommodate the crossings of MD 210. All crossroads assume a five-foot wide bike lane 
outside the travel lanes in each direction within the limit of improvement. A five-foot wide 
sidewalk on each side of the crossroad has been assumed for each overpass design. Any 
intersections that are proposed to remain at-grade have been evaluated on a case-by-case basis 
fur pedestrian/bicycle accoimnudatiun (e.g., sidewalk coimections, cross-walks, etc.). The 
current plans also show connections to the Henson Creek Trail. Coordination between SHA and 
community residents will be maintained throughout the project planning and design phases to 
ensure appropriate accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians with the proposed 
improvements. 
Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative; however, the proposed improvements 
will not preclude rail, HOV or any other studies/improvements in the future. 
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MD210: I-95/I-495 to MD 228 

STREAMLINED PROCESS AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE 

^ V,,'^.i^ •.*-'••. •        ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:AND REGULATORY AGENCIES RESPONSE LOCATION 
(Section & Page #) 

Federal Highway Administration                       • Concurred with the Purpose and Need (1/22/98). 
Date:  12/24/97 (see page VI-62-DEIS)            • Concurred with the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (12/6/99). 

11/16/99 (see page VI-86-DEIS)           . Concurred with Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation (1/28/04). 
1/28/04 (see page VI-256) 

Maryland Dept. of Natural Resources               • Concurred with the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (12/17/99). 
Date:  1/26/98 (see page VI-257)                      • Provided guidelines to help minimize project impacts. 

1/23/04 (see page VI-258)                     , Concurred with Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation Package 
(1/23/04). 

U.S. Department of the Interior                        • Concurred with the Purpose and Need (1/15/98). 
Fish and Wildlife Service                             • No Action with the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (11/23/99). 

Date: 12/23/97 (see page VI-64-DEIS)            . No biological assessment or section 7 consultation is required. 
11/16/99 (see page VI-88-DEIS)           . Recommendations for stream restoration. 

9^03^(See Pa8evTI26m)                     * N0 obJection t0 Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation. 
„,.,„. ;See page,   " ,_(                       • Concurred with minor comments on the Selected Alternative and Conceptual 
2/3/04 (see page VI-262)                          Mitigation (2/3/04). 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency            • Provided the following comments: further explanation and interpretation of 
Date:  12/23/97 (see page VI-66-DEIS)                accident data is needed. 

1/27/98 (see page VI-263)                     . Concurred with the Purpose and Need (4/21/98). 
2/20/98 (see page VI-264)                     . Concurred with the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (4/19/00). 
11/16/98 (see page VI-90-DEIS) 
4/22/98 (see page VI-226) 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers                         • Provided the following comments: planned improvements on the MD 210 
Date:  12/19/97 (see page VI-267)                       sideroads is necessary, explanation of study boundaries is necessary, ex. and 

1/7/98 (see page VI-268)                           prop, land use needs Chapman's Landing and National Harbor projects 
1/14/98 (see page VI-269)                         shown. 
11/16/99 (see page VI-270)                   . Concurred with the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (12/3/99). 
9/10/03 (see page VI-271)                     . Concurred with Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation w/ minor 
1/12/04 (see page VI-271)                         comments (9/10/02). 

• Concurred with Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation (1/12/04). 
1 ====:^ J ^ 
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MD210: I-95/I-495 to MD 228 

STREAMLINED PROCESS AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE 

ENVIRONMENt^L RE VIEW AND REGULATORY AGEPretES 

Maryland Department of the Environment       • Concurred with the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (3/15/00). 
Date:  11/16/99 (see page VI-98-DEIS) 

Maryland Office of Planning 
Date:  1/23/98 (see page VI-272) 

2/20/98 (see page VI-273) 
12/15/99 (see page VI-274) 
5/8/00 (see page VI-275) 
2/18/04 (see page VI-277) 
2/12/04 (see page VI-277a) 

Provided the following comments: purpose statement does not fully reflect 
the needs, clarify development outside of study area, discussion on land use is 
inadequate, not clear how cms study incorporated into study. 
Provided the following comments: conduct traffic origin/destination studies, 
address alternative transportation solutions, additional information on how 
transit and park and ride facility enhancements would reduce congestion, 
study other TDM/TSM strategies, provide info on ridesharing programs to 
support HOV, assess the need for bicycle facilities, discuss Value Pricing 
study, developer-based improvements should be provided. 
Strongly support continuing Multi-Modal study, unclear if Alternative 2 
meets purpose and need, suggest further study to measure connectivity of 
PFA's. 
Provided comments for Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 
(2/12/04) 
Smart Growth concurrence (2/18/04).     

RESPONSE LOCATION 
(Section & Page #) 

Maryland Historical Trust 
Date: 2/12/04 (see page VI-277) 

Provided no comments for Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 
(2/12/04). 

United States Department of Commerce 
National Marine Fisheries Service 

Date: 7/31/03 (see page (VI-279) 

Concurred with the Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation Package 
with conditions. 

Washington Metropolitan Council of 
Governments 

Date:  1/5/04 (see page VI-280) 

Concurred with Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation (1/5/04). 

State Highway Administration 
Date:  12/15/03 (see page VI-281) 

Draft Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation Package errata sheet 

VI-255 
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Prolect Name & Limits: MD 210 Multi-Modal Study - I-95/I-495 to MD 228 
Having reviewed the attached SHA Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 
concurrence/comment package and the snmmary presented above, the following agency (by signing this 
document):  

y   Federal Highway Administration 
 EnvironmentarProtection Agency 
 Corps of Enginoera 

_ Fish and Wildlife Service      MD Dept. ofNatural Resources 
_ National Park Service  MD Dept. of the Environment 

National Marmo Fiahcrics Service 

^ Concurs (without comments) _ Concurs (w/ minor comments) Does Not Concur 

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence: 

Note: Do not provide "conditional" concurrence. You should either concur with the information as 
provided (without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional 
information is provided.  

 MD Historical Trust  MD Department of Planning        Metropolitan Planning Organization 

 Provides Comments (below or attached)      Has No Comments 

Comments: 

Additional Information Needed: 

SV <^> Date: 

JflN28»04Pil 2>5SGPP£ 



Farm N. Olcndcning 
Govtmor 

to 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
Tawcs Sate Office Building 
Annapolis, Maiyland 21401 

January 26, 1998 

Gay Olsen 

Project Planning Division 

Maryland Department of Transportation 

State Highway Administration 

P.O. Box717 

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Dear Ms. Olsen: 

This letter is in reply to Joseph Kresslein's letter of request, dated December 23,1997, for Maryland 

Department of Natural Resources(DNR)comnientson the revised Purpose and Need Statement for Project 

No. PC22IAI1. MD 210 Corridor Study from I-95/M95 to MD 228, Prince Oeorge'a County. 

The Department participated in discussions of this project at the Interagency Meeting. We would 

like to re-emphasize the following comment, which we made during that meeting: the areas served by the 

section of MD 210 under study appear to have high potential for traffic reducing measures such as mass 

transportation.ride-sharing,etc. Relativelydense residential development exists or is planned lo the south, 

and many commuters travel to similar destinations in the District of Columbia and suburban Virginia and 

Maryland. Expected continuation of residential development in this area through the next several decades 

presents a major challenge for meeting the demand tor transportationfacilities. We advocate comprehensive 

consideration of innovative methods for reducing the number of single occupancy vehicles. Consideration 

should include, but not be limited to: car pool and bus lanes, enhanced bus service, commuter rail, enhanced 

park and ride lots, and connections to Metrorail. 

We note that you have included in the Statement information which we previously provided to you 

regarding aquatic, natural heritage, and other natural resources in the project area. We advocate optimized 

John R. OritEn 
StcmaTy 

Cuolya D. Dtvis 
Deputy Su.i tttu/ 

Gay Olsen 
January  2 6, 
Page 2 

1998 

protection of these resources. Also, we remind you that any potential impacts to DNR lands should be 

coordinated at the earliest possible time with our Resource Planning unit (contact person for this project: 

Wanda Cole, at 410-260-8408). Our review of wetland and waterway impacts through the interagency 

NEPA/404 process is a separate review, and does not fulfill DNR's requirements to review impacts to DNR. 

property. 

During our review of the Purpose and Need Statement, we identified two minor editingerrors in the 

section on Safety (page 6). (n the third paragraph, if the referenced numbers are correct, the wmJ "lower" 

should be "higher". In the fifth paragraph, if the numbers are correct, the word "slightly" is incorrect and 

should be removed. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, you may contact Greg Golden of my staff 

at (410) 260-8334. 

Sincerely, 

Ray C. Dintaman, Jr., Director 

Envirujimenta! Review Unit 

RCD 

Elizabeth Cole, MHT 

Elder Ghigiarelli. MDE 

Christine Wells, MOP 

Danielle Algazi, USEPA 

Jennifer Moyer, USCOE 

John Nichols, NMFS 

Renee Sigel, FHWA 

David Sutherland, USFWS 

^ 

« 
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00 

Robert L. Ehrllch, Jr. 
Gevemw 

Mlchad S. Socle 
IX Gaftmer 

C Ronald Frnnks 
Seeritaiy 

W P. Jcmtn 
Ptpttly Stefesry 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Review 
Ttwts Slate OQlce Buildfoe 

580 Taylor Avenue 
AimapoHs, MKryland 21401 

Janua[y23,2004 

Ms. QayOlsen 
Pnjject Plamiijig Divisiou 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
r.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Dear Ms. Olsen: 

Tliis Ictteris in reply to Joseph Kresslein's letter of request, dated December 23,2003, for Maiylaad 
Depflrnnent of Natnral ResourceK (DNR) concinrenee with the Selected Alternative and Conceptual 

Mitigation (SACM) for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Planning Study, Project No. PG221 Al 1, MD 210:1- 
95/495 to MD 228, Prince Oecrge's County. 

The Department has participated in discussions of this project at the Interagency Meeting and at 
field meetings. Department comments have been provided throughout this participation. We note that you 
have included information regarding natural resources and the avoidance and miniimzation of natural 
resource impacts in the SACM document, as well as proposals fot natural resources mitigation. The 
Department concuis with the Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation. We advocate and support 
continued efforts during planning and construction of this project to optimize protection of the natural 
resources in the project area; several of these continued efforts are specifically referenced within the SACM 
document. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, you may contact Greg Golden of my staff 
at 410-260-8334. 

Sincerely, 

^fcTc.^U- 
Ray C. Dintamm, Jr., Director 
Environmental Review Unit 

Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr. 

Governor 

Michael S. Stedc 
Lt. Governor 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Review 

Tawes State Office Building 
Anjiapolis, Maryland 21401 

FAX TRANSMITTAL MEMO 

Date-.    /     / £3     .2004 

C. Ronald Franks 
Secretary 

W.  P. Jensen 
Deputy Secretary 

We are sending. -Pages 
(Including this cover sheet) 

To: 

Office:. 

Comments: 

S-ACM   ^ Mfc  2-1-0 

From: RnvDintaman 

Fax#: 410-260-8339 

Phone #:    410-260-8331 

TTV via Maryliud Relay: 711 (within MD) (§00) 7JS-22S8 (OntofStatc) 

Telepllone:(41()>2<iO-8?30  
DNR TTY for the Deaf: (410) 260-8835 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
1-77 Admiral CochraneDrive 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

December 4,2002 

.Susie Ridonour, Chief 
Environmental Programs Division 
Kfayland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

AUQ   ss  2003 

rcs •woscm T. EAUJISP ca 
By      '   .   '• 

Attn: Rob Shreeve 

Dear Ms. Ridenour: 

A U.S. Fish and Wildlife biologist attended the mitigation field trip for MD 210 on August 15, 
2002. Two streams were investigated for restoration potential. One stream is called Carey 
Branch and the other is called Tinkers Creek. Carey Branch is located next to MD 210 and south 
of 1-95. The segment of Tinkers Creek designated for restoration is located next to the Prince 
Georges Air Park in Friendly, Maryland. 

rm-ftv Branch 

Carey Branch has a total drainage area of three square miles and'is between 2.5 and 3.0 miles in 
length. It is a tributary of Hensoo Creek. The Maryland State Highway Admimstration (SHA) 
proposes to remove two concrete trapezoid channels and stabilize two eroded stream channels. 

One concrete channel is located next to Wilson Bridge Drive and is at least 2,000 feet long. The 
other concrete channel is located east of MD 210, is approximately 1000 feet in length, and 
located between 100-200 feet above its confluence with Henson Creek. One of the natural 
stream channels is located between the two concrete channels and the other is located at the 
confluence with Henson Creek. 

The Service applauds SHA's efforts to pick challenging stream segments to restore but would 
like to take this opportunity to recommend against a major effort in restoring the Carey Branch. 
We do not believe the restoration of this stream will provide adequate habitat for fish and aquatic 
insects.    The watershed is small and probably contains more than 25% impervious surface. The 
water quality of this stream is marginal due to low base flows and storm runoff consisting of 
lawn fertilizers, herbicides, insecticides, animal waste, oil, grease, and anti-freeze. The Service 

jrflt+-02-2B03    10:48 US FUS DCS BOY FO fihNAPO 410 224 2781      P. 03/04 

cannot endorse this stream restoration project, as proposed, because it does not have the potential 
of providing moderate or high quality aquatic habitat when it is completed. 

The4>ervice believes that the removal-of the-concrete channels has the-potential of increasing 
bank and stream bed erosion and further degrading the water quality of Carey Branch and 
Henson Creek. The removal of these concrete channels could also increase the frequency of 
flooding in the adjacent apartment complexes. Residents will also be disturbed with construction 
equipment and noise in their backyards. Construction traffic will impede access to residential 
parking lots. Equipment will tear up lawns and damage the macadam in the parking lots. The 
Service recommends the elimination of this project from further consideration due to its potential 
to increase erosion and to the excessive costs, liability and community disturbance associated 
with concrete channel removal. 

The Service believes the pool below the most downEtream concrete channel be left intact. This 
pool has already been scoured by pass flood flows down the concrete channels. Presently, the 
pool has sufficient depth and width to dissipate future flood flows. We do not see any benefits to 
altering the prafent geojuoiphology of this pool. 

The section of natural channel located between the two concrete channels is eroding badly. This 
erosion has also exposed a concrete manhole. If this stream section is reconfigured and 
stabilized, it would reduce sediment input to Henson Creek and protect the manhole. However, 
we do not believe this segment of stream will ever provide good quality fish habitat. 

Tinkers Creek 

The Tinkers Creek restoration proposal next to the Prince Georges Air Park has a drainage area 
of approximately 10 square miles. This project has the potential of providing moderate value 
fish habitat and reducing bank erosion by a significant amount. Presently, the banks are eroding 
at a high rate because all the trees have been removed to provide a landing strip for airplanes. No 
tree roots are left to hold the banks which consist of highly erodible soils containing large 
amounts of sand and gravel. 

The Service recommends that the stream channel be reconfigured and the stream banks planted 
with trees to provide long-term bank stability. A riparian buffer, at least 70 feet in width, should 
be established on each side of the restored stream to provide this stream bank stability and to 
provide a corridor for terrestrial wildlife. The outside bends of the restored stream segment will 
probably need to be protected with boulders or root-wads to prevent the banks from eroding until 
the planted trees become established. 
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We recommend that bare-root seedlings be used for the reforestation portion of this project and a 
State of Maryland certified forester be employed to oversee the planting and possible re-planting 
and to conduct survival surveys during the first and third years after planting. 

If you have any questions, please call Bill SchuHi nf my staff «t (410) 573-4586. 

Sincerely, 

Wn. John P. Wolflrn 
Supervisor 

John Nichols, NMFS 
Greg Golden, DNR 
Steve Hurt, MDE 
Joe DaVia,COE 

o 

Supplemental Response: 
Please see USFWS letter dated September 9,2003 page Vl-260and SHA response in the enata 
sheet on page Vl-281. 

fdename   . , 
f;\livies\bffl\md210streamestore.wpd 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochxanc Drive 

Annapolis. MD 21401 

September 9,2003 

Mr. Neil Pedersen 
Administrator 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Balcmore, MD 21203-0717 

Atln: Heather Amick 

Jl£:      MD 2lOSckciedAllernaiive and Conceptual Mitigation 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife (Service) reviewed the MD 210 Selected Alternative and Conceptual 
Mitigation package and would like to take this opportunity (o enmmem on this proposal. Wc do 
not object to Maryland State Highway Adminisuorion's (SHA) selection ol'AUemali.ve 5A 
Modified. This alternative includes the constniction of six inteTchanges and the upgrade of three 
inteisecrions. We are especially pleased that SHA selected the 'interchanje design labcied Option 
G at Swan Road. Option G reduced the wetland impacts by 2.0 acres. 

High Occupancy Vehicle (HQV) Lanes 

We are, however disappointed that the SHA did not select Aliematives 5B or 5C which included 
the construction of HOV lanes. HOV lanes reduce the need for ihe constniction of adtliiional 
lanes because at least two or three people n«d to occupy eaiih vehicle that uses HOV Unes. 
HOV lanes also reduce the amount of air pollution per person mile uuveled. We believe HOV 
lanes on MD 2J fl will reduce the eventual need for having to upgrade parallel roads such as Oxon 
Hill Road and Livingston Road to increase vehicular capacity in the area. ParalloJ roati upgrmlcs 
will increase the impacts to wetlands, streams, and forests. 

The Service recommends dial SHA purchase all the necessary right-of-way adjacent to existing 
MD Route 210 for future HOV lane construction. We believe prior purchase can minimize the . 
potential of the right-of-way being blocked by future commercial, and residential development.     _ 

tnnc en? nit rtw HHR   Qfi:R (raneooz- -•tl-dHS^J-* 
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y/etland Mitigaoon-Patker Fann 

A Service rcprcscmasivc visited the proposed Parker Fann miiiijaiinn site on August 13, 2003, 
and determined thai the site has an excellent potential for providing high value wetland habitat. 
We ate especially pleased with the 16.0 acres of high value forested fioodplain of Kiscataway 
Creek that will be presen/ed in perpetuity as a component of the mitigation. 'l*his site wilt also be 
used to construct approximately 7.0 acres of wetlands and restore 1.0 acre of wetlands. The 
preservation of the Piscataway Creek fioodplain will optimize the quality of the created and 
restored wetlands. The Service concurs lhal 2.6 acres of crcatcd wetlands at Parker Farm can 
provide compensatory ntlitisacion tor 13 aa es of imnvoidablc impacts to orisling wetltmds 
adjacent to MD 210. The Service agrees that the surplus acreage of created, restored, and 
preserved wetlands can be used as mitigation for future highway constructiun projects in Prince 
George's County. 

Stream Restoration-More mitigation is needed to replace impacts 

to 

Alternative 5A Modified will impact 9,140 linear feet of stream channel during constmction. 
SHA proposes to relocate 1,205 feet of Carey Branch which will be accepted as 1 to 1 in-kind 
miti gation. They also propose to restore 2,200 feet of Tickers Creek adjacent to the Potomac 
Airfield. This leaves 5,735 linear feet ofunmiugaled stream channel impacts. The Service 
realizes that there is limited opportunity to find any more stream restoraiinn sites in the 
watersheds that will he impacted by the upgrade of MD 210. Therefore, the Service has decided 
to propose an out-of-kind miligaiion option for the remaining 5,735 linear feet of impacts. We 
recommend that SHA acquire the forested wetland and remaining forested upland located at the 
«juihwe<t ipiadrant of MD 210 and Swan Road and protect it with a perpetual conservation 
easement. This parcel of habitat could then be turned over to the adjacent Tantallion South 
community association as a wildlife sanctuary and buffer to the uaftic noise from upgraded MD 
210. 

A Service biologist visited the proposed Carey Branch (downstream of Kerby Hill Rd.) and 
Tinkorc Creek mjtigadon jnte* on August 14,2002. This bioloirist detemjineH ihar hmh S«A« 

were capable of replacing the functions and values of 3,405 linear feet of stream channel that will 
be lost during the construction of Aliemativc 5 A Modified. 

Uoad construction wil I require the relocauon of 1,205 linear feet of Carey Branch downstream of 
Kerby Hill Road. This segment of Carey Branch is experiencing excessive erosion because 2000 
feel upsticaiu of Kerby Ilill Road waj placed in a cement lined uapeacoid channoL This cement 
channel has accelerated water velocities and caused excessive erosion to this 1.205 linear feet Of 
unannored Channel. SHA can only improve this highly degraded sueam channel by relocating it 
and should not be required to pnjvidc addition mitigattun for this impact. 

The 2,200 section of Tinkets Creek proposed for testorarion is eroding excessively and could 
eventually cause the downstream and upstream channels to Stan unraveling. The Service agrees 
that this stream section should be restored and the stream banks lowered to reconnect the incised 

fOOS 602 01* Odd   HHS     58:6   ((HS)£00Z-il-d3S 
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stream wilh a newly created fioodplain. To ensue the success of this restoration effort, the banks 
and fioodplain of this newly constructed channel will need to be planted widi a trees and willow 
stakes.   This tree bufter should be at least 75 feet wide as measured from the outside turns on 
each bank. The Service recommends that the channel be relocated further to the southwest so a 
mature forest can be reestablished without causing a safety hazard to pianos talcing off or landing 
at the ahpon. 

If you have any couiments or questions, please contact Bill Schultz of my staff at (410) 573- 
4586. 

Sincerely, 

L  JohnP.Wolflin 
U     Supervisor 

MtOQ fifK! 01V (MH   UHS     98:6   Ca3M)8002-ZI-d3S 
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1 Project Name & Limits: MD 210 Multi-Modal Study - I-95/I-495 to MD 228 
Havinz reviewed the attached SHA Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitisation 
concurrence/comment package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this 
document): •  

 Federal Highway Administration     JJ^Fish and Wildlife Service       MD Dept. of Natural Resources 
 Environmental Protection Agency    National Park Service  MD Dept. of the Environment 
 Corps of Engineers  National Marine Fisheries Service 

 Concurs (without comments) "   Concurs (w/ minor comments)      Does Not Concur 

Wore: Do not provide "conditional" concurrence. You should either concur with the information as •ft) Tfri 
provided (without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional 
information is provided. QswWWHtW* 

^d. 

MD Historical Trust  MD Department of Planning        Metropolitan Planning Organization 

 Provides Comments (below or attached)      Has No Comments 

Comments: 

Additional Information Needed: 

Signature: //^j^-^  SdJ^T' Date:    zlteO^ 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION III 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-443t- 

JAN 2-7 1998 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE: Project No. PG221 Al 1 MD 210 Corridor Study from I-9S/I-495 to MD 228 Prince 
George's County, Maryland, December 15, 1997 

ATTN: Ms. Gay Olsen 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Purpose and Need 
(P&N) Statement for the Maryland 210 Corridor Study from I-95/I-495 to MD 228 Prince 
George's County. Maryland. While we believe that traffic congestion in the project area may be a 
problem, the data presented dpes not support the safety concerns as stated in the P&N. Until the 
inconsistencies are clarified and a revised Purpose and Need is presented, the EPA can not concur 
with the MD 210 Purpose and Need Statement. 

The following questions and comments should be addressed in the revised Purpose and 
Need document. 

• Please provide further explanation to support the limits of the study area. While 
the EPA does not believe study limits should be defined at the P&N stage of the 
NEPA/404 process, we question the decision to designate the southern boundary 
at the MD 228 intersection. 

» The P&y s!?.tss that the county roads that run parallel to MD 210 that are 
receiving increased traffic due to congestion on MD 210.   Please provide traffic 
accident data specific to the county roads referred to in the P&N. 

• Page 6, second paragraph, the text states that the statewide average accident rate 
for the section of MD 210 between MD 228 and Fort Washington Road was 
116.45 acc/lOOmvm, yet the figure in Appendix A lists the statewide average 
accident rate as 190.50 acc/lOOmvm for this same section. Please clarify which 
rate is correct. If the data from the appendix is correct the text should reflect that 
this area has a significantly lower accident rate than the statewide average, as 
stated in the appendix. 

• Page 6, third paragraph states that the area of MD 210 between Fort Washington 
Road and Palmer/Livingston Roads accident rate was 169.36 acc/100mvm. 

compared to 155.10 acc/lOOmvm statewide average. It is then stated that this 
area's accident rate is lower than the statewide average. Please clarify. 

• Page 6, fifth paragraph, the text should explain more throughly why the data for 
the section of MD 210 between the 1-95 ramps and the 1-95/495 interchange may 
not be valid.   If the information is not valid, document the determination that this 
section had a "slightly higher than statewide accident rate." 

• Please include the accident data for each of the intersections and interchanges 
along the MD' 210 study area. 

• Please provide documentation explaining how the reference points dividing MD 
210 for the accident rate studies were chosen. The distance between each of these 
reference points should be stated in the text. 

• Please provide a map depicting the accident rates at various points on the road. 
The map should also identify the locations of the 5 of 11 intersections that 
currently experience congestion with poor levels of service and the four 
intersection that have been designated High Accident Intersections. 

• Page 7 briefly lists the intersections that were classified as High Accident 
Intersections for the years 1994-1996. Please document how the threshold of 14 
accidents and 1.0 accident per million vehicles entering the intersection was 
determined. Is the threshold for High Accident Intersections the same in Charles 
County as it is in Price George's County? 

• Please document why Fort Washington Road, Old Fort Road (north), and Swan 
Creek/Livingston Roads did not remain High Accident Intersections in 1996. Did 
intersection improvements take place that decreased traffic accidents at these 
intersections? 

• Page 8 and 9, the Conclusion section should summarize both of the stated 
purposes for this project: improved traffic flow and improved intersection safety. 
As it is written, only traffic congestion is addressed in the conclusion. 

• Appendix B. Please identify where wetlajid # 11, as referred to in the text as a 
seasonally tidal wetland, is located on the Environmental Features Map. 

•. Appendix B states that portions of the project fall within the boundary of the 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. Please include this boundary on the Environmental 
Features map. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Purpose and Need 
Statement for the MD 210 Corridor Study from 1-95/495 to MD 228 Prince George's County, 
Maryland, December 15,1997. We look forward to working with you to review the revised 

Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474 



P&N. If you have any questions concerning this matter please contact Jamie Stark of my staff at 
(2IS)5'66-5"569. 

Sincerely, 

<L£. 
Roy E. Denmark, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Environmental Programs 

to 

cc:      David Sutherland, USFWS 
John Nichols, NMFS 
Mark Radlofi; MDSHA 
Gay Olsen, MDSHA 
Elizabeth Cole, MHT 
Greg Golden, MDDNR 
Elder Ghigiarelli, MDE 
Jennifer Moyer, COB 
Christine Wells, MOP 

Maryland'Departmentoi'Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glcndening 
Govttnor 

David L. Winstead 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

February 20, 1998 

RE:    Project No. PG221A11 
MD 210, MD 228 to 95/495 
Prince George's County 

Mr. John Forren 
NEPA Compliance Section (3EP30) 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Region III " 
841 Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia PA 19107 

ATTN: Ms. Danielle Algazl 

Dear Mr. Forren: 

Thank you for your, comments on the original Purpose and Need statement 
(P/N) for MD 210. Although.your January 27,1998, comments applied to the original 
draft Purpose and Need statement, we believe that the revised document incorporates 
most of your suggestions. While accident rates are a main concern on any project, 
traffic congestion and operations problems along MD 210 was emphasized as the need 
for this project 

• The revised P/N statement will justify the study limits by citing the average daily 
traffic volumes drop by 46% north of I-95M95 and south of MD 228. 

• Accident statistics for the county roads that parallel MD 210 were not the justification 
for the P/N. Congestion on MD 210 is the driving issue. 

• On both comments regarding accident statistics, the appendix for this statewide 
average is correct The paragraph was changed to reflect a significantly lower than 
statewide average ranking in the second paragraph and higher than the statewide 
average in the third paragraph. 

• The accident data for the MD 210 section between the 1-95 ramps is valid; however, 
because such a short section is being analyzed between a ramp and an 
intersection, data can sometimes be misleading. Most accident statistics are done 
between links that contain a longer segment 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service lor Impulrtftl Heeling or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

• - -   ---•»•.-» . n.i.i„„r.   MD 21203-0717 
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• The High Accident intersection (HAI) data sheets are available and accident data for 
the other intersections throughout the study area are being completed. Due to the 
length of the reports, it was decided to include only the vital information in the P/N. 

• Reference points for roadways are selected because of changes in Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) volumes or an intersection roadway. The link mileage that is in the 
appendix will be added to the text 

• All intersections are identified on Figure 2. 

• The threshold of high accident locations is determined county by county. The 
number of intersections and number of accidents at those intersections determines 
a number that is in the middle range for that particular county. Consequently, when 
you have an intersection with double the rate of accidents for a similar type of 
intersection, it would be considered a high accident intersection. The rate for 
Charles County is lower (8 in 1996) than Prince George's County because of fewer 
overall intersections and accidents. 

• No improvements were made at Fort Washington Road, Old Fort Road or Swan 
Creek /Livingston Road since 1994 to account for the loss of the HAI. Changes in 
accident statistics from one year to the next cannot always be attributed to 
identifiable causes. 

• The statement "By providing better congestion management on the study portion of 
MD 210, it is hoped that frequency of accidents will decrease", will be added to the 
conclusion. 

• The map has been modified to indicate the location of wetland #11. 

• The Chesapeake Bay Critical Area boundary has been included on the 
Environmental Features map. 

We hope that the revised Purpose and Need statement addresses your 
concerns. Should you have any additional questions, please feel free to contact either 
Joseph Kresslein at (410) 545-8550 or the project manager, Mark C. Radloff at (410) 
545-8543. 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Joseph R. Kresslein 
Assistant Chief 
Project Planning Division 

Ms. Danielle Algazi 
Mr. Ray Dintaman 
Mr. Elder Ghigiarelli 
Ms. Patricia Greene 
Ms. Mary Huie 
Mr. John Nichols 
Ms. Gay Olsen 
Mr. Mark Radloff 
Ms. Cathy Rice 
Mr. Robert Sanders 
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Ms. Christine Weds 
Mr. Robert Zepp 

(•A 
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Purpose and Need Statement 

ON 

Please check one: 

|V) Concur (without comments) 

I [ Concur (comments attached) 

I      [     Do not concur (comments attached) 

ft^frve A 
Enmonmental jStrcection Agency Dawr 

LHE:PG 
Attachment 

cc:      Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Thomas Folse 
Ms. Patricia Greene 
Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein 
Ms. Cay Olsen 
Ms. Cathy Rice 
Ms. Renee Sigel 
Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Mr. James-Wynn 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BALTIMORE niSTHtCT, M.S. ARUV CORPS OP ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX 171S 
BALTIMORE, MD 21203-1715 

HEPt-VTO 
ATTENTIOH Of 

SB 19.1997 

Operations Division 

Subject:      CiaMU3-OP-RX    (MD  5IIA/MD   210   INDIAIN   HEAD   HIGHWAY 
FROM MD 228  TO CAPITOL BELTWAY)   97-01091-11 

Ms. Susan Binder 
Federal Highways Administration 
The Rotunda Suite 220 
711 West 40a  Street 
Baltimore, MD 21211 

-j 

Dear Ms. Binder: 

The Corps of Engineers has reviewed the draft purpose 
and need statement for the subject project. We offer the 
following comments. 

• Further explanation of how the study area boundaries 
were reached is necessary.  For example, explain why 
the southern boundary is the MD 228 intersection. 
This office does not support hardened study area 
limits at this stage of the NEPA/404 process. 

• Discussion of planned improvements on the roads 
intersecting with MD 210 is necessary.  Will any of 
these roads-be improved to facilitate movement of 
vehicles to MD 210? 

• The existing and proposed land use section needs to 
identify- the planned Chapman's Landing development, 
and the proposed National Harbor Development 
(formerly known as PorL of America). 

The figures included need to be labeled, 
referred to in the text. 

and 

For. the purposes of satisfying the requirements of 
section 404 of the Clean Water Act and section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act, this office considers the basic 
project purpose to be transporcaciuu improveiueii>.&.  rii<= 
overall project purpose is defined by the Corps as:  to 
alleviate congestion and resolve intersection delays along 
MD 210.  The Corps also recognizes the public and private 
need for a solution to the transportation problems 
associated with MD 210.  It would be helpful to include 
these statements in the final purpose and need document. 

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Jennifer 
Moyer of my staff at (410) 962-5679. 

Sincerely, .• 

\.t-~ ••'"> 
KEITH A. HARRIS 
Chief, Special Projects 
Permit Section 

Copy furnished: 

Richard Spencer, USAGE 
Danielle Algazi, USEPA 
David Sutherland, USFWS 
John Nichols, NMFS 

j^Cynthia Simpson, MDSHA 
Thomas Folse, MDSHA 
Elizabeth Cole, MHT 
Greg Golden, MDDNR 
Elder Ghigiarelli, MDE 
Christine Wells, MOP - —- 



DEPARTMENT Or Tnc ARMY 
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX 1715 
BALTIMORE, MD 21203-1715 

REPtV TO 
ATTENTION OF 

m 0 7 1998 
Operations Division 

Subject:  CENAB-OP-EX (MD SHA/MD 210 INDIAN HEAD HIGHWAY 
FROM MD 228 TO CAPITOL BELTWAY) 97-01091-11 

Ms. Susan Binder 
Federal Highways Administration 
The Rotunda Suite 220 
711 West 40"' Street 
Baltimore, MD 212x± 

Dear Ms. Binder: 

The Corps of Engineers has reviewed the purpose and 
need statement for the subject project. Comments were sent 
on December 19, 1997 that were not incorporated into the 
final document. We concur that there is a purpose and a 
need for transportation solutions on MD 210 south of the 
Copitol Beltway and re-offer the following comments to 
clarify our position. 

oo 
Further explanation of how the study area boundaries 
were reached is necessary.  For example, explain why 
the southern boundary is the MD 228 intersection. 
This office does not support hardened study area 
limits at this stage of the NEPA/404 process. 

Discussion of planned improvements on the roads 
intersecting *dth MD 210 is necessary.  Kill ar.y of 
these roads be improved to facilitate movement of 
vehicles to MD 210? 

• The figures included need to be laoeled, and 
referred to in the text.  Figures 1 and 2 are not 
mentioned in the text, and the tables on pages 5 and 
6 are not labeled or referenced. 

For the purposes of satisfying the requirements of 
section 404 of the Clean Water Act and section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act, this office considers the basic. 
project purpose to bo transportation improvements.  The 
overall project purpose is defined by the Corps as: to 
alleviate congestion and resolve intersection delays on MD 
210 south of I-95/I-495.  The Corps also recognizes the 
public and private need for a solution to the transportation 
problems associated with MD 210.  It would be helpful to 
include these statements in the final documentation. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, 
please contact Ms. Jennifer Moyer of my staff at (410) 962- 
5679. 

<r 
Sir^rel^ 

KEITH A. ^KRRIS 
Chief, Special Projects 
Permit Section 

Copy furni shed: 

Renee Sigel, F'^A 
Danielle Alga^i, USEPA 
David Sutherland, USFWS 
John Nichols, NMFS 
Cynthia Simpson, MDSHA 
Thomas Folse, MDSHA 

^^eay 01sen, MDSHA 
Elizabeth Cole, MHT 
Greg Golden, MDDNR 
Elder Ghigiarelli, MDE 
Christine Wells, MOP 

C5- 



MarylandDepartmentotTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

January 14,1998 

Pants N. Glendening 
Cevtnwr 

DavULVWistead 
StmbtY 

Parker F. VWMams 

RE    Project No. PG221A11 
MD 210, MD 228 to 95/495 
Prince George's County 

to 

Mr. Keith A; Harris 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers- Baltimore District 
CENAB-OP-RX 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore MD 21203-1715 

Dear Mr. Harris: 

Thank you for your January 7, comments and concurrence on the original 
Purpose and Need statement for MD 210 (Ref. 97-01091-11). Although your 
December 19,1997, comments acplied to the original draft Purpose and Need 
statement', we believe that the revised document Incorporates most of your 
suggestions. 

• The. revised statement justifies the study limits by citinfl average daily traffic volumes 
which drop by 46% north of I-95/495 and south of MD 228. 

• The Purpose and Need statement mentioned that MD 228 is under design for 
reconstruction as a four-lane divided highway. The next draft will include 
discussions of Improvements to 1-95/495 south of MD 210, including the MD 210 
interchange, which will be Included In the design of the Woodrow Wilson Bridge 
replacement. In addition, other improvements to I-95/495 are currently under 
consideration as a separate project planning study. All of these potential 
improvements would facilitate the movement of vehicles to and from MD 210. None 
of these potential improvements are funded for construction. 

• The planned Chapman's Landing development and the proposed National Harbor 
development were discussed in the revised statement 

• The figures were labeled and referenced in the text as appropriate. The tables on 
pages 5 and 6 are labeled, 'Level of Service and Volume Conditions* and "Projected 
Level of Service", respectively. Further references to the figures will be added to the 
text of the next draft. 

My telephone number Is   

Maryland Belay Service (or Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Tod Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
.  . .  ..._... ,%., . e.—•  . n»ltlmnr». Marvland 21202 

Mr. Keith A. Harris 
Page Two 

We hope that the revised Purpose and Need statement addresses your 
concerns. Should you have any additional questions, please feel free to contact either 
Joseph Kresslein at (410) 545-8550 or the project manager, Thomas K. Folse at (410) 
545-8543. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary. Engineering 

by: 
Joseph R. Kresslein        P 
Assistant Chief 
Project Planning Division 

LHE:TF:rt 
cc:      Ms. Danielle Algazi 

Mr. Ray Dintaman 
Mr. Thomas K. Folse 
Mr. Elder Ghigiarelli 
Ms. Mary Huie~ 
Mr. John Nichols 
Ms. Gay Olsen 
Mr. Robert Sanders 
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Ms. Christine Wells 
Mr. Robert Zepp 

\ 



to 
-J 
o 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

November 16,1999 

Re:     Project No. PG221A11 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
From 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 
Prince George's County, Maryland 

Mr. Paul Wettlaufer 
Transportation Program Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Baltimore District (CENAB-OP-R) 
P.C. Box 1715 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Dear Mr. Wettlaufer 

In accordance with the merged Environmental/Regulatory Process, the Maryland 
State Highway Administration (SHA) requests your concurrence on the attached 
description of Alternates Retained for Detailed Study for the MD 210 Multi-Modal 
Transportation project The Alternates Retained for Detailed Study were presented at 
the Interagency Review meeting held on October 20.- In response to comments from 
Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) and Maryland Office of Planning, the cultural resources 
discussion was revised and information regarding the multi-modal asoect of the project 
was included. In addition, changes were made to the matrix and the text to reflect a 
more accurate representation of Alternative 4. A new Alternatives Mapping 
Supplement does not accompany this mailing since no changes were made to the 
mapping. Please use the Supplement provided with the Draft comment/concurrence 
package. 

Please provide us with your concurrence by December 17. Your response 
should be addressed to the attention of Ms. Gay Olsen in the Project Planning Division. 
If we do not hear from you within 30 days we will assume that you have no concerns. 
Should you have any questions, please call Mr. Joseph Kresslein at (410) 545-8550. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D." Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering- 

Governor                        r>4 

John D. Porcari      g 

Parker F. Williams P 
Admlnlstratot                £ 

Mr. Paul Wettlaufer 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
Page Two 

•£: —^/^ untiF-AtL^-, 
P^ " Jos* feh R. Kresilein 

Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

Alternates Retained for Detailed Study 

Please check one: 

i   'i    Concur (\\"*^CJ* ','-,r"mfs"+*!^ 

|      |     Concur (comments attached) 

|     |     Do not concur (comments attached) 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ' •      • Date: 

Attachment 

cc:     Mr. Bruce Grey 
Ms. Patricia Greene 
Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein 
Ms. Heather Murphy 
Ms. Gay Olsen 
Ms. Pamela Stephenson 
Mr. Jim Vtynn 

My telephone number Is . 

Maryland Relay SeMce for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1.600-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

- -  -      —•• - *»-'•"——  im 9i9rw-n717 



MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 

MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 

to 

Project Name & Limita: MD 210 Multi-Modri Study -1-95/1-495 to MD 228 
Having reviewed the attached SHA Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitieation 
concurrence/comment package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this 
document):  

Federal Highway Administration      Fish and Wildlife Service      MD Dept. of Natural Resources 
larvironmental Protection Agency    National PaA Service  MD Dept. of the Environment 

yf Corps of Engineeis  National Marine Fisheries Service 

 Concurs (without comments)    _J£_ Concurs (w/ minor comments)     Does Not Concur 

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence:    . _ ,      . .. .       r   o     j 

tnterset.-fii^,An<t./?/«ce0f,^acfi*7se,tt/4.-fifn  eAsanejTt. l/c-toifi 

Note: Do not provide "conditional" concurrence. You should either concur with the information as 
provided (without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional 
information is provided. :  

 MD Historical Trust  MD Department of Planning        Metropolitan Planning Organization 

 Provides Comments (below or attached)      Has No Comments 

Comments: 

Additional Infonnation Needed: 

Signature: f^ttxj!'lw/rf7&oJjC~--' Date: :       I/"/' '£±. 

y trtsure. Mvl   i+  is   '"''? tdr<**A>'>*<£ ty  obcv/efitfrf. 

Project Name & Limits: MD 210 Multi-Modal Stndy - I-95/I-495 to MD 228 
Having reviewed the attached SHA Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 
concnrrence/comment package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this 
document):  

 Federal Highway Administration 
 Environmental Protection Agency 
_V_ Corps of Engineers 

X   Concurs (without comments) 

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence: 

_ Fish and Wildlife Service       MD Dept. of Natural Resources 
_ National Park Service  MD Dept. of the Environment 
_ National Marine Fisheries Service 

 Concurs (w/ minor comments)      Does Not Concur 

Note: Do not provide "conditional" concurrence. You should either concur with the information as 
provided (without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional 
Information Is provided.  

 MD Historical Trust  MD Department of Planning 

 Provides Comments (below or attached) 

Comments: 

 Metropolitan Planning Organization 

Has No Comments 

Additional Infonnation Needed: 

Signature: fa^A /f- IbfafcCtZud*. fas^ Date:    ' 'M/^L 

06/25/2003 



MARYLAND Office of Planning 

Parrts N. Glendtnlng 

to 
to 

January 23,1997 

Ronald M, Knftntr 
Dtrrrier 

-Tr Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering 

. Maryland State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Attention: Ms. Gay Olsen 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

Staff at the Maryland Office of Planning have reviewed the information provided in the Purpose & 
Need Statement for the MD 210 Project (from MD 228 to 1-95/495). Our comments on the 
adequacy of the information follow. 

The purpose statement does not fully reflect the needs presented in the report. It appears that the "1 -f 
discussion on. needs focuses on the congestion and safety problems at.thc intcrsccHdns. It seems ^ 
that the purpose of the project is to relief congestion and to improve safety at intersections so as 
to improvement traffic operations along MD 210. 

p.2, the second paragraph The report should clarify that development outside of the designated 
study area also significantly contributes to the congestion along the section of MD 210. 

p.7, Existing & Proposed Land Use The discussion on land use is inadequate. It is important to 
adequately address land use issues since the area's growth significantly contributes to the 
congestion along the MD_210 corridor. An adequate analysis of land use issues will also help in 
the cumulative effects analysis to be done later and assist in the Smart Growth Act assessment. 

A broader area including southern Prince George's County and a portion of northern Charles 
County should be included for the purpose of the land use analysis. The report should discuss the 
existing and planned land use in a greater detail including information on land use densities, types, 
and associated street patterns. The impacts of land use patterns on auto traffic and transit service 
should also be assessed. It is suggested that land use maps be included. 

It is not clear from the information presented whether, or how the proposed National Harbor and 
Chapman's Landing projects would affect the traffic along MD 210. Have the traffic projections 
for MD 210 included the traffic generated from.these two major developments? 

The report barely mentioned that a CMS study will be included as part of the alternative 
development (p.9). A CMS study in a non-attninmcht area is "intended to support the analysis of 
reasonable alternatives to projects that will result in a significant increase in capacity for SOVs" 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Page 2 
January 23,1997 

(the 1997 Federal Final Rule for CMS). It is not clear that how a CMS study would be 
incorporated into this project study. Additionally, it is not clear how sufficient the study limits 
from MD 228 to 1-95/495 would be for a CMS study. 

Several statements should be corrected for accuracy. Re: p.6, the third paragraph The average —~p 
accident rate of 169.36 acc/1 OOmvm should be higher than the statewide average accident rate. i 
On the same page, the last paragraph The accident rate of 912.19 acc/lOOmvm should be 
significantly higher than the statewide accident rate. 

Should you have any questions regarding our comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
(410)767-4550. 

Sincerely 

Christine A. Wells 
Principal Planner 
Maryland Office of Planning 

cc: Renee Sigel, FHWA 
Keith Harris, COE 

Attention: Vance-Hobbs 

John Foiren, EPA 
Robert Zepp.USFWS 
Timothy Goodger, NMFS 

Attention: John Nichols 
Jeffrey Knoedler, NFS 
Ray Dintaman, DNR 
Elder Ghigiarelli, MDE 
J. Rodney Little, MHT ' 

local Plannlnt/aitstana: 410-767-4SS0   Fax 1I0-767-4480 
301 WistPwfon Street * Balttmort, Maryland 21201-2305 



to 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parria N. Olendenlng 
Gonrmr 

David U Winstead 
S*crat>fy 

ParKerF. Williams 
AdirinMrator 

February 20, 1998 

RE:    Project No. PG221A11 
MD 210, MD 228 to 1-95/495 

.  Prince George's County 

Ms. Christine Wells 
Maryland Office of Planning 
Comprehensive Planning 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore MD 21201 

Dear Ms. Weils: 

Thank you for your January 27, letter in which you offered comments on the Purpose 
and Need Statement for MD 210 from MD 228 to 1-95/495. This letter is a response to 
your comments. 

• We agree that development outside the study area contributes to traffic congestion 
on MD 210. The last sentence of the second paragraph will be modified to reflect 
this. 

• We agree that an analysis of land use would be helpful, however it is not required to 
establish a purpose and need for this project. Commuters on MD 210 currently 
experience severe traffic congestion during the peak travel hours of every working 
day. The need to address existing traffic and safety deficiencies is established 
based on existing and projected traffic volumes and accident statistics. A more 
detailed analysis of land use will be provided in the draft environmental document, 
prepared for this project 

»   As you noted the Purpose and Need statement mentioned .that a CMS study will be 
required; however, the scope of the CMS study has not yet been determined, the 
CMS study will be done concurrently with early project planning activities. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Mark 
Radloff, at (410) 545-8507. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 

- Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

"Joseph R. Kress|ein 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

cc:      Ms. Patricia Greene 
Ms. Gay Olsen 
Mr. Mark Radloff 

The traffic projections will Include expected traffic volumes generated by the portion 
of the proposed Chapman's Landing development anticipated to be in place by 
2020. The National Harbor development is not anticipated to generate significant 
travel demand on MD 210, except on the short section between MD 414 and 
1-95/495. A traffic impact study has not yet been developed for the current proposal; 
however, it will be reflected in updated traffic analyses completed for the draft 
environmental document 

My telephone number b   

Maryland Relay Service tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-80O-735-22SB Statewide Toll f re* 

" n nnir 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 



•tirris .V Clencteniitg 

MARYLAND Office of Planning 

December 15. I<W9 
Rimalit .If. AVeiriitr 

to 
-p>. 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson. Deputy Director 

OlTiueof Plaiiiiiitt;& Pisliciiinniy Engineering 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
P.O.Box 717 
Baltimore, ML> il'JOj-O/l / 

Attuntiun: Ms. Guy Ohen 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Staff at the Maryland Office of Planning have reviewed the information provided in the 
Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study Package for the MD 210 Multi-Modal 
Transportation Project. Our comments on the alternatives retained follow. 

Growth Management Implications 
In our view, this transportation project should improve transportation accessibility to/from 
priority funding areas (PFAs) since we have not found that safety and other exceptions defined bv 
the Smart Growth Areas Act are indicated as the primary purposes of the project.   We note thai 
MD 210 serves as a major road connecting the Capital Beltway vicinities with southern Prince 
George's County and northern Charles County. Both counties designated PFAs along the MD 
2.10 corridor. The Capital Beltway vicinities. Fort Washington. Bryans :'.oad/[ndian Head Manor. 
Indian Head, and Waldorf are among the PFAs designated by the Counties. Based on the 
information provided, we have not found clear indication that the alternatives retained mainly 
benefit PFAs.  We suggest that SHA conduct traffic oriain/destination studies to demonstrate 
where the majority of traffic flows are coming from or going to, thus, helping evaluate whether 
and how the recommended alternatives would improve accessibility to/from those PFAs. 

The proposed improvements on MD 210 could also invoke secondary development impacts on 
non-PFAs. We are aware that Prince George's County designated a significant amount of its 
southern area east of MD 5 as non-PFAs. Forests, woodlands, wetlands, creeks and streams, and 
low density residential uses are the prevailing existing land use features in the area. Except 
protected resource and environmentally sensitive areas, the County designates the rest of non- 
PFAs for low density residential development. The area is also considered as "High Developmem 
Pressure" land according to OP {Atlas of Agricultural Land Presei-vation in Maryland: Location. 
Protection. Threat, and Opportunities for the Future. Maryland Office of Planning). We believe 
that significant highway capacity expansion on MD 210 would particularly induce such low- 
density and automobile-oriented developments. At the next detailed study stage, SHA amicipati - 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 

Page 2 

to recommend multiple combinations of the alternatives retained for detailed study. Given such 
potential secondary effects of the project, it is important to adequately address alternative 

transportation solutions to reduce the need for capacity expansion on MD 210. We see that the 
project study has built a strong base to promote alternative transportation by recommending 
multi-modal considerations, HOV lanes and associated intersection/interchange improvements, 
and TSM strategies for detailed study. 

Multi-Modal Considerations 
We strongly support SHA in carrying forvvard this multi-modal element for detailed study. The 
description of transit options is brief and broad. There is also no detailed information on how 
park & ride facilities would be enhanced. Additional information on specific options and their 
performances would help us to understand how transit and park & ride facility enhancements 
would serve to reduce congestion on MD 210. We acknowledge that, in coordination with MTA 
and regional and local transit agencies. SHA will continue to refine the transit enhancement 
options. 

In addition to the mentioned tranoit and park & ride facility enhancementc. wc suggest that othc- 

TDM/TSM strategies be studied, e.g., expansion of the existing ridesharing program, 

telecommuting, implementation of alternative work schedules, ITS, and biking. Given that 
implementation of TDM/TSM strategies on the MD 210 corridor would only be pan of the 
regional efforts, it is essential to develop such strategies in close coordination with the MDOT 

Headquarter, the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the Tri-County Council for 
Southern Maryland and other associated parties. There is no information on what ridesharing 
program would be developed to support the recommended HOV lanes operation. The project 

should examine ridesharing options. Considering that more than 40% of workers commute.out of 
the southern Maryland region ("Southern Maryland Regional Strategy." 1998. Tri-County 

Council for Southern Maryland), telecommuting, flexible work schedules, and ITS strategies 
could also be important alternatives in helping reduce dependency on SOV travel.  The project 

should also assess the need for providing bicycle facilities along the MD 210 mainline and/or on 
intersecting side roads, and should address plans to accommodate bicycles. 

The costs and impacts of Multi-Modal options should be assessed and included in Figure 9. 

MD 210 is selected as one of the corridors to be evaluated in the MDOT's Value Pricing Study. 
The progress of the Value Pricing Study and its relationship with this MD 210 project should be 

discussed. 

inctil Ptannlnf! Assistance: .IIO-'C)' •4550   Fax: 4IO.-Cj--i4m 
r* Man-lanil 2I10I.J.105 

Mainline MD 210 Alternatives 
Re: Alternative 1 (No Build), page 3. To help fully evaluate the no build alternative, a descriptio'- 

of "the developer-based improvements" should be provided. 



Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Page 3 

Under Alternative 4 or Alternative 4 Revised, the proposed HOV lanes are relatively small 
seumems ofMD 210. There seems to be a lack of connections between the proposed HOV lanes 
and 1-95/1-495 or 1-295.   It is questionable how sufficient these HOV lanes would be. 

to 

Other Comments 
In Figure A-2. does the HOV lane figure indicate "persons per lane per hour?" To help examine 
how the HOV lanes would perform. SHA may also provide a consistent traffic measurement foi 
an adjacent general use lane.  It is known if HOV lanes are added on 1-95/1-495 and 1-295. the 
performance of HOV lanes on MD 210 would be impacted. Are HOV lanes on 1-95/1-495 and I- 
295 part of the assumptions for this project? We anticipate that HOV lane performances will be 
further evaluated at the detailed study stage. 

On page A-6. the National Harbor development project is briefly mentioned. Additional 
information on this project should be included (e.g.. a description of the proposed land uses on 
the site: time frames for build-out of the development; and potential traffic impact of the 
development on MD 210). 

Should there be questions about our comments please contact Bihui Xu or me at 410-767-4550. 

Sincerely 
I 

Carry Duket 
Deputy Chief 
Local Planning Assistance 

Jim Noonan, OP 
Bob Rosenbush, OP Regional 
Ron Young, OP 
Ray Dinluinuii, DNR 
John Forren. EPA 
George K. Frick, Jr. FHWA 
Elder Ghigiarelli. MDE 
Timothy Goodger, NMFS 

Attention: John Nichols 
Keith Harris. COE 

Attention: Vance Hobbs 
Jeffrey Knoedler, NFS 
J. Rodney Little, MHT 
Bob Pennington. USFWS 

MARYLAND Office of Planning 

Parrls ft Gltndtntni 

Katbttn fonnnfy Tbwwtnd 
May 8,2000 

Ronald N, Young 
Drpmy Dtrttnr 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Deputy Director 
Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Attention: Ms. Gay L. Olsen 

Re: MS 210 Multi-Modal Study, from I-9S/I495 to MD 228 
Prince George's County 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

This is in response to the request for OP's preliminary assessment of the Alternatives Retained 
for Detailed Study for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study Project for consistency with the Maryland 
Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and Planning Act of 1992. In December 1999, OP 
provided written comments on the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study for this project. The 
comments addressed our concerns regarding the lack of a thorough study of multi-modal options 
and growth management implications posed by the project. In response to the OP comments, on 
March 31,2000 SHA held a meeting with OP to provide a project update. The information 
presented by SHA at the March 31" meeting was helpful. We have reviewed the Planning Act 
Project Checklists completed by SHA and provide our comments as follows. Our comments 
pertain to the Planning Act consistency assessment as well as to the Smart Growth - Priority 
Funding Area (PFA) law compliance evaluation. 

No-Build Alternative 
It is nur understanding that the No-Build Alternative would not improve trnnsportntiftn 
accessibility and mobility to and from planned growth areas, and thus it would not address the 
purpose and need of the project in any measurable ways. We consider the No-Build Alternative 
to be not consistent with the intent of the Planning Act. 

Multi-Modal Considerations 
At the March 31" meeting, SHA infbnned us that, working with WMATA, MTA and local 
citizens, SHA is investigating a potential bus transit network along the MD 210 corridor. SHA is 
also studying potential park and ride lots and exclusive ramps connecting HOV lanes to support 
HOV lane evaluation. The State growth management policies encourage alternative 

SEE SHA RESPONSE TO COMMEHTS ON PAGES VI-279-285 
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transportation solutions to SOV travel. We strongly support continuing this multi-modal study 
and would hope to be continually informed on the status of the multi-modal alternatives study. 

Alternative 2 
Overall. Alternative 2 would provide various at-grade or interchange intersection improvements, 
thus improving traffic operations at intersections and along mainline MD 210 without adding 
significant highway capacity. We are unclear, however, whether Alternative 2 alone would meet 
the purpose and need of the project An indication of whether meeting the project purpose and 
need should be provided to assist our assessment of Alternative 2 for consistency with the 
Planning Act. 

Sidewalks and bikeways, particularly on side roads crossing between the east and west sides of 
MD 210, must be considered. Plans for improving pedestrian and bicycle accessibility should be 
reviewed and incorporated thoroughly. At the March 31" meeting, SHA stated that pedestrian 
and bicycle access is being considered. An example given by SHA is that Option SB-Location D 
under Alternative 2 is considered to be an unfriendly design which may discourage biking and 
walking; therefore, the Option is unlikely to be selected. 

Technically, all intersections proposed for improvements appear to be located either within or at 
the edges "of certified Prince George's County PFAs. Among the intersections, Fannington Road 
- Location H and MD 373 - Location I are located in a strip PFA surrounded by non-PFAs 
featuring low density residential uses, forests, woodlands, creeks and streams and wetlands. 
Highway improvements at these two intersections could have potential secondary development 
impacts. We support the proposed minimum at-grade improvements at the two intersections, in 
that we believe secondary impacts would be minimum. 

Alternative 3 
Alterative 3 would consist of an additional general lane in each direction along a portion of MD 
210 and interchanges for the northernmost intersections of the project-area. The alternative is a 
typical highway capacity expansion proposal. As discussed in our December 15,1999 letter, we 
believe that significant highway capacity expansion on MD 210 would serve to facilitate low 
density and automobile-oriented residential developments that are planned by the Prince 
George's County for the southernmost project area. These types of secondary development 
impacts will be assessed at the Detailed Study stage. Through the SHA's Streamlined 
Environmental and Regulatory Process, we would provide our input to the analysis of secondary 
and cumulative effects of the project 

Alternative 3 is a growth related capital project with capacity improvements that are located 
outside of PFAs. OF and SHA should evaluate this alternative for compliance with the Priority 
Funding Area law. As suggested in our December 15,1999 letter, we think that improving 
transportation accessibility and mobility to and from PFAs, or in other words, "serving to 
connect Priority Funding Areas," could be considered as a potential exception for this project 
under the PFA law. At the March SI" meeting, SHA presented the results of a licence plate 

survey that indicated the trip origins of vehicles traveling on MD 210 at a zip-code level. The 
zip-code level data can only portray a broad travel pattern and do not clearly demonstrate 
whether most of the trips are generated from PFAs. SHA staff pointed out that they would 
continue to contact MVA for more detailed data that could serve to indicate more specific trip 
origin locations. To study whether this project would serve to connect PFAs, we suggest SHA 
look at the following issues: 
• Do most of the trips on MD 210 currently come from and to PFAs? 
• Would current traffic origin/destination patterns likely be changed in the future with this 

alternative? With the proposed MD 210 expansion, would the majority of the traffic on 
MD 210 come from and to PFAs or from outside of PFAs? 

So far, OP and SHA have not reached a consensus on what criteria constitute "connecting PFAs." 
We suggest that SHA arid OP work collaboratively to develop criteria to measure this, not only 
for this project but also as general guidelines for the PFA law compliance evaluation.   .* 

Alternative 4 and Alternative 5 - A, B, and C 
All of these alternatives (except Alternative 5A, which would only consist of interchange 
improvements at six locations from Kerby Hill Road to Old Fort Road) would provide various 
HOV lane options and associated interchange or at-grade intersection improvements. SHA is 
evaluating" how these HOV lane options would improve MD 210 traffic operation. As stated in 
the previous discussion on Multi-Modal Considerations, we support continuing study of HOV 
lanes in this corridor and expect that such options will be adequately evaluated. 

The proposed HOV lane improvements are growth related capital projects and located outside of 
PFAs. As discussed under Alternative 3, we suggest that a similar PFA law evaluation method 
be considered for Alternative 4, Alternative 5 - B or C. 

Should you have any questions with regard to our comments, please do not hesitate to contact me 
or Bihui Xu at 410-767-4551. 

Thank you, I remain very truly yours. 

David T. Whitaker, AICP 
Principal Planner 

Ron Young, OP 
Jim Noonan, OP 
Bob Rosenbush, OP Regional 
Nelson Castellanos, FHWA 

Attention: Pam Stephenson 

^ 
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February 18, 2004 

Ms. Marsha Kaiser, Director 
Attn: Mr. Don Halligan 
Office of Planning & Capital Programs 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 
Hanover, MD 21076 

Re: Smart Growth Concurrence - 
Prince George's County 

MD210: I-95/I495 (Capital Beltway) to M028 

Dear Ms. Kaiser: 

This letter is in response to your request to provide Smart Growth consistency 
concurrence for the MD210: 1-95/1-495 (Capital Beltway) to MD228, Prince George's 
County, Maryland. 

The information provided in your letter of February 5, 2004 describes the proposed 
improvements to MD210 along an approximately 9.5 mile corridor. The letter includes a 
map depicting the MD210 project, Prince George's County Priority Funding Areas 
(PFA's), a table indicating PFA lane length, and justification for the four segments that 
are either outside or that border PFA's along the project corridor. As currently planned, 
the MD210 project will maintain the existing three through lanes, both northbound and 
southbound, and will convert six at-grade intersections to grade-separated interchanges. 
The project also includes limited mainline widening in the vicinity of the interchanges to 
provide for acceleration and deceleration lanes. The total lane feet of the entire project is 
approximately 73.3 miles while the proposed lane feet of the project that are outside of 
certified PFA's is approximately 9.6 miles. This is less than the 20% threshold that is 
stated in the approved Linear Features regulations. 

Based on this, the Maryland Department of Planning concurs that the proposed MD210: 
I-95/I-495 (Capital Beltway) to MD228 project is consistent with the Linear Features 
Regulations and is Smart Growth consistent. Should you have any questions with 
regard to this concurrence, please do not hesitate to contact me at 410-767- 4564 or by 
email at dwhitaker@mdp.state.md.us. 

Sincerely,   ^^ 

David T. Whltaker, AICP 
Manager, Transportation Planning 

cc:       Mr. Tom Rimrodt, Assistant Secretary, MDP Planning Services 
Mr. Jim Noonan, Director - MDP Infrastructure Planning 

JVl west frsstott Street» sutte 1W1 • Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Telephone: 410.767.4500 • ftur: 410.767.4480 • TollFree: 1.177.767.6272 • TTY Users: Maryland Relay 
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MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 
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Prolect Name & Umlts: MP 210 Multi-Modal Study -1-95/1-495 to MD 228 
Having reviewed the attached SHA Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 
concurrence/comment package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this 
document):  

 Fcilcrdl Highway Administialiuu 
 Environmental Protection Agency 
 Corps of Engineers 

_ Fish aiul Wildlife Sci vice        MD Dcpt. urNaluial Rcsuuiues 
_ National Park Service  MD Dept. of the Environment 

National Marine Fisheries Service 

 Concurs (without comments)     Concurs (w/ minor comments)     Does Not Concur 

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence: 

Note: Do not provide "conditional" concurrence. You should either concur with the information as 
provided (without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional 
information fr provided.  

/f»  MD Historical Trust r   MD Department of Planning 

1/ Provides Comments (below or attached) 

/wkSfc Sf?* aliiSiAi-ca. Conjtwin's- 

 Metropolitan Planning Organization 

Has No Comments 

Additional Information Needed: 

Signature: s  
„)<)TTh)/.>fckr,  J/CP 

Date: ~^L. j.a, Japy 

MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 

February 12,2004 

MDP Comments on the MD 210 Selected Alternative 

-Maryland-Department of Planning supports the identification ot Alternative 5A Moditied 
as the Selected Alternative for the MD 210 project. We note that the MD 210 Alternative 
5A Modified includes the following features: 

• Six interchanges from Kerby Hill Road to Old Ford Road South with no mainline 
widening; 

• Wider median on MD 210 in the vicinity of the interchanges so as to include 
adequate space for future mainline capacity improvements; 

• Coordination with Prince George's County to ensure adequate right-of-way on 
MD 210 is preserved through the County's development review process; 

• Designated bicycle lanes within the roadway along the facility and sidewalks 
behind the curbs with interchange improvements; and 

• Coordination with transit agencies to minimize disruption to existing transit 
services during construction of MD 210. 

MDP is coordinating with MDOT/SHA to address the Smart Growth/Priority Funding 
Area law compliance issue. We thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on 
the Selected Alternate for this multi-modal project. 

i3d./. d<i+H»jJn^iS^./ &u;HSitu 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Ocaanle and Atmoaphario Admlnlatratlon 
NATIOWU. MARINE nGHBIIES OERVTCS 

|Habitat Conservation Division 
904 South Morris Street 
Oxford, Maryland   ales'! 

July 31,2003 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director, Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland   21202 

Attn: Gay Olsen 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

This pertains to the selected alternate and conceptual mitigation plan, dated July 16, 2003, and 
additional information summarizing environmental impacts for the Maryland Route 210 (1-95/1- 
495 to Maryland Route 228) Multi-Modal Study. We offer our concurrence on the selected 
alternate (i.e.. Alternate SA Modified), and the conceptual mitigation plan (Parker Farm Wetland 
Mitigation, and, Tinkers Creek Stream Restoration), provided that the following mitigation 
measures are incorporated into the authorized federal permit for this project, and used during 
project construction to minimize Impacts to our trust resources. 

The reach of Henson Creek affected by this project is a documented spawning and nursery ground 
for alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus) and blueback herring (Alosa aestivalis) (O'Dell et al., 1975). 
Consequently, we are very concerned about potential disruption of alosid spawning activities, 
including adult and juvenile migration, that could result from instream work associated with 
upgrading of the existing Route 210 bridge over Henson Creek mainstem. We, therefore, 
strongly recommend that, within the Henson Creek mainstem, instream work [i.e., work that will: 
1) introduce re-suspended sediments to instream waters; 2) produce noise or shock waves below 
the surface of instream waters, such as driving of sheet piles; or, 3) require the presence of heavy 
equipment or other significant disturbances within the stream bed) be restricted from March 1 
through June 15, of any year, to protect alosid spawning activities. 

If instream work is to involve construction of cofferdams, then installation and dismantling of 
cofferdams within the stream should be restricted from March 1 through June 15. However, once 
cofferdams are in place, work occurring within areas enclosed by the cofferdams may occur 
during the latter restriction period. Additionally, work areas enclosed by cofferdams should leave 
at least 50% of the width of the stream open, to allow for unimpeded passage of migratory fish. 
Width of the stream should be determined from the location of ordinary high water lines occurring 
under base flow conditions during the spawning season. 

9 

The tributary to Broad Creek that will be affected by this project (i.e., near the Fort Washington 
Road intersection with Route 210) is a potential alosid and white perch spawning ground, 
although reaches above Route 210 are generally too small to support migratory fish runs. 
However, measures should be taken to ensure that the project does not result in secondary 
impacts to lower portions this watershed. For example, the proposed relocation of Broad Creek 
near the Fort Washington Road intersection will result in the permanent loss of approximately 585 
linear feet of stream channel and associated riparian habitat. Reduction of stream channel length 
and sinuosity, if done without corrective measures for managing flows within the relocated 
channel, will increase flow velocities in stream reaches below the relocated section. Therefore, 
channel design measures should be used for the newly constructed channel and adjacent reaches 
to ensure that flow parameters (i.e., velocity and discharge) replicate those of the existing stream 
channel, to ensure that stream bank erosion and channel incising are not exacerbated in 
downstream areas. 

During stream relocation activities, loss and disturbance to riparian woodlands should be 
minimized within areas where the newly constructed stream will be located (i.e., future riparian 
zoue) to minimize adverse changes to instream hydrology, and avoid excessive export of nutrients 
and sediments to downstream areas. Mitigative measures should include: 1) minimizing tree and 
shrub removal in the work zone, and avoiding, where practicable, cutting of the canopy provided 
by larger trees; and, 2) installing protective fencing around individual trees or groups of trees that 
are to be conserved, so that tree root systems and woodland soils are not compacted or otherwise 
disturbed by heavy equipment. 

Finally, Best Management Practices should be used during all actions affecting instream waters. 

If there are any questions concerning these comments, you rtiay call John S. Nichols at 
(410) 226-5723. 

Sincerely, 

Timothy E. Goodgel 
Officer in Charge 
Oxford Habitat Office 

cc:   Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit, MD DNR 
Bill Schultz, FWS, Annapolis 
Barbara Rudnick, EPA, Regional m Office, Philadelphia 
Paul Wettlaufer, Baltimore District COE 

^ 
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MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 

Project Name & Limits: MD 210 Multi-Modal Study -1-95/1-495 to MD 228 
Having reviewed the attached SHA Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 
coucurrence/commcnt package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this 
document):  

 Federal Highway Administration      Fish and Wildlife Service       MD Dept. of Natural Resources 
 Environmental Protection Agency    National Park Service  MD Dept. of the Environment 
 Corps of Engineers  National Marine Fisheries Service 

 Concurs (without comments)      ; Concurs (w/ minor comments)      Does Not Concur 

Cnmrnent"! / Reasons for Nnn-Cnnoiirrenr.f!: 

Note: Do not provide "conditional" concurrence. You should either concur with the information as 
provided (mthout comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional 
information is provided.  

X MD Historical Trust  MD Department of Planning        Metropolitan Planning Organization 

 Provides Comments (below or attached)     X_ Has No Comments 

Comments: 

Additional Information Needed: 

C- QX ^^— Signature: 

* 
Date.     2/l2 /o4 
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Prolect Name & Limits: MD 210 Mnffl-Modal Study - I-95/I-495 to MD 228 
Having reviewed the attached SHA Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 
concnrrence/comment package and the summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this 
docnment):  

 Federal Highway Administration       Fish and Wildlife Service        MD Dcpt, of Natural Resources 
 EnvironmentalProtection Agency    National Park Service  MD Dept. of the Environment 
 Corps of Engineers  National Marine Fisheries Service 

 Concurs (without comments)     Concurs (w/ minor comments)     Does Not Concur 

Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence: 

Note: Do not provide "conditional" concurrence. You should either concur wiili the information as 
provided (without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional 
information is provided. ^^_^^^ 

 MD Historical Trust  MD Department of Planning        ^Metropolitan Planning Organization 

 Provides Comments (below or attached)     y/ Has No Comments 

Comments: 

Additional Infonnation Needed: 

Signature: •iy\d^yOy Date: 'M. °v- 
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MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
Draft Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation Package 

Errata Sheet 
Dcc-03 

Comment 

1. Loot into preservation of the Swan Creek wetland. In response to agency comments received on the MD 210 Draft Selected Alternative & Conceptual 
Mitigation package, SHA is proposing out-of-kuid mitigation for the remaining unmitigated stream 
impacts. When funding is available, SHA will acquire the 6.5-acre forested wetland and forested 
upland parcel located at the southwest quadrant of MD 210 and Swan Creek Road. Preservation of the 
parcel will be assured through covenants and restictions. 

2. Regirding Tinkers Creek: be sure that the evaluation of the cause Df the 
down citting is fully understood so that the restoration is not quickly degraded. 

1. .. .within the Henson Creek mainstem, instream work [i.e., work that will: 
1) introduce re-suspended sediramts to instream waters; 2) produce noise or 
shock waves below the surface of instream waters, such £s driving of sheet piles 
or, 3) require the presence of heivy equipment or other significant disturbances 
within the stream bed] be restricted from March 1 through June 15, of any year, 
to protect alosid spawning activities. 

Response 

During final design of the stream mitigation project, the designer will develop a more detailed 
understanding of the causes of instability than is possible or needed at the conceptual level. We do 
know that the causes include urbanization, riparian buffer disturbance and large sources of gravel from 
upstream mining. The final design will determine if the channel incision has reached its final elevation 
or if grade contol measures are required. More importantly, at final design the severe bank erosion 
and sediment transport discontinuity will also be taken into account. 

Page- 
Number 

21 

29 

Instream work within the Henson Creek mainstem will be restricted from March 1 through June 1 < of" 
any year. Appropriate wording has been added to the Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 
Package and will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and federal permit 

2. If instream work is to involve constmctioa of cofferdams, then installation 
and dismantling of cofferdams within the stream should le restricted from 
March I through June 15. However, once cofferdams are in place, work 
occurring within areas enclosed by the cofferdams may occur during :he latter 
restriction period. Additionally, work areas enclosed by cofferedams should 
leave at least 50% of the width cf the stream open, to allow for unimpeded 
passage of migrator/ fish. Widti of the stream should be determined from the 
location of ordinary high water lines occurring under base flow conditions 
during the spawning season. 

If instream work is to involve construction of cofferdams, installation and dismantling of cofferdams 
wnhin Oie sb-eam will be reslxicted from the closure period appropriate to the stream impacted by (he 
work. Should cofferdams be utilized, the diversion channel established by the cofferdam will be sized 
accordmg to hydraulic requirements. Wherever possible, SHA will maintain at least 53% of the width 
of the stream open to allow for the passage of migratory fish. Width of the stream will be determined 
from the location of ordinary high water lines occurring under base flow conditions durina the 
spawning season. 

14 
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...measures should be taken to ensure tha-. the project does not result in 
secondary impacts to lower portions of the vatershed. For example, (he 
proposed relocation of Broad Creek near the Fort Washington Road intersection 
will result in the permanent loss of approximately 585 linear feet of sieam 
channe'. and associated riparian habitat. Reduction of stream channel length and 
sinuosiy, if done without corrective measures for managing flows within the 
relocated channel, will increase (low velocities in stream reaches belcw the 
relocated section....channel design measures should be used for the newly 
constructed channel and adjacent reaches to ensure that flow parameters (i.e., 
velocitj and discharge) replicate those of th; existing stream channel, to ensure 
that stream bank erosion and channel incising are not exacerbated in 
downstream areas. 

During the design phase of the project, studies will be undertiken to assess potential secondary 
impacts to the lower portion of the watershed resulting from proposed stream relocation included in the 
project. SHA will make every attempt to replicale the sinuosity and stream channel length in order to 
ensure that stream bank erosion and channel incising will not be exacerbated in downstream areas. If 
replication is not feasible, other measures such as instream structures (e.g., J-Hooks, cross vanes) will 
be considered. Appropriate wording has been added to the Selected Alternative and Conceptual 
Mitigation Package and will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and federal 
permiL 

4. Dur.ng stream relocation activities, loss and disturbar.ee to riparian 
woodlands should be minimizec within areas where the newly constructed 
stream will be located (i.e., future riparian zone) to minimize adverse changes to 
instream hydrology, and avoid excessive export of nutrients and sediments to 
downstream areas. Mitigative measures should include: 1) minimizing tree and 
shrub removal in the work zone, and avoiding, where practicable, cutting of the 
canopy provided by larger trees; and, 2) instilling protecive fencing around 
individual trees or groups of trees that are tobe conserve!, so that tres root 
systems and woodland soils are not compacted or otherwise disturbec by heavy 
equipment. 

In order to minimize adverse changes to instream hydrology and avoid excessive export of nutrients 
and sediments to downstream areas mitigative measures will be employed Tree and shrub removal in 
the work zone will be minimized and the cutting of the canopy provided by larger trees will be avoided 
wherever possible. In addition, protective fencing will be ins;alled around individual trees or groups of 
trees that are to be conserved so that tree root systems and woodland soils are not compacted or 
otherwise disturbed by heavy equipment Appropriate wording has been added to the Selected 
Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation Package and will be included in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement and federal permit. 

5. Besl Management Practices should be used during all actions affecting 
instream waters. 
Concurrence with minor comments: 

Best Management Practices will be used during all actions affecting instream waters. 

1. Reccmmend SHA acquire the wetland [parcel] at theMD 210/Swan Creek 
Road ir.tersection, and place it into a conservation easement COE would count 
this tovard mitigation. 

In response to agency comments received on the MD 210 Draft Selected Alternative & Conceptual 
Mitigation package, SHA is proposing out-of-kind mitigation for the remaining unmitigated stream 
impacts. When funding is available, SHA will acquire the 6.5-acre forested wetland and forested 
upland parcel located at the southwest quadrant cf MD 210 and Swan Creek Road. Preservation of the 
parcel will be assured through covenants and restrictions. 

1. The Service is disappointed that die SHA did not select Alternatives 5B or 5C 
which included the construction of HOV lanes. 

Alternatives 5B and 5C were not selected primarily because strenuous opposition was voiced by the 
public to HOV lanes. In addition, these alternatives had higher impacts and costs than Alternative 5A 
Modified and would have provided more roadway capacity than would beneeded for ihe design year 
traffic. 

15 
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The Service recommends that SHA purchase all the necessary right-of-way 
adjacent to existing MD Route 210 for future HOV lane constniction. 

3. The Service has decided to propose an out-of-kind mitigation option for the 
remaining 5,735 linear feet of impacts [the remainder of the 9,140 LF of total 
stream impact not mitigated by the 1,205 LF of Carey Branch relocation and 
2,200 LF of Tinkers Creek mitigation]. We recommend that SHA acquire the 
forested wetland and remaining forested upland located at the southwest 
quadrant of MD 210 and Swan Road and protect it with a perpetual 
conservation easement. This parcel of habitat could then be turned over to the 
adjacent Tantallon South community association as a wildlife sanctuary and 
buffer to the traffic noise from upgraded MD 210. 

Alternative 5A Modified includes the necessary right-of-way to accommodate future HOV lanes in the 
vtcmity of the inlerchanjes. Between the mterctenges, very '.ittle additional right-of-way would be 
required in the future to widen MD 210 to provice HOV lanes. SHA is coordinating with Prince 
George's County to be certain that adequate right-of-way is preserved so as not to preclude such future 
options as widening for HOV. 

4- To ensure the success of [the Tinkers Creek] restoration effort, the banks and 
floodplam of this newly constructed channel will need to be planted ivith a trees 
and willow stakes. This tree buffer should be at least 75 feet wide as measured 
from the outside turns on each bank. The Service recommends that the channel 
be relocated further to the southwest so a mature forest can be reestaWished 
without causing a safety hazard to planes taking off or landing at theairport 

to response to agency eommenta received on the MD 210 Draft Selected Alternative & Conceptual  
Mitigation package, SHA is proposing out-of-kir.d mitigation for the remaining unmitigated stream 
impacts. When fundingis available, SHA will acquire the 6.5-acre forested wetland and forested 
upland parcel located at the southweU quadrant of MD 210 and Swan Creek Road. Preservation of the 
parcel will lie assured through covenants and restrictions. 

SHAs project goals axe .o establish . stream chaanel that is connected to a forested floodplain with an 
dequatc npanan buffer and to exarnne a range of potential p.anform changes to the stJm channe 

including relocation. However, final design comnitments on any of these project elements would not 
be approprute until further detailed .ssessment and property ownership issues are investigaLd 
;ApproPnate wording has been added to the Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation Package. 
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MD210: I-95/I-495 to MD 228 

INTERAGENCY MEETING MINUTES 

'•6'-'-" • :    - ':';   --—M'/^y^-iSKi^ •*•::      ' --'r--^^ •}}*"•]. ••',•'••'      ••; •'-'•'. X-'-f •-.'-;••'-* •il     '• J^'l'S^''.^.-' '••.';-••' ; ''::.' 
RESPONSE LOCATION 

(Section & Page #) 

Interagency Field Review                                         • Introduce project to agencies 2nd conduct an on-site overview. 
Date: 4/20/98 (see page VI-285)                              • Review areas involving possible stream relocation, stream channel 

4/22/03 (see page VI-304)                                  lining changes, stream crossings or other major structures to verify 
the engineering and environmental analysis has been sufficient. 

Jurisdictional Wetland Field Delineation                  • Jurisdictional wetland field delineation with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Date: 4/25/00 (see page VI-288)                                  Engineers and the Maryland Deparlment of the Environment. 

4/28/00 (see page VI-288) ; 

Maryland - National Capital Park                               • Field meeting to discuss issues pertaining to potential impacts to the 
and Planning Commission                                       Henson Creek Stream Valley Park and trail crossing of MD 210. 

Date: 7/20/01 (see page VI-292) 

Wetland Mitigation Site Evaluation                           • Field review to identify six potential wetland mitigation sites. 
Date: 8/23/01 (see page VI-294) 

9/18/01 (see page VI-294) 

Stream Mitigation Site Search                                  • Field review to visit potential stream mitigation sites. 
Date: 7/22/02 (see page VI-299) 

8/14/02 (see page VI-299) 

Interagency Field Meeting Invitation                        • Invitation to an Interagency/SHA Field Meeting to discuss issues 
Date: 4/4/03 (see page VI-303)                                   related to potential commitments in the FEIS and Joint Federal/State 

wetlands permit. 

Interagency Review Meeting                                    • SHA reviewed the Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation 
Date: 7/16/03 (see page VI-307)                                  package. 

Prince George's County Department                         • Present Alternative 5A Modified to Prince George's County officials. 
of Public Works and Transportation 

Date: 6/25/02 (see page VI-312) 

Maryland Office of Planning                                     • Meetings held to discuss the project and what SHA needs to do to 
Date: 3/31/00 (see page VI-314)                                  respond to a letter regarding ARDS. 

8/15/00 (see page VI-315) 
8/29/00 (see page VI-316) 

Seepages VI-157 
VI-159 

VI-284 V 
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On Monday, April 20, 1998, an interagency field review meeting was held to introduce 
tbe MD 210 project to various agencies and conduct a on site overview. The meetiDg began at 
M-NPFC offices in Upper Marlboro and included a discussion of the study purpose, major 
project issues and potential improvements to be considered. Handouts included vicinity maps, 
topo maps and ADT charts. The following people attended- 

Mark Radloft SHA Project Planning Division 
Bill Carver, SHA Project Planning Division 
Scott Hoicomb, SHA Project Planning Division 
Lisa Shemer, SHA Project Planning Division 
Patricia Greene, SHA Project Planning Division 
Barbara Alleia Bohlen, SHA Env. Programs Division 
Glen Burton, M-NCPPC 
Kelly Huthinson, FHWA 
Mary Huie, FHWA 
Jamie Staric, EPA 
Bob Bull, The Wilson T. Ballard Company 
Marie Lotz, The Wilson T. Bollard Company 

Mytelvptonanumbarif . 

(410)545-8512 
(410)545-8515 
(410)545-5644 
(410)545-5642 
(410)545-8528 
(410)545-8633 
(301)952-3577 
(410)9624342 
(410)9624342 
(215)5665569 
(410)363-0150 
(410)363-0150 

Maryland Relay Service tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mallfna Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
- ... •«.„rf.„w 9191)2 
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Marie Radloff provided an introduction which included the following points: 

• This project planning study serves as a foUow-up to the HOV feasibility study 
completed by SHA in 1997. Although HOV lanes will still be considered in this 
study, intersection improvements will be the emphasis. Generally, low impact 
solutions will be considered along with overpasses/interchanges in some areas. No 
budget amount for the improvements has been established at this time. 

• The need for the project is based on heavy peak hour congestion, causing side road 
traffic at intersections to be delayed through several signal cycles. Traffic attempts to 
bypass MD 210 by using parallel residential county routes that were not designed for 
such traffic. 

• An alternates meeting/workshop is planned for late fell/early winter 1998. 
• MIS reqiniements will apply; therefore, a full range of solutions will be considered, 

including a water ferry system on the Potomac River, enhanced bus service, park and 
ride lots, HOV, etc. The MD 210 corridor is a good candidate for HOV given the 
higher than usual vehicle occupancy rates that are present 

• A Focus Group has been established with the first meeting to be held on April 28th. 
• This study will take into consideration the proposed MD 228 improvements which are 

funded for construction. 

As summarized by Ms. Green, the project area has several environmental concerns, 
including: several parks (including stream valley parks), historic districts, floodplains and 
wetlands. The southern portion of the project area is in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. SHA 
will obtain significance determinations for historic properties through coordination with the 

• Maryland Historical Trust and the county's historic preservation division. 

Glen Burton suggested that a graphic be prepared at the first Focus Group meeting to 
determine the geographical representation of the Focus Group. 

TTie meeting continued with a van tour/field visit of the project area. Stops were made at 
each signalized intersection and observations were made as follows: 

n,, MD 2in/OTon Hill Rnad Tnfmtrtion 
• Tliis intersection will be addressed primarily as part of the Woodrow Wilson Bridge 

• The MD 210 Study Team will remain in close coordination with that project to 
determine if any additional improvements are needed. 

intowegrton #1 -Wlhnn Bridge Drirt „ftc-m .,„> 
e   This is a three-way intersection in close proximity to the I-495/I-295/MD 210 

interchange. Possible improvements to be considered include a fourth through lane 
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MB and/or SB and a "Florida tee", allowing left turns to be made without stopping 
NB traffic. 

oo 

Intersection #2 - Kerhv Hill Road/Livinpton Road 
• A Variable Message Sign is provided just north of the intersection for NB traffic. 
• Major overhead utilities are present 
• A 2'-3' grade difference between the SB roadway and service road is a constraint to 

slip ramp connection between the two. 
• A right turn lane from Kerby Hill Road onto SB MD 210 would be beneficial. 
• The geometry of the Kerby Hill Road approach is poor and low impact at-grade 

solutions may not be available due to the close proximity of existing development and 
environmental features. 

• An at-grade solution which realigns Kerby Hill Road and provides additional lanes at 
each approach will be considered; it would result in at least two residential 
displacements. A grade-separated alternative will also be developed which will 
follow generally the same alignment as the at-grade alternative and includes 
interchange ramps in the vacant northeast quadrant 

Tnterseetfnn #3 - Livingston Road/Palmer Road 
• Similar to Kerby Hill Road, the geometry of the Livingston Road approach is poor, 

and low impact at-grade or grade-separated solutions that provide major level of 
service improvement may not be available due to the close proximity of existing 
development and environmental features. 

• Solutions that will be developed primarily consist of lane additions at the intersection 
approaches and provision of fourth through lanes NB and SB. The merits of accel 
lanes NB and SB will also be considered. 

Intersection #4 - Old Fort Road rNortM 
• Traffic counts will be conducted to determine how the service roads are utilized. 

Alternatives may be considered which push these service roads further back from the 
intersection and connect to the next cross road north and/or south. 

• An overpass may also be considered; however, the grade west of the intersection may 
be too steep to tie-in to, and it will not be desirable to provide improvements which 
increase traffic volumes on the county road system. 

• At-grade alternatives will consist primarily of lane additions at the approaches to the 
intersection and a fourth through lane NB and SB. 

Inftpectfon #5 - Fort ^astlngfon Rwd 
• The Fort Washington Memorial Church sits at the top of a steep slope just east of MD 

210. Easterly relocation of the service roads to allow lane additions at the approaches- 
and improved operations for traffic between the service roads and MD 210 would 
impact church property and a large cross at the top of the slope. 
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• The service road north of the intersection serves nothing other than the church 
parking lot and a vacant parcel that is for sale. South of the intersection, the service 

. road serves Grace Lutheran Church and Potomac Knolls subdivision and continues 
down to the next intersection—Livingston Road. Service road traffic counts will be 
made at this intersection. 

• In addition to service road modifications, at-grade alternatives will consider lane 
additions at the opprooohes. 

• The steep grade to the west of MD 210 will likely prohibit grade-separated 
alternatives. 

Intgraectinn #6 - Swan Creek Road/I,iving<tnn Rnari 

• The 20-foot wide grassed mrrfian in the Swan Creek approach provides a good 
opportunity for an additional left tum lane. Other improvements that will be included 
in the at-grade alternative include four through lanes, an additional eastbound through 
lane and a free right tum from NB MD 210 onto Livingston Road. 

• Service road issues will be analyzed in conjunction with the Fort Washington Rood 
intersection. Also, traffic counts/observations will be made to determine traffic 
patterns related to SB MD 210, north of the intersection, Livingston Road and the 
cutrancc/cxit to/from Old Fort Village Shopping Center and the nearby hospital. 

• Signing to the hospital appears confusing. 

Tnteraectlon 07 - Old Furt Road South 

• Traffic volumes drop off significantly south of Swan Creek Road. 
• Although conditions lend themselves well to a grade-separation at this intersection, an 

at-grade solution may be satisfactory. 
• The at-grade solution will include an additional left turn lane for each approach and 

fourth through lanes. 

Intersection #8 - Farmlngton Road 
• At-grade solutions would' provide very acceptable levels of service (LOS B) for 

current traffic. Although topography may lend Itself well to grade separations at this 
and other southern segment intersections, it would be prudent to put money into the 
northern intersections. 

• At-grade solutions will include an additional lane for the westbound approach and 
additional lane on the west side of the intersection to allow left and left/through lanes 
on the western approach. 

Intersection #9-MD 373 
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• The MD 210 HOV Feasibility Study stated that the existing park and ride in the 
northeast quadrant will be relocated. This needs to be confirmed. A Food Lion is 
under construction in this quadrant. 

• At-grade solutions will include the widening of the westbound approaches to allow- 
double left turn onto SB MD 210. 

• Substantial at-grade improvements are funded for construction at this intersection as 
part of a separate project to dualize MD 228 east of MD 210. 

• These ixnpxovemezits will be evalunted and further mndifications will be considered as 
part of this study, as warranted, 

. The SHA thanks the agencies for participating in this Interagency Field Review. This 
tour was beneficial for die group to get an introduction to the project and potential 
issues/improvement alternatives. If you should have any questions or comments, please contact 
Mark Radloff, the SHA Project Manager at (410) S4S-8S12, or toll free in Maryland at (800) 
548-5026. 
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MEMORANDUM. 

TO: Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

ATTN: Ms. Heather Mmphy 
Project Manager 

FROM: Joseph R. Kresslem ^ 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Divisxoa 

DATE: November 20,2000 CRevised from May 22,2000) 

BE: Contract No. PG221 All 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
1-95/1-495 to MD 228 

A jurisdictional wetland field delineation (TD) for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study took place on 
April 25 and April 28, with the U.S. Aimy Coips of Engineets (COE) and the Maiytand 
Department of the Environmcat (MDE) is attendance. A supplemental juriadietional delineation 
took placeiSirAugttsn witlrMDFin attendance. The purpose of the meetings was to complete 
the jurisdictional detennination (JD) for the entire MD 210 project area. 

The fiist meeting on April 25 included a review of the area adjacent to southbound MD 210. 
The following people attended: 

Heather Amide 
Barbara Allera-Sohlen 
Bob Bull 
Alex Dolgos 
Joe Hamilton 
George Harrison 
MarkLotz 
Jane Wagner 

SHA Project Planning Division 
SHA Environmental Programs 
Tlie Wilson T. Ballard Company (WTB) 
U.S. Army Coips of Engineers (COE) 
Maryland Dept of the Environment (MDE) 
U.S. Anny Coips of Engineets (COE) • 
The Wilson T. Ballard Company (WTB) 
SHA Project Planning Division 

My telophona number ft _______^___^___ 

Maryland Relay Servtea tor Impaired Hearing or SpMch 
)-800-735-2258 Slalawida Toll Fm 
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The review began at the northern end of the corridor and progressed along southbound MD 210. 
Comments and/or conclusions regarding each of the wetland areas are summarized as follows, 
with certain Waters of the U.S. locations addressed in accordance with any field comments 
noted- 

"Waters of the U.S, CB1 (Carey Branch) 

At the time of the field review, a connection between the Wilson Towers Apartments parking 
_ area and Oxon Hill Road, west of the apartments, was being considered which required a 

crossing of CB1. With the exact location and nature of the crossing unknown, George Harrison 
requested that the crossing be provided in a straight segment of the stream and with en alignment 
as close to perpendicular to the stream as possible. This proposed connection has been dropped 
from the MD 210 project since the time of the field review. 

South of Kerby Hill Road, the Carey Branch Stream channel moves closer to MD 210 and goes. 
through a box culvert that was constructed as part of a now abandoned roadway. South of this 
box culvert, the stream is parallel to and immediately adjacent to MD 210. The proposed 
videning of MD 210 under Alternative 5B or 5C would require relocation of approxinmtcly 600 
eet of the'stream channel, unless a retaining wall is constructed. 

Mr. Harrison stated the COB'S strong preference for a retaining wall at this location. In addition 
to alleviating the need for stream relocation, a wall could probably be designed in such a way as 
to remediate the exposed 12 inch ± water main along the stream channel. It was also concluded 
that there were several opportunities for stream, channel enhancement in this area, including 
removal of the box culvert to widen the channel, reduce velocities and correct its course; and 
removal of some large cobbles and slabs of concrete in the channel 

Mr. Harrison noted in general, that shading of Waters of the U.S. and wetlands will not be 
considered an impact with this project 

Wetland W-S2 

Accepted as flagged. 

Wetland W-S3A/Waters of the VS. CB7 

Wetland W-S3 A is part of a man-made stormwater management pond. The fenced area, 
preliminarily designated as entirely jurisdictional wetland, was largely re-designated as Waters 
of the U.S., with three small pockets remaining as a jurisdictional wetland. 

In the vicinity, of the Waters of the U.S./wetland system is a low-lying 10+ acre area that appears 
to have been excavated as a borrow pit at one time. The clear Consensus was that this is a prime 
area for wetland mitigation. 
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WTB will obtain additional topographic mappmg and submit mapping to SHA for additional 
studies (cg^ archeology). 

W-S3B 

Detennined not to be a wetland based on lack of hydric soils. 

oo 

W-S4A, S4B, S4C and S4P 

Accepted as flagged. 

BC-1 (West Side of MP 210) 

la conjunction with on option associated with the full diomond mterchango (Option C), vhich is 
being considered at Old Fort Road North, a lowered mainline grade (JS to 8 feet) is also being 
considered in order to reduce the steepness of the grade coming west off the overpass and better 
accommodate the entrance to the Livingston Square Shopping Center. Lowering the mnitiHm. 
MD 210 grade by 6 to 8 ieet at the pvopass would also require lowering of the invert of the 
(ributaiy to Broad Creek, both for the pipe under MD 210 and the outfall channel, ft appears that 
this stream channel is heavily silted, and water velocities and flow quantities are relatively low. 

Mr. Harrison stated that lowering a stream channel invert is undesirable in general However, it 
may be pennissible in this situation if an adequate case can be made for lowering the grade based 
on the safety benefit of reducing die grades on the overpass. 

An additional wetland area, to be designed wetland W-SSA, was found adjacent to the Broad 
Creek tributary west of MD 210. The boundary of this wetland principally follows the 50-foot 
contour. 

W-S5, Vf-S6 and W-S7 

Accepted as flagged. 

Concern was raised over the 80" diameter Tulip Popular just: south of Broad Creek. Every effort 
should be made to not impact this specimen tree. Although it appeals to be just beyond the 
limits of the taper for the Fort Washington Rood interdumge map the mainline widening 
grading may impact the tree unless a retaining wall is constructed. 

W-S8 

Accepted as flagged. 
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W-S9andW-S10 

COB representatives found wetlands more extensive in the southwest MD 210/Swan Creek Road 
quadrant than was indicated by the preliminary delineation flagging. Because of the inclemenl 
weather, it was decided not to re-woric the boundaries on this day, but wetland ecologists from 
WTB would re-evaluate the area prior to a follow-up COB for review. 

On April 27, this area was completely re-evaluated, including extensive soil probes, and was re- 
flagged to allow further review by COE representatives. Refer to the section below containing 
the minutes of the April 28 portion of the JD field review. 

w-sn 
Accepted as flagged. 

W-S12 

Accepted as flagged 

W-S13 

COE representatives directed that this area be expanded, generally to include additional area 
alongFaiiaingtori Road and some of Watera of the U.S. area PC-8. la the vicinity of W-S13 isa 
5+ acre old field area that may be considered as a potential wetland mitigation site. 

Day 2 of the JD Field Review occurred on April 28,2000. The following attended: 

Heather Ami'ck 
Bob Bull 
Alex Dolgos 
Joe Hamilton 
George Harrison 
Marie Lotz 
Heather Murphy 

SHA Project Plannmjj Division 
The Wilson T. Ballard Company 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Maryland Dept of the Environment 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
The Wilson T. Ballard Company 
SHA Project Planning Division 

W-S9aDdW-S10 

The second day began with an additional review of Wetlands W-S9 and W-S10, which had been 
re-flagged to include as wetland a larger portion of the southwest MD 210/S wan Creek 
intersection quadrant that had been preliminarily detennined. COE representatives agreed in 
general with new delineation; however, final boundary concurrence was withheld undl the  — 
boundaries could be surveyed, plotted on large-scale mapping and reviewed with a COE 
representative: WTB will proceed with surveying and plotting the re-flagged W-S9 and W-S 10 
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boundaries as soon as possible. The Sranmary/Follow-up section below contains a smnmary of 
the supplemental JD Field Review held for these wedand areas on August 1,2000. 

It appeals that there are no practical avoidance alternatives at this location; COE representatives 
requested that notes be put in die construction specifications prohibiting disturbance outside the 
footprint of the ramps, and the footprint of the ramps should be mimmized as much as possible. 

W-W1A 

Following the W-S9/W-S10 discussion, the second day JD review proceeded onto northbound 
MD 210 with the southem-most wetland, W-NlA. W-NlA was accepted as flagged. 

w-m,pc-7 
W-Nl was accepted as flagged. All agreed that the area around W-Nl provided an excellent 
potential wetland mitigation site. The mitigation site would be created by removing the unused 
600-foot long portion of the service road paving south of Chatsworth Drive, allowing the 
expansion of wetland W-Nl to fill in the 1+ acre area between MD 210 and the residential 
properties "along Jenkins Court South. 

Mr. Harrison used water courses in this area to describe how the distinction should be made 
between roadside drainage, Waters of the US. that are not.streams and Waters of the U.S. that 

. are streams. • Since the COE was in the process of .drafting new guidelines for Waters of the US., 
Lo be adopted later this year, Mr. Harrison stated his intention to research this issue with other 
COE staff and get back to SHA with some guidance. On June 14,2000, Mr. Paul Wettlaufer of 
the COE provided the following supplemental information to clarify these guidelines: • 

• ZMrcfies tliat connect at both ends to a water ofthe US.. Including wetlarub; are 
jurisdlctlonaL 

«    Ditches that do not connect to a water of the U.S. at both ends can also bejurisdictional 
provided they intercept groimdwaier and have an ordinary Mgh water mark 

• A ditch that Is constructed In a wetland remains a water of the U.S. (L e., tsfwisdtctional) 
provided a high water mark h stillprostnt. 

Based on the discussions in the field and the supplemental guidance, the limits of Waters of the 
U.S. PC7 were revised and scaled back considerably, as shown on Figure 19 of the JD Mapping 
Handout (Wetland Report Mapping). 

w-m 
This large wetland system associated with Piscataway Creek was accepted as flagged without 
detailed review since no impacts are anticipated. 
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W-NA 

Accepted as flagged. 

W-N3A,W-N3B 

Accepted as flagged. 

W-N4 

Boundaries were accepted as flagged. One option under consideration would have provided a 
right-in/right-out connection at MD 210/Aragona Boulevard and maintained a full connection 
between Aragona Boulevard and the service road. It was decided to drop this option fiom 
consideration based on the projected I.07-acre wedand impact that would have resultedLwithout 
substantial benefit in traffic operations. 

W-NBC/BC-Z • 

tvtinor adjustments were made to the boundary of W-NBC, expanding the area generally to the 
east No impacts to this wetland are anticipated. 

A substantial amount of review and discussion took place regarding Waters of the U.S. BC-2. 
The stream channel comprising BC-2 parallels MD 210 and would be impacted by the proposed 
ramp connecting the relocated Fort Washington Road overpass to northbound MD 210. Some, 
portions of the channel are concrete lined others are natural but incised, while others are in good 
condition. This area presents a good opportunity for stream enhancement COE representatives 
directed that this area be evaluated thoroughly. Ramp alignment shifts, retaining walls, reducing 
the number of stream crossings and providing velocity dissipaters should be among the stream 
protection measures considered. 

The idea of reconfiguring the interchange to eliminate the ramp in the northeast quadrant and 
replacing it with a loop in the southeast quadrant was discussed. It appears that this option 
would result in more right of way, woodland impacts and earthwork without eliminating all 
stream impacts. Mr. Harrison recommended that this option be addressed briefly in the 
document as. a. minimization measure, but dismissed for the above reasons. 

W-NBC2 

The boundary of this wetland, along Old Fort Road North was expanded to the west and south. 
No impacts to this wetland are anticipated unless it is decided to not displace the residence in the 
southeast quadrant of Ac intersection, in which case a driveway across the wetland would be 
required.   . 
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Accepted as flagged. 

CB-S 

Waters of the U.S. CB-5, a severely entrenched stream channel that will need to be culverted 
. with the Livingston Road/Kerby Hill Road interchange, was reviewed. This steam could offer 
limited enhancement opportunity. 

Summary/FoIlow-np 

At the conclusion of the field reviews, agency representatives declined the offer to discuss 
wetland functions and values and review data sheets that had been completed. 

On August 1, a supplemental JD review was held to reconcile the boundaries of. W-S9 and 
W-S10. Mr. Joe Hamilton of MDE was the only resource agency representative in attendance.. 
Mr. Hamilton concurred with the revised boundary, which had been re-flagged, based on 
tomments from the April, 2000 field reviews. The MD 210 Wetland Report mapping depicts the 
results of the wetland survey. 

If there are any additions or deletions to these minutes, please contact Ms. Heather Anticlc at 
410-545-8526. 

cc:      Attendees 
Mr.MarkDuvaH.SHA 
Mr. Greg Golden, DNR 
Ms. Jamie Stark, EPA 
Mr. Robert Zepp, USFWS 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

FROM: Joseph R. Kresslein J <K 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

DATE: August 13,2001 

SUBJECT:     Project No. PG221A11 
MD 210 Multi Modal Study 
From I-95/I-49S to north of MD 228 
Prince George's County 

RE: Minutes of July 20, 2001 Meeting with Maryland National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) Park Representatives 

A field meeting was held on July 20, to discuss issues pertaining to potontiol impacts to the 
Henson Creek Stream Valley Park and trail crossing of MD 210. The following people were in 
attendance: 

Heather Amick 
Marilyn Lewis 
Eileen Nivera 
MarkLotz 

SHA-PPD 
M-NCPPC 
M-NCPPC 
The Wilson T. Ballard Co. 

410-545-8526 
301-699-2574 
301-699-2522 
410-363-0150 

The following is a summary of the topics discussed. 

Other than the No-Build Alternative, there are basically two northbound options being 
considered at the Palmer Road/Livingston Road intersection with MD 210, both of which 
are grade separations with interchange ramps. The northbound side is the only side of the 
Henson Creek Stream Valley Park and trail that may be impacted by the interchange. 
Mainline widening associated with either Alternative 5B or 5C would necessitate some 
trail reconstruction on both sides of MD 210. Interchange Option A/B consists of a 
standard diamond configuration, and the ramp in the northeast quadrant results in a 0.11 

My telephone number la _ 

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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acre impact to the park. Option C/D places a loop ramp in the southeast quadrant of the 
interchange to accommodate the northbound merge while reducing the parV impact to 
0.01 acre and minimising wedtuid and floodplain impact In companson to OpSbn A7B. 
Although there is no preferred alternative or option at this time, it appears that Option 
C/D is not prudent in that it requires a left turn movement, a business displacement and a 
residential relocation not required with Option A/B. 

2. In the case of Alternative 5B or 5C combined with Option A/B, MD 210 would need to 
be widened. In addition, a ramp would need to be constructed over Henson Creek and 
the parallel trail on the east side of MD 210. The existing mainline MD 210 bridges, 
which are individual northbound and southbound structures that were constructed at 
different times with differing designs, are proposed to be widened rather than 
reconstructed. Althougji 12 feet is the desired underclearance for multi-use (including 
equestrian) trails such as this, the existing MD 210 bridges have an underclearance of 7 to 
8 feet over the trail. The proposed northbound ramp has been developed in the 
alternatives evaluation stage with a 10-foot minimum underclearance at the trail. 

3. The Henson Creek trail is known to be heavily used. M-NCPPC representatives. 
requested that trail closures during construction be kept to a minimum, while ensuring the 
safety of trail users. If closure is required during construction, reopening the trail on 
weekends should be considered. It was requested that SHA coordinate with M-NCPPC 
regarding any needed trail closures so that M-NCPPC can provide adequate signing or 
other notification of trail closure schedules. 

4. The area under the span between the northern abutment and pier, where the trail is 
located, is also an overbank area of the stream where there has been considerable silt 
accumulation. M-NCPPC representatives requested that SHA consider cleaning out the 
silt during construction and evaluate measures to permanently avoid silting, such as 
armoring the banks. It was also requested that any scuppers currently draining directly 
onto the trail be diverted when construction takes place. 

5. To help ensure that these design and maintenance issues are properly addressed during 
and after construction, Marilyn Lewis will determine the parties responsible for 
maintenance of the trail area under the bridge and provide the information to Heather 
Amick. 

6. Due to the additional width of the bridge, lighting may be required. 

7. The existing trail appears to be approximately 8 feet in width. M-NCPPC requested that 
SHA consider a 10-foot width in the areas to be reconstructed. 
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8.  This memo will be included in the Comments and Coordination section of the Final 
F.nviromnental Impact Statement 
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Ms. Heather B. Amick, SHA-PPD 
Mr. Dennis M. Atkins, SHA-PPD 
Ms. Caryn Brookman, FHWA 
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Ms. Marilyn Lewis, MD-NCPPC 
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Ms. Eileen Nivera, MD-NCPPC 

^ 

^ 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Partis N. Glendedrig • 
Qovemor 

John D. Porcarl 
Secretary 
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Administrator 

Site P15 - Parker Farm (5 acres +) 

Pros: 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

ATTN: 

FROM: 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Site PIS is considered the best potential mitigation site by all agencies. 
The site is adjacent to the floodplain of Piscataway Creek. 
Development pressure is apparent given a new subdivision to the east. 
The Maryland- National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) owns the 
floodplain to the east, and this site couid be expanded, preserving the riparian corridor. 
Tile drains have been installed in the center of the field. 

tMr. Den . Dennis Atkins 
Project Manager 

Joseph R. Kresslein J'"" • 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

Cons: 
• Grading could be extensive if the site is maximized. SHA should work with the existing 

landform and consider water budget in sizing the site. 
• Cultural resources may be an issue given the low terrace landscape position along 

Piscataway Creek. 

Site Tl - Steed Road (2 acres +) 

DATE: December 10,2001 

RE: Contract No. PG221A11 

$ 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
I-95/I-495 to MD 228 

to Wetland Mitigation Site Evaluation t- 

Pros: 

Cons: 

This recently abandoned pasture is adjacent to the floodplain of Tinkers Creek. 
A good reference wetland site exists nearby on the south side of Steed Road. 

Six potential wetland mitigation sites have been identified for the MD 210 Multi-Modal project 
(see attached list of sites). The sites were field reviewed on August 23,2001 by the COB and 
EPA, and on September 18,2001 by MDE. The following people attended the field reviews: 

Attendees 
Heather Amick- 
JackDinne 
Joe Hamilton 
Todd Nichols 
Barbara Rudnick 

• The site is owned by M-NCPPC and unlikely to be developed. The.project team will 
investigate the status of this site with M-NCPPC. 

• Early successional woody vegetation is established already and it may be best to let 
natural reforestation continue. 

Site P3 A/B-WhiteFarm (2 acres +) 

Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) 410-545-8526 
US Army Corps of Engineers (C.OE) 410-962-6005 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) 410-631-8042 
SHA 410-545-8628 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 205-824-3322 

Pros: 

Site P-14, which is located within existing right-of-way for MD 210, was previously iuspeuted 
by the COE and MDE, and was not included in this field review. The COB, EPA, and MDE 
agree that all six sites should be retained for additional evaluations, in consideration of the 
following agency comments/observations: 

My tetephorm number Is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-B0O-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

• The farm is for sale. Development pressure is apparent 
• It is adjacent to the floodplain of Piscataway Creek 
• SHA could include, preservation of wooded riparian corridor with wetland creation. 

Cons: 
a   Utility constraints exist with the overhead power line. 
• The site is comprised of two small fields rather than one larger site. 

Site BB1 - Lusby Farm (2 acres +) 

Pros: 
• This active pasture could be restored to wooded riparian corridor along Burch Branch 

floodplain. 

V 



Cons: 
Extent of existing emergent wetlands could limit usefulness of site for wetland creation. 
Overhead power line constraints exist 

Site PI - Sherwood Forest (2 acres +) 

Pros: 

to 

• The site has a good potential to provide water quality benefit It may be best to 
compensate for stream impacts. 

• The area used to be a farm pond; it is currently surrounded by a subdivision. 

Cons: 
• County may have plans to construct a stormwater management pond on this site. The 

project team will verify the status. 
• Existing wetlands in several swales provide water quality benefit. 

General Comments 

• Stream impacts will be extensive for MD 210 project (see Attached Summary of Stream 
Impact Chart). The Final Environmental Impact Statement must include mitigation for 
wetland and stream impacts. At the request of the agencies. SHA lias initiated a stream 
restoration site search. Once potential sites have been identified an interagency field 
meeting will be scheduled to assess the sites and discuss mitigation strategies. 

• Mitigation will be required for impacts to perennial and intermittent streams. Ephemeral 
channels or ditches may not require mitigation. 

• SHA should propose a mitigation package that addresses all wetland and waterway 
impacts and submit the package for agencies to review and comment 

If there are any additions or deletions to these minutes, please contact Ms. Heather Amick at 
410-545-8526. 

c 
3 a 
£ 
<4S 

O 

8 

Attendees 
Mr. Dennis M. Atkins, SHA 
Ms. Mary Barse 
Ms. Caryn Brookman, FHWA 
Ms: Emily Burton, SHA 
Ms. Elizabeth Cole, MHT 
Mr. Greg Golden, DNR 
Ms. Mary Huie, FHWA 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, SHA 
Mr. John Nichols, NMFS 
Mr. William Schultz, USFWS 

(w/attachments) 
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MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
SUMMARY OF STREAM IMPACTS (LF) 

ID 
Resource/ Impact 
Type 

Altl 
AltSA 
Optl 

AltSA 
Opt 2 

AltSB 
Optl 

AltSB 
Opt 2 

AltSC 
Optl 

AltSC 
Opt 2 

CB1 Carey Branch 0 270 270 290 290 290 290 

Pipe Extension (Per.) 0 270 270 290 290 290 290 

CB2 Unnamed Tributary 0 0 0 640 640 640 640 

Relocation (Per.) 0 0 0 190 190 190 190 

Relocaticra (Eph.) 0 0 0 415 415 415 415 

Pipe ract (Eph.) 0 0 0 35 35 35 35 

CB3 Unnamed Tributary 0 0 0 60 60 60 60 

Pipe Extension (Int.) 0 0 0 60 60 60 60 

CBS Unnamed Tributary 0 220 220 220 220 220 220 

Pipe Extension (Per.) 0 220 220 220 220 220 220 

HC1 Henson Creek 0 80 80 95 95 120 120 

Pipe Extension (Per.) 0 40 40 35 35 .   60 60 

Bridge (Per.) 0 40 40 60 60 60 60 

HCZ Unnamed Tributary 0 0 0 1,120 1,120 0 0 

Relocation (Per.) 0 0 0 1,120 1,120 0 0 

HC4 Unnamed Tributary 0 0 0 120 120 120 120 

Relocation (Per.) 0 0 0 120 
....... 

120 120 120 

ID 
Resource/ Impact 
Type 

Altl 
AltSA 
Optl 

AltSA 
Opt 2 

AltSB 
Optl 

AltSB 
Opt 2 

AltSC 
Optl 

AltSC 
Opt 2 

HC5 Unnamed Tributary 0 460 460 500 500 450 450 

Relocation (to.) 0 390 390 430 430 390 390 

Pipe Ext (to.) 0 70 70 70 70 60 60 

HM1 Hunter's Mill Creek 0 30 30 40 4U 40 40 

Pipe Extension (Per.) 0 30 30 40 40 40 40 

HM2 Unnamed Tributary 0 30 355 20 330 30 520 

Relocation (Int.) 0 0 325 0 310 0 490 

Pipe Ext (to.) 0 30 30 20 20 30 30 

BC1 Broad Creek 0 30 500 140 500 140 500 

Relocation (Per.) 0 0 250 0 250 0 250 

Pipe Ext. (Per.) 0 30 250 140 250 140 250 

BC2 0 1,410 2,955 1,935 3,030 2,125 2,985 

Relocation (Per.) 0 110 850 260 850 450 850 

Pipe Ext (Per.) 0 50 25 75 80 75 45 

Relocation (to.) 0 0 310 0 310 0 310 

Relocation (Eph.) 0 1,200- -   1720 1,550 1,720 1,550 1,720 

Pipe Rxt (Eph) 0 50 50 50 70 50 60 

BC3 Unnamed Tributary 0 1,810 850 2,060 2,150 1,990 2,140 



# # 9 

n> Resource/Impact 
Type 

Altl 
AltSA 
Optl 

AltSA 
Opt 2 

Alt SB 
Optl 

Alt SB 
Opt 2 

AltSC 
Optl 

AltSC 
Opt 2 

Pipe Bxt (lot) 0 20 280 50 300 50 290 

Relocation (Eph.) 0 1,760 460 1.910 1,740 1,910 1,740 

Pipe Ext (Eph.) 0 30 110 100 110 30 110 

BC4 Unnamed Tributary 0 40 0 40 40 50 50 

Pipe Ext. CPer.) 0 40 0 40 40 50 50 

BCS Unnamed Tributary 0 20 0 30 30 20 20 

Pipe Ext (Per.) 0 0 30 30 20 20 20 

BC(5 Unnamed Tributary 0 0 1,580 230 1480 230 1,580 

Relocation CPer.) 0 0 1,180 0 1,180 0 1,180 

Pipe Rxt (Per.) 0 0 0 80 0 80 0 

Relocation (Eph.) 0 0 400 150 400 •   150 400 

BC7 Unnamed Tributary 0 30 40 80 80 80 80 

Pipe Ext. (Per.) 0 30 40 40 40 40 40 

Pipe Ext (Eph.) 0 0 0 40 40 4Q 40 

BCS Unnamed Tributary 0 0 0 30 30 30 30 

Pipe Ext (Per.) 0 0 0 30 30 30 30 

BC9 Unnamed Tributary 0 0 40 30 40 30 40 

Pipe Ext. (Eph.) 0 0 40 30 40 30 40 

ID 
Resource/ Impact 
Type 

Altl 
AltSA 
Optl 

AltSA 
Opt 2 

Alt SB 
Optl 

AltSB 
Opt 2 

AltSC 
•  Opt.l 

AltSC 
Opt 2 

BC10 Unnamed Tributary 0 0 90 0 90 0 90 

Pipe Ext (Per.) 0 0 90 0 90 0 90 

PCI Piscataway Creek 0 0 0 40 40 40 40 

Bridge Ext (Per.) 0 0 0 40 40 40 40 

PC2 Unnamed Tributary 0 0 0 100 100 100 100 

Relocation (Per.) 0 0 0 60 60 60 60 

Pipe Ext (Per.) 0 0 0 40 40 40 40 

PC3 Unnamed Tributary 0 0 0 .370 370 370 370 

Relocation (Per.) 0 0 0 60 60 60 60 

Pipe Ext. (Per.) 0 0 0 160 160 160 160 

Relocation (Int) 0 0 0 50 50 50 50 

Relocation (Eph.) 0 0 0 100 100 100 100 

PC4 Unnamed Tributary 0 0 1,390 2,080 1,940 2,080 2,140 

Pipe Ext (Per.). 0 0 100 0 0 0 60 

Relocation (Int.) 0 0 320 320 320 320 320 

Relocation (Eph.) 0 0 970 1760 1620 1760 1760 

PCS Unnamed Tributary 0 0 0. 830 830 830 830 

  
Relocation (Eph.) 0 0 0 830 830 830 830 
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ID 
Resource/ Impact 
Type 

Altl 
AltSA 
Optl 

AltSA 
Opt 2 

Alt SB 
Optl 

Alt SB 
Opt 2 

AltSC 
Optl 

AltSC 
Opt 2 

PC7 Unnamed Tributary 0 0 180 1,660 1,660 1,660 1,660 

Relocation (Per.) 0 0 180 1,660 1,660 1,660 1,660 

PCS Unnamed Tributary 0 300 770 770 770 770 770 

Relocation (Per.) 0 300 770 770 770 770 770 

PC9 Unnamed Tributary 0 0 0 340 340 340 340 

Pipe Ext (Per.) 0 0 0 50 50 50 50 

Relocation (Eph.) 0 0 0 260 260 260 260 

Pipe Ext (Eph.) 0 0 0 30 30 30 30 

PC11 Unnamed Tributary 0 20 0 130 130 130 130 

Relocation (Eph.) 0 20 0 130 130 130 130 

PC12 Unnamed Tributary 0 220 0 410 410 220 220 

Relocation (Eph.) 0 220 0 410 410 220 220 

WS9 Unnamed Tributary 0 10 30 50 20 50 20 

Pipe Ext (Per.) 0 10 30 SO 20 50 20 

WS10 Unnamed Tributary 0 20 50 50 50 SO 50 

Pipe Ext. (Per.) 0 20 50 50 50 50 50 

n> Resource/ Impact 
Type 

Altl 
AltSA 
Optl 

AltSA 
Opt 2 

Alt SB 
Optl 

Alt SB 
Opt 2 

AltSC 
Optl 

AltSC 
Opt 2 

Total Waters Affected 0 5,000 9,890 14,510 17,645 13,305 16,645 

Relocation (Per.) Total 0 410 3,230 4,240 6,260 3,310 5,140 

Relocation (Int) Total 0 390 1,345 800 1,420 760 1,560 

Relocation (Eph.) Total 0 3,200 3,550 7,515 7,625 7,325 7,575 

Pipe Ext. (Per.) Total 0 760 1,145 1,370 1,465 ' 1,395 1415 

Pipe Ext (Int.) Total 0 120 380 200 450 200 440 

Pipe Ext (Eph.) Total 0 80 200 285 325 215 315 

Bridge Ext (Per.) Total 0 40. 40 100 100 100 100 
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Secretary 
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Administrator 

MKMORANDUM 

TO: 

ATTN: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

"~C19 2 
ONJ.BAL 

-fir 

h 
DEC 1 9 2002 

'flBWaCNT. BAltAW) CO. ^w 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineeiing 

Mr. Dennis Atkins 
Project Manager 

Joseph R. Kresslein -J^- 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

December 16,2002 

Contract No. PG221 All 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 

. I-95/I-495toMD228 
Stream Mitigation Site Search 

An agency field review was held to visit potential stream mitigation sites for the MD 210 Multi- 
Modal Study. The sites were field reviewed on July 22,2002 and August 14,2002. The 
following people attended the field reviews: 

#» 
(V 

f* 

Attendees - July 22, 
Prakash Dave 

^orfteingnt; 
JackDinne 
Greg Golden 
Dale Hamel 
Don Herring 

MaiyHuie 
Keith Kucharek 
Karen Moreland 
John Nichols 
Barbara Rudnick 
Robert E. Shreeve 
Beverly. Warfield 

2002 
SHA-Bridge Hydraulics Division 410-545-8355 
Wilspin-TTBaUardflnc 410-363-0150 
U.S.'Anny Corps of Engineers 410-962-6005 
MD Department'pf Natural Resources 410-260-8334 
Prince George's County DPW 301-499-8515 
MD National Capital Park & Planning Commission 301-699-2574 
(M-NCPPC) 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 703-519-9800 
SHA-Highway Hydraulics Division 410-545-8792 
Prince George's County DPW 301-499-8507 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 410-226-5771 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 205-824-3322 
SHA-Environmental Programs Division 410-545-8644 
P.O. County Department of Environmental 301-883-5838 
Resources 

My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
1-95/1-495 to MD 228 
Page Two 

Chuck Weinkam Coastal Resources, Inc. 410-956-9000 

Attendees - August 14,2002 
Heather Amick SHA-Project Planning Division 410-545-8526 
Steve Hurt MD Department of the Environment (MDE) 410-537-3768 
BiUSchultz U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 410-573-4536 
Chuck Weinkam Coastal Resources, Inc. 410-956-9000 

Two potential stream mitigation sites have been identified for the MD 210 project. Site H-l is 
Carey Branch from Wilson Bridge Drive to its confluence with the Henson Creek. The total 
distance of this potential site is approximately 4,500 linear feet The Carey Branch site could be 
divided into several different sites with only SHA implementing those needed to fulfill the final 
mitigation requirement Site P-l is at Potomac Airfield along Tinkers Creek south of Steed 
Road. This site is approximately 2,000 linear feet (If). It consists of an incised channel with 
unstable streambanks that are nearly vertical in some areas. 

Site H-l - Carey Branch at MD 210 

Pros: 
Site H-l is located along MD 210 and close to proposed impact areas. 
This site offers several options, including (in order of decreasing priority): 
1. Correction of scour pool at downstream end of concrete channel (200 If). 
2. Stabilization of strcambank erosion, removal of channel constriction at old road 

crossing, and protection of exposed utility line between Kerby Hill Road and MD 210 
(400 If). 

3. Removal of concrete-lined channel between MD 210 and Henson Creek that 
potentially provides additional flood storage and an expanded riparian zone (1,500 If). 

4. Reconfiguration of the double-cell structure under MD 210 to facilitate fish passage 
(2001f). 

5. Removal of the large concrete-lined channel between Wilson Bridge Drive and Kerby 
Hill Road and restoration of a natural channel and functional floodplain through this 
area (2,200 If). 

Concrete removal-appears to be beneficial if flooding concerns can be answered through 
detailed hydraulics and hydrology studies at the final design stage. 
The scour pool at the downstream end of Carey Branch is a long-term problem that was 
documented in the 1985 Henson Creek Watershed Study. NMFS also would like to see 
this project completed to expand the spawning habitat for anadromous fish species. 

Cons: 
There is a certain level of risk inherent in working with a stream as close to structures as 
the Wilson Bridge Drive channel restoration project would necessitate (FWS). To a 



Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
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lesser degree, the same concerns are present with the concrete-lined channel downstream 
of MD 210 that also borders an apartment complex. 

•    Concrete removal and grading could be expensive for the Wilson Bridge Drive channel 
with little habitat gain (FWS). 

Site P-l - Potomac Airfield on Tinkers Creek 

Pros: 
Project was liked by all attendees based on obvious need to stop severe bank erosion. 
Project may be able to create a riparian buffer where none now exists if conflicts with 
airport operations can be avoided. 
Open field with easy construction access and staging. 
Site is privately owned by an owner anxious to cooperate. M-NCPPC recommended this 
site as it helps to crests a cuntiguous cumdor with other properties they own along 
Tinkers Creek. 

Cons: 
Full scope of work will not be determined until full geomorphic assessment has been 
conducted in highway design. 

o o 
FoUow-Up 

The section of Carey Branch north of the Kerby Hill Road culvert has been dropped fiom 
mitigation consideration due to potential problems with flooding and erosion. The project team 
will be in contact with the agencies regarding proposed mitigation concepts within the next few 
months. 

The above information represents a summary of the essential discussion points of the field 
review. If any information is incorrect, or if any additions or deletions to these minutes are 
required, please contact Heather Amick at 410-545-8526. 

Attendees 
Mr. Dennis M. Atkins, SHA-PPD 
Mr. Todd Nichols, SHA-EPD 
Ms. Elizabeth Cole, MIIT 
Ms.MaryHuie,FHWA 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, SHA-PPD 

MT> 210 Mitigation Site Search 

BACKGROUND 

Based on current impact estimates for the project, it is anticipated that mitigation will 
need to be provided for approximately 3.7 acres of wetland impacts. Replacement ratios 
for unavoidable wetland impacts are based on the Maryland Compensatory Guidance 
(1994) and agency coordination on a project-by-project basis, but impacts are generally 
mitigated according to the following ratios: 

forested wetlands - 
scrub/shrub wetlands • 
emergent wetlands - 

2:1 (i.e., 2 acres created for each acre impacted) 
2:1 
1:1 

The impacted areas are a mix of forested, scrub/shrub and emergent wetlands, however, 
for the purposes of the site search, it has been assumed that 2 acres of wetland may need 
to be created for each acre impacted. Therefore, it is assumed that at least 7.4 acres of 
mitigation will be required for the project. Ideally, 5.7 acres will need to occur in the 
IIcnson/Broad Creek watershed and 1.7 acres in the Piscataway Creek watershed. To 
ensure that adequate mitigation acreage is located, the search aims to identify at least 10 
acres that would be suitable for the creation of nontidal wetlands. 

The watersheds in which the project impacts will occur have undergone a long-term 
transition from a landscape dominated by farmland to one dominated by urban and 
suburban development During this transition, many of the open lands have been 
developed, while the stream valleys have reverted to forested riparian areas. Many of 
these riparian areas are under long-term protection as stream valley parks, particularly 
along the main-stem of Henson Creek and Piscataway Creek tributaries such as Tinkers 
Creek. Because of current land use in the watersheds to be searched, it is anticipated that 
the search will need to be particularly thorough to meet the mitigation goals of the 
project 

METHODOLOGY 

A mitigation site search has been initiated within the Henson/Broad Creek and 
Piscataway Creek watersheds to identify potential mitigation sites for proposed impacts 
to wetlands from the MD 210 Improvement Project Mitigation planning for unavoidable 
wetland impacts is being carried out in accordance with the sequencing guidelines 
presented in the Maryland Compensatory Mitigation Guidance (1994). The goal of the 
search is to locate sites with the highest potential for wetland creation or restoration with 
emphasis on "in-kiud" replacement first on-sitc and then williin the sub-watershed of 
impact or larger watershed if on-site locations are not available. Although the search is in 
its initial phases, the search methodology has been developed to provide a thorough 
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review of potential sites. The primary step's in completing the seaifch are summarized in 
Table 1, and discussed in more detail below. 

Table 1: Primary Steps in Completing the Mitigation Site Search 

Review of existing data on impacted wetlands, including their functions 
and values. 
Review of existing mitigation site searches in the impacted watersheds to 
locate any suitable sites that may have already been identified. 
Desktop iuveutories uf pulcntial sites using available resource mapping 
of the impacted watersheds including aerial photographs, soil surveys, 
topographic mapping and MDNR wetland mapping,  
Preliminary windshield level field surveys to verify land cover, landscape 
position and sources of hydrology and narrow list of sites. 

I 5.    Property owner identification and access requests for suitable sites,  
\6.    Field investigation of soil types, depth to groundwater and/or availability 

of surface water inputs, estimated cut required and potential constraints. 
Presentation of most feasible sites to regulatoiy agencies for concurrence;. 
Negotiations with landowner to acquire top-ranked sites. 

In recent years, a number of mitigation site searches have been undertaken in portions of 
the Henson and Piscataway Creek watersheds for impacts from improvements along the 
MD 5 corridor and for the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Replacement Project The initial 
phase of the mitigation search, which is currently underway, will review the 
documentation from these previous searches to determine if any suitable sites were 
identified that have not already been utilized for mitigation. Although most of the sites 
investigated in the previous searches were found to be technically unsuitable for 
mitigation, a number of the sites, particularly those investigated for the Woodrow Wilson 
Bridge project, may have been dropped due to the specific functional replacement goals 
of the search. Size or other constraints that are not applicable under the current search 
may also have precluded a site from consideration that would be suitable for the MD 210 
project. Based on preliminary review, it appears that at least four sites that were 
considered and dropped in the other searches warrant further review. 

In addition to reviewing previous mitigation site search-reports, additional sites will be 
identified using the Natural Resource Conservation Service Soil Survey for Prince 
George's County, USGS topographic maps, digital Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources (MDNR) wetland inventoiy maps, digital ortho quarter quads (DOQQ) and 
aerial infrared photographs. The search will emphasize sites that are: 

•   non-forested, adjacent to streams or existing wetlands, 

• have hydric soils or soils with hydric inclusions, 
• in a topographically low landscape position, with slopes less than 3%, 
• require less than 5 feet of cut to obtain adequate hydrology, and 
• a minimum of 5 acres in size so that a minimum 2 acres of actual wetland 

creation area is feasible. 

A summary roster ofall of the sites will then be developed listing the site identifier, site 
location, name of adjacent stream, underlying soils, watershed, and potential acreage of 
created wetlands. A preliminary map of each site will also be prepared. Two potential 
sites have already been identified adjacent to the project site by the SHA during agency 
field reviews. These sites, as well as those identified in previous searches will be 
included on the site roster. 

Using the roster of sites and site maps, each of the candidate sites will be reviewed from 
public roadways to confirm land cover observed on the aerial photos. This step is 
especially important in the rapidly developing watersheds of the study area where land 
cover can change quickly over time. A digital photographic record will be maintained of 
each site. Following this review, the roster will be revised and sites will be ranked to 
eliminate any unacceptable sites. Rankings will be based on the following factors: 

• Technical feasibility - existing site conditions conducive to wetland 
creation including adequate hydrology, potential for poorly drained soils 
and a low-lying landscape position; 

• Potential mitigation acreage - area of the site available for creation; 
• Site constraints - factors limiting the viability of the site from a logistical 

or cost perspective including present land use, presence of utilities, and 
ease of access. 

• Functional replacement value - ability of the site to meet the specific 
functional replacement goals of the project upon completion. 

Research will then be conducted using County land records for the reduced candidate list 
to determine property ownership. At that time, property access requests can be prepared 
to further evaluate the viability of the remaining sites in the field. 

Upon authorization from landowners, field analysis will be conducted to evaluate soils 
and depth to groundwater with a hand auger, assess the potential for additional surface 
hydrology from adjacent wetlands and streams, estimate the amount of cut required for 
wetland creation and provide further documentation on constraints and functional 
replacement value. Following field analysis, sites will again be ranked. The most viable 
sites, typically no more than five, will then be presented to the resource agencies during a 
field review for concurrence with SHA's evaluations of the sites' ability to satisfy 
mitigation requirements for the project Agency recommendations will then be factored 
into the ranking procedures to develop a hierarchy of sites to pursue negotiations with 
landowners. 



All mitigation activities will be earned in accordance with federal and state regulations. 
Coordination has been initiated and will be maintained with the USACOE, MDE and 
other agencies to ensure awareness of project developments and compliance with 
regulatory requirements concerning wetland impacts and mitigation throughout the 
planning process. 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 
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Robert L. EtirUcli, Jr., Gtawmor 
Mictmd a Steele,i(. Governor 

Robert L. Flanagan. Seoretaay 

O 

Adiiitaliilmtkin O v 
MARYLAND DEMRTMENT OF TfWNSPOfrrmoN 

April 4,2003 

RE:     ProjectNo. PG221A11 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
Prince George's County, Maiylaad 

Mr. Paul Wettlaufer 
Transportation Program Manager 
U.S. Aimy Corps of Engineers 
Baltimore District (CENB-OP-RT) 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore MD 21203 

Attention: Mr. JackDinne 

Dear Mr. Wettlaufer: 

The purpose of this letter is to confirm that an Jtateragency/SHA Field Meeting has been 
scheduled for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Project on April 22. The purpose of the field meeting is 
to discuss issues related to potential commitments in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
and the Joint Federal/State Wetlands permit 

The meeting will begin at 9:00 AM. at file Park and Ride lot on Oxon Hill Road in 
Prince George's County (see attached map). We will then proceed to tour the project area, 
stopping at pertinent areas of interest throughout the corridor. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Environmental Manager, Heather Amick, at 
410-545-8526 or toll free at 1-866-527-5026. 

Voy truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Mr. Paul Wettlaufer 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
Page Two 

Josepb R I Rres^lem 
Assistant Di-^on Chief 
Project Planning Division 

Enclosure 

cc: Ms. 
Ms. 
Mr. 
Ms. 
Mr. 
Ms. 
Ms. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Ms. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Ms. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Ms. 
Mr. 

Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA-OED 
Heather Amick, SHA-PPD 
Dennis M. Atkins, SHA-PPD 
Sara Blumenthal, NPS 
Kenneth Briggs, SHA-OHD 
Lisa Choplin, SHA-OHD 
Elizabeth Cole, MHT 
Prakash Dave. SHA-OBD 
Andrew Der.MDE 
Greg Golden, DNR 
Bruce Grey, SHA-PPD 
MaryHuie,FHWA 
Steve Hurt, M/TA (for MDE) 
Joseph Kresslcin, SHA-PPD 
Keith Kucharek, SHA-OHD 
MarkLotz,WTB 
Paul Matys, SHA-OBD  . 
Kirk McClelland, SHA-OBD 
John Nichols, NMFS 
Barbara Rudnick, EPA 
Bill Schultz, USFWS 
Glenn Vaughn, SHA-OBD 
Chisa Winstead, SHA-PPD 
David Whitaker, MDP 

w/enclosure 
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SNA 
StateMiwav 
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I Robert L. FTanaCBn, Saentary 
NoO J. Pedtntn, Adrrtnistralor 

JUL 1 8 2D03 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engmecring 

MaikD. Lotz 
Project Mauager 
Project Planning Division 

THE X-\\J.V.iH T r>Al .1 Ai-' 11 CO. 
BY  

s 

July 14,2003 

SUBJECT:    Project No. PG221 Al 1 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
Agency Field Review to Evaluate Proposed Structures 
and Stream Impacts/Mitigation 

A field meeting for the MD 210 project was held on April 22,2003. The purpose of the meeting 
was to review areas involving possible stream relocation, stream channel lining changes, stream 
crossings or other major structures (e.g., retaining walls) to verify that the scope of engineering 
and environmental analysis has been sufficient to complete alternative selection and final 
environmental documentation under the streamlined process. The following individuals 
attended: 

Name 

Barbara Allera-Bohlen 

Heather Amick 
Caryn Brookman 
Lisa Choplin 
Piakash Dave 
Joe Dement 
Jack Dmnc 
Keith Kucharek 

keHhchings 
veHurt 

:Lotz 

Reoresenttng 

State Highway Administration (SHA) - Environmental 
Programs Division 
SHA - Project Planning Division 
Federal Highway Administration 
SHA - Highway Design Division (HDD) 
SHA- Office of Bridge Development 
The Wilson T. Ballard Company (WTB) 
U.S. Anny Corps of Engineeis (ACOE) 
SHA - Community Design Division 
ACOE 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
WTB 

Representing 

SHA - Bridge Design Division 
SHA - Office of Highway Development 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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Name 

Paul Matys 
Kirk McClelland 
John Nichols 
Barbara Rudnick 
Bill Schultz 

Introduction 

Following introductions. Heather Amick distributed project mapping and discussed the purpose 
of the meeting and the project schedule. The draft Selected Alternative and Conceptual 
Mitigation Package was distributed to the agencies in June, with a presentation scheduled for the 
July Interagency Review Meeting. The FEIS will be finalized this fall, with Location Approval 
anticipated in early 2004. 

Heather summarized the proposed wetland and stream mitigation sites. As a result of prior 
coordination with agency representatives, Tinkers Creek on the Potomac Airfield property has 
been identified as the selected stream mitigation site and the Parker Farm property has been 
identified as the selected wetland mitigation site. 

The following is a summary of the areas visited, the issues discussed at each area and direction 
for follow-up action (if any) at each location: 

Location 1: Segment of Carey Branch just south of Kerbv Hill Road 
toocs/Discusalon: 

•        Ma^ Lotz summarized some of the background issues in this segment: 

o   This segment is just south of the concrete-lined segment of stream behind the 
Brookside Park Condominiums and Wilson Towers Apartments that was 
previously identified as a potential stream mitigation site. Due to SHA and 
agency concerns this site was dropped from consideration for stream 
mitigation. 

o   This segment of Carey Branch is characterized by poor channel definition and 
substantial erosion. The stream has migrated close to the existing edge of 
MD 210, exposing some un^ergibund utilities. An abandoned box culvert 
remains that once accommodated ^riveway access to a property west of the 
stream. Agency comments from the Wetland Jurisdictional (JD) Field Review 
encouraged "cleaning up" this area as part of the MD 210 projectrnscluding 
providing better channelization and removal of the box culvert. The 
environmental agencies reiterated the request that SHA should:improve tins 

My telephone ntunber/toQ-free munber U _ 
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reach of stream at the field meeting. This mitigation would be considered in- 
land 1:1 mitigation for this reach of Carey Branch. The approximate impact is 
1200 linear feet with the preferred alternative. Therefore, the same amount of 
in-kind mitigation would be accomplished at this location, 

o    A future service road may be considered in this area by developers to provide 
access from Kerby Hill Road to the proposed Henson Square development 
All of the MD 210 widening, potential noise barriers and stream relocation 
(including potential future widening for additional lanes or transit), would fit 
within the 110 foot of ROW proposed without requiring any ROW from the 
Indian Hill Manor community, however, ROW from the community may be 
required should (he future developer service road be constructed. There 
appears to be about a 75-foot buffer between the existing ROW line and the 
edge of the parking lot for this town home community; therefore, some ROW 
acquisition may be possible without substantially impacting the community. 
Any ROW acquisition beyond that needed to accomplish the potential stream 
relocation associated with the on-ramp for southbound MD 210 would be the 
responsibility of the developer and would only be included in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) in the Secondary and Cumulative 
Effects Analysis should a development plan be submitted. 

• The general consensus was that this segment of stream can be culverted (as opposed 
to bridged) under the proposed ramps connecting MD 210 to/from Kerby Hill Road. 
Bill Schultz stated that this is not a prime habitat area. The environmental agencies 
requested the removal of the old culvert under existing Kirby Hill Rd and to try and 
daylight as much of the stream as possible . 

• Paul Matys and Prakash Dave requested that the mapping and other documentation 
associated with the SHA-Selected Alternative remain flexible as to the type and shape 
of proposed culvert, but should acknowledge the likely requirement that the invert be 
depressed. 

• General channel stabilization and restoration of riparian shading should be made part 
of any work through this area. 

• Consideration should be given to placing the proposed noise wall (if warranted) along 
the shoulder in this area because of the limited space that will be available between 
MD 210 and the townhome community to fit all potential elements (i.e., acceleration 
lane, stream relocation, developer service road, and noise barrier). 

Follow-np Activities: 
«   Detennine the status of the Henson Square development to get a feel for the tuning of 

a potential developer-constructed service road in relation to the MD 210 project 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
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Location 2: Palmer/Livingston Road - Henson Creek and Golf Driving Ranee 
Issues/Discussion: 

• Impacts to the driving range were discussed, but the agency representatives did not' 
raise any concerns, as it primarily involves right-of-way and structures issues. 

• The group discussed in detail matters related to the proposed improvements at the 
MD 210 crossing of Henson Creek, consisting of complete bridge reconstruction to 
widen MD 210 to allow for six lanes plus an auxiliary lane southbound, a new bridge 
for the northbound ramp, and a new hiker/biker trail bridge to provide a connection 
from Livingstoft Road to the existing Henson Creek Stream Valley Park trail. 

• Agency representatives were concerned over construction methods and maintenance 
of traffic (MOT). Paul Matys stated that MOT could probably be achieved in three 
stages. John Nichols stated that the National Marine Fisheries Service would oppose 
the use of explosives. 

• At first inspection of the plans, it appeared that the proposed hiker/biker trail might be 
too close to MD 210 to perform all grading necessary to tie the proposed trail in with 
the existing trail. It appears that the ample channel depth in this area may permit the 
design shown. 

Follow-op Studies: 

• Evaluate placing the hiker/biker trail on die MD 210 structure to save the expense of 
an additional structure. If the trail remains on separate structure, confirm that the 
grades permit the location as close to MD 210 as cuirently shown on plans. 

• Coordinate with Marylaud-Natioual Capital Parks and Planning Commission 
(M-NCPPC) to detennine maintenance of trail traffic requirements during 
construction. 

Locations: Swan Creek Interchange 

• Two interchange options have remained under consideration to this point— Option C 
and Option G. Option C is generally favored by the owners of the Safeway located in 
the Old Fort Village shopping center and some Focus Group members for reasons of 
shopping center visibility and access. However, Option C has approximately 2.0 
acres of wetland impact more impact than Option G, and thus may not be permitable 
since Option G, which was originally suggested by the ACOE, appears to be a 
feasible and practicable alternative. Access to the hospital would be better with 
Option G. 

• Attendees walked the wooded wetland areas in the southwest quadrant of this 
intersection and reconfirmed the high quality of this area. With the lack of evidence 
from the Safeway owner supporting a previous claim that Option G would hurt the 
shopping center, Option G becomes the only design that the agencies can support.____^ 

• Attendees also walked the area behind the shopping center where the alignment of the 
new service road, critical to the overall operations of the proposed interchange, would 
be located. Other than concerns with overhead utilities along the shopping 
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center/hospital property line and hospital helipad proximity, there were no major 
problems seen with this service road. Only very minor wetland impacts would occur 
to the major systems to the north and west of the shopping center. 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
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This is a summary of the SHA/Agency preferred alternative field review meeting. Tf yon have 
any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact the Environmental Manager, Ms. Heather 
Amick, at (410) 545-8526 or the Project Manager, Marie Lotz, at (410) 363-0150. 

o 

Follow-nn 
• Present findings to the SHA Planning Director to confirm inclusion of Option G in 

the Preferred Alternative. 
• Coordinate with the hospital regarding helipad use and the appropriate regulators 

regarding air space restrictions for helipads. 

Location 4; Northbound MD 210 at the Fort Washington Road Interchange 
Issues/Discussion: 

• Mark Lotz explained how the interchange design at this location has been modified 
during the course of project planning to involve a smaller footprint through smaller 
ramp radii and use of retaining walls between the mainline and the interchange ramps. 
The smaller footprint was requested by the agencies to reduce stream and overall 
grading impacts in the steeply sloped, rolling wooded area to the east of MD 210. 
The current version reduces stream impadts'by 410 LF from the original version. The 
stream relocation would be approximately 40 to 60 feet east from its current location. 

• John Nichols was concerned about the loss in stream linear footage with the proposed 
stream relocation due to loss in sinuosity. He requested that this loss be documented 
and the difference mitigated. 

• John Nichols requested that project impacts to the forested riparian corridor at all 
applicable locations be quantified, with the riparian corridor defined as a 300-foot 
wide band centered on the existing stream 

• Agency representatives asked how the impacts to velocities due to loss in gradient 
will be addressed (i.e^ grade control structures). This will be addressed in the design 
stage. 

• Bill Schultz and John Nichols requested 1"=50' scale plans of the stream relocation 
areas with the recently constructed sanitary sewer line shown. Bill is Concerned that 
the sewer will adversely impact the design of the stream relocation, limitrng the 
amount of meander that could be provided. 

Follow-up Studies; 
• SHA will verify that that the sewer line is correctly shown on the plans and submit 

plans to Bill Schultz and John Nichols. 
• SHA will measure loss of stream/channel length due to relocations and loss in 

sinuosity as well as impacts to the forested riparian corridor as directed. These 
impacts will be reported in the FEIS. 

by: 
-leather Amlclc 

Environmental Manager 

List of Attendees 
MD 210 Study Team 
Mr. Ken Briggs, SHA - HDD 
Mr. Robert Sanders, SHA - PPD 
Mr. Chuck Weinkam, Coastal Resources, Inc. 

-SD 
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GENERAL 

SHA (Dairell Sacks) welcomed everyone to the meeting andmtroductions were made. 
There were no agency requests for presentations. 

SHA (Darrell Sacks) announced that free parking for federal and state agency 
representatives is now available under the JFX. 

STATUS OF AGENCY CONCURRENCE/COMMENTS AND CALENDAR 

SHA distributed Outstanding Streamlined Process Correspondence, the Tentative 
Schedule of Project Activities, and the Three-Month Calendar. 

CGE (Steve Elinsky) noted that the July 22 meeting for I-95/Contee Road was canceled. 

SHA (Darrell Sacks) announced that ICC meetings would be held in the afternoon after 
the Interagency Review Meeting, the third Wednesday of each month. 

HANDOUTS 

FHWA (Dan Johnson) distributed copies of Federal Guidance of the Use of the TEA-21 
Preference for Mitigation Banking to fulfill Mitigation Requirements under Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act, dated July 11,2003. FHWA (Dan Johnson) encouraged wetland 
banking for wetland mitigation using the flexibility available under TEA-21. 

MD140 
Carroll County 
Project Number CL702A11 
Presentation Focus: Alternates Retained for Detailed Study 
Project Manager: Canneletta Harris (410) 545-8522 
Environmental Manager: Eric Almquist (410) 545-8533 

Presentation Summary 

The presentation's purpose was to update agencies on the MD140 Transportation 
Improvement Study and discuss the alternates retained for detailed study. 

A project planning study was initiated in 1987 to evaluate a bypass around Westminster. 
Phases I and II of the project were completed and Phase III is under construction. Phase 
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IV was removed from the Consolidated Transportation Plan (CTP) in 1999 because it did 
not comply with Smart Growth legislation. Subsequently, a working group was 
established to develop concepts to accommodate 2025 traffic within the Priority Funding 
Area (PFA). The project limits extend from Market Street to Sullivan Road. 

Preliminary alternates evaluated included Alternate 1, No Build; Alternate 2, 
Transportation System Management/Travel Demand Management; Alternate 3, Mainline 
Widening; Alternate 4, Compressed Diamond Interchanges; Alternate 5, Single Point 
Urban Diamond Interchanges; and Alternate 6, Half Bridge Option. 

Three intersections were identified as having a critical need for improvements: Malcolm 
Drive, Center Avenue, and Englar Road. 

Alternates 1,2, 5 and 6 were recommended for detailed study. Alternate 1, the No Build 
consists of normal maintenance and safety improvements. Alternate 2 Modified is the 
TSM/TDM alternate and includes intersection improvements, access consolidation, 
auxiliary lane additions, signal system optimization, and mainline widening features. 

Alternates 4 and 5 are similar except for the interchange type. Therefore, only Alternate 
5 was recommended for further study because it addresses the traffic better than Alternate 
4. 

AJLcmatc 6 carries westbound MD 140 under Malcolm Drive and Center Street and 
eastbound lanes will remain at grade. At the Englar Road interchange, MD 140 
eastbound through lanes would be carried under Englar Road while the westbound lanes 
would be kept at existing grade. 

Alternate 3 was not recommended for further study because it does not substantially 
improve corridor operation and safety and does not adequately address future travel. 

Public involvement has consisted of meetings with the Focus Group and the Carroll 
County Chamber of Commerce. An Alternates Public Workshop was held and SHA is 
now developing a newsletter. The location design hearing is scheduled for Winter 
2003/2004. 

The final ARDS will be submitted in approximately two weeks. Agency representatives 
are requested to submit comments as soon as possible on the draft ARDS. 

Issues Discussed 

COE (Steve Elinsky) asked if the project interfered with operations at the Carroll County 
Air Park and SHA responded that it did not. 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Interagency Review Meeting 
Meeting Summary 
July 16,2003 

© 
oo 

FHWA (Caryn Brookman) has provided comments on the ARDS. One comment 
addresses the failing LOS at Market Street for all alternates. FHWA noted that the 
intersection requires on additional lane to function and that the additional lane will 
require extending the project limits. SHA responded that the intersection would be 
evaluated during detailed study. More traffic studies including critical lane analysis 
would be completed. Subsequent modifications to the intersection may improve the 
LOS. 

USFWS (Bill Schultz) asked if a project could be constructed if it was shown to fail in 
the design year. FHWA noted that a design exception could be made if necessary. 
However, die project should not move forward with a failing intersection because it will 
create a bottleneck. The limits of the study should be extended if necessary to address 
the LOS. 

MDP (Bihui Xu) asked about the number of lanes at Market Street and SHA noted that 
there are four lanes. 

USFWS (Bill Schultz) asked about the status of the EIS. SHA responded that it would be 
completed after detailed study. SHA added that there are considerable business impacts 
but these may be reduced in the next study phase. 

MDP (Bihui Xu) asked about the reaction of the public to commuter bus service. SHA 
stated that the public was not interested at the meeting but SHA is still coordinating with 
Carroll County. 

COE (Paul Wettlaufer) initiated a discussion regarding SHA policy on evaluating 
projects that have failing LOS in the design year. He noted that there are some 
commonalities between MD 140, the Intercounty Connector, and the Waldorf Bypass. 
All involve undertaking considerable expense, substantial impacts to businesses and lots 
of retaining walls. All are at capacity in the design year. However, for the ICC, SHA is 
suggesting that some alternates be dropped because they do not provide enough capacity 
beyond' the design year. Since SHA is lecomineudiug uunsidcralioii ufa bypass for the 
other projects, why not consider one for MD 140. 

FHWA (Dan Johnson) responded that MD 140 is already a bypass and that it is too early 
in the process to decide on the final outcome. SHA added that the Market Street 
intersection will be evaluated in more detail and that there are likely modifications that 
can be made to improve the LOS. 

MDP (Bihui Xu) added that Carroll County has recently updated the Master Plan. The 
update includes dropping a section of the bypass. COE (Paul Wettlaufer) commented 
that it seems shortsighted to drop the bypass from the plan if the LOS fails in 2023. SHA 
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added that a bypass was evaluated for MD 140 but that it was dropped because it did not 
comply with Smart Growth. Thus, SHA has to fit the project within the existing corridor. 

US 1S/MD 26 
Frederick County 
Project Number FR406A11 
Presentation Focus: SHA Selected Alternate (Courtesy) 
Project Manager: Russ Walto (410) 545-8547 
Environmental Manager: Sarah Michailof (410) 545-8563 

Presentation Summary 

SHA reviewed the project history. The project was initiated in July 2001. Various public 
meetings have been held on the project including the public hearing, which was held in 
January 2003. 

During the Alternates Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) phase, the project was 
dropped from the streamlined process because it had minimal environmental impacts. A 
Categorical Exclusion may be adequate for environmental documentation. 

SHA has chosen Alternate 2 as the Selected Alternate based on comments and 
coordination with the public and local governments. 

Right-of-way acquisition is 1.2 acres. No floodplains, wetlands, woodlands streams, 
waters of the US, or rare, threatened or endangered species will be affected by the 
project Section 106 coordination has been completed and there are no impacts on 
historic resources. 

It was noted that the project is not funded for design. 

Issues Discussed 

There were no comments on the project. 
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MD 210 from 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 
Prince George's County 
Project Number PG221 All 
Presentation Focus: Selected Alternate and Conceptual Mitigation 
Project Manager: Mark Lotz (410) 363-0150 
Environmental Manager: Heather Amick (410) 545-8526 

Presentation Summary 

SEA reviewed the Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation package. The purpose 
of the project is to address poor levels of service at project area intersections and to 
impfove safety. Current ADTS range from 43,000 to 68,000 vehicles per day (vpd). 
Projections for 2020 are for 62,000 to 93,000 vpd. 

The no-build and three build alternates were retained for detailed study as well as two 
intersection options. Alternate 5A Modified was developed after the June 2001 public 
hearing to address strong public opposition to MD 210 HOV and to avoid precluding 
future widening of MD 210 for possible transit, HOV, or general use capacity needs. 

Alternative 5 A Modified was identified as the selected alternate in June 2003. The 
Selected Alternate addresses purpose and need with lower cost and impacts than 
Alternates 5B and 5C; responds to public opposition to HOV lanes; and does not preclude 
future widening. 

Alternate 5A Modified includes capacity option 2 intersection improvements. Six 
intersections will be converted to interchanges and three will remain at-grade. Alternate 
5 A modified does not include widening of MD 210 except for auxiliary lanes near 
interchanges and intersections. HOV lanes are not included. The overpass abutments 
will be set back to accommodate the Alternative 5C footprint 

The project area near the intersection of MD 210 and Fort Washington Road contains 
many natural resources and extensive coordination with agency representatives was 
conducted as part of the design process. SHA defined the riparian corridor impacts as 
requested by NMFS. Stream relocation will be required at this location but wording 
regarding the potential for retaining wall construction will be included. 

SHA reviewed the environmental impacts. There are no cultural resource impacts. Noise 
barriers will continue to be evaluated. There are some parkland impacts and SHA is 
coordinating with MNCPPC regarding these impacts. Woodlands will be replaced on a 
1:1 basis. 

Two mitigation sites are proposed and both are located in the Piscataway Creek 
watershed. The Parker Farm wetland mitigation site includes an existing farm that is 

under development pressure. The site includes eight acres of wetland creation and 16 
acres of wetland preservation. Both surface and groundwater hydrology sources are 
available. Topsoil will be stockpiled during grading for use in the wetland area An 
archeological site identified near the mitigation site is being avoided. DNR (Greg 
Golden) asked if the landowner would stay on the land. SHA responded that the parcel is 
part of a larger farm and did not include the residence. 

The Tinkers Creek mitigation site, will link surrounding MNCPPC parkland corridor and 
continue SHA restoration efforts in the Tinkers Creek watershed. Stream restoration will 
include reconnecting the stream with its historic floodplain, creating a natural channel 
platform, enhancing the riparian bufferj strengthening and stabilizing the stream banks, 
stabilizing the storm drain outfall channel, and providing fish passage over the exposed 
sanitary sewer line. 

SHA (Heather Amick) stated that COG approval had been received but there have been 
no other comments to date. 

Issues Discussed 

BMC (Candnce Tan) asked about current levels of service. SHA responded that the 
project area problems are mostly due to through traffic. The side roads have lower 
volumes. 

USFWS (Bill Schultz) asked about reforestation near the mitigation area. SHA 
responded that reforestation is not an option because of FAA regulations. Shrubs are the 
only woody vegetation permitted in the channel area. 

NMFS (John Nichols) stated that he would provide comments on the package. He 
expressed disappointment that the lower part of Carey Branch was dropped from 
mitigation plans. He noted that Carey Branch is a tributary of Henson Creek, a known 
spawning area for river herring. He approved of inclusion of the Parker site however he 
wants more threatened areas of Piscataway Creek to be included for preservation. 

NMFS (John Nichols) asked if the wetland preservation area on Parkers Farm included 
all wetlands. SHA responded that it is all floodplain though it has some upland areas 
within the floodplain. COE noted that the area proposed for wetland creation was 
drained for agricultural use. 

COE (Steve Elinsky) asked about relocation impacts. SHA responded that during the   ~~: 
study, worst-case impacts were assumed so the proposed mitigation will compensate for 
all of the relocation impacts. 

-Jo 
^4 
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COE (Paul Wettlaufer) requested that SHA purchase the Swan Creek wetland area 
property, as part of project mitigation, to preclude future development COE commented 
lhal SHA had done a good job of wetland avoidance at the Swan Creek interchaugc. 

USFWS (Bill Schultz) asked about construction of a noise wall at Swan Creek. SHA 
responded that the barrier south of Swan creek will be retained for further study. 

DNR (Greg Golden) asked about the problems with HOV lanes. SHA responded that 
HOV lanes were seen as a negative impact on local residents for the benefit of Charles 
County commuters. 

USFWS (Bill Schultz) asked if Tinkers Creek could be moved in case the airfield 
expands. SHA responded that some shifting is possible but is limited by the sewer line 
and the hill. COE asked if there were plans for expansion of the airfield and SHA 
responded that there were no plans at Has time. 

Section 100:1-95,1-895 (N) Split to North of MD 43 (by MdTA) 
Baltimore City and CountyPresentation Focus: Project Initiation Kick-off 
Project Manager: Melissa Kosenak, Maryland Transportation Authority 
Environmental Manager: Andy Smith, McCormick,Taylor and Associates 

Presentation Summary 

MdTA (Pamela McNicholas) handed out a distribution package to agency representatives 
for this project The distribution package included the following: a revised Draft 
Purpose and Need Statement, a cover letter transmitting the revised Draft Purpose and 
Need Statement, a Draft Purpose and Need Concurrence form, a Draft Agency Scoping 
Meeting Agenda, and a Draft Meeting Preview sheet. 

MdTA announced that project planning studies are beginning for Section 100 to address 
safety and capacity issues. The study area extends from the 1-895 (N) split to north of 
MD43. She noted that FHWA will be the lead agency for the study. She also announced 
that Project Initiation notices were published in July. 

An agency scoping meeting will be held August 13 and MdTA will be sending a 
confirmation notice to representatives. The field portion of the meeting will focus on 
wetland and stream enhancement/mitigation. 

The information package distributed includes a Draft Agency Scoping Meeting agenda. 
Comments on the agenda or other parts of the package should be submitted to Roxane 
Mukai, MtfTA, Director or Planning. 
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MdTA has revised the purpose and need statement with updated traffic volumes and 
forecasts. The purpose and need statement has also been revised to be more consistent 
with recent CEQ guidance (CEQ letter dated May 12, 2003, addressed to Secretary 
Minetta, Department of Transportation). The letter   suggests that purpose and need 
statements are typically one or two paragraphs long. MdTA revised the Section 100 
Purpose and Need statement to one page with the supporting documentation included as 
an Appendix. MdTA is seeking comments/concurrence from agencies on the Purpose 
and Need statement, and hopes to receive concurrence by September 2003. The purpose 
and need statement will be discussed in more detail at the upcoming meeting. 

Issues Discussed 

There were no comments on the 1-95 presentation. 

Other Discussion 

COE (Paul Wettlaufer) asked about SHA interpretation of the new guidance. For the 
ICC, SHA is not planning to obtain concurrence for the Purpose and Need. FHWA (Dan 
Johnson) mentioned that the ICC is different since it falls under the Federal Executive 
Order as one of the priority trunsportation projects. COE (Paul Wettlaufer) noted that 
SHA's streamlined process includes concurrence on purpose and need and allows the 
Draft EIS to be used as a permit application. However, if the process is not followed for 
the ICC, a separate Section 404 permit application will be required as well as a separate 
public hearing. SHA (Cynthia Simpson) stated that these issues could be discussed in 
more depth at the afternoon ICC meeting. 

MATERIALS DISTRIBUTED 

Three-Month Calendar 
Tentative Schedule of Project Activities 
Outstanding Streamlined Process Correspondence 

ATTENDANCE 

Name Representing E-mail 

Eric Almquist 
Carmeletta Harris 
Joe Kresslein 
Keith Kucharek 
PrakashDave 
Sarah Michfliiof 
Nadta Piraentel 

State Highway Administration 
State Highway Administration 
State Highway Administration 
State Highway Administration 
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MEMORANDUM 
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TO: Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

FROM: Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

DATE: June 28,2002 

SUBJECT:    MD 210: Meeting with Prince George's County - Meeting Minutes 

A meeting for the subject project was held on June 25, 2002, at the Prince George's 
County Government Offices. 

The purpose of this meeting was to share with Prince George's County Department of 
Public Works and Transportation the progress and status of developing alternatives for 
the MD 210 project. The following members were in attendance: 

Name 
Robert Boot 
Melissa Kosenak 
Doug Simmons 
MarkLotz 
Cicero Salles 
Jim Raszewski 
Jim Wilson 
Dale Cappage 
Amit Asghari 
Rick Gordon 
Dawit Abraham 
Betty Hager Francis 

Representing 
SHA - PPD 
SHA-PPD 
SHA - OPPE 
Wilson T. Ballard 
Prince George's DPW&T - O/D 
Prince George's DPW&T - O/T 
Prince George's DPW&T -_QPM 
Prince. George's DPW&T - O/D 
Prince George's DPW&T - O/E 
Prince George's DPW&T - O/T 
Prince George's DPW&T - O/E 
Prince George's DPW&T - Director 

Project Update 
Doug Simmons introduced the project with a brief review of the history and status of the 
project. Betty asked if the project had any design funds. Unfortunately at this time, no 
design funds have been allocated for the MD 210 Project Planning Study. 

Bob Boot then reviewed the results of the Public Hearing and comment period.   The 
majority of the comments opposed HOV, while there was support for the interchange 
options. SHA has coordinated over the past year with internal divisions to refine the 
interchange options and to receive buy-in for the proposed alternative. Bob then 
introduced Alternative 5A Modified with an overall summary of the alternative, which 
would not include High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes on MD 210 (or side roads) and 
no widening of MD 210 other than that necessary in the immediate vicinity of an 
intersection location to support a given intersection improvement option (e.g., 
acceleration lanes, turn lanes, etc). At the intersections, the MD 210 footprint would be 
increased to not preclude any future improvements to the roadway. Maximizing the size 
of the bridge structures now would alleviate additional future costs and impacts. Any 
future widening of MD 210, beyond thecurrent three through lanes in each direction with 
auxiliary lanes to facilitate interchange operations, would require a separate project 
planning study. 

Mark Lotz then reviewed Alternative 5A Modified in more detail focusing on specific 
issues at each interchange. The following sections more specifically address each 
intersection: 

Livingston/Kerbv Hill Road 
Mark reviewed the dtfflculdes with this interchange including the servio-e road and the 
transit issue. Betty stated that this would be an excellent time to improve bus circulation 
to accommodate pedestrians. 

Palmer/Livingston 
It was mentioned that the County Council did not approve the Henson Square rezoning. 

Old Fort Road North 
Betty wanted to make sure the study retained the concept of reducing the SB ramp profile 
to maximize visibility to the Livingston Square Shopping Center. We assured her that 
this concept would be kept. 

Fort Washington Road 
No comments. 

Livingston/Swan Creek Road 
Betty liked the new concepts that we developed to address the visibility issue for the 
shopping center. 

Old Fort Road South 
No comments 

Farmington Road & MD 373 
No comments 

*& 
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We then reviewed the project schedule and the next steps to be taken to get to an 
'alternative decision. An Administrator's Review is scheduled for July 2Ild. Betty stated 
that she should draft a letter from the County Executive giving support for the project 
sometime this summer. 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 

By: 
Robert A. Boot, Jr. 
Assistant Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

List of Attendees 
Mr. Robert Sanders 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parns N. GlentJening 
Governor 

John D Porcari 
Sflcrwa/y 

Parker F. Williams 
Ackmntstraiof 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: File 

DATE: June 22, 2000 

SUBJECT: ' MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
From I-95/M95 to MD 228 
Project No. PC 221 All 

RE: Coordination with the Maryland Office of Planning 
March 31.2000 
In response to their letter dated 12/15/99 

A meeting was held on Friday. March 31.2000 to discuss SHA's response to a letter 
received from the MD Office of Planning regarding the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
for the above referenced project. Those in attendance included: 

Dave Whitaker 
Bihui Xui 
Heather Murphy 
Jane Wagner 
Heather Amick 

MD Office of Planning 
MD Office of Planning 
SHA Project Planning Division 
SHA Project Planning Division 
SHA Project Planning Division 

Heather Murphy began by giving a brief history and an overview of the MD 210 project 
planning study. A map of the surrounding region with the Priority Funding Areas (PFA) shaded 
in green was reviewed indicating that the majority of the project is contained within the PFA 
except for a few pockets such as the Broad Creek Historic District. 

The map also depicted the results of a license plate survey performed in November 1996. 
This information showed that approximately 40% of the traffic just south of the Capital Beltway 
originated in Charles County. 

The Washington Council of Governments' (Wash COG) traffic model indicates that 40% 
of MD 210 traffic is destined for the Woodrow Wilson Bridge (WWB), 40% travels up 1-295 and 
20% travels east on 1-495. SHA is canying an HOV (High Occupancy Vehicle) alternative 
forward for MD 210 in order to facilitate the HOV system being planned for the region, and that 
is included on the future WWB. 

SHA/MD OP Coordination Meeting 3/31/00 
Page 2 

The question was raised if the development panem that exists today will continue into the 
future or will it be influenced by our project? Heather responded that some developments may 
not occur until we upgrade MD 210. SHA is still investigating the effects of the proposed 
MD 210 alternatives on future land use through the Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 
that will be included in the Environmenlal Impact Statement. 

In response to public comments received at the Alternatives Workshop held in December 
1998, SHA has included interchanges as options for 6 of the 9 intersecting roadways and HOV 
direct connect ramps to the 1-295 "S" curve ramps. There are remaining access issues associated 
with the Brookside Condos/Apartmcnts located at Wilson Bridge Drive. SHA proposes to 
eliminate the signal and left turns at that location, allowing right-in/right-out access only. SHA 
is still investigating an additional connection at this location. 

Heather went on to describe the current Alternatives is greater detail. Mr. Whitaker 
asked whether the proposed National Harbor development is projected to influence our traffic 
data. Heather said it amounts to about 6% of the daily traffic, non-peak because it's an 
entertainment destination. 

Mr. Whitaker agreed that there is a lot of potential for HOV in this corridor and that it 
makes sense to locate park & ride facilities in the southern portion of the project and to include 
the enhanced transit services in support of the HOV lanes. 

Mr. Whitaker asked how bicycles are being accommodated and Heather replied that there 
are paralleling local roads throughout the region. The proposed overpasses will include a 16' 
outside lane and sidewalks in order to facilitate bicycle and pedestrian traffic and mainline 
MD 210 will have an 8* shoulder. 

If you have any questions nr rommems regarding these minutes, please rontact the 
project manager, Ms. Heather Murphy at 410-545-8571. 

Bv: 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

cc:      attendees 

My telephone number is  
Mgrylend Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

1-80D-735-225B Statewide Toll Free 

Mnillno Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Attendees 

DATE: August 29,2000 

SUBJECT: MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
From I-95/I-495 to MD 228 
Project No. PG221 All 

RE: Coordination with the Maryland Deaprtnierit of Planning & MDOT 
August 15,2000 

A meeting was held on Wednesday, August 15,2000 to discuss the above referenced 
project and what SHA needs to do to respond to a letter received from the MD Department of 
Planning (MDP) regarding the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study for the above referenced 
project. Those in attendance included: 

Dave Whitakcr MD Office of Planning 
BihuiXui MD Office of Planning 
Doug Haligan MDOT 
Doug Simmons SHA Regional and Intennodal Planning 
Cynthia Simpson SHA Project Planning Division 
Bruce Grey SHA Project Planning Division 
Joe Kresslein SHA Project Planning Division 
Heather Murphy SHA Project Planning Division 
Jane Wagner SHA Project Planning Division 
Amy Hribar SHA Project Planning Division 
EdStrocko MDOT 
Meg Andrews MDOT 

Heather Murphy began by giving a brief history and an overview of the MD 210 project 
planning study. A map of the surrounding region with the Priority Funding Areas (PFA) shaded 
in yellow was reviewed indicating that the majority of the project is contained within the PFA 
except for a few pockets such as the Broad Creek Historic District Another map also depicted 
the results of a license plate survey performed in November 1996. This information showed that 
approximately 40% of the traffic just south of the Capital Beltway originated in Charles County. 

The agenda for the meeting included two main issues; defining adequate access controls 
along MD 210 and the process to define connecting PFA's. 

IvJy telsphone number is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impalrad Hearing or Speech 
1.800-735-22S8 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 •Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
•' ••••' •"" with Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

SHA/MDOT/MDOP Coordination Meeting 8/15/00 
Page 2 

A question was raised ahnut the definition of connecting PFA's. Rihni suggestpH that 
connecting PFA's should require greater than 50% of the trips using the improved highways to 
and fr6m the PFA areas. Heather remarked by saying that the problem is that the transportation 
analysis zones will never match PFA's. The zipcode and license plate survey gave a general 
idea, but the area is too large to pinpoint the origin and destination of people. More than 50% of 
the trips would be from the PFA since they are more densely populated regions. 

A comment suggested that the 50% threshold might hinder the progress with some of the 
state projects.   It was questioned what criteria were used to determine that 50% would be 
considered enough traffic volume to connect PFA's. The justification for the number was not 
given or explained. 

In any case, will we have to prove where traffic is coming from and going to? Is there an 
easier way to look at this problem? 

Along MD 210, does connecting PFA's refer to the holes present along the corririor or 
rather connecting major PFA's, Charles County and Prince George's County? The map was 
reviewed and Heather explained why regions along MD 210 may lie outside the PFA areas. 
Some of the areas were developable, but other areas held environmental constraints designated as 
steep slopes, critical areas, wetlands, or parkland. If the entire projects limits were in the PFA, 
the issue with Charles County would still exist, but it would not technically be a Smart Growth 
concern. 

Access points along the corridor as well as the interchange locations were identified. 
This project does not provide any new access points along MD 210, some of the points are 
combined. What is meant by adequate access control? It is important not to place a new access 
point in non-PFA areas and make improvements at intersections. 

Is the project going to promote growth outside the PFA's? Plans already exist for 
development in Charles County. The MD 210 project may affect the timing of this development. 
There is a possibility that HOV may not extend the whole way down MD 210. Does this 
improve the Smart Growth argument? Yes, capacity would decrease in the south. 

What is necessary to move the project forward? Dave said that MDP will respond in a 
week. Project Planning is moving forward with the project and more information is needed for 
the draft environmental document. Since this is a linear project that is not entirely in the PFA, 
what criteria must be met with this situation? 

If you have any questions or comments regarding these minutes, please contact the 
project manager, Ms. Heather Murphy at 410-545-8571. 

By: %L^A 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John 0. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Attendees 

DATE: September 28,2000 

SUBJECT: MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
From 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 
Project No. PG221 All 

RE: Coordination with the Maryland Department of Planning & MDOT 
August 29,2000 

A meeting was held on Tuesday, August 29, 2000 to discuss the above referenced project 
and what SHA needs to do to respond to a letter received from the MD Department of Planning 
(MD?) regarding the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study for the above referenced project. 
Those in attendance included: 

H3 .Tim Noonan MD Office of Planning 
U) Dave Whitaker MD Office of Planning 
Os Bihui Xui MD Office of Planning 

Doug Haligan MDOT 
Cynthia Simpson SHA Project Planning Division 
Joe Kresslein SHA Project Planning Division 
Heather Murphy SHA Project Planning Division 
Amy Hribar SHA Project Planning Division 
Heather Aimck SHA Environmental Management 
Gay Olsen SHA Project Planning Division 
Ed Strocko MDOT 
Meg Andrews MDOT 

The meeting began with a discussion concerning regions along the MD 210 corridor that 
lie outside the Priority Funding Areas (PFA's). The locations along the corridor were identified 
and the land uses in these areas were described. 

Two sections along the corridor were outside the PFA. The first area is located between 
Oxon Hill Road and Fort Washington Road. From the master plan, the land is zoned estate. 
This allows no more thati one house per acre. There is a large portion of the land that is wetlands 
or is a conditional reserve area. The area has moderate constraints on the ability for development. 

SHA/MDOT/MDOP Coordination Meeting 8/29/00 
Page 2 

The second area is located south of Piscataway Park. The master plan proposes an 
expansion of the park where the land is already zoned MNCPPC. GIS data has revealed that a 
large section of the land is historic. The area between Bryan Point Road and Farmington Road is 
zone as suburban estate and low suburban areas. The elevation of the area is very low near the 
roadway height reaches between 17 and 25 feet. 

Questions were raised as to what was used to define.the PFA's. The county began by 
taking out all areas of land that can not be developed. The PFA was supposed to target areas 
within the county's growth areas. With this background we need to establish criteria for 
connecting PFA's. 

The current project has both ends within the PFA and a certain percent of traffic is also 
within the PFA. Who is generating the traffic? About 40% of the traffic originates from Charles 
County. About 47% of the traffic originates from areas along the project corridor. We can make 
an assessment that nearly 60% to 70% of traffic is originating from within the PFA. There is not 
a defined percent that needs to travel to connect PFA's. Where is the traffic goiiiy? 

The license plate surveys were very labor intensive and didn't seem like an adequate way 
to define connecting PFA's. If this approach is not feasible, what else can we come up with? 
What should be done to land areas that are outside the PFA and are already developed to a scale 
that is not dense enough to be called a PFA? 

There was a lengthy discussion concerning the intent of the Smart Growth Legislation 
mid how the MD 210 project and other projects are justified under the law. The following arc 
major questions that came out of the discussion. 

Does the project meet the intent of the smart growth legislation? Will a written paper 
explain the relationship to the smart growth legislation? Does it make a difference that the 
widening is basically for HOV use, and no more access points are being created from the 
project? 

SHA will write a paper justifying that the MD 210 project is consistent with Smart 
Growth Legislation. 

If you have any questions or comments regarding these minutes, please contact the 
project manager, Ms. Heather Murphy at 410-545-8571. 

By:        ^€"4-  nt^ 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number is _ 

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Attendees 
Ms. Gay Olsen .3 
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MD210: 1-95/1-495 to MD 228 

SECTION 106 AND GENERAL COORDINATION CORRESPONDENCE 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND REGULATORY AGENCIES RESPONSE LOCATION 
(Section & Page #) 

Maryland Historical Trust                                         • Provided the Eligibility Determination Table and Concurrence for the 
Date: 4/14/98 (see page VI-320)                                  J.R. Lee Manning House. 

10/16/00 (see page VI-325)                               • Assessed the Archeological Identification Survey. 
12/8/00 (see page VI-330)                               . Concurrence for the Phase I Archeological Survey. 
2/27/01 (see page VI-336)                               . Concurrence of Historic Resources which are eligible for the National 

Register of Historic Places. 

SeepageVI-318 
VI-323 
VI-326 
VI-332 
VI-334 
VI-337 
VI-339a 

Maryland-National Capital Park                                 • Concur no adverse impact to Oxon Hill Manor or J. R. Lee Manning 
and Planning Commission                                        House. 

Date:  11/25/97 (see page VI-340)                            • Request landscaping to minimize visual impact to the Broad Creek 
Date: 3/26/02 (see page VI-344)                                  Historic District. 

3/22/01 (see page VI-342)                               » Concurrence for the proposed minimization and mitigation measures 
1/6/04 (see page VI-345)                                     for Henson Creek Stream Valley Park. 

See page VI-343 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources             • Provided information on the presence offish species in the vicinity of 
Date: 2/5/03 (see page VI-347)                                   proposed wetland and stream mitigation studies. 

3/10/03 (see page VI-348)                               • Provided information about rare, threatened or endangered plants or 
animals within project site. 

N/A 

U.S. Department of the Interior                                 • Comments on presence of species federally listed or proposed for 
Fish and Wildlife Service                                          listing. 

Date: 3/12/03 (seepage VI-349) N/A 

VI-317 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

March 2,1998 

Panis N. Gtendening 
Oovtnwr 

David L. Wnstead 
S«cnta(y 

Parker F.WIIIams 
Adtnlntitritor 

Re: Project No. SP50334g 
MD 210:1-495 to MD 228 Project Planning Study 
Prince George's County, Maryland 

Mr.!. Rodney Little 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville MD 21032-2023 

Attention: Ms. Anne Bmdcr 

Dear Mr. Little: 

Mr. J. Rodney Little 
MD 210:1-495 to MD 228 Project Planning Study 
Page 2 

Review Request 
Please review the report enclosed. By April 6, we seek your signature on the line below, 

documenting your concurrence with SHA's determinations of eligibility (Attachment 11) for the 
resources identified in the MD 210 study. Please call Ms. Jill Dowling at (410) 545-8559 should 
you have any questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

oo 

This letter serves to transmit the draft Historic Structures Identification Study for 
MD 210:1-495 to MD 228. The study identifies and evaluates historic resources in a narrow 
corridor surrounding MD 210 (Attachment I) in compliance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, as amended, in anticipation of future efforts to alleviate traffic 
congestion and improve efficiency and safety along the roadway. 

Based on a summer 1997 meeting with Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) staff, this study 
represents a thorough investigation into the history of the area with full survey for only a small 
percentage of the mid-twentieth century resources included in the area of potential effects. The 
remaining thirty resources have been documented with black and white photographs and 
determination of eligibility forms (DOEs) briefly describing the structures. 

The study definitively recommends two resources within the APE as eligible for the 
National Register, the J.R. Lee Manning House (83-16) and the Broad Creek Historic District 
(80-24). Although the report recommends Salubria (80-2) as potentially eligible, SHA is a^arc 
that tire damage to the great house has severely compromised the integrity of the main structure. 
The condition of the property prompted MHT to concur with a deteimination that the property 
was ineligible in 1989. While SHA respects that the structure itself is no longer eligible under 
Criterion C, the presence of other structures, such as the log building and slave cabin, and the 
continued association with the family of John Bayne, a prominent national figure key to the 
historic context for the MD 210 study area, prompted SHA to suggest that the property overall 
may retain the requisite integrity to be considered National Register eligible. 

My telephone number is  

Maiyland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

by: 

Concurrence: 

Cynthia D. Simpsdn 
Deputy Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

State Historic Preservation Office Date 

Attachments: I.        Environmental feature map generally illustrating APE 
II.       Eligibility table forMD 210 study 
m.     Historic Structures Identification Study forMD 210:1-495 to MD 228 

(1 volume) 

LHEJAD 
cc:      Ms. Jill Dowling 

Mr. Bruce M. Grey 
Ms. Patricia Greene 
Dr. Charles Hall 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein 

-4 



Denise Rigney, EPA 
Attention: Jamie Stark 

Keith Hams, COE 
Attention: CENB-OP-R, Paul Wettlaufer 

Bob Pennington, USFWS 
Timothy Goodger, NMFS 

Attention: John Nichols 
Jeffrey Knoedler.NPS 
Ray Dintaman, DNR 
Elder Ghigiarelli, MDE 
Michael Day, MHT 
Fatimah Hasan, MDOT 
Ron Kirby, WCOG 
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D-H-C-D 

April 14,1998 
£ 
§> 

o 

Maryland 
Department of 
Housing and 
Community 
Development 

Division 0/ Historical and 

Cultural Programi 

yi Communlcy Pbce 
i.townsvllle, Maryland 21032 

410-514-7600 

1-800-736-0119 
Fwc 410-987-4071 

Maryland Reby Tor the Deaf: 

I-800-73M25B 

http,y/wnww.dhcd.siate.md.us 

Pama N. Clendening 
Governor 

PurtcUJ. Ptyne 
Stciztaiy 

Raymond A, Skinner 
Deputy Stcmiuy 

Ms. Cynthia O. Simpson 
Deputy Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

RE: 

Dear 

Project No. SP503B48 
MD 210: M95 to MD 228 Project Planning Study, Prince George's Comity 

Thank you for your March 2,1998 letter regarding the above-referenced project 
along the Indian Head Highway in southern Prince Geoige's County. Trust staff have 
carefully reviewed the accompanying materials which were completed by SHA's cultural 
resources staff.' As we understand the project, SHA is planning intersection improvements 
along the MD 210 corridor as a result of increased traffic, pardculariy during the peak 
travel periods. 

SHA submitted the draft "Historic Structures Identification Study of MD 210: I- 
495 to MD 228," which provided an historic overview of the project area, deteimination of 
eligibility and survey forms, maps, photos and negatives. SHA staff member Jill Dowling 
has conferred with Anne Brader of my office regarding the technical corrections that need 
to be made to the Report and the forms. We have returned the draft to Ms. Dowling under 
separate cover along with plastic sleeves for the photos and negatives. As the Report now 
stands, there are no corrections necessary. Please provide us with a double-sided, bound 
copy of the Report for our Library. 

Regarding the eligibility detenninations for the surveyed properties, we have 
enclosed the Eligibility Deterniination Table as Attachment I. The Trust is only able to 
concur with SHA's eligiblity determination for the JJt Lee Manning House. We are 
unable to provide concurrence on Salubria and the Broad Creek Historic District because 
we did not receive photographs of the resources SHA believes to be eligible. The 
remaining resources are ineligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. 
Again, all the forms should be on archival quality paper for inclusion in the inventory 
books. 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
April 14, 1998 
Page! 

Once SHA makes specific plans for intersection improvements, the Trust will be 
happy to woric with you regarding the archeological requirements for the project. 

Thank you for providing us with this opportunity to comment.  Should you have 
any questions regarding the stractures review, please contact Ms. Bruder at 410-514-7636. 

Sincerely. 

/£/*7 
J. Rodney Little 
Director/State Historic Preservation Officer 

JRL:AEB 
9800645 
Enclosures 
cc:       Mr. Brace Grey (SHA) 

Di.Charies Hall (SHA) 
Ms. Jill Dowling (SHA) 
Mr. W. Dickeison Chariton 
Ms. Pat Williams 
Ms. Gail Rothrock 
Mi. Don Creveling 

3. 



ATTACHM8WT I. DETERMINATIONS OT KLimBLlTV TABI.K 

MHT NUMBER 

POSM 

r0 8D-24 

KI««-25 

POJO- 

pdso- 

PO U-lt 

SalubHl 

Broad Creek 
Hitoric District 

Hoveraulu' Tute 
But 

Surrey District 

Accolfedt/Biym 
Point rriarigle 
J.R. Lee Mmnfag 

7B01 Irdins HSJ" 
High^viy 
7B05 Indini) Heal 
High^viy 
Mil IndiinHead 
Highviay 
8416 butiul 1^~ 
Higlfg  
9300 )M Palmtr 
Road  
9410 TU Palmer 
Road 

SIIA 
BETERMINATION 
Eligible 

EJijiWc 

Not eligible 

Wot eligible 

Urt eligible 

EligiUe 

Not eligible 

Not eligible 

Not eligible 

Not eligible 

Not eligible 

Not eligible 

TRUST'S 
DETERMINATIOH 
Cmxrt Coomr 

CBmotCotcDf 

Coacnr - iwt eligible 

Concur — not eligible 

Caacur-Dotetigibli 

Concur - eligible 

Coacnr-not eligible 

Coacar-Dotetiglblt 

Coocur-noteUgiblo 

Concur-not el 

Concur - not eliglbl* 

Concur-not* 

TRUST'S COMMENTS 

Plette proriie photognphi of the leioureei SHA believe* to be 
eligible. 
Pleue pioviie pbotognplu of the Rsoarcei SHA bellevei to bo 
eUgiblo. Bo* the DOE uid (hs dlttrict form ihould MaAfy the 
Indmchallf inrveyed dtei tbroogh their MIHP oumben. Ptetn 

However, thli rite is i unique exsmple of » rapidly dinppesrlng 
resourw -the 1950irotdside arthltecture. Although itdoet not 
meet the ige excepttoa, it repreaenti a very den iwponaa to the 
locicued nihnbtnlzaioa of the im following World War II and 
the increased uie of the automobile rather than public 
tiMupottadt 
PletaeliiteaehRtouiceasascpantspangnvhonthefannr- 

Like Hovetnale'i theie icsouites were also cooitmcted ir 
reipotao to fte 1930a icbotbaaiatioo of thii area- 

PieiM cUitfy if both #1 and « are on the same tax parcel - their 
pirceU are mariced the same om each niap.  

9408 Old Palmer 
Road  
9406 Old Palmer 

9404 Old Palmer 
Road 
10901 Indiin Head 
Highway 
112<l7 Livingston 
Roid  
1204 Rich Hill 

12107 Livingston 
Road 
12300 Livingston 
Road 
Victmy Dulivtrance' 
Templo 12304 
Livirntton Road 
MOO Piscatiway" 
Road 
12317 Livingston 

14313 Indian Head 
Highway 
1200 Pi 
Road 
14912 First Street 
13700 Main 
Boulcvtrd 
I5M6Accokttk 
Road, Accokeek 
Qrov* 

Not eligible 

NoteligiUo 

Not eligible 

Not eligible 

NoteligiUe 

Not eligible" 

Not eligible 

Not eligible 

Not eligible 

Not eligible 

Not eligible 

Not eligible 

Not eligible 

dot eligible 
NoteligiUe 

NoteligiUe 

Concur - not eligible 

doncur - not eligible 

- not eligible Coocur- 

Concur - not eligible 

Concur - not eligible 

Concur- not eligible 

not eligible 

Concur - not eligible 

Concur - not eligible 

Concur - not eligible 

Concur - not eligible 

Concur - not eligible 

Concur - not eligible 

Concur - not eligible 
Concur - not digibie 

Concor - not eligible 

Forthese two properties to have the sane number and no way to 
diringuiih thetn ia confusing - make one 7A and the other 70. 

"Riis is a local example of Tudor Revival. 

While we agree thai this property and the six adjoining properties 
are not eligible, it appears that this too is another example of a 
1930a subdivision in the area. Tliercfoje, SHA ihould treat these 
properties as a eun-oy district, which, the Tmst Jdcntifles as the 
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Accokeek Grove Survey District Pointi to consider would bo 
how the property was rubdivided, with.tho rear lot tines joining 
one another, but all the houiei fkdng the itreeta, as well as the 
unifbiraity of the houses. 

22 15842 Accokeek 
Road, Accokeek 
Grove 

Not eligible Concur-not eligible See note above for Accokeek Grove Survey District 

15831 Accokeek 
Road, Accokeek 
Grove 

Not eligible Concur-not eligiblo See note above for Accokeek Grove Survey District 

15834 Accokeek 
Road, Accokeek 
Grove 

Not eligible Concur-not eligible See note above for Accokeek Grove Survey District 

Road. Accokeek 
Grove 

Not eligible Concur-not eligible See note above for Accokeek Grove Survey District 

Road, Accokeek 
Grove 

Notelieibl. Concur-not eligible See note above for Accokeek Crave Survey District 

Accokeek Grove 
Not eligible Ctncur-not eligible See note above for Accokeek Grove Survey District 

Road 
Not eligible Concur-not ellgiWe 

30 
Road 
714 MtmTmg Raid 

Not eligible 

Not eligible 

Concur-not eligiblo 

Concur-not eliRible 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Partis N. Glendening 
Govamor 
John 0. Porcari 
Sacretvy 

Parker F. Williams 
AdrnMltrator 

Mr. J. Rodney Little 
State Historic Preservatian Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville MD 21032-2023 

September 12,2000 

Re:     Project No. PG221A11 
MD 210:1-495 to MD 228 
Project Planning Study 
Prince George's County, Maryland 

N) 

Dear Mr. Little: 

Since 1998, the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has been coordinating 
with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) regarding a planning study considering improvements 
to traffic operations along a narrow corridor of MD 210 extending from 1-495 to MD 228 in 
Prince George's County. This multi-modal study addresses the increasingly severe and frequent 
traffic congestion along a lO-mile long segment of MD 210, and provides engineering and 
environmental analysis of existing and projected transportation, safety, environmental, and 
aesthetic conditions. Presently, three mainline alternatives with two types of capacity options 
each have been developed to address the project objectives. This letter serves to present the 
results of archeological identification efforts. Information on structures and our effect 
determinations for the project will be sent later. 

Encloeed is one copy of the draft technical report entided Phase IB Intensiva 
Archeological Identification Survey for the Widening of MD 210 (Indian Head Highway) 
and the Improvement of Nine Signalized Intersections, Extending from the Capital Beltway 
to MD 228, Prince George's County, Maryland (Enclosure 1). The report was prepared for 
the State Highway Administration by Thunderbird Archeological Associates, Inc., for the subject 
project. The report requires substantial revision; however, we believe the presented information 
is adequate ID agree with the consultant's recommendation for no additional archeological 
investigations. Our comments are appended as Enclosure 2; A completed NADB Reports 
Recording Form is included as Enclosure 3. 

The APE for this project extends along MD 210 from 1-495 to MD 228, and incorporates 
an 1-495 access ramp and several intersection locations along the project limits. The inclusion of 

(410)545-8564 

My telephone number fs . 

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-600-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 , 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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the 1-495 access ramp has broadened the APE defined in our 1998 correspondence at the 
northern end of the corridor in the vicinity of the National Register-listed Oxon Hill Manor. The 
APE for archeology was defined by the limits of proposed and existing right of way associated 
with worst case impacts under Alternative 5B. Because extensive prior archeological surveys 
have been conducted along the MD 210 corridor, and because of recent disturbance resulting 
from development and prior road construction, the APE was substantially reduced to include 
undisturbed areas situated primarily at the various intersections under study. 

Numerous surveys that have been conducted in the project area vicinity (Conrad 1976; 
Cony 1979, 1986; Gardner I976o, 1976b; Gardner and Curry 1977; Gardner and Stewart 1977; 
Lothrop 1997; Wesler et al. 1981), have resulted in the identification of many archeological sites 
within the general project area. Of these, sites 18PR141,18PR144,18PR166, and 18PR297 are 
situated In or Immediately adjacent to the current APE and were considered during construction 
of the project's research design. Sites 18PR141 and 18PR144 were identified by Gardner 
(1976a, 1976b) on low-order tributaries of Piscataway Creek for improvements to the 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission's substation at Whitehall, Maryland. Although 
portions of Site 18PR141 were subjected to data recovery, unexcavated portions of the site 
remain.. No further investigations were conducted at Site 18PR144 as deposits there were 
confined to the plow disturbed A horizon where evidence for erosion and the collapsing of strata 
(deflation or mass wasting) was also encountered (Gardner 1976a:24). Approximately 20% of 
Site 18PR141, and 10% of Site 18PR144, are located within the APE. In the case of both sites 
the portions that extend into the APE are situated on steep slopes that may have been graded 
back during construction of the existing parallel service roads along this portion of MD 210. 

Gardner's (1976b) excavations mitigated portions of 18PR141 extending along the 45- 
foot wide Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission's sewerline right of way running 
perpendicular and across MD 210. In total, 300 square feet of the site were excavated and the 
work was sufficient to characterize component representation as dating to the Middle and Late 
Woodland, and functional activities as relating to hunting and food processing. It is not likely 
that additional work in the context of the cuirent project - particularly as the impact area is 
confined to steep and eroded slopes - would enrich or inform previous interpretations of this 
significant site. However, SHA will erect protective fencing during all phases of construction to 
ensure that the undisturbed and intact portions of the site situated on level terrain immediately 
adjacent to the proposed right of way are avoided. Because deposits associated with 18PR144 
are confined to plow disturbed strata and the portion of the site located with the APE appears 
even more severely disturbed, no additional investigations were conducted at Site 18PR144 in 
the context of the cuirent project. We are requesting your concurrence that Site 18PR144 is not 
National Register eligible under all applicable criteria. 

% 
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Other surveys for the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission by Gardner and 
Stewart (1977) resulted in the identification of Site 18PR166 which was interpreted as a multiple 
component prehistoric site with undisturbed, buried deposits. Twenty-five shovel test 
proveniences containing artifacts are listed in the technical report detailing the findings of 
Gardner and Stewart's (1977) previous research. However, the total number of tests excavated 
and their locations are not specified in the report. As interpreted from discussions of this site by 
Gardner and Stewart (1977:12-14), the site's boundary depicted in the Maryland Archeological 
Site Survey files encompasses only the area of highest artifact density. Approximately 20% of 
the mapped site is located within the APE. Surface reconnaissance and shovel testing in the 
portion of the mapped site situated within the current APE documented an absence of artifacts 
and disturbed soil conditions. As archeological deposits associated with this site will be avoided, 
we are not requesting a determination of eligibility in the context of the cunent undertaking. We 

. will request that our consultant revise the site's boundary on Figure 40 of the report and submit 
an updated inventory form reflecting the current work and revised boundaries. 

Previous Maryland State Highway Administration surveys of MD 210 south of Old Fort 
Road South (Conrad 1976; Gardner and Curry 1977, Lothrop 1997), and MD 228 near the 
current project's southern terminus (Cunry 1986), resulted in the identification of numerous other 
sites in or near the current APE: 18PR146,18PRi47 (destroyed, Gardner and Curry 197735=36); 
18PR148 (destroyed, Gardner and Curry 1977:26), 18PR218,18PR219,18PR297,18PR298, 
18PR300,18PR441, and 18PR442. Except for 18PR297 and 18PR298, all of these sites have 
been formally determined ineligible for the National Register by the Maryland Historical Trust 
(June 29,1997; January 19,1988; May 14,1997). MHT concurred in the potential significance 
of 18PR297 and 18PR298 (MHT letter of May 14,1997), but both were avoided by the selected 
alternate for MD 228 and neither resource was evaluated for eligibility to the National Register 
for that undertaking. Of these potentially significant sites, only Site 18PR297 is situated within 
the APE where approximately 20% of the mapped site will be subject to impacts. The current 
Phase I Survey investigated the portion of 18PR297 situated within the APE. No artifacts were 
observed during surface reconnaissance and limited shovel testing within the APE. Because any 
archeological deposits associated with this site will be avoided, we are not requesting a 
determination of eligibility in the context of the current undertaking. We will request that our 
consultant revise the site's boundary on Rgure 40 of the report and submit an updated inventory 
form reflecting the current work and revised boundaries. 

As documented in the attached report, the only newly identified archeological resource is 
Site 1RPR590 represented by a low density scatter of historic and prehistoric artifact within an 
area measuring approximately 13,000 square metere (3.2 acres). Approximately 40 percent of 
the site lie within the APE. Shovel testing ascertained that deposits were confined to the 
disturbed plowzone, and no evidence to suggest the presence of features was encountered. Given 
the paucity of artifacts observed both within and outside the APE, and the results of shovel 

testing within the APE, the site is not likely to contribute information important in history and no 
further work has been recommended. SHA agrees with the recommendations of the consultant 
and requests your concurrence in our determination that Site 18PR590 is not National Register 
eligible. 

We respectfully request your comments on the enclosed archeological report by October 
13,2000. We appreciate your assistance on this project and look forward to working with you in 
the future. Should you have any questions or wish additional information, please feel free to 
contact Ms. Mary F. Baise at (410) 545-2883. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminaiy Engineering 

by:       A 
1 Grey      / 
Division Chief 

Bruce M. 
Deputy Division ( 
Project Planning Division 

CONCURRENCE: 

State Historic Preservation Office 

BMG:MFB:mfb 

Date 

Enclosures (3) 
co:       Ms. Heather Amick 

Ms. Mary Barse 
Mr. Donald K. Creveling, Natural and Historical Resources Division (MNCPPC) 

(w/ Enclosure 1 and Enclosure 2) 
Dr. Charles Hall 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein 
Mr. Donald H. Sparklin 
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October 16, 2000 

to 

Maryland 

Department of 
Housing and 
Community 
Development 

Division of Historical and 

Cutlural Programs 

100 Comnitinliy Place 

Crownsvillt. Miiylind 21032 

--M-7600 

1-800-756-0119 

F«x: 410-987-W71 

M«iyland Rehjr lor [he Deal: 

711 or 1-800-715-2258 

http7Avww.dhcd.Jute.Rul.us 

Pinls N. Glendettin^ 
Governor 

Raymond A. Skinner 
Setntary 

MirjeWjlf 

Drpoty Secrttary 

Mr. Brace Grey 
Deputy Division CBieT 
Project Planmng Divirion 

State Highway Admmutra&m 
707 North Cahrert Street 
P.O. Box 717 
BaWmore, Maiykmd 21203-0717 

RE: Prqjed No. PGMIAH, MD 2/1/(1-495 to MD 228), Prince George's 

Comity, Maryland 

o 

Dear Mr, Grey: 

Thank you for ycrar recent letter, dated 12 September 2000 and received by the Maryland 
Historical Tnm (MHT) m 1^ pfr^^nhw ^nnn i^rHmgfK*ttivw^6rrtw»dpwy»* 

IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION    " 

Your September 12* submission included^ draft review copy of the following report: 
Phase lb Intensive Archeohgical Identification Survey for the Widening ofMD 210 
(Indian Head Highway] and the Improvement of Nine Signalized Intersections, 
Extending from the Capital Beltway to MD 228, Prince George's County, Maryland 
(February 2000). Thundeibird Archeological Associates, Inc., prepared the document 

The report describes the survey's goals, methods, and results. It is clearly written, contains 
much mfbnnatian cc soil contexts, and addresses the Standards and Guidehmsfbr 
Archeological Investigations in Maryland (Shafier and Cole 1994). Inouropimon, the 
background research and fiddwodc were sufficieat to identify the full range of ardbeological 
properties in the area of potential effects. 

The consultant newly identified one archeological site in the area of potential effects: 18PR590 
(Walzd). Smfece reconnaissance and shovel testing recovered less than 80 artiiacts. These 
daled from both prehistoric and historic times. The prrfristoric conqKownt (unknown period) is 
a Ihhic scatter, and the historic compooenl (late d^deenth to twentieth centuries) represents 
secondary deposition of trash, All cultural materials derived from a plowzooe. Due to the lack 
of both physical integrity and important research potential, we concur that 18PR590 is 
ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

Several other archeological sites were previously known to he locntcH in nr ndjacerit to the area 

of potential efiects. Suivcyatsites 18PR166and 18PR297 found no cultural materiaL No new 
survey took place at prehistoric site 18PR144, which had about ten percent of its area in the 
present project area. Work at the site in 1976 by the CathnKc Ihmrsity of America fhmA 

temporally undiagnostic Mac artifecte in a plowzcne. MHT concuxsthat the lade of both 
physical integrity and significant research poteitial means 18PR144 is ineligible for the National 
Register. 

Mr. Bruce Grey 
October 16,2000 
Page 2 

ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS 

No further archeological investigations are warranted for the present project. We 
understand that you will forward us your studies on historic architecture and your effect 
determination. 

We request that the consultant address the following points when revising the 
archeological report: 

• The title page should identify the principal investigator. 

• Editing is needed on pages 16 (animals such as) and 21 (did not secede). 

• MHT's copy of the report should have original photographs or clear halftones. 

• The order of Figures 36 and 37 needs to be changed. 

• On page 59, the phrase "turn of the century" needs to be more specific (1900 or 
2000?). 

If you have questions or require additional information, please call Ms. Anne Bruder (for 
structures) at (410) 514-7636 or Dr. Gary Shaffer (for archeology) at (410) 514-7638. 

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance. 

Sincerelv, 

^—TTN   O., 
Elizabeth /. Cole 
Administrator 
Project Review and Compliance 

EJC/GDS 
200003364 
cc:        Dr. Charles Hall (SHA) 

Ms. Denise Winslow (FHWA) 
Ms.KateDinnel(JPPM) 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

October 31,2000 

Parrts N. Gtenderlng 
Govamor 

John D. Porcari 
Sscretary 

Parker F. Williams 
AdmfnislrBtor 

Re: Project No. PG221 All 
MD 210:1-495 to MD 228 Project Planning Study- 
Prince George's County. Maryland 

Mr. J. Rodney Little 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 
100 Community Place 
CrownsvuicMD 21032-2023 

Dear Mr. Little: 

Introduction and Project Description 
Since 1998, the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has been coordinating 

with the Maryland Historical Trust (MI IT) regarding a planning study involving improvements 
to traffic operations along a narrow corridor of MD 210 extending from 1-495 to MD 228 in 
Prince George's County. This multi-modal study addresses the increasingly severe and frequent 
traffic congestion along a lO-mile long segment uf MD 210, and provides engineering and 
environmental solutions to existing and projected transportation, safety imvironmental ^rd 
aesthetic conditions. Presently, three mainline alternatives with two types of capacity options 
each have been developed to address the project objectives. This letter serves to establish an 
area of potential effect (APE); clear up outstanding issues related to historic structure 
identification; introduce the alternatives under study; and finally detetmine the effect of each 
alternative on cultural resources. 

Funding 
Federal funds are anticipated for this project 

Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE for this project extends along MD 210 from 1-495 to MD 228, and incorporates 

an 1-495 access ramp and several intersection locations along the project limits (Attachment [: 
Project Map). The inclusion of the 1-495 access ramp has broadened the APE defined in our 
1998 correspondence at the northern end of the comdor, in the vicinity of the National Register- 
listed Oxon Hill Manor (PG: 80-1). 

My telephone number b.. 

Maiytand Relay Sendee for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 
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Identification of Historic Properties 
The historic investigation for this proposed project entailed the research of potentially 

significant architectural and archeological resources. 

Architecture: 
SHA architectural historian Jill Dowling prepared a historic context and inventoried and 

evaluated properties along the MD 210 corridor. 

In March 1998, SHA submitted a draft Historic Structures Identification Study for 
MD 210:1-495 to MD 228. Based on documentation requirements established at a summer 
1997 meeting with MHT staff, this study represents a thorough investigation into the history of 
the area with full survey for only a small percentage of the mid-twentieth century resources 
included in the APE. The remaining resources have been documented with black and white 
photographs and Determination of Eligibility Forms (DOEs) briefly describing the structures. 

» In subsequent correspondence, SHA and MHT have agreed on eligibility determinations 
for 35 resources, including one National Register-eligible property, the J.R. Lee Manning House 
(PG: 83-16). MHT was unable to concur with SHA's opinion on two final resources, Salubria 
(PG: 80-2) and the Broad Creek Historic District (PG: 80-24). Although the report originally 
recommended Both as eligible, SHA and MHT have since recognized that Salubria was formally 
determined "not eligible" for the National Register during Section 106 coordination for the 
Woodrow Wilson Bridge project In 1989. 

The Broad Creek Historic District represents the site of Aire, one of the six original port 
towns established in 1706 by the Maryland General Assembly as a tobacco shipping port. Based 
upon the inclusion of three important IS"1 century structures; St John's Episcopal Church 
(1766), Harmony Hall (circa 1760), and Piscataway House (circa 1750) and the ruin of a fourth. 
Want Water (circa 1708), SHA initially suggested that the district might be eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places. Since that time, SHA and MHT have discussed the 
property and the boundaries suggested in Maryland National Park and Planning Commission's 
(MNCPPC) 1983 "Broad Creek Historic District Study." 

The eligibility of the Broad Creek Historic District is a complicated issue, requiring 
extensive additional study and likely to elicit substantial controversy. Such a study would 
concentrate on the four 18th century resources previously mentioned; all of which are 
substantially removed from SHA's worst case project limits. The boundaries originally put forth 
by MNCPPC in 1983 included 590-acres fashioned to provide maximum protection of 
environmental and architectural features. Over the past seventeen years, extensive development 
in and adjacent to these boundaries has resulted in pervasive modem residential and commercial 
intrusion. At the time the boundaries were suggested, the study recognized that "the ——^. 
determination of boundaries is the most difficult issue surrounding the creation of the Broad 

•^\ 
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Creek Historic District." As a result of this dilemma, MNCPPC's historical study recommended 
the largest land area considered. 

The MD 210 alternatives presently under study by SHA have the potential to impact this 
broad boundary in only one location, along Old Fort Road North. Despite the feet that no 
properties dating from the period of significance exist within 1000 feet of Old Fort Road North, 
the suggested historic district boundary follows Oxon Hill Road across Livingston Road 
extending east nearly to Kaydot Road. On the north side of Old Fort Road, modem commercial 
development and freestanding franchise operations line the roadway. As described in further 
detail subsequently in this letter, the most invasive "worst case" alternative proposed for the 
project would in--".'- n ** icre of : vacant lot on the south side of Old Fort Road (Parcel 180), 
facing a strip development MHT and SHA have agreed that the parcel does not contribute to the 
significance of the Broad Creek Historic District, and further constitutes a mere 0.076% of the 
area suggested for the historic district In anticipation of the considerable expenditure required 
to resolve issues related to the Broad Creek Historic District relative to the small amount of 
firoperty affected by the project SHA seeks no fonnal detennination of eligibility for\he Broad 
Creek Historic District For Section 106 pmposes, we will assume that the district as delineated 
in the 1983 study is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. SHA has prepared and 
provided a Determination of Eligibility Form and photographs establishing that the parcel 
impacted by the MD 210 improvements is not a contributing element to the Broad Creek Historic 
District (Attachment U: DOE Form).. 

In addition to these properties, the expanded APE in the vicinity of the proposed 1-495 
access ramp now includes the National Register-listed Oxon Hill Manor (PG: 80-1). 

A revised copy of the draft Historic Structures Identification Study for MD 210:1-495 
to MD 228 (Attachment III) is included with this transmittal. New eligibility and effect tables 
(Attachment IV: Tables) reflect MHTs opinions as transmitted in 1998. The table has been 
revised since our last correspondence to include Oxon Hill Manor; to register MHT's 
concurrence that Salubria is not eligible for the National Register as determined in coordination 
for the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project and to indicate that SHA is assuming eligibility for the 
Broad Creek Historic District In addition, SHA seeks your concurrence with our detennination 
that Parcel 180 within the Broad Creek Historic District is not a contributing element to the 
district and on the eligibility often additional resources. As the table indicates, the MD 210 APE 
includes three architectural resources eligible for or listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places: Oxon Hill Manor (PG: 80-1), the Broad Creek Historic District (PG: 80-24), and the J.R. 
Lee Manning House (PG: 83-16). 

Archeology: 
A Phase I Archeological Identification Survey was conducted by Thunderbird 

Ai^culu^ul Aottciaics, Inc. for the project on behalf of SHA in January, 200P  •"•* J-'A 

technical renort was submitted for review and comment in our previous coordination 
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correspondence dated September 12,2000. At that time, we iterated that archeological sites 
18PR141,18PR166, and 1WRIVI, would be avoided by the undertaking and fencing would be 
erected during construction to protect site 18PR141. On October 20, we received concurrence 
that sites 18PR144 and 18PR590 are ineligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places. Consequently, we have determined there will be no impacts to National Register Eligible 
resources. 

Alternatives Under Consideration 
Plans for the alternatives under consideration are included in the brochure provided with 

this letter as Attachment V. SHA is considering three build alternatives with two capacity 
options each, as well as a no-build alternative. The MD 210 intersection improvement options, 
previously designated under Alternative 2, have been incorporated into Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 
5C and categorized into two groupings under each alternative: Intersection Capacity Option 1 
and Intersection Capacity Option 2. These two intersection options consist of different 
Combinations of interchanges and at-grade intersections for each major roadway crossing. 
Figure 3 on page 11 of the brochure contains an overall summary of the alternatives and options 
under consideration with references to the figures in the brochure that illustrate the proposed 
improvements. Multi-modal enhancements will be considered with all of the build alternatives 
and options, including enhanced bus service, park-and-ride facilities, and bus stop relocations. 

Capacity Option 1 includes the least number of interchanges considered reasonable. 
Interchanges would only be provided at the Kerby Hill/Livingston Road and Livingston 
Road/Palmer Road intersections. The remaining intersections are proposed to be expanded with 
the existing trafQc signals to remain. Under this option, a 4"' through lane in each direction will 
be included on MD 210, from Old Fort Road North to Old Fort Road South. 

Capacity Option 2 includes the greatest number of interchanges considered necessary to 
achieve level of service (LOS) D or better during the peak periods. Interchanges are proposed at 
the Kerby Hill Road/Livingston Road, Livingston Road/Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort 
Washington Road, Swan Creek Road/Livingston Road and Old Fort Road South locations. 

1) Alternative 5A would provide only those improvements necessary (acceleratioii and 
deceleration lanes) to accommodate interchanges as determined with intersection Capacity 
Option 1 or Capacity Option 2 and includes no HOV lanes. This option includes no 
widening of MD 210 other than that necessaiy in the immediate vicinity of an intersection 
location to support a given intersection improvement option (e.g., acceleration lanes, mm 
lanes, etc). There would be no improvement to the MD 210 connection to or from 1-295. 
This alternative is predicted to reduce trafQc congestion, but not alleviate it altogether. 

2) Alternative 5B considers the same interchange options as 5A, but provides a 2-lane 
reversible, barrier-separated HOV facility in the median of MD 210 for the portion of the 
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study area from 1-495 south of Swan Creek Road. South of Swan Creek Road, the barrier- 
separate HOV lanes would transition to concurrent flow HOV lanes for the remaining portion 
of the study area down to MD 228. The reversible section of the HOV lanes would operate 
northbound for moming peak traffic conditions and southbound for evening peak conditions. 
Access to and from the HOV lanes would not be permitted at the intersections, but would be 
provided at approximately three locations northbound and southbound between 1-495 and 
MD 228. The access points would consist of slip ramps allowing general-use traffic to merge 
into and out of the HOV lanes, at certain locations. 

00 

3) Alternative 5C would widen MD 210 to provide an additional lane in each direction 
designated as a concurrent flow HOV lane (i.e., one HOV lane in each direction). Special 
striping to create an approximate four-foot wide separation between the new HOV lane and 
the existing three gcneral-usc laucs will be included. Studies are ou-going to delcrmine 
whether flexible pylons would be used to separate the HOV and general-use lanes and the 
t::::nt to which vehicles would have the freedom to move between the HOV and general use 
lanes as they travel along the corridor. 

4) The No-Build Alternative remains under consideration at each of the intersection locations as 
well as along mainline MD 210. This alternative would include routine maintenance, minor 
construction projects, and developer-based improvements associated with new developments. 
The No-Build Alternative serves as a baseline for the comparison of all other alternatives. 
These minor improvements would not be expected to measurably affect roadway capacity or 
safety. 

Assessment of Adverse Effects 
Despite the differences between the three build alternatives and each of their two options, 

all involve the same impacts in the areas where historic properties have been identified. 

At the northern end of the project, the construction of an 1-495 access ramp will take 
;!??• behind existing and proposed higher ramps for the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project in the 
vicinity of Oxon Hill Manor. Construction of one additional ramp for HOV access behind extant 
ramps should not substantially increase the visual or vibration impacts incurred or anticipated at 
this historic site. To substantiate this opinion, SHA has requested that the consultants 
quantifying similar impacts anticipated for the Woodrow Wilson Bridge project assess the actual 
increase expected in Lu^ucts tu C>wu Hill Manor as a result of this additional ramp. While we 
presently feel that the MD 210 project should have NO ADVERSE IMPACT on Oxon Hill 
Manor, we will coordinate a revised effect determination promptly if the results of this study 
contradict this finding. 

All three alternatives impact the boundary set forth in MNCPPC's study of the Broad 
Creek Historic District by proposing the acquisition of between 0.25 and 0.45-acre for 
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intersection improvements at Old Fort Road. As established in the accompanying 
documentation, the parcel impacted is not a contributing element of the historic district Based 
on this and considering that the proposed acquisition represents between 0.042% and 0.076% of 
the broadest possible boundary for the property, all proposed alternatives should have NO 
ADVERSE IMPACT on the Broad Creek Historic District. 

All three options restrict intersection improvements at the southern end of the project 
well removed from the J.R. Lee Manning House. As a result, the proposed project should have 
NO IMPACT on this resource. 

Based on these findings and the absence of significant archeological resources within the 
APE, no historic properties should be adversely affected by the proposed improvement to MD 
210 (Alternatives 5 A, B, and C and the two"capacity options considered for each). 

Review Request 
Please examine the attached maps and plans. We request your concurrence by November 

30,2000 that there should be no historic properties adversely affected by the proposed 
improvements to MD 210. By carbon copy, we invite the Broad Creek Historic District Local 
Advisory Committee, the Oxon Hill Manor Foundation, the National Park Service, and the 
Prince George's County Historic Preservation Commission to provide comments and participate 
in the Section 106 process. Pursuant to the requirements of 36 CFR Part 800, SHA seeks their 
assistance in identifying historic preservation issues as they relate to this specific project. (See 
36 CFR 800.2 (c) (4) and (6), and 800.3 (f) for information regarding the identification and 
participation of consulting parties, and 800.4 and 800.5 regarding the identification of historic 
properties and assessment of effects. For additional information regarding the Section 106 
regulations, see the Advisory Council on History Preservation's website, www.achp.gov, or contact 
the Maryland State Highway Administration or the Maryland Historical Trust.) If no response is 
received by November 30,2000, we will assume that these offices decline to participate. Please 
call Ms. Rita Sufihess at 410-545-8561 with questions regarding standing structures for this 
project. Ms. Mary Barse can be reached at 410-545-2883 with concerns regarding archeology. 

^1 
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Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

by:        /?—   rW.. 
Bruce M. Grey 
Deputy Division < 
Project Planning Division 

ionCpnef 

Concurrence: 

to 
Slate Hisloric Preservation Office Date 

Attachments 
I: Project Map 
II: DOE Form, Parcel 180 
HI: Historic Structures Identification Study for MD 210:1-495 to MD 228 
IV: Eligibility and Effect Tables 
V: Proposed Plans 

cc:       Ms. Heather Amick 
Ms. Mary Barse 
Ms Ingrid Britt, Oxon Hill Manor Foundation 
Dr. Charles Hall 
Ms. Mary Huie, Federal Highway Administration 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein 
Mr. John Parsons, National Park Service 
Ms. Gail Rothrock, Prince George's County Historic Preservation Commission 
Ms. Carroll Savage, Broad Creek Historic District Local Advisory Committee 
Mr. Donald H. Sparklin 
Ms. Rita Suffiiess 
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December 8,2000 

Mr. Brace M. Grey 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

RE:      Project No. PG221 All 
MD 210: 8:495 to MD 228 Project Planning Study 
Prince George's County, Maryland (Section 106 Review - FHWA) 

DeaT^afc-Grey: 

Thank you for your 31 October 2000 letter which the Maryland Historical Trust 
received on 1 November 2000 providing our office with the documentation for standing 
structures within the above-reference project area. Trust staff have reviewed the 
documentation and below are our comments. 

4rcheohgy;.     SHA has completed the Phase I archeological survey and the Trust 
concurs that no additional archeological investigations will be necessaiy. 

Architecture:    SHA staff investigated the project area and prepared a report. Historic 
Structures Identification Study for MD 210:1-495 toMD228, Prince George 'j County, 
Maryland, (SHA, 2000) which provides sufficient context to make determinations of 
eligibility for the eleven newly identified properties witUia the APE. SHA has 
determined that the following properties air eligible or listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places: 

Oxon Hill Manor, PG:80-1 
/.R. Lee Manning House, PG:S3-1<5 

—.Broad Creek Historic District PG:80-24 

The Trust concurs that these resources are eligible. The resources identified in our 14 
April 1998 letter as not eligible remain so, with the exception of Hovennale's Taste 
Best, MIHP #PG:80-25. In light of our growing understanding of the importance of this 
threatened resource; we reexamined the information presented by Prince George's 
County in 1993 and SHA's own evaluation in 1997. It is our opinion that Hovennale's 
Taste Best is eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, under 

& 
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Criterion A (history of the automobile) and Criterion C (architecture). The building 
was constructed in 1953-54, making it less than fifty years of age. We also believe it 
meets Criterion Consideration G, for exceptional significance. It is an increasingly rare 
example of roadside architecture from the mid-century. In light of MD 210,s history as 
the generating force of suburbanization in this area, we believe that the construction of 
the ice cream store on the highway is one of the best examples of that history in the 
project area. Furthermore, the images presented in SHA's report indicate that it retains 
excellent integrity of materials, design, workmanship, setting, feeling and association. 
As a result of our opinion, SHA will need to provide us with an effect determination for 
the historic property. 

SHA's submission also identified eleven new resources as not eligible: 

7927 Livingston Road 
10901 Livingston Road 
11005 Fort Washington Road 
11009 Fort Washington Road 
9727 Old fort Washington Road 
Parcel 180, Old Fort Road 
509 Kerby Hill Road 
511 Kerby Hill Road 
512 Kerby Hill Road 
520 Kerby Hill Road 
919 Palmer Road. 

The Trust also concurs that these resources are not eligible. With regard to Parcel 180, 
Old Fort Road in the Broad Creek Historic District, this particular parcel fionts MD 210 
and the surrounding suburban development. Thus the Trust concurs that this parcel 
does not contribute to the Broad Creek Historic District, and it is not individually 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register. 

Although the Trust has concurred with SHA regarding eligibility 
determinations, we are unable to forward any of this material to the Office of Research. 
Survey and Registration because certain items are missing from the submission. 

• A USGS quadrangle (or SHA GIS) map showing the locations of all the properties 
identified by MIHP or DOE forni within the APE. Trust staff's notes from the July 
1997 meeting regarding this project indicate that SHA was instructed to provide a 
map showing all of the identified properties. While the tax map is acceptable for 
the individual forms, the APE map must show all the properties. 

• Approved photo sleeves. We are unable to accept the sleeves which SHA has 
provided (Perma/Dur #416-52584). Trust staff have discussed this with Dr. Charles 
Hall and requested that SHA acquire and use University Products, Inc. 's #416- 
52572, which is a side load sleeve. All of the photographs should be submitted in 
the appropriate sleeves. 

• 'Ihe following historic resources require Capsule Summary Sheets, Inventory 
Numbers or a Determination of Eligibility Form: ^1 
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Broad Creek Historic District (Capsule summary and DOE form) 
Kaydot Circle (Inventory number and Capsule summary) 
Accokeek/Bryan Point Triangle (Inventory number and Capsule summary). 

• Please xerox Section 7 Page 1 of the Broad Creek District foim - this contains the 
map of the district boundaries taped to the larger sheet We are unable to accept 
taped items into the inventory, because the tape damages the paper. 

• All of the properties identified by DOE form will also require MIHP numbers. 
Please contact Ms. Barbara Shepherd, Keeper of the Inventory, 410-514-7656, to 
obtain the numbers. 

• Please provide complete addresses for all of the properties identified - the street 
address must include the town, county and the zip code. 

Many of these changes were requested in staff discussions in 1998, following the 
Trust's initial review. Pursuant to our new Standards and Guidelines, we are unable to 
provide an effect determination without these items (see Standards ami Quideltms, 
page 39). Enclosed is the binder for the MD 210 project, which we are returning to 
facilitate the requested corrections. 

Once we have received these items, including the effect determination for 
Hovermale's, we will be able to provide SHA with an effect determination for the 
project. Thank you for providing us this opportunity to comment Should you have any 
questions regarding the review of the project, please contact Ms. Anne Bnider (for 
structures) at 410-514-7636 or Ms. Elizabeth Cole (for archeology) at 410-514-7631. 

Sincerely, 

/UA»7 
J. Rodney Little 
Director/State Historic Preservation Officer 

JRLiAEB 
200003906 
cc:        Mr. Donald Sparklin, SHA 

Dr. Charles Hall, SHA 

Prince George's County 

^ 

^ 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parrls N. Gtendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Sacrelary 

Parker-F. Williams 
Admlnidralor 

January 26,2001 

Re:     Project No. PG 221 All 
MD 210:1-495 to MD 228 
Project Planning Study 
Prince George's County, Maryland 

Mr. J. Rodney Little 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville MD 21032-2023 

Dear Mr. Little: 

We are in the process of revising the report entitled Historic Structures Identification 
Study for MD 210:1-495 to MD 228, Prince George's County, Maryland and addressing your 
comments on that report provided in your letter of December 8,2000. In that comment letter, 
you stated your opinion that Hovermale's Tastes Best (PG: 80-25) is eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places. Because of that opinion, the State Highway Administration (SHA) 
will consider the property as eligible for the National Register for the purposes of Section 106 
identification and assessment of effects for the above-referenced project This letter is a follow 
up to our initial effect determination letter of October 31,2000 for the project 

In order to identify the property completely and to properly assess potential effects on the 
property, it is necessary to define the National Register boundary for the resource. To that end, 
SHA Architectural Historian, Katry Harris, has prepared an addendum to the MIHP form for the 
resource along with illustrations of the proposed boundary (Attachment I). 

Based on this boundary, Ms. Harris has assessed the potential effects on the Hovermale's 
Tastes Best property. With any of the build alternative^ there are four options being considered 
for the design and configuration of the intersection of MD 210 and Palmer/Livingston Road. All 
four options (Palmer/Livingston Road Options A, B, C, and D) will reconfigure the existing 
intersection as an interchange, and the resource, located on the west side of Livingston Road, 
will be in the area of potential effects for all options. 

Palmer/Livingston Road Options A and D (Attachment II) propose an off-ramp serving 
southbound MD 210-to westbound Livingston Road vehicles in front (east) of the resource. 
Another off-ramp serving southbound MD 210-to eastbound Palmer Road vehicles will he added 
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south of the resource. With this configuration, access to the property directly from Livingston 
Road will no longer be possible. To enable the property to continue functioning as an ice cream 
drive-in, a new access road will be constructed in front of the resource along the west side of the 
new off-ramp. 

Options A and D will permit the continued visibility of the resource from MD 210 and 
Livingston Road. In particular, southbound MD 210-to westbound Livingston Road vehicles 
will have a clear view of the resource from the off-ramp as proposed. A clearly marked new 
access road will be provided that will enable the continued use of the property. Because the 
visibility of the property and the use of die property will be maintained through die project. 
Options A and D will not adversely affect the historic property. 

Palmer/Livingston Road Options B and C (Attachment 11) propose a new access road in 
front of the resource in a similar fashion to Options A and D. These two interchange options will 
permit the continued visibility of the resource from MD 210 and Livingston Road and the new 
access road will enable the continued use of the property. Because the visibility of the property 
and the use of the property will be maintained through the project, Options B and C will not 
adversely affect the historic property. 

At this time, we invite your comments on the proposed boundary and assessment of 
effects for Hovermale's Tastes Best (PG: 80-25). We request your concurrence by February 26, 
2001, that the boundary is appropriate for the historic resource and that there will be no adverse 
effect on the historic property. By carbon copy we invite the Prince George's County Historic 
Preservation Commission and Prince George's Heritage Inc. to provide comments and consult in 
the Section 106 process for this project. If no response is received by February 26,2001, we will 
assume that these offices decline to provide comments. Please call Ms. Katry Harris at 410-545- 
8698 (or at her Virginia Beach office at 757-463-8770) with questions. Once we have 
determined the boundary and effects, the revised report for the above-referenced project will be 
transmitted to your office. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

My lelephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

By: JL 
Bruce M. Grey 
Deputy Division Chi^f 
Project Planning Division 

JO 
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Concurrence: 

State Historic Preservation Office Date 

BMG:KH:lc 

Attachments: 
I: MIHP Form Addendum (10. Geographic Data with Boundary Illustrations) 
H: Illustrations of Palmer/Livingston Road Options A, B, C, and D for All Alternates and AH 
Capacity Options 

cc:       Ms. Heather Amick, PPD      (w/Attachments) 
Ms. Katry Harris, PPD 
Dr. Charles Hall, PPD (w/ Attachments) 
Ms. Gail Rothrock, Prince George's County Historic. Preservation Commission 
(w/Attachments) 
Mr. Donald H. Sparklin, PPD 
Ms. Patricia Williams, Prince George's Heritage, Inc. (w/Attachments) 

V 



Maryland Department ol Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Re: 

Mr. J. Rodney Little 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

' Maryland Historical Trust 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville MD 21032-2023 

Dear Mr. Little: 

Pa/ris N. Giendening 
Govwnof 

John 0. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

February 27, 2001 

Project No. PG 221 All 
MD 210:1-495 to MD 228 
Project Planning Study 
Prince George's County, Maryland 

Attached please find the final report entitled Historic Structures Identification 
Study for MD 210:1-495 to MD 228. Prince George's County. Maryland (Attachment I). 
The report was revised to address your comments provided in your letter of December 8, 
2000. A large-format map illustrating the project area of potential effects (APE) and the 
identified resources is included in the report. 

Also attached please find the final documentation forms for the resources 
identified (Attachment H). The forms are printed on acid-free paper and include original 
photographs is approved archival sleeves. The forms should be ready to be incorporated 
in the collections of the Office of Research, Survey and Registration. 

As a reminder, we sent information regarding the boundary and impact 
assessment for Hovermales' Tastes Best (PG: 80-25) in our letter of January 26,2001. 
In that letter, we determined that the various project altemstives would have no adverse 
impact on the resource. We have not to date received your comments on this 
information, but the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
(MNCPPC) has concurred with the findings presented in their letter of February 1,2001. 
(see Appendix B of the report). 

In your December letter, you slated that once you have received the revised 
report, including the impact determination for Hovermales' Tastes Best, you would 
provide the State Highway Administration (SHA) with an effect determination for the 
project. A summary of our impact assessments is presented in the attached table 
(Attachment IE). 

My telephone number fa _„^„-_—_ 

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2256 Statewfda Toll Freo 
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At this lime, we invite your effect determination for the entire project. As 
discussed with Ms. Beth Cole, we request your concurrence with our determination that 
no historic properties will be adversely affected by the proposed MD 210 project by 
March 16. Please call Ms. Katry Harris at 410-545-8698 (or at her Virginia Beach office 
at 757-463-8770) with questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

BK    _^ ^ 
ArS Bruce M. Grey 
0      Deputy Division Chief 

Project Planning Division 

Concurrence: 

State Historic Preservation Office Date 

Attachments: 
I: 

m 

Hfc 

Report: Historic Sluctures Identification Study for MD 210:1-495 to MD 
228, Prince George's County, Maryland (February 2001) 
Acid-free documentation forms for properties identified with original 
photographs in approved archival sleeves. 
Effect Table 

cc:      Ms. Heather Amick 
Ms. Katry Harris 
Dr. Charles Hall (w/ Attachments) 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein 
Mr. Donald H. Sparlelin 
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
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Maryland 
Department of 
Housing and 
Community 
Development 

OMsitm ofHistorkti and 

Cultural Programs 

100 Community Place 

OovntfvtUe, Maryland 21032 

0-514-7600 

1-600-756-0119 

Fmxt 410-9S7-4071 

Maryland Relay for the Deafe 
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Panit M. Cl«nd«ning 
Governor 

Raymond A. Skinner 
SccTTttry 

Marge Wtolf 
Deputy Stcrttaty 

Mr. Bruce M. Grey 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Bakiniore, MD 21203-0717 

RE:      Project No. VG221AU 
MD 210:1-495 to MD 228, Project Planning Study 
Oxon Hill, Prince George's County, Maryland (Section 106 Review-FHWA) 

Dear Mr. Grey: 

Thank you for your 26 January 2001 letter which the Maryland Historical Trust 
received on 31 January 2001 regarding the National Register boundary for Hovermale's 
Tastes Best, and the likely impacts as a result of the above-referenced project Trust 
staff have reviewed the four options and below are our comments. 

SHA has proposed a boundary for Hovemule's based on a site visit and the 
landscape buffer surrounding the building and its parking lot. Based on the information 
provided, the Trust concurs that this is an appropriate boundary. With regard to the 
four options, A, B, C, or D for the Livingston Road overpass, the Trust is able to concur 
that each will have no adverse effect on the historic property, provided that the 
foUowing condition is met: 

SHA will provide the Trust with a plan at 60% completion for 
Jinal review and approval vrhen a build alternative is chosen. 

Thank you for providing us this opportunity to comment. Should you have any 
questions regarding the review of the project, please contact Ms. Ann* Bruder (for 
structures) at 410-514-7636. 

Sincerely, 

9^ x OL. 
Hizabeth J Cole 
Administrator 
Project Review and Compliance 

EJC/AEB 
200100264 
cc:       Mr. Howard tierger, Prince George's County 

Mr. Don Sparklin, SHA 
Ms. KatryHams, SHA 
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State Highway Administration 
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IV.i«!l No. POM I A 11 
MD 211): WS lu MIJ 228 rvnjett I'lanninu Study 
Prince C'Corgc's Cuunly. Murylund 

Introtluctinit nnd Prtiject Description 
Since I00R. ths Mar^lnnd Slate llighwa> Admitiistmtioil (SMA) lifts been cimi'dinatiiiK 

vuilh the Mutvbnd Hi.'.uirical Trusl (MHT) repircJiim :i planning sltitly cunsidering improi/caticnu 
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the linal repnrl enlille>] His<i>ric Stroctures Idcnlificatinn Stndy for MU 210: 1-4D5 to MO 
228. Prince (icorRe's County, Maryland, and a request li)r ymtr cnncitrrence in mir 
deleniiination that no historic pmpertlcs "ill he ndverjcly affected by proposwl project No. 
PG221A11. Since th:.t time we liave developed a wetland miniiiii^atiotl altemntive lor the Swan 
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til Uits letter Is to seefc yunr ayieement in our upinfnri mat nn ctillurtil resources will be impacted 
u.1 ll n-sull ol Oplitin F:, and that no InsUiric properties ivill he adversely affceled by iho 
undcrlRl.ioK as planned. 

Opiinn I; pwpuses an imerchan(tc with a single lane oilier ramp from MD 210 
soullihound to Living .Ion Road in Iho iwr!h»'esl quadrant on the west side of MO 210. Access 
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in/riglit-oiil Inlnsectimi improvemenL On the east <ide of Ml) 211). a Ml) 2111 mmlihoiind to 
Swan Crcok Road oim-r ramp and a loop ramp rroill S»ail Creek Rood lo MD 210 northbound is 
pioposcd in ilrc soiilhcnst quadrant. A Livinptoa Road crossing over MD 210 lo ihc nouli ofllic 
exislinii inlcrscctinn lequires one lane casthonnd and wcslhounil will) a center turn lane.  Ilie 
cxisiint: service mod in Ihc nortlicut quadrani xvould be relocated ctesl ol IU ciirreni Inculion. A 
Swan t ixclc Koad to l.iringnnn lload connector, behind the Old Tone Village Sliopptnu Center, 
is also proposed.   ITif licnefil nflhw opiinn is the eliminntinn of any madway movements in the 
cnvironnicnmlly senfilivc sonthwesi quadmnt. 
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MD 210: M'JS to MO 228 Project PlDnning Study 
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I'rojoct plans ((••.Iniliilg wetland mimmizntion Oplion li are included ns Attacltuient 1 for 

your review. 

Funding 
l-'eiternl fimde nrc nntici|Kited for this project. 

Area of Potential Effects (APK) 
Ilie expanded Area ulTincnlial Etlucls (APE) for Oplion L" is conlincil 10 Ihc viciniiy ol 

the existing Swan Crcjk Road/Livingston Road imcrscction. It is defined to nmicipntc all direct 
and indircvi conslt uclion. viewshed. and landuse impacts, and is indicated on the aitached SltA- 
<J1S f'l.vinfi/uviv. Ml), quadrangle nmppinisfAttarhmeol IIV 
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included in Ihc APE. The remaining resources were documented with block and while 
photogrnplis nnd Dctcrminnlion ofKligibilily Forms (DOFvs) btielly describing the slruoturc*. 
Ml IT responded on / pril 14. 19911, providing concurrence in ilcicnniiuiiions of eligibility on 35 
properu'es. Of these, only the J.R. Muninnt House was determined National Kctiisiet' eligible. 

SI IA xuhtequsnlly suhmitled n revised drnli copy of Historic Strncnirc* Idcntiflcarinn 
Study For MD 210:1-41)5 to MD 228 to accomniodale an expansion nf the APR which included 
Oxon Hill Mnnor (PC!:80-24) nnd 11 newly identifietl .siruelutes in correspumlenec ditled 
October .11.2000. In nddition we provided a Deiennination nl'F.ligibility Ftnrn and phutograplis 
establishing that the parcel impueteJ by the MD 210 improvements within the National Kcgictei- 
eligible nmad Creek Hisioric Dislrict (Parcel I HO) is tint contributing. We also provided impact 
USSCSSTIUHS for Oxon I It'll Mnnnr (P('T:RI)-2<I) (NO Adverse Impacl). Ihc Biond Creek 1 lisloric 
District (PO:Jlt)-14J (N'o Adverse Impacl), and Ihc J.R. Manning House (Pti-Hl-1(0 (No Impact). 
Ynur office concurred in u Idler of December ».' 2001) that the newly identil'ied resourecs. 
inchtding Parcel I HO. were nol eligible, and lhal Oxun Hill Manor (PCi'.XO-11, J.ll. Manning 
House (PCitK-t-lf)). and the BrnaU Cteek Hisioric District (PCJ-.80-24) were eligible. Your leitt-i 
also ducumenietl ytmr reconsideration of llovermale's Tastes Flesi (rCi:80-2S) as eligible to the 
Notionol Kegisrer. 

COO d ms eo2 oit 
UOSTTM    •UI     «- froog OOE o it- 

odd HHS   i.t-6 mi)mz-zz- 

so 
2^IH 

:ooATOoe u 



Mar--21-01    01:02P 

00 

Mr. J. Rodney Lilllc 
Ml) 210: MV5 to Ml) 228 Hrojcct Plaimiiis SluJj 
Patte Three   

SI IA prvviiled .wundary documentation and .in impaul asmjssmcnl for I liiveimalo's 
lastcti Oesl (P(i:IIO-2SI in ciirresimndtnce dated Jimtmry 26.2001. You ugrcul tluii thr priipifrly 
would not be tulvcrsul) alTcctcd in yom rexpunse ol'Febniary 27.2001. conditionctl on uui 
submitta* of 60% plniif.of the build allernativu lor your review and cciimcnt. Wosubinitlcd (hu 
final report entitled IliunricSlrucmre] Idenlillcation Study for MI) 210: 1-495 In Ml) 228 in 
our /cticr <tf Februajy 27.200! and requested your concurrence inuur dctL-Tminulion that no 
historic properticji »vill be adversely alTeeied by the undertakinj;. 

I he f.xpunded ^PF. which encomposses Ihc aren at Swan Creek Rirad/1 .ivinyslon Road, 
was included within the APR orourpieviousiit'chitectural studies for the MD 210 project 
(Atraclimont III).  '1 v'o previously idonlitiud hi.-amic itandmg mnictuivs nro locutL-d within the 
expanded APL. PG:80-34 and P<i:K0-3H *er« previttusly delennined nor eligible as dtfeurntftited 
in your letter of April 14. I9')K. t'onsequenlly. no Nanunal Register eligible resources arc 
located in tu near tin't xptntdtfj APR. 

/Irchvology: 
A Plutse I Arehculogicul Fdemilicalion Survey was conducted by numderbird 

Archettlogical A5$oci,'tcs. Inc. for the project on huhall'ul'SHA iiiJantcuy 2000.  Iliesurvcj- 
eneompits*:ed an APF. de.^'itned In aecotnnindate worst case impacts Ironi AUeimuives S A. R, 
and 1°. a:td tltc two capacity uptiunj considered for each   1 he draft technical report was 
submillcd lor review tnd comment in oar previous coordinatiuu eurrcsjitrndcuee dated 
September 12.2000.  it that tiimwcittmiicd (haturcheological files ltiPRI4l, IHPRIfiS.and 
18PR2V7. would 1)0 m-nided by the undertukintf and fencint; would be erected durinu 
construction to protect site IHPRIdl. Wc ret|itt»led your cnnctirrcnce that sites ISPRM") and 
1UPRSW are ineligibl s for inclusion on the National Register ol Historic Places, and that there 
would he nu impacts In Natitinul Regfaur Klinihle resources. SllA received your concurrence in 
your letter of October 16,2000. 

Our previous : rcheolo^ieal investigations tlid nnt include actual Ocldwoik a( the Swan 
Creek Koad/I.ivingston Road intersection because that purlion til* the original API-lw^ut 
considered to have a l.iw ptitentiat for sipnificant archetilogical resources based upon pritiv 
tlisttirbancc from cofltmcrcial dcvciopntcnl and prcvinus road ctmsiruetion activities. An earlier 
areheolnuitail reeonnuissance hy Weslereral (l^Ul) includetl a porutm ofNfD 210 where it is 
crossed by I .ivitujstor Road within ihe APH. wilh negative rcsulls. Ilio expanded APR deviates 
little from that reviewed in 2000 v>ith the eMxption ofthe addition of the access road around Ihe 
Old l;orte Village Shopping Center connecting Swan Creek Road and Livingston Road east of 
MD 210. and Ihe ucctss mud adjacent to (he (IS Postal Service Office. 

The access routt connecting Swan Creek Ktiad and MO 210 liillow* the limiphnt of an 
existing gravel road and the edge of the Old Fort Village Shopping t'enlcr parking lot before 
turning west to oecufy the intervcuing aieas helween the parking lots and the Port Washington 
Hospital complex. T.11S area lias been cllsturbcd by prior coiiimercial eouslrtieiioii. The aueuss 

tOO'd nos m oic 
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road udjutxnt ttt the Vo<l Office is planned in the tmcrvciung atea between the complex's existing, 
parking lot and a eommcrcin! office building.   Iliis area has also been disturbed by previous 
construction uctivities. F.xamin&tinn nf selected historic maps (Murteuul IR61: rTopkiivs 1879: 
USOS I'' 11) snugcsts lint no slnieturcs were present near Ihe intersection prior to 1911 when 
only ime is indicated in the northwest tpifldrnnt ofthe intersection now occupied hy the Old Fort 
Village Shopping Center. As this area has been destroyed by construclion of Ihe shopping 
center, it is not likely t.tnt any nrchcological resimtues associated with the historic map indicaicd 
structure location surv ve intact.  Two architectural resources an: loeatt:d within the expanded 
APF. east ofMD 210. PChKO-lft at 1204 Rich I lill Road and PC: SO-34 :il 12107 Livingston 
Road were delennined ineligible in previous Section 106 consultatinn (Ml 11 letter of April 14. 
190S).  Hoth stnicnirei were constmctcd in 1945. snggecfinj'. a relalivcly recent nceupmion 
history and cunsequenl low potential for significant archeological rcsovirr.es. 

I'llC expanded i\Pl: is eoiuidcrcd to have low archeulogieal potential based on the rcsulls 
of previous survey coverage, prior dislurbancc. and absence of historic map indicated .structure 
lociitinns   Atlilitinnally. no further work is recommended at PO: SOO" ami Pii: 80-38 owing to 
their Into construclio)) dates and consci|ucnt low arclieolugieal resetirch ptitenviul 

Review Request 
Please cxniniue the attached mops and plans. Wc rcijucst your cyitettrrence by March 23. 

thai there will be no h stnrie pmperlles adversely itfTected by the proposed improvements to 
MD 21C extending firm IS 4,)5 to MD 22R in Prince (leorge's County. Dy carbon copy, wc 
invite the Broad Creel. Historic District Lucul Advisory C'limmiltee, the (Jxim Hill Manor 
foundation, the National Park Service, and Ihc Prince (leorge's County Ilisioric Preservation 
Commission lo provide aomincms and participate in the Section 106 process. Ptirsuuni to the 
requiiements ofthe implementing legulalions found at .*(> CI'R Part S00. SllA socks their 
assistance in identifyiig historic preservation issues as they relate to this specific project (sec .16 
CI'R H00.2 (4) and (6|, mid X00.3 (f) for information rcgardiog the idcnlilieatiou and 
participjiion of eonsulliny parlies, and 800.4 and 800 5 regarding the idenlificntion of historic 
properties and u-SscNMncm ol cU'ects).  For udOttiunut ihfoimalitm regarding tlie Section 1 Ofi 
regtilatlons. sec the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's website, tvww.itchjT.jiov, or 
contact the Maryland State Highway Administration or the Maryland Historical Trust. If no 
response is reeeived by, Mnich 23, wc will assume tliul these tiffieeb decline to participair. 
Please call Ms. I .tr. Iluxtou at 410-54.'i-8(><)8 with queslions regarding stniidiug slrucUircs for this 
projeeL Ms. Mary F. Barse can he reached at 4I0-545-2RR3 with concerns rcgni'dinu: archeology. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Robert L. Flanagan, Secretary 
Nell J. Pederaes, Admintetrator 

March 8,2004 

Re:     Project No. PG221 Al 1 
MD 210:1-95/I-495 
(Capital Beltway) to MD 228 
Prince George's County, MD 
USGS Piscataway 7.5" Quadrangle 

Mr. J. Rodney Little 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville MD 21032-2023 

Dear Mr. Little: 

Introduction, Project History and Current Project Description 
This letter serves to describe the State Highway Administration's (SHA) Selected 

Alternate 5A Modified, and to request the concurrence of the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) 
in our finding that proposed Project No. PG221 Al 1 would have no adverse effect on historic 
properties. In order to conclude consultation on project effects, SHA is also providing 
documentation regarding the identification and evaluation of historic properties within the Parker 
Berry Farm wetland mitigation site and the Tinkers Creek stream restoration area. 

SHA has consulted with MHT regarding this planning study to improve traffic operations 
along a narrow corridor of MD 210, extending from 1-495 to MD 228 in Prince George's County, 
since 1998. This multi-modal study addresses the increasingly severe and frequent traffic 
congestion along a ten mile long segment of MD 210, and provides engineering and 
environmental analysis of existing and projected transportation, safety, environmental, and 
aesthetic conditions. Three mainline alternates (Alternate 5 A, SB, 5C) with two types of capacity 
options each were developed to address the project objectives. The potential impact of these 
three alternates on historic properties has been coordinated in two previous letters to MHT dated 
January 26,2001 and March 9,2001. SHA received your concurrence in a no adverse effect 
determination for the undertaking on March 21,2001. 
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SHA's letter of March 14, 2002 provided documentation on identification and evaluation 
efforts for standing structures at the Parker Berry Farm wetland mitigation site. MHT agreed that 
the Parker Berry Farm (PG: 81-B-13) was not eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) on April 9, 2002. No prior consultation has taken place with respect to 
the Tinkers Creek restoration site. SHA now seeks to resolve this project's outstanding 
compliance issues regarding identification and evaluation efforts for archeological resources at 
the Parker Berry Farm wetland mitigation site and for all historic properties at the Tinker's Creek 
Stream restoration area. 

The location and limits of the project's mainline component and locations of 
wetland/restoration sites are depicted on Attachment 1. Project plans for Selected Alternate 5 A 
Modified are provided as Attachment 2. 

SHA Selected Alternate 5A Modified 

Alternate 5 A proposed to maintain the existing three through lanes on MD 210 in both 
the northbound and southbound directions with no High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes, and 
to convert six at-grade intersections to grade-separated interchanges with some mainline MD 210 
widening in the vicinity of the interchanges to provide acceleration and deceleration lanes. 
However, SHA modified Alternate 5A following the Public Hearing in response to comments. 
As a result. Alternative 5 A Modified would provide six interchanges from Kerby Hill Road to 
Old Fort Road South, while maintaining the existing three through lanes in each direction (plus 
auxiliary lanes at the interchanges) with no HOV. The median would be widened to provide for 
the Alternative SC (concurrent HOV) footprint in the vicinity of the interchanges so as to not 
preclude additional improvements in the fiiture. Bridge abutments for the side road overpasses 
would be set consistent with the Alternative 5C footprint, but the mainline lanes would generally 
coincide with the existing roadway pavement, as feasible, between the interchanges. Where 
needed, the right-of-way would be preserved through the development review process for the 
potential additional lane or other improvements in each direction throughout. Designated bike 
lanes within the roadway, as well as sidewalks behind the curb, are included with all the 
proposed overpasses with SHA-Selected Alternate 5A Modified. 

The individual intersection/interchange options comprising the SHA-Selected Alternate 
are summarized as follows: 
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Location A -- Wilson Bridge Drive Option A consists of an at-grade intersection with no 
widening of MD 210, but closure of the median opening and removal of the traffic signal, 
allowing right-in, right-out movements only. Improvements would be made to the internal 
roadway network for the Brookside Condominiums and Wilson Towers Apartments to provide 
the full range of access to MD 210 at the Kerby Hill Road interchange (Attachment 2, Figures 
SA-2 and SA-3). 

Location B — Kerbv Hill Road Option C consists of a grade-separation with interchange ramps in 
the northeast and southwest quadrants of Kerby Hill Road. On the west side of MD 210, the 
southbound exit ramp from MD 210 ties in to Kerby Hill Road opposite a two way service road 
that serves the Brookside Park Condominium and Wilson Towers Apartment communities. A 
ramp to MD 210 southbound from existing Kerby Hill Road uses the existing access road 
alignment adjacent to the existing service station. East of MD 210, a loop ramp from northbound 
MD 210 to Relocated Kerby Hill Road and a ramp to MD 210 northbound from Relocated Kerby 
Hill Road are proposed. The proposed Relocated Kerby Hill Road requires two lanes in each 
direction through the interchange area, and is realigned to the north side of the existing roadway 
on the west side of MD 210 for better geometries and maintenance of traffic (See Attachment 2, 
Figure SA-3). 

Location C -- Palmer/Livingston Road Option E consists of a half-diamond interchange on the 
east side of MD 210, with single-lane ramps each in the nortliea<!t and southeast quadrants. In the. 
southwest quadrant, a two-lane ramp from MD 210 southbound to Palmer/Livingston Road and a 
Palmer/Livingston Road to MD 210 southbound single lane ramp are proposed. The proposed 
Palmer/Livingston roadway alignment is skewed rather sharply in relation to MD 210 in otdcr to 
tie the vertical grade into existing Livingston Road on the west side of MD 210 with as few 
business displacements as possible. The northwest quadrant contains a proposed access road to 
allow access to the existing businesses along Palmer/Livingston Road. The existing trail along 
Henson Creek would be reconstructed as necessary where the MD 210 bridge over the trail and 
Henson Creek is proposed to be widened, and a new trail connecting the above-described access 
road to the existing Henson Creek trail would be constructed (Attachment 2, Figure SA-4). 

Location D — Old Fort Road North Option C consists of a diamond interchange at Old Fort Road 
North. Old Fort Road North would be realigned to the south of the existing intersection and 
would be comprised of two lanes in each direction while crossing over MD 210. The existing 
service road in the northeast quadrant would be closed with traffic being diverted east to the. 
Broadview Road intersection (Attachment 2, Figure SA-5). Commitments have been made to 
keep the profile of the northwest quadrant ramp as low as possible to maximize visibility 
between MD 210 and the Livingston Square Shopping Center. 

Location E — Fort Washington Road Option D consists of a VA diamond interchange with a 
relocated Fort Washington Road flyover north of the existing Tantallon Shopping Center. The 
existing access road east of MD 210 would flyover MD 210 and tie into existing Fort 
Washington Road west of MD 210 at the existing Livingston Road intersection. The existing 
Fort Washington Road then becomes a right in/right out only intersection at MD 210. Relocated 
Fort Washington Road would have one lane in each direction with left turn lanes at intersections 
(See Attachment 2. Figure SA-6). 

Location F - Swan Creek Road Option G is a variation of Option F, developed at the request of 
the US Army Corps of Engineeeis to minimize impacts to wetlands in the southwest intersection 
quadrant. Option G consists of a configuration to restore the continuity of Livingston Road 
across MD 210 via an overpass. Redundant exit ramps are proposed from northbound MD 210 
to Livingston Road to maximize visibility and accessibility to the Old Forte Village Shopping 
Center and Fort Washington Hospital. Northbound Livingston road would remain connected to 
the existing parallel service road on the east side of MD 210. Exits would also be redundant off 
of southbound MD 210, with a new ramp to intersect Livingston Road in front of the Fort 
Washington Hospital and the retention of the existing right tum onto Swan Creek Road at the 
existing intersection location. A new road behind the Old Forte Village Shopping Center would 
maintain access to Livingston Road, on the west and east sides of MD 210, for Swan Creek Road 
traffic from the west (See Attachment 2, Figure SA-7 and SA-8). 

Location G — Old Fort Road South Option C consists of a standard diamond interchange with 
Old Fort Road South over MD 210. Location G is the southernmost of the grade-separated 
interchanges proposed with the SHA-Selected Alternate. Old Fort Road South is proposed to 
include two lanes in each direction in the interchange area. Since a service road is being 
eliminated by the ramp onto southbound MD 210, a new access road is proposed to serve 
resideuues in Qie southwcsl quadrant of the iulerchaiigc (AUachiuent 2, Figure SA- 9). 

Location H — Farmington Road Option A includes minor improvements to widen the eastbound 
and westbound approaches of the at-grade intersection. The westbound approach would be 
widened by one additional lane width to provide a deceleration lane for the ramp spur connecting 
to northbound MD 210 and separated through and left tum lanes at the MD 210 intersection. The 
eastbound approach would be widened by one additional lane width to allow an exclusive right 
tum lane onto southbound MD 210 (Attachment 2, Figure SA-12). -- 

Location I - MD 373 Option A includes lengthening the accel/decel lanes on the MD 210 
approaches to the intereection. The westbound MD 373 approach to MD 210 is proposed to be        \ 
widened by one lane width to provide a double left tum, a single thru and a right tum lane. The    ^s*^ 
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eastbound approach would remain as is with a single left turn and thru/right turn lane. MD 210 
resurfacing is proposed throughout the intersection area (Attachment 2, Figures SA-13 and SA- 
14). 

Proposed Mitigation Sites 

Parker Farm Wetland Mitigation Site: Approximately seven acres of wetland creation, one acre 
of wetland restoration, and 16 acres of wetland preservation are proposed on the Parker Farm 
(Attachment 1), with an average cut of three feet to achieve a design elevation of 25 to 30 feet. 
Groundwater monitoring wells will be installed to determine appropriate design parameters, and 
existing wetlands in the area will be surveyed and shown on the final wetland mitigation design 
plans. The SHA proposes that 2.6 acres (2:1 replacement ratio) of the Parker Farm wetland 
creation be considered as mitigation for wetland impacts for the construction of Alternate 5A 
Modified. SHA desires to utilize the iciuamiiig available wetland mitigation credit at the Parker 
Farm for future highway projects. 

Tinker's Creek Stream Mitigation Site: The SHA proposes the restoration of approximately 
2,200 linear feet of Tinkers Creek Tinkers Creek along the Potomac Airfield as mitigation for the 
proposed stream impacts associated with Alternate 5A Modified (Attachment 1). SHA's project 
goals are to establish a stream channel that is connected to a forested floodplain with an adequate 
riparian buffer and to examine a range of potential planform changes to the stream channel 
including relocation. The adjacent airfield property would likely be used as the primary 
construction access and staging area for any restoration effort. Proposed restoration goals and 
measures include:   

• Reconnecting the stream with its historic floodplain by grading the stream banks above 
the bankfull elevation and increasing the flood-prone width; 

• Creating a natural channel planform by realigning portions of the stream to a more stable 
pattern; 

• Enhancing the riparian buffer and strengthening and stabilizing the stream banks by 
installing riparian and streambank plantings; 

• Stabilizing the stonn drain outfall channel by realigning the outfall to direct the flow 
downstream and grading and stabilizing the banks around the channel; and providing fish 
passage (i.e:, double wing deflector to narrow the channel, grade control to create 
backwater) over the exposed sanitary sewer line located at the downstream end of the 
project. 
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Area of Potential Effects 
The area of potential eflecls (APE) fur the project includes a corridor along MD 210 thai 

accommodates all direct and indirect impacts anticipated by road widening and interchange 
construction. While there are some extremely minor changes to the footprint at the intersection 
locations, the APE for SHA Selected Alternate 5A Modified essentially remains the same as that 
coordinated in previous consultation efforts. However, the APE no longer includes the MD 210/ 
1-95/1-495 interchange at the northern end of the project. The APE also encompasses the two 
discontiguous mitigation sites at the Parker Berry Farm (Attachment 3) and Tinker's Creek 
(Attachment 4). The APE for the SHA Selected Alternate is delineated on the compilation of 
USGS topographic quadrangle maps for Anacostia, Mount Vemon, Piscataway, and Alexandria 
included as Attachment S. 

Identification Methods and Results 
Potentially significant architectural and archeological resources were both researched 

with respect to changes in the project's design under Alternate 5A Modified, and incorporation of 
wetland mitigation and stream restoration into the project's scope. 

Architecture: 
SHA Architectural Historian Liz Buxton reviewed the proposed plans for the SHA 

Selected Alternate 5A Modified and the Tinker's Creek Stream Restoration Area, and consulted 
the SHA-GIS Cultural Resources Database, and SHA project files, historic maps and aerial 
photographs. The MHT concurred on April 9,2002 that the Parker Berty Farm (PG: 81 -B-13) is 
the only historic structure within the APE for the Parker Farm Wetland Mitigation Site, and that 
it is not eligible for the NHHP. Research indicated that the APF. for the Tinker's Creek Stream 
Restoration Area contained no previously identified historic structures. The closet recorded 
historic property is Belleview (PG: 81-B1), which lies 2,500 feet to the northeast, well outside 
the APE. USGS topographic quadrangle map and aerial photography indicate no structures in 
the area except the PG Air Park, which is not older than 50 years. Consequently, there are no 
historic standing structures within the APE for the wetland mitigation/stream restoration sites. 

In March 2001, SHA submitted a revised Historic Structures Identification Study for 
MD 210:1-495 to MD 228. The study identified 49 individual and district architectural 
resources in the project APE for the main line alternatives. Only four of these properties are 
considered eligible for, or listed on, theNRHP: Oxon Hill Manor (PG: 80-1), J.R. Lee-Manning 
House (PG: 83-16), Broad Creek Historic District (PG: 80-24) and Hovermales' Tastes Best (PG: 
80-25). The potential impacts of the project on these were presented by SHA in two previous 
letters to the MHT. The first letter, dated October 31, 2000, determined that the project will have 
no adverse impact on Oxon Hill Manor (PG: 80-1) and the Broad Creek Historic. District (PG: 
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80-24). It also detennined that the project will have no impact on the J.R. Lee Manning House 
(PG: 83-16).. The second letter, dated January 26, 2001, detennined that the project would have 
no adverse impact on Hovermales' Tastes Best (PG: 80-25). The MHT concurred on March 9, 
2001 that there would be no adverse impacts to historic properties conditioned on their review 
and approval of plans in the area of Hovermales Tastes Best at the 60% completion stage. 

Under SHA Selected Alternate 5 A Modified, the APE for historic standing structures 
along the main line has been slightly reduced and now excludes the access ramp from MD 210 to 
1-95/1-495. Although we indicated in previous correspondence that Oxen Hill Manor was located 
in the APF, we have since determined that, the property lies outside the APR for Selected 5A 
Modified, as the access ramp from MD 210 to 1-95/1-495 was incorporated into the Woodrow 
Wilson Bridge Project. 

The SHA-Selected Alternate would require 0.29 acre of property acquisition within the 
Broad Creek Historic District for the Old Fort Road interchange. This area is located entirely 
within Parcel 189, a non-contributing element of the historic district. On December 8,2000, 
MHT concurred with our finding that the parcel does not contribute to the significance of the 
Broad Creek Historic District. This parcel was incorrectly identified as parcel 180 in previous 
SHA/MHT correspondence but was corrected by MHT staff in the March 30,2001 MHT 
concurrence. SHA will incorporate landscaping into the project's design to buffer the Broad 
Creek Historic District from the planned interchange. Once the project is in the final engineering 
phase SHA will develop a landscaping plan for review and approval by MHT and will coordinate 
with the Broad Creek Historic District Advisory Committee during development and 
implementation of the plan along Parcel 189. Conditioned on acceptance and implementation of 
the landscape plan, SHA believes that Selected Alternate 5A Modified would have mradverse 
impacts on the Broad Creek Historic District. 

The SHA-Selected Alternate 5A Modified improvements associated with the 
Palmer/Livingston Road interchange would maintain access to Hovermales Tastes Best and 
permit its continued visibility from MD 210 and Livingston Road. A clearly marked new access 
road will be provided that will enable the continued use of the property. Because the visibility of 
the property and the use of the property will be maintained throughout the project, Alternate 5A 
Modified will have no adverse impact on Hovermales Tastes Best. 

The J.R. Lee Manning House remains well removed from the proposed intersection 
improvements under Alternate 5A Modified, and will continue to accrue no impacts as a result of 
the undertaking. 

Archeology. 

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for archeology at the Parker Farm Wetland 
Mitigation Site contains approximately 18 acres (7.20 hectares) in which all ground disturbing 
activities will take place. While wetland creation and enhancement will require only eight acres 
to be undertaken primarily along the terraces and floodplain of Piscataway Creek and an adjacent 
tributary, other aspects of the project that may impact the adjacent uplands include construction 
of stormwater management and water quality ponds, equipment staging and storage areas, access 
roads, and stockpile areas. Areas where wetland preservation is proposed were not included in 
the APE as no impacts are anticipated from that component of the undertaking. Consequently, 
the APE for archeology was defined to include all anticipated direct and indirect impacts as 
indicated on Attachment 3. 

SHA archeologist Mary Barse assessed the archeological potential of the project area 
through consultation of previous archeological studies, the SHA-GIS Cultural Resources 
Database, modem landuse mapping, and historic mapping, and a series of field visits in 2001 and 
2002. Given the ecological setting of the project area, positive historic map review results, and 
the presence of historic standing structures, the APE was considered to have high archeological 
potential. Consequently, the archeological consulting firm of URS Corporation was contracted 
to conduct a Phase I Archeological Identification survey for the project. 

Phase I archeological investigations within the APE resulted in the identification of Site 
18PR622 and Site 18PR623. Subsequent Phase 11 evaluation of Locus 4 within Site 18PR622 
was conducted and the Locus 4 component is recommended eligible for the NRHP. Locus 4 
represents the remains of a Late Woodland or Contact Period hamlet, probably occupied by a 
single family. Features investigated during the evaluation include a refuse pit and a house 
structure. This is a highly significant archeological site as few Late Woodland sites have been 
investigated in the Potomac Valley. Its location in the middle reaches of Piscataway Creek 
upstream from the embayed portion of the drainage is unique in the existing regional 
archeological database, and corroborates the dispersed settlement pattern hypothesized tor this 
time period from John Smith's (1608) map of the Chesapeake region. The site retains excellent 
preservation of organic materials, and patterns in the distribution of features and artifact deposits. 
Consequently, Locus 4 within Site 18PR622 contributes important information to our knowledge 
of Late Woodland settlement patterns, technology, and subsistence. Site 18PR623 is 
characterized as a chronologically and functionally non-diagnostic lithic scatter confined to the 
surface and plowzone of a cultivated field. It is recommended not eligible by virtue of its low 
information potential and disturbed context. 

0> 
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Enclosed for your review and comment is one copy of the resulting draft technical report 
entitled Phase I and Phase n Terrestrial Archeologlcal Survey, Maryland Route 210 
Wetland Mitigation at the Parker Berry Farm, Prince George's County, Maryland 
(Attachment 6). The report was prepared on behalf of SHA by URS Corporation. SHAhas 
prepared Determination of Eligibility forms for the identified resources, and these are provided in 
Attachment 7. 

The report has been reviewed by SHA and we believe it clearly conveys that sufficient 
work was conducted to identify the full range and number of archeological properties within the 
APE, and provides satisfactory documentation of the evaluation of each site's integrity, research 
value, and eligibility to the NRHP. We agree with the consultant's recommendation for 
avoidance, including a protective buffer. Overall, SHA is pleased with the report's presentation. 
We have a few minor comments included as Attachment 8 that will be addressed along with 
yours in the forthcoming final report. 

Attachment 9 depicts the size and location of Site 18PR622 based on the results of Phase 
n evaluation, with respect to the limits of disturbance (LOD) for wetland creation. Given the 
sensitive nature of the site, SHA instructed the consultant not to provide detailed mapping of the 
location within the technical report. SHA redesigned the wetland creation area to avoid the 
significant Late Woodland component of Site 18PR622, and to provide a 50 foot buffer around 
the site. In addition, SHA will further ensure avoidance by placing special provisions in the 
project's construction contract to erect temporary chain link fencing along the buffer, and 
language that prohibits any activity immediately adjacent to, or within, the fenced buffer. A 
qualified Archeologjst will monitor construction during that period in which grading will take 
place adjacent to the buffer. Consequently, there will be no impacts to historic archeological 
properties eligible for listing in the NRHP. 

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) at the Tinker's Creek Stream Restoration Area 
includes approximately 13.6 acres (5.5 hectares) in which all possible ground disturbing 
activities will take place. While stream restoration and enhancement will be undertaken 
primarily along the stream bed of Tinkers Creek, other aspects of the project that include 
equipment staging and storage areas, and access roads, may impact the adjacent well-drained 
floodplain margins and low terrace settings. 

SHA Archeologist Henry Ward assessed the archeological potential of the project area 
through the SHA-GIS Cultural Resources Database, previous archeological studies, survey 
inventory information, modem land use mapping, and historic mapping, and a field visit in 
Septmnher 7.003. Regional prehistoric occupation models suggest that stable floodplain 

landforms - such as that within the APE - would have represented an attractive location for 
prehistoric occupation. Given this, as well as the presence of artifacts observed on the ground 
surface during the field visit, SHA determined that Phase I archeological investigations were 
warranted and contracted with the archeological consulting firm of John Milner Associates, Inc., 
who conducted the work in October 2003. 

The field survey included the excavation of one hundred and forty-seven (147) shovel test 
pits, excavated along systematic transects set at 20-meter intervals. The survey identified one 
prehistoric site (18PR653), and two prehistoric isolates (18PRX182 and 18PKX183). The Phase 
I testing indicated that 18PR653 represented an approximately 2,600 square meter site, oriented 
parallel and 50 meters to the northwest of Tinker's Creek. The site yielded 25 prehistoric 
artifacts from plowzone contexts; however, none represented temporally diagnostic forms. The 
site also yielded a sparse scatter of 20th century historic material. Given the Itmitcd artifact 
density arid lack of diagnostics, the site was interpreted as a short-term transient camp, of 
unknown cultural affiliation, with no evidence of intact cultural features or significant 
archaeological deposits. As a result, the site was concluded to have limited research potential 
and no further investigations were recommended. 

Enclosed for your review and comment is one copy of the resulting draft technical report 
entitled Phase I Archeological Investigations at the MD 210 Stream Restoration Project, 
Prince George's County, Maryland (Attachment 10). The report was prepared on behalf of 
SHA by John Milner Associates, Inc. SHA has prepared a Determination of Eligibility form for 
identified Site 18PR653, which we submit as Attachment 11. 

The report has been reviewed by SHA and we believe it clearly conveys that sufficient 
work was conducted to identify the full range and number of archeological properties within the 
APE, and to support a recommendation for no additional archeological investigations. We will 
instruct the consultant to remove the Archeological Site Survey Form from the report; otherwise, 
SHA has no substantive comments. 

In a letter of September 12,2000 to the MHT, SHA recommended that the project APE 
for the original main line alternates with capacity options did not contain archaeological 
resources of sufficient significance and integrity to fulfill the criteria for NRHP eligibility. This 
finding was based on the results of the Phase lb Intensive Archaeological Identification 
Survey for the Widening of MD 210 (Indian Head Highway) and the Improvement of Nine 
Signalized Intersections, Extending from the Capital Beltway to MD 228, Prince George's 
County, Maryland. MHT concurred with this determination and agreed that additional 
archaeological work was not warranted (MHT Letter of October 16, 2000). 
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With respect to Alternate 5A Modified, SHA Archaeologist Hemy Ward carefully 
compared the differences between the footprint of the new design elements to that of the 
previously studied mainline alternates. The current design plans indicate very minor alterations 
to the originally studied footprint in only three segments of the APE: 1-95/1-495 to Livingston 
Road (Attachment 12); Old Fort Road North to Old Fort Road South (Attachment 13); and 
Fannington Road to MD 373 (Attachment 14). 

Modifications to the project's design under Alternate 5A Modified in the segment 
between I-95/T-495 and Livingston Road include changes to four interchanges or access roads: 1) 
expansion of the access drive/parking lot to the Brookside Park Condominiuins; 2) construction 
of new ramps to and from Kerby Hill Road on the south side of MD 210; 3) alterations to the 
existing access driveway into the River Point Apartments; 4) the addition of MD 210 off ramps 
onto Livingston Road; and 5) minor alterations to the MD 210 ramps to Palmer Road 
(Attachment 2, Figures SA -2, SA-3 and SA- 4, Attachment 12). 

Design changes in the segment of MD 210 from Old Fort Road North to Old Fort Road 
South include: 1) the addition of a ramp from southbound MD 210 to Swan Creek Road (on the 
west side of MD 210); 2) realignment of the ramps from Livingston Road onto north and 
southbound MD 210 (east of MD 210); 3) minor grading along the MD 210 ramp onto east 
bound Livingston Road; and 4) the construction of a minor access road extending south from Old 
Fort Road South (Attachment 2, Figure SA -8, Attachment 13). 

From Fannington Road to MD 373, the only alteration under Alternate 5A Modified is 
the inclusion of a minor (less than 500 square feet) Storm Water Retention Pond to be 
constructed in a wooded area in the northeast quadrant of the intersection of MD 210 and 
Fannington Road (Attachment 14). However, this new component of the APE was included in 
a previous Phase I survey (Gardner 1977), which failed to identify any aichcological resources. 
As a result, this design alteration will not impact any archeological resources. 

Using SHA-GIS resources, aerial photographs, historic maps, previous survey reports, 
and field visits, SHA concludes there is an absence of previously identified archeological sites 
within or adjacent to the APE for any of the design changes identified above. The closest 
archeological site (18PR144) is situated on the opposite side of MD 210, a minimum of 300 feet 
west of the APE. It was determined ineligible for the NRHP by MHT in October 2000. All of 
the areas associated with the design changes have low archeological potential, or have been 
surveyed previously with negative results, or have been subject to prior disturbance, and no 
additional archeological investigations are recommended. 

In conclusion, SHA maintains that the project as planned will have no adverse impacts on 
historic standing structures and no impact on archeological resources along the mainline of 
MD 210 or areas slated for wetland mitigation and stream tnitigatioa The SHA Selected 
Alternate 5 A will have no adverse effect on NRHP eligible of listed historic properties as 
indicated in the attached Hybrid Eligibility and Effects Table included as Attachment 15. 

Review Request 
Please examine the attached maps, plans and the Eligibility/Effects Table. We request 

your concurrence by April 9, 2004 that Alternate 5 A Modified would have no adverse effect on 
historic properties. By carbon copy, we invite the Broad Creek Historic District Local Advisory 
Committee, the Oxon Hill Manor Foundation, the National Park Service, Prince George's 
County Historic Preservation Commission, and Prince George's Heritage, Inc., to provide 
comments and participate in the Section 106 process. Pursuant lo the requirement of the 
implementing regulations found at 36 CFR Part 800, SHA seeks their assistance in identifying 
historic preservation issues as they relate to this specific project (see 36 CFR 800.2 (c) (4) and 
(6), and 800.3 (f) for information regarding the identification and participation of consulting 
parties, and 800.4, and 800.5 regarding the identification of historic properties and assessment of 
effects). For additional information regarding the Section 106 regulations, see the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation's website, www.achp.gov. or contact the Maryland State 
Highway Administration or the Maryland Historical Trust.) If no response is received by April 9, 
2004, we will assume that these offices decline to participate. Please call Ms. Liz Buxton at 410- 
545-8698 with questions regarding standing structures for this project. Mr. Henry Ward may be 
reached at 410-545-5793 with concerns regarding archeology. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

by: Rsv*. 
Bruce M. Grey 
Deputy Divisioj*' Chief 
Project Planning Division 
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Attachments:   I) Project Location Maps 
2) Projtet P|aiis>-Atteitiate 5A ModiiSed 
3) AP^'Map fdr the Paricer Farm Wetlarid Mitigation Site 
4) APE Map for the Tinker's Greele Stream Restoration Site 
5) APEMap and Architectural Resources on Mainline MD 210 
6) Archedlogicai Report - Paricer Farm; Wetland Mitigation Site 
7) DOE Forms for Archeological Sites i8PR622 and i;8PR6 
8) ^HA Cotnments on Daft Archeoiogical Report - Parker Farm Wetland 

Mitigation Site' 
9) Map showing Extent and Location of Locus 4 in relation to the LOD 
10) Archeologicaf Report - Tinker's Crfeek Stream Restdratibn Site 
11) DOEFonn for Archepiogical Site l8PR65i 
12) SHA - GIS Map of Project Segment - 1-9S/H95 to Livingston Road 
13) SHA - GIS Map of Project Segment * Old Fort Road North to Old Fort 

Road South 
14) SHA - GIS Map of Project Segment - Farmington: Road to MD 373 
15) Hybrid EligibiUty/Efrects table 

cc:      Ms. Heather Amick, SHA-PPD (w/Attachments 1,2,15) 
Ms. Mary F. Barse, SHA-PPD (w/Attachmeritislt 15) 
Ms. Ingrid Britt, Oxon Hill Manor Foundation (w/Attachments 1,2,15) 
Ms, Liz Buxtoni SHA-PPD 
Ms. Susan Hintoni National Park Service (w/Attachments 1,2,15) 
Mr, Dan Johnson, FHWAi (w/Attachments 1,2,15) 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, SHA-PPD 
Ms. Oail Rothrpck, Prince George's County Historic Preservation Commission 

(w/Attachments 1,2,15) 
Ms. Garrpll Savage, BrOad Creek Historic District Local Advisory ComiYiittee 

(w/Attachments 1,2,15) 
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, SHA - PPD 
Mr. Donald H.,SpMklln, SHA - PPD 
Mr. Henry Ward, SHA-:PPD 
Mr, Patricia Williams, Prince George's Heritage, Inc., (w/Attachments 1,2,15) 
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Concurrence with the MD State Highway Administration's 
Determination(s) of Eligibility and/or Effects 

Project Number: PG211 Al 1 MHT Log No.    p-G§Li Q^l 1 <?- 
Project Name: MD 210: SHA Selected Alternate 5A Modified 
County: Prince George's 
Letter Date: March 8, 2004 

The Maryland Historical Trust has reviewed the documentation attached to the referenced letter 
and concurs with the MD State Highway Administration's determinations as follows: 

Eligibility (as noted in the Eligibility Table [Attachment 15]): 
""M       Concur 
\ J       Do Not Concur 

Effect (as noted in the Effects Table [Attachment 15]): 
[ ]      No Properties Affected 
M      No Adverse Effect 
[ ]       Conditioned upon the following action(s) (see comments below) 
[ ]       Adverse Effect 

Agreement with FHWA's Section 4(0 criteria of temporary use (as detailed in the referenced 
letter, if applicable): 

[ ]       Agree 

Comments: 

f-lS'Oj 
'. Historic Preservation Office/ 

''Maryland Historical Trust 
Date 

Return by U.S. Mait or Facsimile to: 
Mr. Bruce M. Grey, Deputy Division Chief. Project Planning Division, 

MD State Highway Administration, P.O. Box 717, Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Telephone: 410-545-8540 and Facsimile: 410-209-5004 

\ 
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Hybrid Eligibility/Effects Table 

Attachment 15 

Project Name: MD 210:1-95/I-495 to MD 228 March 8,2004 

SHA Selected Alternate 
5A modified 

Resource Type SHA 
NRDet. 

SHPO 
Opinion Impact 

SHPO 
Concur 

Attachment Remarks 

J.R. Lee 
Manning 
House 
(PG: 83-16) 

S NR Concurred 
12/08/2000 

None Requested 
03/2004 

Broad Creek 
Historic 
District 
(PG: 80-24) 

HD NR Concurred 
12/08/2000 

No Adverse Requested 
03/2004 

Contingent on review and 
approval of landscape plan for 
Parcel 189 

Hovermales' 
Tastes Best 
(PG: 80-25) 

S NR Concurred 
12/08/2000 

No Adverse Requested 
03/2004 

Contingent on 60% plan 
review by MHT 

Oxon Hill 
Manor 
(PG: 80-1) 

s NRL Concurred 
12/08/2000 

None Requested 
03/2004 

No longer bcated within the 
APE ofMD 210 project 

18PR622 
Locus 4 

A NR Requested 
.03/2004 

None Requested 
03/2004 

6 Parker Farm Wetland 
Mitigation 

18PR623 A X Requested 
03/2004 

None Requested 
03/2004 

6 Parker Farm Wetland 
Mitigation 

18PR653 A X Requested 
03/2004 

None Requested 
03/2004 

10 Tinker's Creek Stream 
Restoration 

Effect NAE Requested 
03/2004 

Codes: 
Resource Types: S (Structure), A (Archeological Site), HD (Historic District), NHL (National Historic Landmark) 
NR Determination: ND (Not Determined), X (Not Eligible), NR (Eligible), NRL (Listed), NHL (Landmark) 
SHPO Opinion: (B) designates opinion regarding boundary, Code following date signifies SHPO opinion 
Impact: None, No Adverse, Adverse 
Effect: NPA (No Properties Affected), NAE (No Adverse Effect), AE (Adverse Effect) 
Bold rows indicate review action requested 

^4 
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 
Drpamnent o/Pariu and Recrtaatm 

6600 Kenilwonh Avenue   Riveidate, Maryland 20737 

November 25,1997 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE: Project No. PG2n All 
MD 210: MD 228 to I-95/I-495 

FEB1215)99 
i'-.' 

•BS liUSCH T. tUiMD CO. 
BY  

o 

Dear Mr. Ege, Jr., 

This is in response to your letter October 27,1997, in which you request information 
relating to Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) Widening of MD 210. Staffhave 
prepared information as requested in your letter. Please note that all of the park acreage owned 
by The Mnryland-Natinnal Capital Park and Planning Comimssinn (M-NCPPC) serves a current 
or future function of "significance". Park acreage is accumulated based on the requircments.of 
the local populations; 2.5 acres/1000 for active recreational use and 7.5 acres/1000 for passive 
recreational, open space, flood plain protection, protection of stream valleys aud lusloric 
preservation.   Parks are identified in master plans which are adopted and approved through 
public hearings and official Prince George's County Council action. Funding for acquisition 
frequently utilizes State of Maryland Program Open Space (POS) funding. 

The maps enclosed identify all parkland that may be impacted prior to, during and/or 
after this SHA reconstruction project by M-NCPPC's official name and numeric designation 
(highlighted in green) within approximately 2000' range of the MD 210 corridor located on the 
east and west (shown as a red line). These maps were copied from the State Wide Grid Maps 
produced by the State Highway Administration for the Maryland Department of Transportation, 
at 1" = 2000'. 

STATUS:       a. Southlawn Neighborhood Park/School, Tax Map 105, Grid A-l, Parcel A, 7.68 
Unchanged        Acres. This active recreation park includes a picnic area, picnic shelter, two 

tennis courts, a football/soccer field with a Softball field overlay, play 
equipment and parking. Program Open Space (POS) funds were utilized for 
the development of this park. 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
November 25,1997 
Page Two 

STATUS:      b. Leyte Drive Neighborhood Playground, Tax Map 105, Grid A-3, Parcel B, 
Unchanged 3.21 Acres. This tract ia undeveloped and was not acquired with POS funds. 

c. Henson Creek Stream Valley Park, Tax Map 105, Grid A-l and A-2, multiple 
parcels. This section of the park is undeveloped except for a hiker/biker trail 
which follows the creek on both sides and crosses underneath Maryland Route 
210. POS funds were utilized in the purchase of these parcels, except for Grid 
A-2, Parcel 84. POS funds were also used in the construction of the trail. 

STATUS:      d. Livingston Road Community Park, Tax Map 123, Grid A-2, Parcel 49,45.43 
Unchanged Acres. This undeveloped park is not contiguous with existing right-of-way for 

Maryland Route 210, but is in the immediate vicinity. This parcel was not 
Acquired using POS funds. 

STATUS:      e. Fort Washington Forest Neighborhood Park/School, Tax Map 142, Grid B-1, 
Unchanged Parcel A, 19.12 Acres. This active recreation park includes, a picnic area, two 

tennis courts, a football/soccer field, a baseball diamond, play equipment, a 
basketball court and parking. This site was acquired using HI ID funds. 
Conversion of this parcel would not require approval from HUD, but will 
follow Commission guidelines for conversion. 

STATUS:      f. Piscataway Creek Stream Valley Park, Tax Map 142, Grids B-1, B-2, B-3 and 
Unchanged C-3, various parcels. This area ofthe park is currently undeveloped and the 

property was acquired using POS funds. 

We dn not record data for the frequency of park usage; however, the land associated with 
the stream valley parks is extensively utilized by hikers (on and off trails) and bikers (on trails). 
All ofthe active recreational components in our developed parksare also well used. Enclosed 
please find copies ofthe current mater plans for Subregions V and VI1.  Additional information 
or questions may be directed to the area park planner, Marilynn Lewis, at 301-699-2574. 

Sincerely, 

5T 
Jacqueline S. Gilbert, Chief 
Park Planning and Development Division 

Enclosures 
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22 March 2001 

Mr. Bruce M. Grey 
Deputy Division Chief; Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Project No. PG221A11 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

Susan G..Pearl 
Research/Architectural Historian 
Planning and Preservation, Planning Department 

to 

Dear Mr. Grey: 

Your letter of 9 March 2001, addressed to Mr. J. Rodney unie of the Maryland Historical 
Trust regarding Project #PG221A11 (MD 210; 1-495 to MD 228), has been referred to the 
Planning Department of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission; it has 
been reviewed by staff of the Planning and Preservation Section which also serves as staff for the 
Prince George's County Historic Preservation Commission. 

Staff concurs with the State Highway Administration regarding eligibility for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places, and concurs also with the SHA that Oxon Hill Manor and 
the J. R. Lee Maiming House will not suffer adverse impact. (We do wish to point out, however, 
that the inventory number for Oxon Hill Manor is PG#80-1; PG#80-24 is the number for the 
Broad Creek Historic District.) 

Regarding Broad Creek Historic District Parcel 180 (across a small part of which the 
access ramp to MD 210 is proposed to be constructed), we would like to request landscaping to 
minimize the visual impact of that ramp upon the Broad Creek Historic Distria. While Parcel 180 
is not a National Register eligible resource, it is located at the entrance to the Broad Creek 
Historic District and the ramp will have a significant visual impact upon this gateway. A 
naturalistic rural-looking landscaping treatment would minimize this impact and allow us to 
concur with your finding that no historic properties would incur adverse impact from the 
proposed improvements at this intersection 

J. Rodney Little 
MHT, 100 Community Place 
Crownsville, MD 21032-2023 

i:\historic\letters\106 SHA221A11 
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by: A—   KH. 
October 3,2001 

Ms. Susan G. Pearl 
Research/Architectural Historian 
Maryland-National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission 
Planning and Preservation 
Planning Department 
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro MD 20772 

Dear Ms. Pearl: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study in Prince George's 
County. The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) appreciates the Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission's comments on the proposed project and would like to 
take this opportunity to address your comments. We apologize for the delay in responding. 

Up to 0.29 acre of Parcel 189, which is located within the Broad Creek Historic District, 
would be impacted by any of the build alternatives. The majority of Parcel 189 is forested and 
no woodland impacts would occur to this parcel as a result of any of the build alternatives. No 
retaining walls are proposed in this area. 

Landscape treatments will be considered during the final design phase of the project 
SHA will coordinate with your office during final design of the ramp to MD 210 to ensure that a 
visually unobtrusive entrance or gateway to the Broad Creek Historic District will be maintained. 

Thank you again for your comments. If you have any further questions please feel flee to 
call Dennis Atkins, the project manager at 410-545-8548, or Heather Amick, the environmental 
manager at 410-545-8526. Both can be reached toll free at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and ' 

  Prelimmoiy Engineering 

Bruce M. Grey / 
Deputy Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

cc:      Ms. Heather Amick, State Highway Administration 
* Mr. Dennis M. Atkins, State Highway Administration 

Ms. Liz Buxton, State Highway Administration 
Mr. Bruce Grey, State Highway Administration 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein, State Highway Administration  - 
Mr. J. Rodney Little, Maryland Historical Trust 
Ms. Linda Mott, State Highway Administration 
Mr. Donald Sparklin, State Highway Administration 

My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvart Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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26 March 2002 

Mr. Bruce M. Gtey 
Deputy Division Chiet Project Planning 
Slale Highway AdmiiusUltUuii 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

PrqeetNofflKHHAll 

Dear Mr. Grey: 

Your letter of 14 Maich 2002, addressed to Mr. J. Rodney Little of the Maryland 
Historical Trust regarding Project #PG211A11 (MD. 210 wetland mitigation), has been referred to 
the Planning Department of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission; it has 
been reviewed by staff of the Planning and Preservation Section which also serves as staff for the 
Prince George's County Historic Preservation Commission. 

Staff concurs with the State Highway Administration regarding the ineligibility of the 
Parker Farm residence for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

^(2. 
Susan G. Pearl 
Research/Architectural Historian, Planner/Coordinator 
Planning and Preservation, Planning Department 

cc: J. Rodney Little, MHT 

i:Uustoric\106V2002\grey_parkerfarm.np<i 
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January 6,2004 

Re:      Project No. PG221 All 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
From I-95/I-495 to MD 228 
Prince George^ County, Maryland 

Mr. Charles Montrie 
Maryland National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Park Planning and Development Division 
6600 Kenil worth Avenue 
RivetdaleMD 20737 

Attn: Mr. Don Herring 

Dear Mr. Montrie: 

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) is writing to request your 
concurrence that the mitigation measures proposed to offset impacts to the Henson Creek Stream 
Valley Park resulting from construction of the SHA-Selected AJtemative, Alternative 5 A 
Modified for improvements to MD 210 from 1-95/495 to MD 228 in Prince George's County, 
Maryland (Attachment 1) are acceptable, the purpose of this project is to improve traffic 
operations and safety conditions along the segment of MD 210 from the Capital Beltway to 
MD 22S. The need for this project is demonstrated by the peak hour delays and congesdon that 
have become particularly prevalent at the 11 signalized intersections along this segment of 
MD 210 for through traffic and traffic accessing or crossing MD 210 from the side roads. The 
SHA is currently completing the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FHSySection 4<f) 
Evaluation and will submit it to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for approval in 
the Spring of 2004. 

The SHA-Selected Alternative, Alternative 5A Modified, would provide six interchanges 
from Kert>y Hill Road to Old Fort Road South, while maintaining the existing three through 
lanes in each direction (plus auxiliary lanes at the interchanges.) At-grade improvements for 
Farraington Road and MD 373 are also proposed. Attachment 2 depicts SHA-Selected 
Alternative 5A Modified. 

My wtophoac aumher/tou-lree Dumbfr U , 

Henson Creek Stream Valley Park is a publicly-owned public park under the jurisdiction 
of the Maryland-Natioaal Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) that will be 
impacted by SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified. Program Open Space funds were utilized 
in the purchase of several of the parcels that comprise the park and the construction of the 
Henson Creek Trail. Anticipated impacts to Henson Creek Stream Valley Park for constmction 
of the proposed Palmer/Livingston Road - MD 210 northbound ramp and the proposed 
connection of the Henson Creek Stream Valley Park Hiker Biker Trail to MD 210 would require 
the acquisition of 0.20 acre of right of way as highlighted in the crosshatching on Attachment 3. 
Portions of the existing Henson Creek Trail will be temporarily impacted and reconstructed as 
highlighted in gray on Attachment 3. The temporary impacts to the trail will occur on SHA 
property. No additional environmental impacts are anticipated. 

The measures proposed by the SHA to minimize harm and mitigate the permanent use of 
Henson Creek Stream Valley Park include the following: 

• SHA will strive for a minimum of 10 feet vertical clearance between the 
Palmer/Livingston Road to MD 210 North interchange ramp and the trail. 

• The reconstructed trail will be designed in consideration of the following: 
- Considerable amounts of silt have been deposited on the trail under the 

MD 210 Bridge. SHA will clear the silt during construction. In addition, 
during detailed design SHA will investigate the sediment transport ability of 
the channel and crossing through the channel reach where the bridge is 
located. The ultimate design will use this analysis to maximize the sediment 
transport of the crossing. 

- M-NCPPC requested that the trail be reconstructed above the elevation of the 
2-year storm and that the vertical clearance between the MD 210 Bridge and 
the trail be increased if possible. SHA will investigate increasing the vertical 
clearance fiom the existing 8 feet while minimizing the siltation and ensuring 
proper drainage. (SHA recognizes that M-NCPPC prefers 12 to 14 feet of 
clearance with a preferred minimum of 10 feet.) 

- The existing Henson Creek trailis 8 feet wide. Reconstructed areas of the 
trail will be 10 feet wide wherever possible. 

- SHA will coordinate with M-NCPPC further regarding the design of the trail 
during the detailed design stage. 

• SHA recognizes that the Henson Creek trail is known to be heavily used. Should 
trail closures be required during construction, SHA will coordinate with 
M-NCPPC regarding reopening the trail on weekends if possible. In addition, the 
SHA will coordinate with M-NCPPC regarding any necessary trail closures. SHA 
and their contractor will provide all signs and field notifications of trail closures. 

• Any scuppers currently draining directly onto the trail will be diverted away from 
the trail. 

• Sediment and erosion controls will be implemented prior to constmction to 
minimize sediment runoff into park property and any streams within the vicinity  
of the park. 
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Section 5-906, Subsection (e)(7) of the Natural Resources Article of the Annotated Code 
of Maryland states "Land acquired or developed under a State grant from Program Open Space 
may not be converted, Without written approval of the Secretary of the DepaTtment of Natural 
Resources and the Secretary of the Departtoent of Stale Planning, from outdoor public recreation 
or open space use to any other use. Any conversion in land use may be approved only after the 
local governing body replaces the land with land of at least equivalent area and of equal 
recreation or open space value." In 1988, with the coordination of the Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) and the Maryland Department of Planning (MDP), the SHA 
established a 13.65 acre land bank with the M-NCPPC against which future Program Open 
Space acquisitions by the SHA can be credited (Attachment 4). The land is currently used by 
M-NCPPC for the Glenn Dale Community Center. As discussed with M-NCPPC staff on 
October 3, SHA will coordinate with M-NCPPC in final design to ascertain the amount of 
acreage to subtract from the bank that will be equal to or greater than the appraised monetary 
value of the land impacted at Henson Creek Stream Valley Park. 

Based on the preceding information, we ask that you indicate your concurrence with the 
proposed minimization and mitigation measures as jurisdictional agency official for Henson 
Creek Stream Valley Park on the signature line below. Should you have any questions or 
concerns regarding the proposed permanent use of Henson Creek Stream Valley Park property or 
the proposed mitigation measures outlined above, please contact Ms. Heather Amick at 
410-545-8526 or hamick@sha.state.md.us, 

Attachments 
or.      Ms. Heather Amick. SHA-PPD 

Ms. Patricia Greene, SHA-PPD 
Mi. Joe R. Kresslein, SHA-PPD 
Mr. Marie Lotz.WTB 
Mr. Dick Ravenscroft, SHA-D3 R/W 
Ms. Chisa Winstead, SHA-PPD 

(w/Attachmcnts) 

(w/Attachments) 
(w/Attachments) 
(w/Attachraents) 
(w/Aitachments) 

CONCURRENCE: 

Sonal Capital 
nning Commission 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Josepfi R. Kress; 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 
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TH3 raiSOH T. BAILAED CO. 

By ,  

Robert L. Ehriich, Jr. 

Michael S. Steele 
uc 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Remap 

Tawes State Office Building 
580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

• Februaiy 5,2003 • 

C Ronald Frank] 
S*erftary 

W. P. Jeiuen 
DepvtySKretafy 

Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore MD 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Kresslein: 

This letter is in response to your letter of request, dated January 29, 2003, for information on the 
presence of finfish species in the vicinity of State Highway Administration's proposed wetland and stream 
mitigation studies for impacts that would result from the proposed MD 210 Multi-Modal Study in Prince 
George's County (Project No. PG221A11). .;., 

The proposed stream mitigation study area is in the Tinkers Creek drainage. The proposed wetland 
uiUigatlon study area is within the Piscataway Creek drainage area. Doth Tinkers Creek and Piscataway Creek 
and all their tributaries (Washington-Metro Drainage Area) are classified as Use I streams (Water Contact 
Recreation, Protection of Aquatic Life). Generally, no instream work is permitted in Use I streams during the 
period of March 1 through June 15, inclusive, during any year. 

Our Fisheries Service has documented the spawning activities of anadromous fish species in both 
Tinkers Creek and Piscataway Creek (herring and white perch). Additionally, Table V-2 (attached) list fish 
species documented by our Fisheries Service within the Washington Metropolitan Area Basin. Many of these 
species could be found near your project sites. All of these fish species should be adequately protected by the 
Use I instream work prohibition period, sediment and erosion control methods, and other Best Management 
Practices typically used for protection of stream resources. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, you may contact me at 410-260-8331. 

Sincerely, 

1^ (l1CbcUjfa>T,(^ A 
Ray C. Dintaman, Jr., Director 
Environmental Review Unit 

RCD 
Attachment 

TTY via Maryland Relay: 711 (Within MD) (800) 733-2258 (Out of State) 
ToU Fret In MD*: 1-877-S20-8DNR ext 8331 

TiibU: V-2.  Flan apgclCa Coll euieil In ilu- W.iahlnmuii Mrl [ ui'u 1 I L JII Ari'.i IVi.-.n.-, 
1974 throunh 1984.  (New species collected in I98U to 1984 si mly 
designated by *.) 

Salmonidae 
Brook trout 
Brown trout 
Rainbow trout 

Cyprinidae 
Stoneroller 
Blacknose dace 
Longnose dace 
Ctir.lips minnow 
Creek chub 
River chub 
Fallfish 
Rosyside dace 
Common shiner 
Bluntnose minnow 
Gulden shlnur 
Spott'in shiner 
Spottail shiner 
Silverjaw minnow 
Swallowtail shiner 
Satinfin shiner 

Catostomidae 
Northern hogsucker 
White sucker 
Creek chubsucker 

Ictolurjdact 
Margined madtorn 
Brown bullhead 
Yellow bullhead 

Cottidae 
Mottled sculpln 

Percidae 
Tessellated darter 
Creenside darter ; 
Fantail darter 

Centrarchidae 
Bluegill sunfish 
Smallmouth bass 
Largemouth bass 
Greenside sunfish 
Pumpkinseed sunfish 
Red breasted sunfish 
Rock bass 

Anguillidae 
American eel 

Salvellnus fontlnalis (Mitchill) 
Salmo trutta Linnaeus 
Salroo gairdnfcri Richardson 

Campos toma  anotualum  (Rafinesque) 
Rhinichthys atratulus (Hermann) 
Rliinichthys catarac'liae (Valenciennes) 

xillinfjtia  (Lasueur) B*OB1 ossum maxal 
Semotilus atromaculatus  (Mitchill) 
Noc.omls micropogon (Cope) 
Semotilus corporalis (Mitchill) 
Clinostomus fundnloides Girard 
Notropis corhutus (Mitchill) 
Pimephales notatus (Rafinesque) 
NuLKmlKOnus  ci yaolgUKaa  (MitcliiZl) 

Notropis spilopterus (Cope) 
Notropis hudsonlus (Clinton) 
Ericymba buccata Cope 
Notropis procne (Cope) 
Notropis analostanus (Mitchill) 

Hypentelium nlarlcans (Lesueur) 
Catostomus commersoni (Lacepede) 
Erimyzon oblongus (Mitchill)   * 

Noturus insignia (Richardson) 
Ictalurus nebulosus (Lesueur) 
Ictalurus natalis (Lesueur)   * 

Cottus bairdi Girard 

Echeostoma  olmstedi b'torer 
Etheostoma blennipides Rafinesque 
Etheostoma flabellafe- Rafinesque 

Lepomis macrochirus (Rafinesque) 
Micropterus dolomieui Lacepede 
Micropterus salmoides (Lacepede) 
Lepomis cyanellus Rafinesque 
Lepomis gibbosus (Linnaeus) 
Lepomis auritis  (Linnaeus) 
Ambloplites rupestris (Rafinesque) 

Anguilla rostrata (Lesueur) 

V-4 

UN 



THE WILSON T. BALUFJ} OX 
BY_ *  

Robert L Bhrllch. Jr. 
Govenwr 

Mich.d S. .StMle 
LL Governor 
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Tavret State Office Building 

580 Taylor Avenue 
AnnapoIU, Maryland 21401 

March 10, 2001 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

RE:      Environmental Review for Project No. PG221 At 1, Ml> 210 Multi-Modal 
Study, Mitigation Impacts at Two Sites, Prince George's County, Maryland. 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

For both sites, the Wildlife and Heritage Service has no records for Federal or State rare, 
threatened or endangered plants or animals within this project site. This statement should 
not be interpreted as meaning that no rare, threatened or endangered species are present. 
Such species could be present but have not been documented because an adequate survey 
has not been conducted or because survey results have not been reported to us. 

However, for the site along Tinkers Creek, the forested area on the project site contains 
Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat Populations of many Forest Interior Dwelling Bird 
species (FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United States. The 
conservation of this habitat is strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural 
Resources. The following guidelines will help minimize the project's impacts on FIDS 
and other native forest plants and wildlife: 

1. Concentrate development to nonforested areas. 

2. If forest loss or disturbance is absolutely unavoidable, concentrate or restrict 
development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the existing 
forest edge), particularly in narrow peninsulas of upland forest less than 300 feet 
wide. 

3. Limit forest removal to the "footprint" of houses and to that which is absolutely 
necessary for the placement of roads and driveways. 

TTY via Maryland Relay: 711 (within MD) (800) 735-2258 (Out of State) 
Toll Free In MM: 1-«77^2MDNR ett.  

C Konald Kranfej 
Secmaty 

W. P. Jercca 
Deputy Secntary 

Page 2 
March 10, 2003 

4. Wherever possible, minimize the number and length of driveways and roads. 

5. Roads and driveways should be as narrow and short as possible; preferably less 
than 25 feet and 15 feet, respectively. 

6. Maintain forest canopy closure over roads and driveways. 

7. Maintain forest habitat up to the edges of roads and driveways; do not create or 
maintain mowed grassy berms. 

8. Maintain or create wildlife corridors. 

9. Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during May-August, the breeding season 
for most FIDS. This seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if 
certain early nesting FIDS (e.g.. Barred Owl) are present. 

10. Afforestation efforts should target (1) riparian or streamside areas that lack woody 
vegetation, (2) forested riparian areas less than 300 feet, and (3) gaps or 
peninsulas of nonforested habitat within or adjacent to existing FIDS habitat. 

For further technical assistance regarding conservation of FIDS habitat, please contact 
Katharine McCarthy of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 260-8569 or at the 
above address. 

Sincerely, 

Lori A. Byrne, 
Environmental Review Specialist, 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 

ER#    2003.0219.pg 
Cc:      R Dintaman, DNR 



United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
177 AHmiral Cochrane,Drive 

Arniapolfe MD 21401 

March 12, 2003 AU3   26  2003 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

THE WILSON T. SAIUSD CO. 

BY__  

ATTN: Mr. Joseph R. Kresslein 

RE:     Project No. PG221A11,MD 210 Multi-Modal Study, Wetland and Stream Mitigation 
Studies, Prince George's County, MD 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

This responds to your letter, received February 3,2003, requesting information on the presence of 
species which are federally listed or proposed for listing as endangered or threatened -within the 
vicinity of the above referenced project area. We have reviewed the infomiation you enclosed and 

• are providing commentji in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 
884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1S31 etseq.). 

Except for ocoosionol transient individuals, no federally proposed or listed endangered or 
threatened species are known to exist within the project impact area. Therefore, no biological 
assessment or further Section 7 consultation is required with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
Should project plans change, or if additional Information on the distribution of listed or proposed 
species becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered. 

This response relates only to federally protected threatened or endangered species under our 
jurisdiction. It does not address the Service's concerns pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act or other legislation. For information on the presence of other rare species, you 
should contact Ms. Lori Byrne of the Maryland Heritage and Wildlife Division at 
(410)260-8573. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide information relative to fish and wildlife issues, and 
thank you for your interest in these resources. If you have any questions or need further 
assistance, please contact Maricela Constantino at (410) 573-4542. 

Sincerely, 

Maty 1. Ratflaswamy, PhD. ' 
Program Supervisor, Threatened and Endangered Species 

-A 
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MD210: I-95/I-495 to MD 228 

MEETING MINUTES 

>                           -.3 •lJNVlROMMENTAIi'.RB¥IEiW AND^REGUtATORY AGENCIES    ~ RESPONSE LOCATION 
(Section & Page #) 

Director's Review Meeting                                       • Alternative 5A Modified was presented to the Director for review and 
Date: 5/30/02 (see page VI-352)                                  suggestions prior to presentation to the Administrator. 

Residential and Business Displacement                    • Meeting with potential residential and business displacements. 
Date: 6/30/02 (see page VI-355) 

8/12/02 (see page VI-355) 

Focus Group Meetings                                              • Focus Group meetings #21, #22, and #23. 
Date: 5/24/01 (seepageVI-358) 

5/7/02 (see page VI-360) 
9/12/02 (see page VI-362) 

Team Meetings                                                         • Project updates. 
Date: 6/21/01 (seepage VI-3 64)                              • Core team meeting with the Director of Planning concerning Swan 

4/25/02 (see page VI-367)                                  Creek Interchange and WMATA bus service. 
9/4/02 (see page VI-369) 
5/28/03 (see page VI-371) 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Meeting                                       • Meeting to discuss plans for pedestrian and bicycle access associated 
Date: 7/23/02 (see page VI-372)                                  with the interchange and intersection improvements for MD 210. 

Bridge Coordination Meeting                                    • Discuss progress of project and receive input about proposed 
Date: 5/7/02 (see page VI-374)                                    structures. 

Whitehall Baptist Church                                          • Meeting with Whitehall Baptist Church to update members on the 
Date:  11/16/00 (see page VI-377)                                progress and status of the project. 

VI-350 
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MD210: I-95/I-495 to MD 228 

MEETING MINUTES 

•••£'-.•.'-•        •.•;:•: ^ Em^IftGNMENT^IiEVlE^V AND REGULATORY AGENCIES ? •• •» .  ; RESPONSE LOCATION 
(Section & Page #) 

Brookside Park Condominium Association               • Discussed the direct impacts from Alternative 5A Modified upon their 
Date: 3/4/03 (see page VI-378)                                    community and received the associations concerns and suggestions 

6/4/03 (see page VI-379)                                     for improvements to the current design. 

Safeway Incorporated Meeting                                  • Discussed Alternative 5A Modified, specifically the proposed Swan 
Date: 6/12/03 (see page VI-381)                                  Creek interchange area, with the owner of the Olde Fort Village 

Shopping Center (Safeway Inc.). The owner shared his companies' 
concerns with the proposed design. 

Greater Accokeek Civic Association                         • Update community members on the progress and status of the project 
Date: 4/26/00 (see page VI-383)                                  and to solicit comments. 

11/20/02 (see page VI-384) 

Friends of Oxon Hill                                                 • Update community members on the progress and status of the project 
Date: 5/9/00 (see page VI-387)                                    and to solicit comments. 

Allentown Recreation Council                                  • Update community members on the progress and status of the project 
Date:  1/23/01 (seepage VI-388)                                  and to solicit comments. 

Washington Metropolitan Area                                 • Update WMATA on the status of the study, discuss transit-related 
Transit Authority (WMATA)                                      issues, the Preferred Alternative and the remaining steps. 
Date: 4/28/03 (see page VI-389) 

Administrators Review                                             • Administrator agreed with team's recommendation to identify 
Date: 6/26/03 (see page VI-390)                                  Alternative 5A Modified as SHA's Preferred Alternative. 

7/2/03 (see page VI-393)                                 • Memorandum detailing team members' comments and responses 
9/3/02 (see page VI-397)                                     from the Administration Review meeting as well as follow-up 

activities since July 2002. 1                                                            '                                                                                    '                                                            ^1 

VI-351 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Penis N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

1>ATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Mr. Douglas H. Simmons, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engmeering 

tP Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

July 1, 2002 

MD 210:1-95/I-495 to MD 228 
Minutes of Director's Review Meeting and 
Team Recommendation Summary 

A meeting was held on May 30,2002 at 9:00 a.m. to make a team recommendation for the 
MD 210 Project Planning Study. Attached is the agenda from the meeting. The following 
individuals were in attendance: 

Dennis M. Atkins 
Bob Boot 
AnneElrays 
MaryHuie 
Keith Kucharek 
MarkLotz 
Kirk McClelland 
Harvey Muller 
Neil Pedersen 
Bob Sanders 
Ken Schmidt 
Doug Simmons 
Matt Storck 
Chanel Torsell 

SHA-PPD 
SHA-PPD 
SHA—Environmental Programs 
FHWA 
SEIA-HDD 
The Wilson T. Ballard Co. 
SHA-OHD 
SHA-RIPD 
SHA—Deputy Administrator 
SHA-PPD 
Mahan Rykiel Associates 
SHA-Director OPPE 
SHA-District #3 
SHA-PPD 

Since the June 2001 Public Hearing, SHA has been actively working to develop an alternative 
that addresses both the purpose and need of the project, as well as the citizen comments and 
input received since the hearing. As a result, the study team has developed Alternative 5A 
Modified. 

My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impairod Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

MD 210 Recommendation Meeting 
Page Two 

Based on the considerable public support demonstrated throughout the study for the removal of 
signals and provision of grade separations on MD 210, Alternative 5 A Modified is being 
considered only at the Option 2 capacity level — with interchanges at the Kerby Hill 
Road/Livingston Road, Livingston Road/Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington 
Road, Swan Creek Road/Livingston Road and Old Fort Road South locations. The existing 
MD 210 median openings would be closed at Wilson Bridge Drive and all unsignalized existing 
median break locations, leaving each of these locations right-turn in, right-tum out access only. 

Alternative 5 A Modified would not include High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes on MD 210 
(or side roads) or widening of MD 210, other than that necessary in the immediate vicinity of an 
intersection location, to support a given intersection improvement option (e.g., acceleration 
lanes, turn lanes, etc). At the intersections, the right-of-way limits of the MD 210 footprint 
would not preclude any future improvements to the roadway. Majdmiziag the size of the bridge 
structures now would alleviate additional fliture costs and impacts. Any future widening of MD 
210, beyond the current three through lanes in each direction, with auxiliary lanes to facilitate 
interchange operations, 'would require a separate Project Planning study and analysis under the 
provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act. 

The study team has closely coordinated with several internal groups to refine the interchange 
designs at each of the areas. By reviewing the concepts with Highway Design, Bridge Design 
and Bridge Hydraulics^thejnterchange designs have been refined to best incorporate all 
concerns. 

The Focus Group Meeting that was held on May 7th went well. There was an overall positive 
response from the members concerning the concept of Alternative SA Modified and the 
modifications to the interchanges made since the Public Hearing. Two issues that were 
discussed that need to be resolved are an acceleration lane at the right turn connection of the NB 
service road from the River View Apartments, and the accessibility/visibility impacts to Old 
Forte Village Shopping Center resulting from the Swan Creek Interchange. The study team will 
schedule a meeting with the local businesses along the entire project to review the new/revised 
interchange concepts. 

Bike use along mainline MD 210 would be allowed on the shoulder, however, SHA is 
encouraging Prince George fc County to sign their proposed alternate bike route since it will 
eventually be difficult to bike on MD 210. Neil suggested that alternative bike routes should be 
identified for the Administrator^ meeting. 



MD 210 Recommendation Meeting 
Page Three 

MD ^10 Recommendation Meeting 
Page Four 

The overall unresolved issue related to the need for noise abatement for the project was also 
discussed. Neil Pedersen asked that the team provide a color coded visual for the 
Administrator's presentation with the noise barriers shown in three distinct categories: those 
directly adjacent to the areas of improvement, the additional barrier length required to protect the 
entire community adjacent to the areas of improvement and those barriers in between die 
interchanges. This will aid in the Administrator's decision regarding the spectrum of noise 
mitigation possibilities. Mark Lbtz indicated that $40 million in noise barriers is included in the 
current cost estimates for Alternative 5A Modified. Neil requested cost summaries for Parker of 
each type of noise barrier, as well as other potential add-ons, such as a pedestrian overpasses/bus 
pull-outs. He also wants to make sure that the final document includes worst case right-of-way 
takes for the ultimate mainline widening, including pedestrian overpasses, bus pull-outs, etc. 

Other general comments included: 
• Neil indicated that MD 210 probably has great opportunity for stream restoration because of 

the amount of man's alterations over the years. 
• Dennis siimmatized the work completed through RPD and with the agencies regarding 

stream mitigation strategies. He indicated that additional field studies would be conducted 
this summer through the team's Environmental Manager Heather Amick. 

• Neil also requested renderings for the Administrator's Review, some of which have already 
been developed. Neil asked whether a physical barrier between the mainline and bus 
shelter/bus pull-out would be assumed, and suggested that curbing may be appropriate 

Details of the specific interchange designs for Alternative 5A Modified were then reviewed. 

Wilson Bridge Drive— Option A 
An at-grade intersection improvement is proposed with right-in/right-out turn movements. Neil 
asked that the team confirm that the Woodrow Wilson Bridge's project for the Oxon Hill ramps 
can accommodate the potential MD 210 median HOV or general use widening in the ftiture. (A 
subsequent review of Oxon Hill Road interchange plans confirmed this compatibility.) The 
transit issue with this area is still unresolved, and Neil would like the team to do as much as 
possible to resolve it before the Administrator's Selection Meeting. Pedestrian bridges at 
possibly three locations would be considered as options to be put into the final document 

Additional coordination with the Maryland Mass Transit Administration has occurred since the 
team recommendation meeting. The notion of a circulator bus service for this area will be 
discussed with Prince George 8 County before the meeting with the Administrator. 

Livingston Road / Ketbv Hill Road - Option C 
A grade-separated interchange is proposed with ramps in the northwest and southwest quadrants 
of the crossroad. On the west side of MD 210, a MD 210 southbound to Keiby Hill Road ramp 
would tie into a two-way service road, which would then intersect with Relocated Kerby Hill 
Road. 

The team members from bridge have indicated that the team should investigate an additional 
stream relocation for Carey Branch in the southwest quadrant of this interchange. This would be 
in lieu of placing a retaining wall along the acceleration lane from the service road to southbound 
MD 210. Althougi not discussed specifically at this meeting, the Bridge Hydraulics Division 
has recommended that a preliminary hydraulic study be completed for Carey Branch. This study 
will be completed during Stage m of Project Planning concurrent with the preparation of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEE). 

Palmer Road / Livingston Road- Option E 
A !4 diamond interchange is proposed on the east side of MD 210, with ramps in the northeast 
and southeast quadrants. On the west side of MD 210, in the southwest quadrant, a two-lane 
ramp from MD 210 southbound to Palmer/Livingston Road and a Palmer/Livingston Road to 
MD 210 southbound single lane ramp are proposed. An access road with retaining walls is 
cnirently proposed in front of the existing businesses along Livingston Road. Coordination and 
further study is required to reduce the height or eliminate the proposed retaining wall adjacent to 
the golf driving range, without acquiring the range. 

A bridge team member had suggested making the bridge.over Henson Creek wider, to 
accommodate an additional lane that could then be used as a ramp connection into 
Palmer/Iivingston Road. This movement would replace the loop ramp in the southwest 
quadrant. The team presented this issue to Neil, but indicated that this concept -would not be 
pursued because it would preclude a potential future service road that may connect into the area 
from the north. This service road would be constructed by others. 

Although not discussed specifically at this meeting, the Bridge Hydraulics Division has 
recommended that a preliminary hydraulic study be completed for Henson Creek. This study 
will be completed during Stage III of Project Planning concurrent with the preparation of the 
FEIS. __. 

V 
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At the recent focus group meeting, a suggestion was made to provide a pedestrian/bike 
connection from the northwest quadrant of the intersection to the trail on the north side of 
Henson Creek. This connection will be shown at the Administratort meeting. In addition, a 
smaller task force from the focus group and study team will be looking at similar additional 
connections throughout the corridor. 

Old Fort North Road North - Option C 
A diamond interchange is proposed at Old Fort Road North. A realigned Old Fort Road North to 
the south of the existing intersection would be comprised of two lanes in each direction crossing 
over MD 210. The existing service road in the northeast quadrant would be closed with traffic 
being4iverted east to the Broadview Road intersection at Old Fort Road North. Mark Lot 2 
discussed the pros and cons of trying to avoid the residential displacements on the east side of 
the road. Ultimately, the team decided that it would be better to take those homes than accrue 
additional impacts in the northeast quadrant or construct massive retaining walls on the east side 
of MD 210. 

Fort Washinptoa Road - Option D 
A V* diamond interchange is proposed with ramps in the northeast, northwest and southeast 
uuadrants. The design would also require a relocated Fort Washington Road fly-over north of 
the existing Tantallon Shopping Center. The existing access road east of MD 210 would fly-over 
MD 210 and tie into existing Fort Washington Road west of MD 210, at the existing Livingston 
Road intersection. The existing Fort Washington Road would become a right in/right out only 
intersection at MD 210. Relocated Fort Washington Road would have one lane in each 
direction, with left turn lanes where required. 

Retaining walls were used on the east side of MD 210, to help minimize impacts to adjacent 
streams. Additional environmental studies during Stage HI will be required to further address 
stream impacts. 

Livingston Road / Swan Creek Road 
An interchange with a single lane outer ramp from MD 210 southbound to Livingston Road in 
the northwest quadrant on the west side of MD 210 is proposed. Access to Swan Creek Road 
from MD 210 southbound would be achieved with an at-grade right in/right out intersection 
improvement On the east side of MD 210, a MD 210 northbound to Swan Creek Road outer 
ramp and a loop ramp from Swan Creek Road to MD 210 northbound is proposed in the 
southeast quadrant A Livingston Road crossing over MD 210, to the north of the existing 
intersection, would require one lane eastbound and westbound with a center turn lane. 

Several options remain under consideration at this location pending, further coordination with 
the shopping center owner and the Travel Forecasting section. 

Old Fort Road South - Option C 
A diamond interchange with Old Fort Road South over MD 210 is proposed. The typical section 
for Old Fort Road South would allow for two lanes, eastbound and westbound. 

It was suggested to include the residence on the southwest side of MD 210 as an acquisition to 
provide more flexibility during construction. 

Farmington Road—Option A 
This option includes at-grade improvements. A single left turn, one through lane and a right turn 
lane eastbound and a left turn, one through lane and right turn lane westbound on Farmington 
Road are proposed. 

MD 373-Option A 
This option includes at-grade improvements. Lengthening the acceleration/deceleration lanes on 
MD 210 is proposed. The typical section for MD 373 would allow for a single left turn and a 
through/right lane eastbound and two left turn lanes, a single through and a right turn lane 
westbound. 

Finally, Neil gave the team suggestions for the presentation to the Administrator. Neil asked the 
team to break the interchanges into a logical construction sequence with PE/ROW/Construction 
costs for each. We need to include logical mainline breakouts in this sequence. 

The above is a summary of the meeting. We request your concurrence on the recommendations 
for the improvement of MD 210 from I-95/I-495 to north of MD 228, contained herein. These 
recommendations will be presented to the Administrator on July 2 from 9 am to 11 am in the 
Administrator's Conference Room. 

Concurrence: 

.. SimmonsTDir llas/l. Simmons, Director 
raf Planning and 

Preliminary Engmeering 

Date 
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Deputy Director 
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Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

September 10,2002 

Contract Number PG221A11 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
From I-95/I-495 to MD 228, Prince George's County 

July 30.2002 & August 12,2002 
MD 210 Residential & Business Displacement Meetings 
Meeting Summaries 

On Tuesday, July 30,2002, a meeting with property owners of potential residential 
displacements associated with improvements to MD 210 was held at the Harmony Hall Regional 
Center. Another meeting with the potential business displacements was held on Monday, August 
12,2002 at the SHA District #3 Office. These meetings included discussions of the MD 210 
Multi-Modal Study and how the preferred Alternative SA Modified improvement would affect 
residents and businesses along the MD 210 corridor within the project area. The following 
people attended: 

My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
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'Residential Meeting 

Dennis M. Atkins, SHA Project Planning Division 
Bob Boot, SHA Project Planning Division 
Chisa Winstead, SHA Project Planning Division 
Richard Ravenscroft, SHA District 3 Right ofWay 
Joe DeMent, The Wilson T. Ballard Company 
Charles Bltunenthal, Resident 
Carol Dale, Resident 
Jeny L. Wade, Resident 
Martha Hirst, Resident 
Colleen Whelan, Resident 
Ed Worsham, Resident 
Fred Walzel, Resident 
Jane Beminghausen, Resident 
The Honorable Delegate Joseph Vallario, Jr. 

Business Meeting 

Dennis M. Atkins, SHA Project Planning Division 
Bob Boot, SHA Project Planning Division 
Chisa Winstead, SHA Project Planning Division 
Richard Ravenscroft, SHA District 3 Right of Way 
Jon Chamberlin, SHA District 3 Right of Way 
Joe DeMent, The Wilson T. BaDard Company 
Pastor Ford, Shalom Ministries 
Sonya Morehead, Shalom Ministries 
Shabbir Shaikh, South Potomac Texaco 
Ali Imran, South Potomac Texaco 
Devin Corini, KLNB do NTB 
Sam Wood 
Maureen Wood 

(410) 545-8548 
(410) 545-8572 
(410) 545-8545 
(301) 513-7450 
(410)363-0150 
(301) 839-3329 
(301) 248-8169 
(301) 343-7686 
(301) 248-7699 
(301)839-1164 
(703) 690-9528 
(301) 292-1287 
(301) 292-5716 
(301) 423-8100 

(410) 545-8548 
(410) 545-8572 
(410) 545-8545 
(301) 513-7450 
(301) 513-7457 
(410) 363-0150 
(301) 567-5505 
(301) 651-3094 
(301) 248-4469 
(301) 248-4469 
(703) 288^000 
(410) 798-7440 
(410) 798-7440 

Both meetings followed the same agenda, with Dennis Atkins opening the meeting with 
introductions and explaining the purpose. Overall, five residents out of the twelve potential 
residential displacements attended the residential meeting; and four out of twelve attended the 
potential business displacements meeting. Bob Boot then discussed the history of the project 
including a recap of events since the Public Hearing. 

vJV 
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Bob reviewed Alternative 5A Modified and notified the attendees that this is SHA' s preferred 
alternative at this time. Alternative 5A Modified would convert six intersections to interchanges: 
Kerby Hill Roadflivingston Road, Livingston Road/Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North/ Fort 
Washington Road, Swann Creek Road/Livingston Road and Old Fort Road South. The last two 
intersections in the corridor at Farmington Road and MD 373 would be modified and expanded 
slightly: The existing MD 210 median openings would be closed at Wilson Bridge Drive and at 
all unsignalized existing median break locations, leaving each of these locations right-tum in and 
right turn out access only. 

Alternative 5 A Modified would not include High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes in MD 210 
(or side roads) and no widening of MD 210 other than that necessary in the immediate vicinity of 
an intersection location to support a given intersection improvement option (e.g. acceleration' 
lanes, turn lanes, etc). At the intersections, the MD 210 footprint would be increased to not 
preclude any future improvements to the roadway. Maximizing the size of the bridge structures 
now would alleviate additional future costs and impacts. Any future widening of MD 210. 
beyond the current three through lanes in each direction with auxiliary lanes to facilitate 
interchange operations would require a separate planning effort and approval process including 
public involvement. 

Dennis explained timing and possible project funding if the project were to proceed. The four 
phases of a project include Project Planning, Final Design, Right of Way Acquistion and 
Construction. Currently, the MD 210 project is funded for Project Planning only. Assuming 
funding were in place for the other phases, design of the project would probably be segmented, 
prioritized beguming from the north proceeding south and would take 2 to 3 years to complete 
per segment. Right of way acquisition could begin within the design period, but actual 
construction would not take place for 5 to 7 years from today, at the earliest, if funding woe 
available. 

Dick Ravenscroft explained the SHA Right of Way and Relocation Assistance Process and 
distributed two handouts explaining property owners rights and benefits, entitled Relocation 
Assistance and Your Land and Your Highways as part of his presentation. Mr. Ravenscroft 
stated that acquisition usually does not begin until 7 months into the final design process and 
continues for 18 months. He stressed that the SHA would do everything in its power to create an 
friendly atmosphere for its negotiations and that in the design phase SHA looks at all measures to 
avoid taking homes anil businesses. Dick also stated if the project were designed In segments, 
that right of way acquisition would also be phased. Dennis explained that SHA tends to be more 
conservative in the Project Planning phase, using a worst case scenario in identifying possible 
displacements. A copy of the materials Dick used is included for those individuals unable to 
attend these meetings. 

Wilson Bridge Drive 
No comments 

livineston/Kerbv Hill Road 
The Team then proceeded to identify potential displacements associated with the preferred 
alternative. The discusion began with the Kerby Hill Road Interchange Option C. The Team 
explained the reasoning for the location of the relocated Kerby Ilill Road and the difficulties 
involved with the existing roadway including alignment deficiences, potential stream impacts 
and possibly greater displacements based on placement of the proposed roadway. One of the 
potential residential displacements is former-delegate Charles Blumenthal (519 B anymore 
Drive). "Die other potential residential displacement in attendance in this area was Ms. Colleen 
Whelan (512 Keiby Oil Road). Understandably, Mr. Blumenthal was not happy about this and 
was very vocal about his concerns. His property is needed to accommodate an access road that 
serves 20 apartment buildings. He expressed concerns with the design and felt SHA needed to 
look at mote options. When given the chance to suggest alternatives or options to the Alternative 
5A Modified design to improve the current situation, Mr. Blumenthal indicated that he 
supported the no-build option. 

The team has will responded by sending Mr. Blumenthal the plans, profiles and cross sections 
of the area, as he was very concerned with the design and wanted to better understand the 
vertical implications of our proposal. Traditionally in Project Planning, it is assumed that if 
grading impacts take more than V2 of a property that it would be a displacement. In Mr. 
Blumenthal's case his house would not be physically impacted by the slopes, so technically 
barring other factors, SHA may end up in a situation where damages are paid but the house 
remains. SHA representatives tried explaining that in the design phase SHA looks at all 
measures to avoid taking homes and that Project Planning tries to be more conservative. 
Delegate Joseph Vallario, Jr., who stopped by the meeting (7/30) at the request of Mr. 
Blumenthal, wanted to see what the project entailed and what impacts it had on Mr. 
Blumenthal's property at Kerby Hill Road 

The team will continue to coordinate with Mr. Blumenthal as appropriate as this project moves 
forward. 

Pastor Ford attended the business displacement meeting representing the Shalom Ministries 
Worship Center (515 Kerby Hill Road). She was concerned with the timing of the project 
because the church is planning possible renovations and expansion of the facility. 

si 
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Palmetflivingston 

The discussion moved to the Palmer/Livingston Road Interchange Option E which includes one 
residential displacement in the southeast quadrant and four business displacements west of 
MD 210. The residential displacement grading limits and proposed right of way talcs up more 
than 50% of the property resulting in the assumption of a total take, even though the house could 
remain. It was stated that a new access roadway could possibly be built from Old Palmer Road, 
allowing the home to remain stay. The tenant, Jerry Wade (919 Palmer Road), has requested a 
plan of the Option E, which SHA has provided. Mr. Wade will investigate access options and 
have further discussions to present to SHA. 

Mr. Shabbir Shaikh and Mr. Ali Imran attended the business meeting representing the South 
Potomac Texaco Gas Station (9100 Livingston Road). They had several question!! about SHTA's 
relocation assstance procedures. 

Old FnrtRoad North 
Old Fort North Option C was then discussed, with two residential displacements in the southeast 
quadrant and one displacement in the southwest quadrant The southwest quadrant displacement 
is unavoidable because of the location of the proposed relocated Old Fort Road North. Ed 
Worsham (7707 Kaydot Road) attended the meeting. Within the southeast quadrant, the 
southern most displacement is also unavoidable because the existing access road access has been 
cut off by a prosposed interchange ramp. The northern most displacement in the southeast 
quadrant is currently shown as a displacement because of the grading limit impact Ms. Carolyn 
Dale (9727 Old Fort Road) attended the meeting (7/30) and proposed the possibility of 
relocating the current house to another part of the property to allow her to remain within the 
existing 6 acre property or possibly build a new home. Mr. Ravenscroft stated SHA would 
definitely try to help the homeowner to determine if this was possible. He cautioned that 
ultimately any decisions regrading these sceneries would have to be economically feasible. 

Fort Washington Road 
The discussion then proceeded to the Fort Washington Road Interchange Option D which has 
one residential and one business displacement Delegate Vallario was also interested in this 
portion of the project as his law office is located on Fort Washington Road, and is impacted by 
Option D with the loss of some parking spaces on the western edge of his property. The 
question of access from the proposed Relocated Fort Washington Road was also discussed. As 
the project moves forward SHA would consider providing access for the landowner just west of 
the interchange ramps. Overall, Delegate Vallario was receptive to the project as a whole and 
understands the majority of the community wants and needs the improvements. 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
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livineston/Swan Creek Road 
Swan Creek Road Option G was then discussed. Sam and Maureen Wood attended the meeting 
(8/12) as owners of the vacant property (11906 Livingston Road) on the east side. They are 
currently in the process of finalizing construction plans of a CVS drugBtore on this lot, and are 
concerned with the proposed configuration and future access to the drugstore. They will send us 
a site plan of the proposed store, which the team will study and possibly re-align the roadway to 
the east to lessen the impacts to the prupuseJ store. Devin Corini also attended the (8/12) 
meeting representing the vacant NTB store at 11710 Livingston Road. He was concerned with 
the timing of the project and the problems associated with leasing the property long term. 

Old Fort Road South 
Old Fort Road South Option C was not discussed due to the absence of the property owners of 
the one residential and one business displacement. 

At this point the meetings were adoumed. A Public Workshop has been scheduled for Thursday, 
September 26,2002 from 5:30 pm to 8:30 pm at Friendly High School. If you have any 
additions, questions or comments regarding this meeting summary, please contact the Project 
Manager, Dennis M. Atkins at 410-545-8548 or myself at 410-545-8572 

By: 
•ftr RoberLBbot 

Assistant Project Manager 
Project Planning Divison 

Attachments 
cc: Attendees 

Residential Displacement List w/attachments 
Bussiness Displacement List w/attachments 
Ms. Heather Amick 
Mr. Keith Kucharek 
Mr. Mark Lotz 
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On Thursday, May 24,2001, the 21st meeting of the MD 210 Focus Group was held at 
the Harmony Hall Community Center. The meeting included discussions of the alternatives 
under consideration, die upcoming Location/Design Public Hearing, the recently published Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and upcoming steps in the project The following people 
attended: 

Heather Murphy, SHA Project Planning Division 
Amy Hribar. SHA Project Planning Division 
Dennis M. Atkins, SHA Project Planning Division 
Glen Burton, M-NCPPC 
Mark Lotz, The Wilson T. Ballard Company 

^Richard Krueger, Tantallon 
''fflelen O'Leary, Indian Head Hwy. Area Action Council 
? Sarah Cavitt, Riverbend Estates 

y<-"Bonnie Bidk, Sierra Club 
'Francis Riddle, Tantallon South Civic Assoc. 

•ffl. •'Dan Lieman, Ft. Washington Est. Citizens Assoc. 
S ^--Dawn Davit, Potomac Valley Citizens Association 

•Barnes Long, Tantallon North Area Civic Association   • 
--Judy Allen-Leventhal, Greater Accokeek Civic Assoc. 
-'ftjna Carlson-Powell, Greater Accokeek Civic Assoc. 
-/k.!— Richard, Concerned Citizen 
^Warren Epes, Concerned Citizen 
•William D. Hunter, Lynnal.an Acre 
-"Jun HuduaU, Oxon Hill Bicycle aiid Tmil Cluh 

(410) 545-8537. 
(410)545-8546 
(410) 545-8526 
(301)952-3577 
(410) 363-0150 
(301) 292-3407 
(301)292-2777 

(301)839-7403 
(301)292-2499 
(301)292-3652 
(301)292-4198 
(301) 203-6963 
(301)203-6963 
(301)292-5969 
(301) 248-7496 
(301)248-2445 
(301)248-4820 
(301) 567-0089 
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Project Management Transition 

Heather Murphy opened the meeting stating that she has accepted another position at 
SHA and would be replaced by Dennis Atkins as MD 210 Project Manager. Amy Hribar will 
remain for at least a short time as SHA Project Engineer, and Mark Lotz will remain as manager 
of the project from the consultant side. 

Project Review 

Dennis continued the meeting" with introductions and an overview of the purpose of the 
meeting. The main purposes of this meeting were to discuss staff changes, obtain input from the 
Focus Group members on the project, discuss the upcoming public hearing, distribute the 
environmental document and discuss remaining steps in the project following the hearing. 

Location/Design Public Hearing 

The Location/Design Public Hearing will be held on Thursday, June 21, 2001 at Friendly 
High School. Exhibits will be on display beginning at 5:30 p.m., followed by the formal SHA 
presentation at 6:30 p.m. Public testimony will begin following the formal SHA presentation. A 
sign-up sheet for presenting testimony was made available to Focus Group members. Bonnie 
Bick requested that specific invitations be extended to area elected officials to attend the hearing. 
The team noted that local elected officials are included in the public meeting notices. 

Helen O'Leary expressed concern about the apparent lack of opportunity that the public 
and particularly the Focus Group members will have in providing input toward selecting an 
alternative, given that upper level SHA management and federal agencies are the primary 
decision makers for the project. Amy pointed out that a comment form will be included in the 
hearing brochures that provides space for providing input specifically on each alternative and 
intersection option under consideration. Dennis stated that, soon after the close of the public 
comment period on July 23,2001, a Focus Group meeting is projected to be held specifically to 
obtain input from the Focus Group regarding the pros and cons of each of the alternatives and 
options. The input from the Focus Group, as well as Public Hearing comments will be 
summarized for review by all SHA and federal agency decision makers prior to any final 
decisions. 

Review of Alternatives 

Amy and Mark conducted a review of the the alternatives to be presented at the Public 
Hearing. It was explained that Alternative 5A (no HOV), Alternative 5B (reversible flow barrier 
separated HOV) and Alternative 5C (concurrent flow HOV) are the mainline alternatives under ^l 
consideration. It was pointed out that the limits of HOV can be revised from what is currently    , 
presented with the alternatives (e.g.. a hybrid Alt. 5A/5B or 5A/5B may be considered). The    s^* 
mainline alternatives can be mixed and matched with various intersection improvement options^**>«J 
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at the nine locations from Wilson Bridge Drive to MD 373. New to the Focus Group was 
interchange Option "E" at Swan Creek Road, developed at the request of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineets to reduce wetland impacts. This option received generally favorable feedback fiom 
the Focus Group. 

With only several exceptions. Focus Group members are generally opposed to HOV lanes 
on MD 210 because of the impacts to the surrounding environment, roadway aesthetics, and 
potential induced growth in Charles County. Many were disappointed that HOV alternatives 
were being carried forward at all. Bonnie Bick was concerned that the only reason HOV is being 
considered on MD 210'is to provide a system connection to the Beltway to allow opening of the 
ll"' and 12* lanes across the Woodrow Wilson Bridge. It was acknowledged that there is a 
system approach to long term HOV implementation throughout many corridors in the state that is 
considered prudent from a transportation planning perspective. HOV lanes on MD 210 would 
allow more people to be transported in fewer vehicles, would promote transit ridership through 
reduced transit vehicle travel times and would free up capacity in the general use lanes for the 
Prince George's County communities abutting MD 210. Glen Burton summarized that HOV for 
MD 210 is mentioned in a general fashion in the 1981 Subregion VH Master Plan and is 
advocated more specifically in the 1993 Subregion V Master Plan. 

Several Focus Group members asked the study team to indicate which direction they were 
leaning in terms of options and alternatives. The project team indicated that they have no 
preferred alternative or options at this time. Generally, the alternatives and options that provide 
the most traffic relief also have the most environmental impact. These factors will be weighed as 
the team arrives upon what will most likely be a hybrid alternative aa the preferred alternative. 

Several specific comments were made in the course of reviewing the corridor 
• Dick Krueger pointed out that there are plans for a new police station on Fort. 

Washington Road on the west side of MD 210 and a new elderly home on the east 
side of MD 210. It appears that the Fort Washington Road interchange options 
would be compatible with both of these sites. 

• There are plans to build a new library east of the proposed park and ride on 
MD 373, east of MD 210. 

• Developers of Henson Square have applied for a full movement access point off 
of MD 210 between Kerby Hill Road and Palmer/Iivingston Road. This access 
point has been opposed by the SHA Project Planning Division. All MD 210 
alternatives in this study close the existing median break in the vicinity of this 
proposed development 

• Numerous bus stops would require relocation as a result of the proposed 
interchange options from Kerby Hill Road to Old Fort Road North. Specific 
mitigation measures will be developed when a preferred alternative is identified. 
Howevier, it appears that approximately two grade-separated pedestrian crossings 
may be required to maintain safe access to the bus stops. Bus turn-outs on the 
ramps will also likely be required. 

MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
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Environmental Document 

A copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (main volume and mapping 
supplement) was distributed to each of the Focus Group members. The formal comment period 
for the document will extend to July 23,2001 

If you have any questions or comments regarding this summary, please contact the Project 
Manager, Dennis M. Atkins at (410) 545-8548 or Project Engineer Ms. Melissa Kosenak at (410) 
545-8516. 

^ 
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On Tuesday, May 7,2002, the 22'"1 meeting of the MD 210 Focus Group was held at the 
Harmony Hall Regional Center. The meeting included discussions of studies that have been 
conducted subsequent to last year's Location/Design Public Hearing and the development of 
Alternative 5A Revised. The following people attended: 

Dennis M. Atkins, SHA Project Planning Division (410) 545-8537 
Heather Amick, SHA Project Planning Division .   (410)545-8526 
Melissa KosanaV, SHA Project Planning Division (410) 545-8576 
Robert Boot, SHA Project Planning Division (410) 545-8545 
Glen Burton, M-NCPPC (301)952-3577 
Cicero Salles, Prince George's County DPW&T (301)883-5600 
Mark Lotz, The Wilson T. Ballard Company (410) 363-0150 
Ken Schmidt, Mahan Ryldel Associates (410) 235-6001 
Sarah Cavitt, Riverbend Estates (301) 839-4764 
Francis Riddle, Tantallon South Civic Assoc. (301) 292-2499 
Dan Lieman, Ft. Washington Estates Citizens Assoc. •   (301) 292-3652 
Stan Fetter, Friendly/Accokeek (301) 203*6809 
Jim Hudnall, Oxon Hffl Bicycle and Trail Club (301) 567-0089 
Judith Allen-Leventhal, Greater Accokeek Civic Assoc. (301) 203-2517 
Lona Carlson-Powell, Greater Accokeek Civic Assoc. (301) 292-5969 
Alonzo Grigsby, G-SCCAP (301)567-3631 
Edward T. Morgan, G-SCCAP (301) 567-0454 
Harry R. Davis, Potomac Valley Citizens Association (301) 292-9189 
Jerry Mathis, Prudential Mathis Realtors (301)292-1400 
Rick Tyler. ARTEE/South County Advocate (301) 505-2399 
Mark Allen, Area Resident (301)839-1164 
CoUeen Whelan-Allen (301) 839-1164 

D 210 Multi-Modal Study 
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oiect Update 

mnis Atldns provided an overall update of project activities that have occurred since the June 
01 Public Hearing. Summaries of the May 2001 Focus Group meeting were distributed. The 
jject remains funded for Project Planning only at this time. Comments compiled from the 
aririg indicated strong opposition to HOV, but general support for the interchange options, 
sed on the hearing comments, the team has developed a new alternative—^Alternative 5A 
Ddified. 

ternative 5A 

irk Lotz provided an overview of Alternative 5A Modified. This alternative would, with 
pacity Option 2, provide six interchanges from Kerby Hill Road to Old Fort Road South, 
tile maintaining the existing three through lanes in each direction (plus auxiliary lanes at the 
erchanges) with no HOV. However, the median would be widened to provide the Alternative 
'• (concurrent HOV) footprint in the vicinity of the interchanges so as to not preclude additional 
dening for general use or HOV lanes or transit in the future. Bridge abutments for the side 
id oveipasses would be set consistent with the ultimate footprint. The mainline lanes would 
ler back to the existing roadway pavement, as feasible, between the interchanges; but the right- 
way would be preserved through the development review process for the potential additional 
le in each direction throughout. It is anticipated that, if this alternative were selected, an 
ditional NEPA study/document would be required when and if the need for additional capacity 
velops. Il"xl7" exhihits of Alternative 5A Modified with the preferred 
ersection/interchange improvement option at each location were distributed. The preferred 
tion at each location with comments, if any, noted as follows: 

ilson Bridge Drive - Preferred Option A: 
e Wilson Towers Apartment and Brookside Park Condo residents are extremely dependent 
jn bus service, and the impacts to the bus stops in this area are a substantial concern to 
idents and the project team. The removal of left turns in to and out of Wilson Bridge Drive 
s seen as a substantial impact also.   Ken Schmidt presented exhibits depicting landscape 
icepts at this and all locations. It was suggested that a sidewalk be considered extending 
ther into the apartment complex from the proposed service road. 

rby Hill Road/Livingston Road - Preferred Option C 
roncem was raised as to whether the proposed interchange could handle the additional traffic-—- 
t would result from the possible future Henson Square development. 

-ingston Road/Palmer Road - Preferred Option E 
rail connection should be made between the Henson Creek trail and the service road in front 
he Liquor Store/Hovermale's.' 
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Old Fort Road North - Preferred Option C 
It was reiterated that the elevation of the ramp in the northwest quadrant should be designed to 
be as low as possible to maximize visibility to the Livingston Square shopping center. 

Fort Washington Road - Preferred Option D ' 
The 7-11 along Fort Washington Road that would be a displacement is no longer in operation. 

Swan Creek.Road - Option F Presented . 
A preferred option has not been identified at this location. Several attendees commented that 
Option F does not provide satisfactory visibility and accessibility to the shopping center. This 
shopping center has always struggled and is now under new ownership (Safeway). Original 
options that better favored the shopping center access impacted over two acres of wetlands, 
which is all other wetland impacts on the project combined. Access to the park and ride lot was 
also raised as a concern. A meeting will be scheduled with Safeway representatives to receive 
their input at this location. 

Old Fort Road South - Preferred Option C 
Maintenance of traffic will be fairly difficult for this interchange sinca the proposed bridge is 
immediately on top of the existing intersection, but can be accomplished using a temporary 
detour road, possibly in combination with sheet piling. The residence closest to Old Fort Road 
South in the southwest quadrant will be assumed as a displacement due to grading and possible 
maintenance of traffic impacts. 

Farmlngton Road - Preferred Option A 
The option consists of minor widening of the side road approaches to this intersection, which 
will remain at-grade with a traffic signal. 

MD 373 - Preferred Option A 
The option consists of minor widening of the side road approaches to this intersection, which 
will remain at-grade with a traffic signal. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Access Efforts 
In response to some issues raised by area transit service providers and citizens, pedestrian and 
bicycle access will be looked into throughout the corridor. Hie effort will consist of an 
evaluation of current and anticipated pedestrian and bicycle movements based on some field 
observations and meetings with a sub -group to be formed from Focus Group members. Melissa 
Kosenak asked for volunteers to participate in the effort. 

Next Steps/Schedule 
Dennis provided an overview of the remaining steps in the Project Planning study. The meeting 
to recommend an alternative to the SHA Planning Director will be held in late May 2002. The 
Director's meeting will be followed by the Administrator's Recommendation Meeting in early 
July. 

The process of selecting an alternative will continue throughout most of the summer, after which 
preparation of the final environmental document can begin. Publication of the final 
environmental document, which will include responses to all citizen comments, will occur in the 
Spring of 2003. Project Planning should be completed in mJd-2003 with receipt of 
Location/Design Approval. The project is not yet funded for design-, so the future of the project 
beyond Location/Design Approval remains uncertain. Construction will likely occur in at least 
several stages, prioritized from north to south. 

If you have any questions or comments regarding this summary, please contact the Project 
Manager, Dennis M. Atkins at (410) 545-8548 or Project Engineer Ms. Chisa Winstead at (410) 
545-8545. 
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MEETING SUMMARY 

TO: MD 210 Focus Group Members 

FROM: Maik D. Lotz 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

Date: August 22,2003 

Subject: Contract Number PG221 All 
MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
From I-95/I-495 to MD 228 
Prince George's County 

RE: September 13,2002 
MD 210 Focus Group Meeting #23 

On Thursday, September 12,2002, the 23,d meeting of the MD 210 Focus Group was 
held at the Harmony Hall Regional Center. The meeting included discussions of 
meetings conducted since the last focus group meeting and review of the preferred 
alternative. The following people attended: 

Dennis M. Atkins, SHA Project Planning Division (410) 545-8537 
Sylvia Baruch, Brookside Park Condo. Assoc. (301) 839-2957 
Bonnie Bick, Sietra Club (301) 839-7403 
Robert Boot, SHA Project Planning Division (410) 545-8545 
Glen Burton, M-NCPPC (301)952-3577 
Sarah Cavitt. Riveibend Estates (301) 839-4764 
Margaret Clemens, Brookside Park Condo. Assoc. (301) 839-0407 
Joe Dement, The Wilson T. Ballard Co. (410) 363-0150 
Stan Fetter, Friendly/Accokeek (301) 203-6809 
Keith Kucharek, SHA Highway Design Division (410) 545-8792 
Francis Riddle, Tantallon South Civic Assoc. (301) 292-2499 
Dan Lieman, Ft. Washington Estates Citizens Assoc. (301) 292-3652 
James D. Long, Tantallon N. Civic Assoc. (301) 203-6963 
Judith Allen-Leventhal, Greater Accokeek Civic Assoc. (301) 203-2517 
Helen O'Leary, Broad Creek Area Resident 
Barry Pickett, Campaign to Reinvest in Oxon Hill (301) 686-1326 
Julia Townsend, Wilson Bridge Drive Resident (301) 292-1176 
Ten Soos, SHA Highway Design Division (410)545-8845 
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Project Update 

Detmis Atkins discussed the current funding status of the MD 210 project MD 210 is 
citirently funded for project planning only, and July 2004 is the earliest that the project 
could receive design funding. MD 210 is currently second on Prince George's County's 
priority list behind Branch Avenue. 

Bob Boot provided an overview of several of the meetings that have been held this 
summer including the Administrator's Review meeting, where the project team 
recommended that Alternative 5A Modified be identified as the preferred alternative. 
Selection of an alternative will not occur until after the Informational Workshop on 
September 26"'. Other meetings include the potential residential and business 
displacements, as well as an overall business owner meeting. The project team also met 
with a few individuals from the focus group to review the bicycle and pedestrian 
amenities of the project 

The Fall 2002 edition of the project newsletter was distributed. 

Informational Workshop 

Bob Boot then described the format and purpose of the Informational Workshop that will 
be held on September 26'h at Friendly High School. The workshop will be set up so 
citizens can proceed through displays at their own pace. Displays will focus on the SHA 
Preferred Alternative 5A Modified. 

Bonnie Bick objected to the decision to not hold a public hearing in lieu of the workshop 
• and questinneH the legality of this course. 

SHA's Design Process 

Keith Kucharek then reviewed the design process using a handout which described the 
sequence of steps in the process. 

Alternative 5A Modified Update 

The project team then wciil though each of the interchange areas and updated the group 
on the design. The removal of the traffic signal at Wilson Bridge Drive raised concerns 
with the Brookside Apartment Complex, whose president and vice-president attended the 
meeting. The service road, which connects the apartment complex to the Kerby Hill 
Road interchange, was identified as the option for residents to access northbound MD 
210. Concerns were raised that this service road would be utilized by travelers seeking to 
bypass congestion or accidents on MD 210 to access the Kerby Hill Interchange. The 
project team assured them that this was not the purpose of the service road and that traffic 
cahning measures, such as speed bumps and signing, could be implemented to help 
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prevent this from happening. A meeting was requested by representatives of the 
condominium complex to review the alternative with SKA. 
General concerns raised during the course of discussion included: the increase in speeds 
along MD 210, potential inducement of traffic because of the unproved roadway, transit 
options that will be available, and local maintenance-related issues (referred to SHA 
District 3 Office representatives). 

The team then reviewed the remaining interchanges without much discussion. 

If you have any questions or comments regarding this summary, please contact the 
Project Manager, Mark Lotz at (410) 363-0150 or Project Engineer, Ms. Chisa Winstead 
at (410) 545-8545. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

s^l Dennis M. Atkins. 
Project Manager 
Project Plannmg Division 

July 2,2001 

fr 

SUBJECT:      Project Number PG221A11 
MD 210 Multi Modal Study 
1-95/1-495 to north of MD 228 
Prince George's County 

RE: May 14,2001 Team Meeting 

The Project Team met to provide a general update on the project and discuss issues related to the 

410-545-8548 
410-545-8623 
410-545-8526 
301-883-5714 
301-952-3577 
301-513-7457 
410-545-8356 
202-962-1074 
410-545-5675 
410-545-5675 
410-545-8506 
410-545-5644 
410-545-8546 
410-363-0150 

l*> June 21,2001 Public Heai ting. The following people were u 

£ 
Dennis M. Atkins SHA-PPD 
Barbara Allera-Bohlen SHA - Env. Programs 
Heather Amick SHA-PPD 
Erv Berkert Prince George's Co. DPW&T 
Olen Burton M-NCPPC 
Jon Chamberlih SHA-Dist3R/W 
Prakash Dave SHA - Bridge Hydraulics 
Knthlften Donodeo WMATA 
Jim Dooley SHA-RIPt> 
Teirance Hancock SHA-RIPD 
Joe Harrison SHA-PPD 
Scott Holcomb SHA-PPD 
AmyHribar SHA-PPD 
MarkLotz The Wilson T. Ballard Co. 

My telephone number Is _^  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2256 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address:  P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Culvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

• ^ • 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
MD 210 Multi Modal Study 
Project Team Meeting 
Page 2 

Linda Mott 
Harvey Muller 
Jane Posey 
KarunaPujara 
Angela Smith 

SHA-LAD 
SHA-RIPD 
MWCOG/TPB 
SHA Highway Hydraulics 
SHA Highway Design 

410-545-8620 
410-545-5656 
202-962-3331 
410-545-8397 
410-545-8790 

The meeting began at 10:00 AM with brief introductions. The following is a summary of the 
topics discussed. 

Project Management Transition 
Dennis Atkins explained that he is currently the Acting Project Manager, replacing Heather 
Muiphy, at least temporarily. Amy Hribar remains the Project Engineer for SHA. Mark Lotz 
remains with the project from The Wilson T. Ballard Company. 

Project Status Report 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been signed by FHWA, and agency distribution 
has begun. SHA internal distribution will be completed over the next few days. The 
Location/Design Public Hearing is to be held on Thursday, June 21,2001. The alternatives to be 
presented at the hearing will be presented at the May 21M Interagency Review Meeting. The 
process for recommending an alternative or combination of alternatives is scheduled to be 
completed this summer, allowing a fall, 2001 Selected Alternative meeting with the 
Administrator. 

Alternatives 
Amy Hribar presented the three build alternatives that are to be presented at the bearing— 
Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C. Alternative 5A would not include HOV lanes on MD 210 (or side 
roads) and no widening of MD 210 other than that necessary in the immediate vicinity of an 
intersection location to support a given intereection improvement option (e.g., acceleration lanes, 
turn lanes, etc). There would be no improvement to the MD 210 connection to or from 1-295. 
This alternative is predicted to reduce traffic congestion but not alleviate it altogether. 

Alternative 5B would consist of widening MD 210 to provide a 2-lane, reversible, barrier- 
separated HOV facility in the median of MD 210 for the portion of study area from the Capital 
Beltway to south of Swan Creek Road. South of Swan Creek Road, the barrier-separate HOV 
lanes would transition to concurrent flow HOV lanes for the remaining portion of the study area 
down to MD 228. The reversible section of the HOV lanes would operate northbound for 
morning peak traffic conditions and southbound for evening peak conditions. 

This type of HOV facility is projected to carry as many as approximately 5300 vehicles a day in 
the design yeat 2020. These vehicles will consist of buses, vanpools and carpools of three or—— 
more persons. These lanes are projected to operate at the posted speed limit (or greater); this 
could result in a travel time savings of 10 to 15 minutes depending on the Capacity Option 
chosen. 
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Access to and from the HOV lanes would not be pennitted at the intersections due to the driver 
confusion that would result from two types of turning traffic from side roads. Access would be 
provided at approximately three locations northbound and southbound 
between the Capital Beltway and MD 228. The access points would consist of slip ramps 
allowing general-use traffic to merge into and out of the HOV lanes, at certain locations. 

Alternative 5C would consist of the widening of MD 210 to provide an additional lane in each 
direction designated as a concurrent flow HOV lane (i.e., one HOV lane in each direction). 
Special striping to create an approximate four-foot wide separation between the new HOV lane 
and the existing three general-use lanes will be included. Flexible pylons are being considered to 
separate the HOV and general-use lanes. It is still being determined the extent necessary for 
drivers to move between the HOV and general use lanes as they travel along the corridor. 

This type of HOV facility is projected to cany, as many as 5300 vehicles a day. These vehicles 
will be buses, vanpools and carpools of three or more persons. Although not modeled 
specifically for this alternative, travel time savings in the HOV lanes are anticipated to be 
comparable to those projected for Alternative 5B. 

Amy and Dennis further explained that the Selected Alternative would likely be a combinalion of 
alternatives. For example, based on the results of the traffic analysis, it appears at this point in 
the study that a likely combination of alternatives could be Alternative 5C north of Swan Creek 
Koad and Alternative 5 A south of Swan Creek Road. Kathleen Benton asked why Alternative 
5C was being favored over Alternative 5B if HOV is going to be implemented. Mark responded 
that Alternative 5C can accommodate the highest projected peak hour HOV volume in one lane - 
1,100 vehicles- and would better accommodate the weaving in and out of the HOV lanes that 
may be required in the relatively short distances between intersections in the northern part of the 
corridor. Alternative 5C also has lower costs and impacts, and does not require potentially 
complicated reversible operations. 

Two sets of intersection capacity improvement options as previously discussed are being 
considered with Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C—Capacity Option 1 and Capacity Option 2. 

Capacity Option 1 includes the least number of interchanges conmdered reasonable. 
Interchanges would only be provided at the Kerby Hill/Livingston Road and Livingston 
Road/Palmer Road intersections. The remaining intersections are proposed to be expanded with 
the existing traffic signals to remain. Under this option with Alternative 5A, a A* through lane in 
each direction would be included on MD 210, from Old Fort Road North to Old Fort Road 
South. With this 4* through lane and additional side road turn lanes these intersections are 
predicted to operate at 5% to 30% over capacity. The intersections to the north will be a greater 
percentage over capacity then those to the south. While these intersections are predicted to 
operate over capacity, the proposed improvements are much less impactive to the socio- 
economic and natural environment and would be much less costly than an interchange. The 
existing MD 210 median openings would be closed at Wilson Bridge Drive and all unsignalized 
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existing median break locations, leaving each of these locations right-turn in, rieht-tum out 
access-only. 

Capacity Option 2 includes the number of interchanges considered necessary to avoid failing 
levels of service during the peak periods. Interchanges are proposed at the Kerby Hill 
Road/Livingston Road, Livingston Road/Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington 
Road, Swan Crock Rood/Livingston Road and Old Fort Road South locations. These 
interchanges are expected to operate at LOS D or better for the weaves on and off MD 210 as 
well as the intersections proposed where the ramps tie into the side roads for the design year 
2020.  Many of the ramp tie-in intersection locations could warrant traffic signals and would 
operate at LOS G or better during the peak periods. The remaining intersections are proposed to 
be expanded with the existing traffic signals to remain. Again, the existing MD 210 median 
openings would be closed at Wilson Bridge Drive and all unsignalized existing median break 
locations, leaving each of these locations right-turn in, right-turn out access only. 

A new option, Swan Creek Road Option E, has been developed at the request of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers for inclusion in the DEIS. This option avoids the extensive wetland system 
in the southwest intersection quadrant by connecting Livingston Road on the west side of MD 
210 with Livingston Road on the east side of MD 210 using a sharply skewed bridge with a 500+ 
foot span. It appears that the bridge would need to be limited to two spans. Prakash Dave 
expressed concern regarding the constructibility of such a bridge. Option E would cost 
approximately $18 million, as compared to $13 million with Option D, but would have 
approximately two acres less wetland impact. The Wilson T. Ballard Company (WTB) will 
complete additional traffic analysis, allowing further comparisons between the options, prior to 
the hearing. 

Environmental Impacts and Costs 
Mark Lotz handed out a packet containing a summary of environmental impacts and costs for all 
alternatives and intersection/interchange improvement options. The packet contained summaries 
of the total project as well as each intersection location. 

Impacts to Waters of the U.S. are relatively extensive for the project. At the request of the 
Environmental Programs Division, WTB is completing a breakdown of the Waters of the U.S. by 
type and location. Mr. Dave and Ms. Pujara requested copies of this breakdown. 

Ms. Pujara also inquired concerning the amount of right-of-way set aside for stormwater 
management In a meeting approximately six months ago, Ms. Pujara had commentftd that it 
appeared that u33u£5cient area had been act aside 'for stonmvater management. Mr. Lotz stated 
that following that meeting, WTB expanded the amount of area assumed for stormwater 
management and submitted a revised right-of-way mark-up to District 3 for estimating. The 
revised right-of-way areas and costs are reflected in the current plans, estimate and 
environmental document. Ms. Pujara requested a follow-up meeting to discuss this issue. Ms. 
Allera-Bohlen asked to be included in the meeting. 

O 
^ 
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Linda Mott expressed concern regarding the extent of woodlands impacts on the project. She 
requested that, wherever possible, additional area be preserved for reforestation. 

Other Issues 
Noise barriers are proposed for all of the alternatives for a considerable distance throughout the 
project Joe Harrison asked how potential noise barriers will be shown, if at all, on the hearing 
displays. The core team will need to have a follow-up meeting to resolve this and other hearing; 
display questions. 

Barbara Allcra-Dohlcn reported that a wetland mitigation site search is underway. An agency 
field review will be held in the next few months. 

It was pointed out that the proposed alternatives would have substantial impact on the bus stops 
serving local bus service in the project area. A meeting was held at WMATA in October 200O, 
at which it was estimated that approximately 13 bus stops would be impacted by the proposed 
interchange alternatives between Wilson Bridge Drive and Old Fort Road North. Potential 
solutions include bus pullouts on the ramps and pedestrian overpasses/tunnels. Tunnels are a 
less likely solution based on public safety and water table concerns. Erv Berkert and Linda Mott 
both stressed the need for transit and pedestrian accessibility on this project. Pedestrian traffic 
studies may be needed. Notes will be added to the public hearing displays stating that potential 
pedestrian overpass and bus stop replacement locations are being evaluated for each of the 
alternates. Another meeting will be scheduled to continue efforts at resolving this issue. 

Glen Burton will check with M-NCPPC staff regarding the procedures to be followed by the 
Prince George's County Planning Board and Council in evaluating this project. 
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• A perception that.the "real" choke point is up at the Beltway - however improvements 
associated with the Woodrow Wilson Bridge reconstruction should alleviate this 
perception 

• The citizens do not want this corridor to look like Branch Avenue with all the concrete. 

The team's next steps are: 

• respond to comment letters we have received so far (on-going) 
• comment period ends 7/23 
• hold a team "debriefing" (we will set for the end of July/beginning of August) 
• meet with the focus group to let them know what we heard at the hearing and from the 

comment letters and state & federal regulatory agencies 

cc:       Project Team (attachments upon request) 

Recent Activities 

On June 21s1 the project team conducted the previously mentioned Location/Design Public 
Hearing. Approximately 190 people attended with 34 providing either oral or private testimony 
(27,7). Some of the main themes the study team heard was: 

• A Lack of Support for HOV - for various reasons including: the impacts of the "larger 
foot print", opposition to the concept of HOV, costs, concerns about the benefits 

• Support for the purple line across the Woodrow Wilson Bridge 
• General support for the creation of interchanges consistent with Capacity Option II 
• Overall concern about woodland impacts (particularly with the HOY) 
• Need to more specifically address pedestrian & bicycle issues 
• Need to address transit access and bus stop locations 
• Concerns that these improvements are only being done to facilitate Charles County traffic 
• Noise issues in the northern portion of the corridor 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Ms. Cynlhia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

FROM: Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

DATE: May 28,2002 

SUBJECT:      MD 210: Team Meeting - Meeting Summary 

A Team meeting for the subject project was held on April 25,2002, in the State Highway 
Administration's PPD Conference Room. 

The purpose of this meeting was to share with the team the progress and status of 
developing alternatives for the MD 210 project The following team memben were in 
attendance: 

Name 
Robert Boot 
Melissa Koacnak 
Heather Amick 
Dennis M. Atkins 
Keith Kucharek 
Ken Schmidt 
Terrance Hancock 
Frakash Dave 
Cicero Salles 
MarkLotz 
Joe Dement 
Harvey Mullet 
Shiva Shrestha 
Paul Matys 
Chanel Torsell 

Representing 
SHA-PPC 
SHA-PPD 
SHA-PPS 
SHA-PPD 
SHA-HDD 
Mahan Rykiel 
SHA-R1PD 
SHA-Bridge 
Prince George's DPW&T 
Wilson T. Ball ard 
Wilson T.BaUard 
SHA-RIPD 
SHA-RIPD 
SHA-Bridge 
SHA-PPD 
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Project Update 
Deunis Atkins reviewed the sutlus of the project since the June 2001 Public Healing. 
Since the Healing, the team has been actively working to develop an alternative that 
addresses both the purpose and need of the project as well as the citizen comments and 
input received during and since the Hearing. As a result, the team has developed 
Alternative 5A Modified. 

Melissa Kosenak then reviewed the results of the internal coordination with Highway 
Design; Bridge-Design and Highway Hydraulics. To date, Highway Design has reviewed 
the alternatives and provided comments, which have been incorporated. Bridge X>esign is 
currently reviewing the plans and a meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, May 7  to go over 
their comments. Coordination with Highway Hydraulics is also occurring to review 
structures and Stormwater Management issues. 

Pedestrian/bicycle access along the roadway and more specifically the interchanges were 
discussed. Harvey Muller suggested signing an alternative bike route through the area 
that utilizes side roads and connecting roadways. Project Planning team members will 
meet with Harvery Muller to discuss bicycle/pedestrian issues in greater detail. 

Mark Lotz then reviewed Alternative SA Modified and discussed issues with each 
interchange. The following section more specifically addresses each intersection: 

livingston/Kerbv Hill Road 
The potential of providing a service road between Wilson Bridge Drive and Kerby Hill 
Road over Carey Branch was discussed. In this section of Carey Branch, the stream 
flows through a concrete lined channel: The team agreed that several issues need to be 
addressed concerning this potential service road. Such issues include the engineering 
feasibility, the environmental impacts to the stream, the maintenance of such a structure 
as well as whether or not the agencies would buy into this idea. Cicero Salles, Prince 
George's County DFW&T, expressed that Prince George's County would most likely not 
want to maintain this facility. Cicero will discuss this issue further within his department. 
Prakash Dave expressed the need to perform a preliminary hydraulic analysis for Carey 
Branch to determine if such a structure would be hydraulically feasible. If the County is 
unwilling to take on this structure in terms of ownership and maintenance then the team 
may not be able to pursue further. 

My IBIepnone number Is _ 

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speecti 
1-600-735-2256 Statewide Ton Free 

Mailing Addresa: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Addreei: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Cicero Salees suggested getting traffic information for the Henson Creek Development. 
After the meeting, Chanel Torsell confirmed that development numbers for this property- 
were assumed in the overall forecasts for MD 210. 

Harvey Muller suggested moving bicycles off of MD 210 in this area onto a service road 
and signing Oxon Hill Road as an alternate route. 
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Palmer/Livingston 
Paul Matys asked if the 26 foot retaining wall on the west side could be reduced. Marie 
Lotz is investigating the possibility of reducing the height of this wall. This may require 
additional impacts to the driving range. Once options are developed the team will 
coordinate with Dick Ravenscroft's office. 

Prakash Dave also stated that a preliminaiy hydraulic analysis would be required along 
Uiis portiuu of Henson Creek. He will meet with the Highway Hydraulics Section to 
discuss responsibilities for the various stream crossings of MD 210. 

the team asked that Project Planning identify buffer areas in the FEIS. 

Old Fort Road North 
The mapping indicates that a stream invert will be lowered. The team will investigate 
whether or not the invert truly needs to be lowered. 

Fort Washington Road 
The team questioned whether or not one lane was sufficient to handle the traffic on 
Relocated Fort Washington Road on the west side of MD 210 traveling east This issue 
will be further investigated. 

Livineston/Swan Creek Road 
No comments. 

Old Fort Road South 
No comments. 

Farmington Road 
No comments. 

MD373 
No comments.   

Ken Schmidt then reviewed the landscape plans then have been developed for each 
intersection. The landscape concepts showed potential planting concepts and themes. 
The team will make a more detailed presentation to Linda Mott. 

Heather Amick has been coordinating with Coastal Resources in order to locate potential 
mitigation sites. 

After reviewing the interchanges, Dennis Atkins reviewed the schedule. He anticipates 
that this project will continue to be funded for Project Planning in fiscal year 2003, with 
Location Approval anticipated in the Fall of 2003. 

#      •        • 
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The Director's Team Recommendation Meeting will be held on May 30*. 2002 at 9:00 
am in Room 109. The team asked all members to try and attend if possible. 

A Focus Group meeting is scheduled for May l"1 to review the status of the project. The 
agenda for the Focus Group Meeting was reviewed. The main purpose of the meeting is 
to introduce the Focus Groupi to Alternative 5A Modified 

If you have any additional questions or concerns please feel free to contact the Project 
Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins at 410-545-8548 or myself at 410-545-8516 

**- 

List of Attendees 
MD 210 Team Members 
Mr. Joe Harrison 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein 
Mi. Dick Ravenscroft 
Mr. Robert Sanders 
Mr. Doug Simmons 

Melissa Kosenak. 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Pltmning and 
Preliminaiy Engineering 

FROM: Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

DATE: November 12,2002 

SUBJECT:    MD 210: Team Meeting - Meeting Minutes 

A Team meeting for the subject project was held on September 4,2002, in the State Highway 
Administration's PPD Conference Room. 

The purpose of this meeting was to share with the team the progress and status of the MD 210 
project The following team members were in attendance: 

Name 
Robert Boot 
Dennis M. Atkins 
Tcrri Soos 
Jim Dooley 
Prakash Dave 
Cicero Salles 
Mark Lotz 
Jon Chamberlin 
ChisaWinstead 
George Cardwell 
Paul Matys 
Chanel Tonell 
Bob Sanders 
Joe Harrison 
Caryn Brookman 
Dan Johnson 

Representing 
SHA-PPD 
SHA-PPD 
SHA-HDD 
SHA-RIPD 
SHA-Bridge 
Prince George's DPW&T 
Wilson T. Ballard 
SHA-D3ROW 
SHA-PPD 
WMATA-BPPD 
SHA-Bridge 
SHA-PPD 
SHA-PPD 
SHA-PPD 
FHWA 
FHWA 

My telephone number Is ;  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box TIT • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Culvert Street • Baitlmore, Msryicnd 21202 
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Project Update 
Dennis Atkins reviewed the status of the project since the last team meeting. Since the last team 
meeting, the study team has held several meetings including an Administrator's Review meeting. 
At this meeting, the Administrator concurred to drop Alternatives 5A, SB and SC and retain 
Alternative 5A Modified as the preferred alternative. Due to some public comment and changes 
in the alternatives since the Hearing, it was decided that an additional workshop would be held 
before an alternative is officially selected. Other meetings that have been held include a 
bike/pedestrian meeting with some of members of the Focus Group to gain community insight as 
to bike and pedestrian issues. 

The Study Team has also met with potential residential and business displacements.' Of the 25 
displacements, less than half attended either meeting. The last meeting held was with the 
business, owners potentially affected by the project One issue that came up at this meeting was a 
concern whether the project planning study is taking into account changes in the Prince George's 
County'Master Plan. Cicero Salles responded that the Master Plan is not specific enough to draw 
any quantitative conclusions regarding effects on traffic projections or specific development 

Mark Lotz then reviewed Alternative 5A Modified and updated the team with the issues at each 
interchange. At Wilson Bridge Drive, the circulator bus issues were discussed. Concern was 
raised over the commitment to the circulator system in the future. It was agreed that language in 
the NEPA document be coordinated with WMATA, MTA, Prince George's County and FHWA 
to ensure compliance with this commitment A question was raised as to whether the cost of the 
circulator system would be included with the Selected Alternative. Both options (pedestrian 
cross-walks and circulator bus system) were presented at the workshop. 

The idea of putting the service road over Carey Branch in the vicinity of Brookside Apartments 
has been abandoned; however, the area is being evaluated for stream mitigation. This issue was 
discussed at a Field Meeting on September 9,2002. 

At the proposed Fort Washington interchange location, a property owner has requested access off 
of Relocated Fort Washington Road, west of MD 210. This access appears feasible and will be 
investigated further. 

Concerns at the Swan Creek Interchange Option G included the time it takes to get to the park 
and ride for commuters. At this interchange, Safeway has expressed concerns with the access 
resulting from Option G and will be commenting on the impacts to their business viability in 
order to make the case to the Corps of Engineers and others to select the original interchange 
option that impacted several acres of wetland, but provided favorable access. On the east side of 
MD 210, a CVS store is planned on the site of the former restaurant. If plans for this store move 
ahead, the Livingston Road alignment will need to be shifted to the north. ~^ 



Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Page3 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 

We then reviewed the project schedule and the next steps to be taken to get to an alternative- 
decision. The schedule will be revised to allow time for additional studies that are needed and 
the required amendment to the CLRP designation for the project (non-HOV). Mike Haley of 
RIPD is pursuing this issue with MWCOG. 

AFocus Group meeting was held on September W* to review the status of the project The 
agenda of the meeting was reviewed, lie Wonnational Workshop wasAeld on September 26* 

f A. Boot Jr. 
Assistant Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

o 

List of Attendees 
MD 210 Project Team 
Ms. Heather Mwphy 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein 
Mr. Robert Sanders 
Mr. Doug Simmons 
Mr. Joe Harrison 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

FROM: Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division1 

DATE: June 16, 2003 

SUBJECT:    MD 210: Core Team Meeting w/Director - Meeting Summary 

On Wednesday, May 28,2003, MD 210 Project Team members met with the SHA Project 
Planning Director in conference mom 336 at SHA Heflriqnattets. 

""he purpose of the meeting was to select an option for the interchange at Swan Creek, and also 
to diecues mitigatibn for the impacts to the WMATA bue service. 

The following were in attendance: 

Name Representing 

Heather Amick 
Keith Kucharek 
MarkLotz 
Bob Sanders 
Doug Simmons 
Chisa Winstead 

SHA-PPD 
SHA-HDD 
The Wilson T. Ballard Company 
SHA-FFD 
SHA-OPFB 
SHA-PPD 

Mark Lotz began the meeting with a project overview and explained to Doug the two options for 
the Swan Creek interchange, Option C and Option G. Option C is the option preferred by the 
community and Old Forte Village Shopping Center store owners, namely Safeway. This option 
is preferred by Safeway because of its similarity to the existing ingress/egress movements and 
easy, "front-door" access to the shopping center. Option G has redundant movements, reconnects 
both sides of Livingston Road across MD 210 and would provide access to the shopping center, 
similar to what exists today in addition to placing a road behind the shopping center. 

Ky telephoat nmbv/tati-tnt munter It _ 
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Due to impacts to the wetlands in the vicinity, SHA has preferred Option G over Option C. At 
our meeting, Doug concurred with the selection of Option G for this interchange. 

Doug was concerned willi the intersection of Livingston Road, the new road behind die shopping 
center with the deceleration lane coming off of SB MD 210. He is concerned about the speed of 
the vehicles coming off of the highway approaching this intersection. Bob Sanders was 
concerned with the close proximity of the entrance/exit to the shopping center to this 
intersection. We will conduct further studies regarding this location, including geometric 
modifications, roundabout consideration and coordination with OOTS. 

Doug agreed that this detail could be worked out later and would not have to delay our Selected 
Alternative Concurrence Memorandum to the Administrator. 

Mark then focused on the transit issues. He described the concept of the proposed circulator bus 
system and the need to obtain a commitment for this service. The team asked Doug if he felt that 
we should meet with MTA and WMATA decision makers to place this on the radar screen. Doug 
recommended that the team make arrangements for this issue to be placed on the agenda for the 
next SHA/MTA Director's Review Meeting, to be held on June 23, 2003. 

Next, Mark mentioned the Old Palmer Road (service road) connection to MD 210. There is 
some cohcem about the traffic being rerouted through an adjacent community and having future 
access to MD 210 from Broadview Road. Doug reviewed the plans and is comfortable with 
leaving this access as it is proposed-in the future Old Palmer will no longer connect with 
MD 210. Motorist traveling Old Palmer Road will need t use Broadview Road to access 
MD 210. 

Lastly, Doug was informed about the follow up meeting with the Brooksidfe Fark Community, 
scheduled for June 4th. The community is opposedto the removal of the traffic signal located at 
Wilson Bridge Drive and MD 210. The purpose of the meeting is to meet with a smaller 
representation of the community and take a tour, listening to all of the concerns the community 
has with the proposed improvements. The team will be prepared to bring an ADC, Bob Sanders, 
and also plans of concepts that have been considered previously for this location. Doug agreed 
with the idea of bringing an ADC. He also felt that it may be necessary the show the community 
previous concepts. IBs concern was that if we show the previous concepts, we would have to 
have very sblid evidence as to why they are not preferred. Doug recommended contacting Tom 
Hicks fiom OOTS to help develop this evidence. 

This is a summaxy of the Core Team meeting-with the Director. If you have any questions or 
concerns, please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mark Lotz at 410-363-0150 or myself 
at 410-545-8545. 

o 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminaiy Engineering 

FROM:        Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

DATE: August 30,2002 

SUBJECT:     MD 210: Bicycle/Pedestrian Meeting - Meeting Summary 

A meeting for the subject project was held on July 23, 2002, at Hannony Hall Regional Center, 
in Fort Washington MD. 

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss plans for pedestrian and bicycle access associated 
with the interchange and intersection improvements that are being considered for the MD 210 
corridor. The following individuals were in attendance: 

Name 
Judith Al.v.i-Leventhal 
Dennis M. Atkins 
Robert Boot 
Mark Holt 
Jane Hudnall 
Jim Hudnall 
MarkLotz 
Bob McKilrick 
Mickey McKitrick 
Harvey Muller 
Barry Fictett 
Lena Carlson Powell 
Cicero Salles 
Fred Shaffer 
Chisa Winstead 

Representing 
Greater Accokeek Civic Assoc. 
SKA -PPD 
SHA-PFD 
Southern P. O. Trails 
Individual 
Oxon Hil] Bicycle & Trail Club 
Wilson T. Ballard 
ludividual 
Individual 
SHA-RIPD 
Campaign to reinvest In Oxon HUl 
Greater Accokeek Civic Assoc. 
Prince George's County DFW&T 
Prince George's County M-NCP&PC 
SHA-PPD 

My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Sendee for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-600-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addrest: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calverl Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Dennis Atkins began the meeting with a brief review of the history and status of the project. He 
then reviewed Alternative 5 A Modified and notified the attendees that this is SHA's preferred 
alternative at this time. Alternative 5A Modified would convert six intersections to interchanges: 
Kerby Hill Road/Livingston Road, Livingston Road/Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North/ Fort 
Washington Road, Swann Creek Road/Livingston Road and Old Fort Road South. The last two 
intersections in the corridor at Fanninglun Road and MD 373 would be wuilified and expanded 
slightly. The existing MD 210 median openings would be closed at Wilson Bridge Drive and at 
all unsignalized existing median.break locations, leaving each of these locations right-turn in and 
right turn out access only. 

Some changes have been made to some interchanges since this alternative was first introduced. 
Alternative SA Modified would not include High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes on MD 210 
(or side roads) and no widening of MD 210 other than that necessary in the immediate vicinity of 
an intersection location to support a given intersection improvement option (e.g. acceleration 
lanes, tum lanes, etc). At the intersections, the MD 210 footprint would be increased to not 
preclude any future improvements to the roadway. Maximizing the size of the bridge structures 
now would alleviate additional future cost": and impacts. Any future widening of MD 210, 
beyond the current three through lanes in each direction with auxiliary lanes to facilitate 
interchange operations would require a separate planning effort and approval process including 
public involvement. 

Dennis Atkins then notified the citizens that there will be a workshop on September 26,2002 at 
Friendly H.S., and a Focus Group meeting on September 12,2002 at Harmony Hall. Several 
members asked if 11x17 copies of the preferred alternative could be.made available to 
community groups before the workshop. We will indicate in an upcoming Newsletter that 
mapping can be sent to various groups upon request. 

The project is currently only funded for Project Planning. The earliest the project may be able to 
receive Design funding will be the fiscal year 2004 (July 2003). However, with current state 
budgetary limitations it is unlikely additional funding will be made available next fiscal year. 

Harvey Muller then addressed the general bicycle and pedestrian issues. Currently bicycle traffic 
is allowed on MD 210, with the only prohibition sign being posted at the Charles County line. 
This bicycle access will be maintained in the future. There will be 10 ft. shoulders and special 
connections at pinch points. Currently plans are being made to create and sign an alternative bike 
route as well. This route will connect to the Henson Creek Trail. As for the pedestrians, 
longitudinal travel along MD 210 will be prohibited. However, sidewalk access across MD 210 
will be provided along with the interchanges. 

-J 
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An 8 ft path may be placed along Oxon Hill Road as part of a County Project. Harvey Muller 
also stated that bus pullover stops and pedestrian bridges or bus circulators will be considered to 
allow people to get from one side of the highway to the other side safely. However, the residents 
and County Director of Public Works have expressed concerns about the pedestrian overpasses. 
The group asked if underpasses could be looked into instead. The team responded that safety 
concerns have been raised with this option in the past. Providing a circulator bus may end up 
being a better solution. Both options (overpass and circulator bus) will be presented at the 
workshop. 

One citizen brought up the issue of Metrorail. The individual wanted to know if tire 
modifications to MD 210 and the Woodrow Wilson Bridge allow for rail in the future. SHA 
replied that they would not preclude the option of rail; however, that issue is not a factor in this 
project at this current time. Cicero indicated that Prince George's County supports rail on the 
bridge and the MD 210 improvements, but noted that these are separate efforts. 

Mark Lotz then went over the plans for the MD 210 corridor going into more detail focusing on 
specific issues at each interchange. He used the conceptual landscape plans as well as the 
highway plans to inform the group. Mark also noted the overpasses, bus pullovers, and pointed 
out location of the trail connections. He also expressed that there may be a sound barriers 
considered for this project. At each interchange, the sidewalks and bicycle access were 
examined in detail. The following sections more specifically address each 
intersection/interchange: 

Wilson Bridge Drive 
The traffic light at this intersection would he removed. In the future, this intersection would 
have right-tum in and right-tum out access. This is a highly populated area and transit is a big 
issue therefore this area is under consideration for a pedestrian overpass or a circulator bus. 

Livingston/Kerbv Hill Road 
The group was notified that bicycles and pedestrians may cross the bridge. The bridge is 
expected to have a posted speed of 35niph. 

Palmer/Li vin gston 
A bus pullover and pedestrian overpass are proposed to be located in-between the 
Livingston/Kerby Road and the Palmer/Livingston Road interchanges. The Henson Creek Trail 
was pointed out, and comments were expressed about providing additional connections on the 
east side of MD 210 to the Henson Creek Trail. 

Livingston/Swan Creek Road 

Old Fort Road South 
No comments 

Fannington Road & MD 373 
No comments 

This is a summary of the Bicycle/Pedestrian Meeting. If you have any questions or concerns, 
please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Dennis M. Atkins at 
410-545-8548 or myself at 410-545-8545. 

By: 
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

List of Attendees 
Ms. Heather Amick 
Mr. Keith Kucharek 
Mr. Robert Sanders 

Old Fort Road North 
No comments. 

Fort Washington Road 
No comments. 0> 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Ms. Cynthia D.Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliininary Enguieeting 

FROM: Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

DATE: May 31,2002 

SUBJECT:    MD 210: Bridge Coordination Meeting Summary 

A Bridge ConTriinntinn Meeting for the suhject project was held on May 7,2002, at the State 
Highway Administration in Conference Room 215. 

The purpose of this meeting was to share the progress and status of the alternatives developed for 
the MD 210 project with the Bridge Division and receive their input The following people were 
in attendance: 

Name 
Dennis M. Atkins 
Robert Bout 
Prakash Dave 
Joe Dement 
Melissa Kosenak 
Keith Kucharek 
John Logan 
MarkLotz 
Ralph Manna 
Paul Matys 
Kelly Nash 
Glenn Vaughan 

Representing 
SHA-PPD 
SHA-PPD 
SHA-Bridge 
the Wilson T. Ballard Company 
SHA-PPD 
SHA-HDD 
SHA-Bridge 
The Wilson T. Ballard Company 
SHA-Bridge 
SHA-Bridge 
SHA-Bridge 
SHA-Bridge 
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Dennis Atkins infonned the group that utility costs have been accounted for in the CTP Cost for 
MD 210. 

Mark Lotz then reviewed Alternative 5A Modified starting from the north and discussed issues 
with each interchange. 

Some general issues discussed include: 
• The typical shoulder width in the interchange areas will be 14 feet with a closed section, in 

order to reduce right-of-way impacts. 

• Glenn Vaughan asked Project Planning not to commit to using bottomless box culverts at this 
point Glenn also requested that general wording be included in the final environmental 
document regarding proposed hydraulic structures, in effect saying, "Appropriately sized 
hydraulic structures to maintain existing upstream water surface elevations will be developed 
daring final design." 

• Both bicycle and pedestrian access will be addressed throughout the study area. 

• Paul Matys asked that we analyze maintenance of traffic (MOT) during ujuslruclion for all 
interchanges. 

TTie following sections more specifically address each intersection: 

Livineston/Kerbv Hill Road 
Tlie potential of providing a service road between Wilson Bridge Drive and Kerby Hill Road 
over Carey Branch was discussed. In this section of Carey Branch, the stream flows through a 
concrete lined channel. Several issues need to be addressed concerning this potential service 
road, such as the engineering feasibility, the environmental impacts to the stream, the 
maintenance responsibilities of such a structure as well as whether or not the agencies would buy 
into this idea. Prakash Dave expressed the need to perform a hydraulic analysis to determine if 
such a structure would be hydraulically possible. Glenn questioned whether or not the agencies 
requested the concrete liner be removed. To date, the agencies have not made that request. 
However, our Environmental Manager, Heather Amick, will look into this issue more closely. 
Paul Matys expressed concern that the Wilson Tower Apartments, could potentially be flooded if 
the concrete channel were removed. 

The meeting began with introductions.   Dennis Atkins then explained that our purpose for 
meeting was to review comments from the Bridge Division on Alternative SA Modified. 

My telephone nurcber Is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 
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Glenn encouraged Project Planning not to use a retaining wall in the southwestern quadrant of 
the livingston/Kerby Hill Road intersection along Henson Creek. Having a retaining wall along 
a stream can cause scour. Relocating the stream and providing mitigation may be a better 
solution and needs to be evaluated. An easterly mainline shift does not appear to be feasible in 
this area, because of Uie ejiisling service ruad. The removal of an eaisling box culvert segment, 
which is no longer necessary, and relocation of an exposed utility line will also need to be 
addressed in this area. Overall, Prakash concluded that a preliminary hydraulic study would be 
needed for Carey Branch. 

Concerning MOT, some movements may need to be rerouted during construction. Glen 
Vaughan requested that Project Planning investigate constructability with and without using 
detours. Emergency vehicle and school access issues must be taken into consideration. Glenn 
estimated a nine-month (one season) construction schedule for this bridge? In addition, Glenn 
would like to know how many stages of construction there will be at this interchange. Mark will 
investigate these issues. 

Mark noted that there is no need for retaining walls at this interchange due to the natural 
topography of the intersection. 

Mark said that currently, east west traffic volumes at Kirby/Livingston Road are fairly low, 
however, if/when the Henson Square Development is constructed, traffic would increase. 

Palmer/Livingston 
Paul asked if the 26 foot retaining wall on the west side could be reduced. Mark Lotz is 
investigating the possibility of reducing the height of this wall. 

Paul suggested shifting the Fort Washington Golf Range's parking lot and providing screen 
fencing at the end of the range. The building and parking lot shift could eliminate the need to 
take the driving range. The estimated price of acquiring the Fort Washington driving range is 
$3M. Once options are developed the team will coordinate with Dick Ravenscroft's office. 

SHA should attempt to avoid impacting Hoveimale's Ice Cream because it is an historic site. 

Glenn requested that Project Planning review the under clearance of the structure located at 
station 24+85. He believes that the profile generated through Project Planning may be as much 
as 4 inches under the desirable goal of 16'9". Mark Lotz will investigate. 

Glenn requested that super elevation transitions not be located on structures if at all possible. 

John Logan asked if it was possible to locate the westbound ramp to Livingston Road from 
southbound MD 210 slightly north of the proposed location in order to avoid passing the turning 
movement underneath the structure over MD 210 connecting Livingston Road and Palmer Road. 
This would allow the structure to be shorter. Due to the Henson Creek Trail and the potential of 
putting a service road in the area for the proposed relocated ramp, Project Planning did not find 
moving the ramp to be a viable option. 

Old Fort Road North 
The intersection of Old Fort Road North with MD 210 would be shifted 70 feet south of its 
existing location. TTiis shift would provide better grades and allow maintenance of traffic for the 
structure crossing over MD 210. 

Mark pointed out that the retaining wall in the north east quadrant of the interchange is necessary 
due to existing steep slopes that rise from MD 210. 

Port Washinptnn Road 
Under the current design an existing stream would be relocated in the north east quadrant of this 
interchange. An approximately 30 foot high retaining wall (maximum height as measured from 
the bottom of footing to top of barrier) between the mainline and the ramp from westbound Fort 
Washington Road to northbound MD 210, with a fill slope on the outside of the ramp would also 
be included. 

Livingston/Swan Creek Road 
Glenn had concerns that the bridge shown in the preferred configuration may not be constructible 
because of superelevation transition concerns. Project Planning was encouraged to modify the 
configuration to minimize the length of structure and keep the super elevation transition off the 
structure. 

John Logan suggested squaring the east side intersection of the overpass with the service road 
and consider round-a-bouts on both the east and west sides. Mark will investigate. 

Glen asked if Project Planning looked at the possibility of shifting the mainline of 
MD 210 in this area. Mark said that it has been looked at, but was rejected due to both design 
issues as well as environmental concerns. 

Old Fort Road South 
Glen stated that the structure crossing over MD 210 at the Old Fort Road South interchange was 
at a good skew. He also agreed that using the abandoned gas station property in the south east 
quadrant of the intersection during conctruction for otaging was a good idea and would provide 
for good MOT during construction. 

^ 
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Farmineton Road 
No comments. 

MD373 
No comments. 

After reviewing the interchanges, Dennis reviewed the schedule. He anticipates that this project 
will continue to be funded for planning in Fiscal Year 2003, with Location Approval anticipated 
in the Fall of 2003. 

Glenn asked Project Planning to investigate opportunities for stream mitigation. Dennis 
informed the group that Heather has been coordinating with Coastal Resources to identify 
potential mitigation sites and strategies. 

Kelly distributed the bridge cost estimate. Glenn Vaughan stated that in genera] the Project 
Planning cost estimates for structures have been running low. He advised Project Planning to 
keep the unit costs the same, but to add a "Structure Uncertainty Factor". 

Mark questioned whether the cost estimates would need to be adjusted to include form liners. 
Glenn said that the costs were fine and did not need to be changed. 

List of Attendees 
Ms. Heather Amick 
Mr. Joe Harrison 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein 
Ms. Heather Murphy 
Mr. Dick Ravenscroft 
Mr. Robert Sanders 
Mr. Doug Simmons 

JkfcKssa Kosenak 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 
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Project:    MD 210 
Contract #: PG221A11 

Date:   11/16/00 
Location: wnitehall Baptist Church 

Meeting: Whitehall Baptist Church Public Outreach 

Agencies Involved: SHA 

-J 

Attendee*: Address: 

Heather Murphy 
Amy Hribar 
Drue Little 16701 Huron Street, Accokeek, MD 20607 
Glenn Little 16701 Huron Street, Accokeek, MD 20607 
Rebecca Bowers 5904 Accokeek Road, Brandywine, MD 20613 
Pauline Harris 1007 Pine Lane. Accokeek. MD 20607 
Emanuel A. Harris 722 Chatsworth Drive, Accokeek, MD 20607 
Jesse Presswood 14900 Fort Trail, Accokeek, MD 20607 
Mildred Presswood 14900 Fort Trail, Accokeek, MD 20607 
Buddy Herrygo 14807 Wannas Drive, Accokeek, MD 20607 
Betty Perrygo 14807 Wannas Drive, Accokeek, MD 20607 
Alua Worthington 147 W. Farmington Road, Accokeek, MD 20607 

Purpose:: In response to the public outreach attempt along the MD 210 corridor, the Whitehall Baptist church 
requested to be informed about the MD 210 project. 

Hiohlioht*: 
Heather Murphy began by giving an overview of the project. 
A public hearing should be held in May or June. 
We are looking at HOV on the corridor. 
This project eliminates congestion; it is not merely to just move (Jharles County trattic. 
The alternatives were described in detail. 

5A. Improving just the intersections 
SB. HOV barrier separated 
5C. HOV concurrent 

Questions: 

What are the chances of getting Metro down MD 210? 
It is not likely that Metro will ever be used in this corridor, but light rail might be evaluated. 

What are the possibilities of using slug lines like northern Virginia? 
There will not be any extra effort made to contribute to use of slug lines if HOV is implemented. 

With the road widening, what had been done when it gets to the other end? 
The Woodrow Wilson Bridge has begun its improvements in the northern end. The southern end of the project Is 
also under construction to improve the intersection of MD 210 and MD 228. 

How do they budget for the project? 
The state usually contributes 20% of the funding and the Federal Government usually adds the other 80%. 



00 

Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr., Governor 
Michael S. Steele, Lt. Qmemor 

SMA 
StateBMKW 

Administration O v 

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Robert L. Flanagan, Secrstary 
Nell J. Pe(ieraen,^cKnc^<Jm<Tiis(rator 

lyfRMORANPUM 

TO: Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

FROM: Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

DATE- March 24,2003 

SUBJECT:      Brookside Community 
MD 210 - I-95/I-495 to MD 228 
Prince George's County, Maryland 

On March 4, members of the MD 210 Study Team attended a meeting with the Brookside Park 
Condominium Association, in Oxon Hill, to discuss the direct impacts of the MD 210 preferred 
alternate upon their community. We have been working with community leaders to set up this 
meeting since August 2002. Several members of the community attended our MD 210 
Informational Workshop in September 2002. 

The Brookside Community is located on the west side of MD 210 at Wilson Bridge Drive which 
is just north of the signal at livingston/Keiby Hill Road. The light at Wilson Bridge Drive is a 
T-intersection with MD 210 and Is the only access point for this community of about 600 units. 
Under Alternative 5A Modified, the SHA Preferred Alternative, this intersection would become 
right-in right-out only. Access to the community from the south would occur through a service 
road that would be built from Kerby Hill Road north along MD 210 and connect into the 
southern end of the community. 

The team has studied many different alternate ways to provide access as well as potentially 
allowing for a partial signal at MD 210. However, each option was determined to be unfeasible. 
While most of the individuals in the community understand that improvements to MD 210 are 
necessary, the majority of them still do not want to lose their traffic signal. They are also not 
pleased about the southern access point and fear that if there are backups on MD 210 individuals 
will cut through their community. The study team believes, that if the proposed MD 210 
improvements are in place, this is unlikely to occur unless there is a serious traffic incident on 
the main road. 
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In addition, community leaders are concerned about the infrastructure impacts that could occur 
with the additional traffic accessing the southern end of the complex versus being concentrated at 
the current entrance. This would also include the circulator buses that are currently proposed to 
replace the existing bus service once the stops along MD 210 are closed. Residents are 
concerned about impacts to the pavement, property acquisition, loss of parking spaces, and loss 
of a children's playground area. We reminded the group that with the proposed right of way 
acquisition from comiiiumty property we would be entering into a real estate transaction whexe it 
is possible some of their concerns could be addressed. 

However, as stated previously we are not going to be able to address their fundamental concern, 
which is the removal of the signal. The next day we brought the issue to the attention of our 
Planning Director, Doug Simmons, and offered a potential plan of action. The first step is to 
evaluate the several modifications the community asked us to consider. We will work on this 
task over the next several weeks. 

Secondly, the community leaders asked us to come out during an upcoming busy rush hour to 
experience with them some of the various traffic situations that they deal with on a daily basis. 
The team will bring documentation of the various options the team has considered over the years 
at this location to the meeting. Finally, after We meet with the smaller group we will offer to 
meet again with the larger community. 

On another note, one of the community activists was concerned about some overhead Ughting 
along SB and NB MD 210 just north of Wilson Bridge Drive that was no longer working. This 
individual had brought up the concern this summer and the team had them get in touch with our 
District Office. The team will coordinate with the district as well as members of the Woodrow 
Wilson Bridge Team to detennine the status of the lights. 

We are planning on writing a letter to the community president as a follow up from the March 4* 
meeting and will include the status of the lights in our correspondence. 

This is a summary of our meeting with the Brookside Community. If you have any questions or 
concerns, please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Dennis M. Atkins at 410-545-8548 or 
myself at 410-545-8545. 

By: Clt& "^AJS^SOJ  
Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 

cc:       MD 210 Study Team 
Mr. Paul Gudelski 
Mr. Charlie Watkins 
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FROM: 
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SUBJECT: 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engmeermg 

«r- Chisa Winstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division   ^ 

July 1,2003 

MD Z10: Brookside Park Condominium Assoc Meeting 

On Wednesday, June 4, 2003, MD 210 Project Team members met with members of the 
Brookside Park Condominium Association on location at the MD 210/WUson Bridge Drive 
intersection. 

The purpose of the meeting was to follow-up on the condominium association members' request 
to review some of the concerns voiced at the March 4, 2003 meeting at rush hour within the 
condominiuxD property. 

The following were in attendance: 

Name RepresentJng 

Dennis Atkins 
Glen Burton 
MarkLotz 
Chisa Winstead 

SHA-PPD 
M-NCFPC 
The Wilson T. Ballard Company 
SHA-PFD 

Approximately 8-10 membeis of the Brookside Park Condominium Association 

Mark Lotz-began the meeting by distributing a letter dated April 8,2003 from SHA to the 
condominium association summarizing the March 4,2003 meeting and SHA's understanding of 
the association's concerns regarding the MD 210 project. 

My telopbon* Dnmbcr/toEA** Buabor Is _ 
Maryland Relay Servtae for Impaired Hearing or Speech 1.800.201.716S Stitewlde ItoU ¥ne 

Strait Address: 707 North Calrart Street  • Biltlmore, MuyUjid 21202 • Phone 410.S45.0S00 • www.jxiutfandroadB.aom 
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Dennis Atkins summarized the status of the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study and the remaining 
steps. We explained that our goals with this meeting included understanding their concerns, by 
reviewing them in the field, to better facilitate a pOEcible follow-up meeting with the SHA 
Planning Director to discuss specific mitigation measures that could be included in the project. 

We then walked through the parking areas and aruund (lie buildings assucialed with the project. 
We explained that traffic volumes under the new access arrangement, from Kerby Hill Road, 
would result in no traffic volume increases within parking areas north of Wilson Bridge Drive, 
but some traffic volume increases would occur in those areas south thereof. We have not 
determined whether the parking areas and aisles would be need to be widened under the 
proposed access arrangement, but this need will be investigated further. We observed pavement 
failures at several locations in the parking lot aisles. We also observed at one point three transit 
buses within a span of several minutes coming into the complex and making a U-tum at the west 
end of Wilson Bridge Drive to discharge passengers. However, overall traffic volumes were 
fairly low (less than five per minute) in the parking aisles south of Wilson Bridge Drive. 

DiscnRsion focused on how parking areas would be replaced if the widening of aisles eliminates 
spaces. We committed to evaluating this further. Association representatives stressed that any 
impacted parking spaces would need to be replaced. 

We viewed the area between two of the buildings that is the proposed location for a new 
connecting roadway between the service road paralleling MD 210 down to Kerby Hill Road and 
the main condominium parking aisle. This area is currently grassed with a mulched children's 
play area with swing set There appeared to be adequate space within this grassed area to 
relocate the play area about 50 feet to the southwest and provide room for the connecting 
roadway. Several Association representatives remarked thai this proposal make "(he best sense", 
while some others were concerned about the safety of a children's play area so close to traffic. 

One idea that appeared to have some merit for further consideration during our site walk was to 
provide a one-way northbound roadway between the row of buildings and MD 210, thus 
resulting in a one-way counter-clockwise flow through the parking aisles south of Wilson Bridge 
Drive. This would reduce the traffic volumes on a given section of parking aisles below what 
they would othefwise be; however the space between the buildings and MD 210 is quite limited. 
We will develop this idea further for review by the condominium association. 

One of the association's members, Mr. Stuart Rogel, showed us an area where water seepage out 
of the ground causes constant ponding, with associated problems, on the site, particularly at the 
association's swimming pool. The seepage is occurring on or near the SHA right-of-way line, 
north of Wilson Bridge Drive at a Verizon utility manhole. Mr. Rogel has contacted WSSC and 
Verizon, neither of which claims responsibility. We committed to checking into the matter 
further through SHA channels. 
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This is a summary of the Core Team meeting with members of the Brookside Park 
Condominium Association. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact the 
Project Manager, Mark Lotz at 410-363-0150 or myself at 410-545-8545. 

cc:      Ms. Heather Amjck 
Mr. Glen Burton 
Mr. Keith Kucharek 
Mr. Mark Lotz 
Mr. Robert Sanders 
Mr. Doug Simmons 
Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Ms. Chisa Winstead 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Ms. Cynthia D.Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

FROM: Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

DATE: July 1,2002 

SUBJECT:    MD 210: Safeway Incorporated Meeting Summary 

A Meeting with Safeway Incorporated was held on June 12,2002, at the State Highway 
Administration's District 3 Office in Greenbelt. 

The purpose of this meeting was to share the progress and status of the alternatives for the 
MD 210 project with Safeway Incorporated, the owners of the Olde Fort Village Shopping 
Center, and receive their input The following people were in attendance: 

Name 
Robert Boot 
Jim Brooks 
Jon Chamberlin 
Melissa Kosenak 
MarkLotz 
Cicero Sales 

Representing 
SHA-PPD 
Safeway Incorporated 
SHA-District 3 Right-of-Way 
SHA-PPD 
The Wilson T. Ballard Company 
Prince George's County DPWT 

The meeting began with introductions. Melissa then explained that our purpose for meeting was 
to provide Mr. Brooks with an update on the MD 210 Project Planning Study. 

Melissa then provided a project update. Since the June 2001 Public Hearing, SHA has been 
actively working to identify a preferred alternative that addresses both the purpose and need of 
the project as well as the citizen comments and input received during and since the Hearing. As 
a result, SHA has developed alternative 5A Modified. 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
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Alternative 5A Modified would not include High Occupancy Vehicle (HOY) lanes on MD 210 
and no widening of MD 210 other than that necessary in the immediaLe vicinity uf au inlerseclion 
location to support a given intersection improvement option (e.g., acceleration lanes, turn lanes, 
etc). At the intersections, the MD 210 footprint would be increased to not preclude any future 
improvements to the roadway. Maximizing the size of the structures now would alleviate 
additional future costs and impacts. 

Melissa then reviewed the schedule. This project is funded for Project Planning through July 
2003, with Location Approval anticipated in the Fall of 2003. 

Mark then gave a brief description of the proposed interchanges. Interchanges are proposed at: 

Kerby Hill Road/Livingston Road 
Livingston Road/Palmer Road 
Old Fort Road North 
Fort Washington Road 
Swam Creek Road/Livingston Road 
Old Fort Road South 

Mark then reviewed the Livingston Road/Swan Creek Road interchange in greater detail. Mark 
pointed out some of the constraints that exist within this interchange area. He mentioned the 
southeast quadrant as well as the need to maintain access to the hospital. 

Mr. Brooks indicated that he would prefer that the service road behind the shopping center not be 
their main access. He is concerned that the location of this access will affect the viability of the 
businesses in the shopping center. In addition, he is concerned that the service road will take 
valuable parking spaces. However, if the service road is necessary to provide movements.for the 
interchange and it is not the only access point to the Olde Fort Village Shopping center, he would 
not be opposed to it 

Mr. Brooks indicated his concern with the location of the access to the Olde Fort Village 
Shopping Center from northbound MD 210. The exit ramp from MD 210 northbound to Swan 
Creek Road is located south of the shopping center, therefore shoppers need to take the exit 
before they can see the shopping center. Mi. Brooks also expressed concern that the location of 
this ramp could deter impulse shoppers. Mark indicated that this was an issue brought up by the 
MD 210 Focus Group at the May 7,2002 Meeting. Mark will investigate the potential of 
moving the ramp from northbound MD 210 to Swan Creek Road further north so that drivers 
would be able to see the shopping center before the ramp to access the shopping center. 

. My telephone number Is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-600-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

MalHns Address: P.O. Bex 717 • Baltlmcre, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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We then discussed the use of signs to help shoppers locate the Olde Fort Village Shopping 
Center. Melissa has been looking into potential methods of providing Olde Foit Village 
Shopping Center with signage. Mr. Brooks requested that SHA coordinate with the county 
concerning the signage, since the county dictates the types of signs allowable. SHA will 
coordinate with the County as necessary. 

John Chamberlin suggested that SHA can look into the possibility of naming the park and ride 
lot near the shopping center the Olde Fort Village Park and Ride Lot 

Mr. Brooks indicated that he preferred interchange options A, B, C and/or D which were 
presented to the public at the June 21,2001MD 210 Location/Design Public Hearing. He also 
would prefer a less skewed structure, since the structure can create a visual obstacle between the 
driver and the shopping center. 

Mr. Brooks requested that SHA look at allowing a right in only from MD 210 into the shopping 
center near the Wendy's Restaurant SHA will investigate further. 

Safeway Incorporated has received all necessary permits and will begin construction on the Olde 
Fort Village Shopping Center in the Fall of 2002. Safeway Incorporated invested approximately 
$11M on the purchase of this property and will invest approximately $5M more for the 
renovations. In order to protect the shopping center's economic viability, Mr. Brooks is 
concerned about na^intaining visible and easily accessible entrances to the shopping center1. 

Mark indicated that the MD 210 project will most likely be divided into several construction 
projects. Therefore, the Swan deck Road/Livingston Road interchange may not be coastr ucted 
for many years. However, SHA may be able to do some small intersection improvements in the 
meantime. 

Mr. Brooks will provide SHA with a copy of Safeway's plans for the Olde Fort Village 
Shopping Center. Mark will provide Mr. Brooks with a copy of SHA's alternatives for this 
interchange. In addition, Marie will provide Mr. Brooks with revised plans for the interchange as 
revisions are made. SHA will continue to coordinate with Safeway as the MD 210project 

By: 
Melissa Kosenak 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 
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TO: File 
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SUBJECT: MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
From I-95A-495 to MD 228 
Project No. PG221 All 

DATE: September 7, 2000 

RE: Greater Accokeek Civic Association 
Meeting Minutes 4/26/00 

A meeting of the Greater Accokeek Civic Association was held on April 26,2000. 
purpose of the meeting was to update members of the community on the MD 210 project 
planning study and to solicit comments on the project 

Panis N. Glendenlng 
Governor 
John D. Porcail 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Admkilttrator 
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Their comments specific to the intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 focused on an 
existing problem where the lanes across are not aligned properly restricting sight distance for 
vehicles turning left. This issue has been forwarded to District 3 Tiaffic. 

There was also concern raised regarding the existing left-turn allowed from a 
development call "The Mall" located on the east side of MD 210 to northbound MD 210. This 
turn is very dangerous due to the prevailing speeds traveled in this area and driver expectation. It 
was requested that SHA look into disallowing tbis left-tum. This also has heen forwarded to 
Districts. 

If you have any questions or comments regarding these minutes, please contact the 
project manager, Ms. Heather Murphy at 410-545-8571. 

By: Uj'fl^-J 
her Murphy v frf-iS 

Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

Heather made a presentation to the approximately 25+ community members that 
attended, describing the overall project planning study alternatives, including HOV. She then 
described in more dotaii the altomativos being studied for the MD 373 mtencotion. 

The community was made aware of the upcoming Public Informational Workshop for 
this project scheduled for May IS, 2000 at Friendly High School. Heather outlined various ways 
for the members to communicate their concerns and how important it was for them to be placed 
on the record. She discussed the time frame for alternative selection and how comments from 
the citizens, agencies and public officials are taken into consideration in order to make that 
decision. 

The major concern we heard from the community was the HOV element of the 
alternatives being considered. The community feels they are being impacted by the addition of 
an HOV lane in order to facilitate growth and travel from southern Maryland. They prefer the 
non-HOV alternative and support the intersection improvements toward the southern end of the 
corridor and the interchange improvements proposed for the northern portion. They also would 
like to see more effective, efficient transit in the MD 5/US 301 corridor as well as Metro across 
the Woodrow Wilson Bridge. 

My telephone number I* _ 
Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addrese: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Addrese: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

FROM: Dennis M. Atkins 
. Project Manager. 
Project Planning Division 

DATE: December 9, 2002 

SUBJECT:    MD 210: Accokeek Civic Association Meeting - Meeting Minutes 

A meeting with the Accokeek Civic Association was held on November 20, 2002. The purpose 
of this meeting was to share with the association the progress and status of the MD 210 project. 
The MD 210 project was an agenda item on their monthly meeting. 

Project fiistoiT 
Chisa Winstead reviewed the history of the project including the preparation of the DEIS in 
Spring 2001. This document was available for public review at the June 21, 2001 
t-ncatinn/Design Public Hearing. Since the public hearing, the project team has actively worked 
to develop an alternative that addressed both the purpose and need of the project as well as the 
citizen comments and input received since the hearing. During the hearing process there were 
many concerns raised with the HOV proposals. As a result, SHA developed Alternative 5A 
Modified and identified the alternative as preferred in the Summer of 2002. Alternative SA 
Modified would not provide HOV lanes on MD 210, but would provide bridge lengths and 
abutment locations compatible with possible future roadway widening or transit facilities within 
the MD 210 right-of-way. 

SHA presented this preferred alternative at the Information Workshop held on September 26, 
2002. Chisa indicated that the majority of the comments that we received at that workshop were 
from folks who could be more directly impacted by the project In addition, there was a 
contingent that wanted SHA to delay their selection of an alternative until decisions regarding 
rail across the Woodrow Wilson Bridge are made. 

My telephone number li  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearlno or Speech 
1-800-735-2256 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addreee: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
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Alternative 5A Modified 
Mark Lotz then reviewed the details of Alternative 5A Modified and updated the community 
with the issues at each intersection. In general, questions from the citizens pertained to 
clarification of information and issues on the displays, such as stormwater management areas, 
proposed noise mitigation and specific traffic movements with the interchanges. 

Wilson Bridge Drive - Option A 
Proposes an at-grade intersection improvement with right-in/right-ont turn movements. Transit 
and accfes issues were discussed-Livingston Road/Kerhv Hill Road - Option C 
Proposes a grade-separated interchange with ramps in the northwest and southwest quadrants of 
the crossroad. On the west side of MD 210, a MD 210 southbound to Kerby Hill Road ramp ties 
into Relocated Keiby Hill Road opposite the proposed two-way service road that will be a 
primary access for resitlenls of the Wilsou Towers Apartments and Brookside Park 
Condominiums. Several folks were interested in the status of Hovermales. We indicated that it 
would not be impacted by this project. 

Pnlmw Road / Livingston Road - Option E 
Proposes a V4 diamond interchange on the east side of MD 210, with ramps in the northeast and 
southeast quadrants. On the west side of MD 210, in the southwest quadrant, a two-lane ramp 
from MD 210 southbound to Palmet/livingston Road and a Palmer/Iivingston Road to MD 210 
southbound single lane ramp are proposed. A proposed access road with retaining walls can be 
aligned in front of the existing businesses along Livingston Road. The group asked if access 
would be provided to the trail along Henson Creek Park. We stated that access paths are being 
considered along both sides of MD 210. 

Old Fort North Road North - Option C 
Proposes a diamond interchange at Old Fort Road North. A realigned Old Fort Road North to 
the south of the existing intersection is comprised of two lanes in each direction crossing over 
MD 210. The existing service road in the northeast quadrant would be closed with traffic being 
diverted east to the Broadview Road intersection with Old Fort Road North. 

Fort Washington Road - Option D 
Proposes a 'A diamond interchange with ramps iu (lie northeast, northwest and southeast 
quadrants. The design also requires a relocated Fort Washington Road overpass of MD 210 
north of the existing TantaDon Shopping Center. The existing access road east of MD 210 would 
connect to the MD 210 overpass and tie into existing Fort Washington Road west of MD 210 at 
the existing Livingston Road intersection. Existing Fort Washington Road then becomes a right 
in/right out only intersection at MD 210. Relocated Fort Washington Road would have one lane 
in each direction with left turn lanes where required. 

-4 
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Livingston Road/Swan Creek Road - Option G 
Proposes an interchange with a single lane outer ramp from MD 210 southbound to Livingston 
Road in the northwest quadrant on the west side of MD 210. Access to Swan Creek Road from 
MD 210 southbound would be achieved with an at-grade right in/right out intersection 
improvement On the east side of MD 210, a MD 210 northbound to Swan Creek Road outer 
ramp and a loop ramp from Swan Creek Road to MD 210 northbound is proposed in the 
snutheast quadrant A Livingston Road crossing over MD 210 to the north of the existing 
intersection requires one lane eastbound and westbound with a center turn lane. 

At this mtereection. Option C was also displayed to the public because an option has yet to be 
selected. Option C is one of the original interchange designs with ramps located in the southwest 
quadrant of the intersection, which is a wetland area. Several members of the group supported 
this option because of its perceived more direct access to the shopping center. However, others 
were more supportive of Option G. In general access to this shopping center and the hospital 
was a concern. 

Old Port Road South - Option C 
Proposes a diamond interchange with Old Fort Road South over MD 210. Old Fort Road South 
is proposed to be two lanes eastbound and westbound through the interchange area. One 
individual asked why we were proposing to displace the residence in the southwest quadrant. 
We responded that we may be using that area as part of construction sequencing for the 
interchange; however, we tend to be conservative with impacts during project planning, and this 
residence may be able to be saved during final design. 

Farmington Road - Option A 
This option includes at-grade improvements. It proposes a single left turn, one through land and 
a right turn lane east bound and a left turn, through lane and right turn lane westbound on 
Farmington Road. An individual asked if we are still considering adding jug handles to remove 
the left turns from this intersection, since the intersection has a bad safety history. We stated that 
this option was included in the HOV options but that from a traffic operations perspective we felt 
that this configuration (Option A) would operate satisfactorily in 2020. Adding an exclusive left 
turn phase may be considered to address safety concerns. 

MD 373-Option A 
This option includes at-grade improvements. It proposes lengthening acceleration/deceleration 
lanes on MD 210. MD 373 proposes a single left turn and through/right lane eastbound and two 
left turn lanes, a single through and a right turn lane westbound. The group is interested in the 
landscaping plans for the old park-n-ride lot Mapping should be revised to indicate that the 
new park-n-ride lot is no longer under construction. 

Next Steps/Schedule 
Since the workshop, the study team has held field meetings to determine the scope of the detailed 
environmental studies that may still be needed to complete the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (EEIS). Design field reviews can be scheduled to update the environmental regulatory 
agencies as to the direction of the project and help to reach consensus on commitments that may 
be made as a result of these studies. The selection of an alternative for which to seek Location 
Approval is scheduled to occur in the spring of 2003, with the preparation of the FEIS in 
Summer/Fall 2003. Once the FEIS is submitted to EHWA, location/design approval should 
occur in mid-2004. Funding allocations for design of various phases of the project will 
determine the next step in the process. 

The group had several follow up questions. Many of them focused on design and construction 
funding. We went over the four phases of project development and reiterated that this project is 
only funded for Project Planning. We also indicated that it is unlikely that any design funding 
will be available before FY 2005. The team also said that it is likely that portions of the project 
closer to the Beltway are more likely to.be funded first. 

FinaUy, the group asked about landscaping plans. Mark then reviewed some of the landscape 
concepts that have been developed to date. We indicated that an overall theme for the corridor is 
likely to be developed with input from the public through avenues such as the focus group. 

By: 

cc:       MD 210 Project Team 
Mr. Charlie WatMns 

ChisaWmstead 
Project Engineer 
Project Planning Division 
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Greater Accokeek Civic Association 
Proposed Updated Position on Maryland 210 Highway Alternative 

20 November 2002 

This position is consistent with the membership position previously adopted by the Greater 
Accokeek Civic Association (GACA), taking into consideration State Highway Administration's 
(SHA) most recent study updated Altemative for improvements to Maryland Route 210 from the 
Beltway to Route 373 in Accokeek. 

1. Enthusiastically support SHA's dropping all plans for HOV on Maryland Rt. 210, Indian 
Head Highway. 

2. Siqjport selected intersection improvements on Rl. 210. Encourage safety and 
bike/pedestrian-oriented improvements at grade toward the southern end and selected flyover 
bridges at the northern end of the coiridor, improvements that would be oriented toward 
assisting existing users and neighborhood residents.   We are concerned that SHA plans for 
several of the intersections are counter productive and do not fecilitate local users, but rather 
encourage high-speed travel-through traffic. 

3. Enthusiastically support Metro on the Woodrow Wilson Bridge replacement. This is an 
obvious long-term positive approach to resolve Rt, 210 corridor problems, significantly 
moving significant mimhers of people effectively and efficiently while taking traffic off the 
road. 

4. l/rge development of more efleetive, efficient transit in the Rt 5/301 coiridor.   Tbis would 
improve transit for southeast southern Maryland as well as our area, helping connect traffic 
with the Branch Avenue Metro and the Beltway. Light rail in that coiridor might meet many 
needs. HOV Qn existing lanes) might be appropriate for the portions of RL 5, which have 
already been converted to freeway. 

5. Since our community is bisected by Route 210, we support highway improvements that 
accommodate businesses and services at the intersection of Routes 210/373. We Commend 
the State Highway Administration for development and enhancement of safe pedestrian 
crossing at the Routes 210/373 intersection. Furthermore, we advocate that all improvements 
to Route 210, especially those at Fanmngton Road and 373, accommodate and fecilitate 
pedestrian and bicycle access in all directions. 

NOTE: Passage of this motion would authorize the GACA President and Board to act through 
letters, statements, meetings, and other appropriate vehicles to put this policy into action. 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 
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MORANDUM: 
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Governor 

John D. Poroari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams' 
Admlnlfitretor 

TO: FUe 

FROM: Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

SUBJECT: MD 210 MnW-Modal Study 
From I-95/I-495 to MD 228 
Project No. PG221 All 

DATE: September 7,2000 

RE: Oxon Hill Community Meeting Minutes 

A inecling of the Fricuds of Oxou Hill was held on May 9,2000 al the Oxuu Hill Manor. 
The purpose'of the meeting was to update members of the community of various projects in the 
area and to solicit comments on the project 

Heather made a presentation to the approximately 50+ community members that 
attended, describing the overall project planning study alternatives. She then described in more 
detail the alternatives being studied for the Oxon Hill Road interchange and the Wilson Bridge 
Drive location. 

Heather outlined various ways for the members to communicate their concerns and how 
important it was for their comments to be on the record. She discussed the time frame for 
alternative selection and how comments from the citizens, agencies and public officials arc token 
into consideration in order to make that decision. 

The major points of interest and concern heard from the community was the amount of 
projects in the area such as: 

the National Harbor development, 
the Oxon Hill Road Widening (PO County), 
the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Replacement, and 
the Capital Beltway Project Planning Study, 

Oxon Hill Community Meeting minutes 5/9/00 
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and ihe iHct uiai mis CGujintmity ccu^ct be stiujected iO GQgoing ccnsuiicticu oCuViuCS LOT a 
period of 10 years or more. Their concerns were concentrated on the growth occurring in the 
area and the congestion they're experiencing as a result. They were very vocal in their desire for 
some sort of mass transit or light rail to facilitate travel. 

If you have any questions or comments regarding these minutes, please contact the 
project manager, Ms. Heather Murphy at 410-545-8571. 

By: 
.feather Mu 

sgect Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number Is . 

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltlmora, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 



• # 

00 
oo 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: File 

FROM: Ms. Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

SUBJECT: MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 
From I-95/I-495 to MD 228 
Project No. PG221 All 

DATE: February 27,2001 

RE: Allentown Recreation Council 
Meeting Minutes 1/23/01 

A meeting of the Allentown Recreation Council was held on January 2^f 2001. The 
purpose of the meeting was to update members of the community on the MD 210 project 
planning study and to solicit comments on the project. 

Heather made a presentation to the approximately 15+ community members that 
attended, describing the overall project planning study alternatives, including HOV and the 
consideration of HOT. 

The community was made aware of the upcoming Public Hearing for this project 
scheduled for late spring at Friendly High School. Heather outlined various ways for the 
members to communicate their concerns and how important it was for them to be placed on the 
record. She discussed the time frame for alternative selection and how comments from the 
citizens, agencies and public officials are taken into consideration in order to make that decision. 

The comments and questions raised at the meeting are as follows: 

Is there something that can be done about longer lights at some of the intersections now? Many 
citizens feel that the timing for the traffic signals could be adjusted to accommodate the traffic 
better. 

How many residences will be lost with the improvements to MD 210? 
At this time there are approximately 20 relocations total for the project including homes and 
businesses. 
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Does the project receive Federal Funding? 
Heather explained how this project would be funded. 
Federal Government and 20 percent from the state. 

Generally they receive 80 percent from the 

Isn't HOT designed to accommodate the corporate people? 
HOT does not just benefit those who are in the corporate world.  Many citizens need to travel 
with a reliable commute time. For example, parents that have their children at daycare may 
benefit with an HOT system. 

Does HOT really help with congestion if they are single occupancy vehicles? 
The use of HOT is a system which single occupancy vehicles buy into the system. If the HOV 
lanes would reach capacity with HOV users, HOT would not be accepted in the HOV lanes. 
HOT attempts to try to better manage capacity needs. 

Has Metro been evaluated on MD 210? 
Yes, there was an extensive feasibility study done on the corridor and found insufficient. Since 
the MD 210 corridor borders the Potomac River, only a limited number of users can be pulled 
from the west side. A more feasible possibility is implementing a light rail system up the MD 5 
Corridor. 

Will the Hearing be advertised? 
Yes there will be notification in the papers and mailed notification. 

Over the last few years there have been 8 people killed at Palmer Road. The lighting and the 
intersection is also very bad. Can anything be done to fix this area? 
We will send the concern to District 3 to evaluate the intersection. 

If you have any questions or comments regarding these minutes, please contact the 
project manager, Ms. Heather Murphy at 410-545-8571. 

By: 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

NJ 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminaiy Engineering 

ChisaWinstead <_^fe:S 
Project Engineer YJ ( J 
Project Planning Divisidn 

May 8, 2003 
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SUBJECT:    MD 210: WMATA Meeting - Meeting Summary 

A meeting was held with Mr. Tom Harrington, the new WMATA liaison to the MD 210 Team, 
and MD 210 Core Team members on Monday, April 28,2003 in the Project Planning 
Conference Room at SHA Headquarters. Bob Sanders, Mark Lotz, Heather Amick and Chisa 
Winstead represented SHA. 

The purpose of this meeting was to brief Tom on the status of the study, background on transit- 
related issues, the Preferred Alternative, and remaining steps. 

Mark Lotz began the meeting with a project overview and then focused on the transit issues. He 
desciibed both transit options under consideration — the Feeder Bus Service and the bus pull-ufls 
with pedestrian bridges. We then informed Tom that we recently met with the Brookside 
community, located at Wilson Bridge Drive, major transit trip generators, and the community is 
not in favor of the pedestrian bridges. Marie let Tom know that the Feeder Bus Service, which 
would result in higher safety and lower costs, is the preferred option among local residents, the 
Prince George's County Director of Public Works, and the Core Team. General support has also 
been expressed by MTA's Director of Planning. 
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Next, we requested that Tom assist us in developing language for the Selected Alternative and 
Conceptual Mitigation Package regarding a commitment to provide a Feeder Bus Service to 
mitigate transit impacts from the proposed improvements. We will work with Tom in 
coordinating with the appropriate MTA staff in developing this language. Tom let us know that 
he would discuss the information received at the meeting with his staff. County representatives 
and George Cardwell (former WMATA liaison) and get back to ua in the next few weeks. 
Ultimately, we want to include the Feeder Bus Service commitment in the FEIS along with some 
details as to the service plan that would be associated with such a service. 

Lastly, the team informed Tom that there would be a follow up meeting with the Brookside 
community. He will be notified once the date and time of the meeting has been set up. 

This is a summary of the WMATA Meeting. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel 
frise to contact the Project Manager, Mark Lotz at 410-363-0150 or myself at 410-545-8545. 

cc:       Ms. Heather Amick 
Mr. Glen Burton 
Mr. Tom Harrington 
Mr. Mark Lotz 
Mr. Robert Sanders 
Mr. Cicero Salles 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Administrator 

FROM: Douglas H. Simmons, Director^ 
Office of Planning and   /^mj^ 
Preliminary Engineering     f/i 

DATE: June 24,2003 [/ 

SUBJECT:     Project Number PG221 Al 1 
MD 210 Muhi-Modal Study I-95/I-495 to north of MD 228 
Prince George's County 

RE: Administrator's SHA Selected Alternative Concurrence 

THe purpose of this memorandum is to request your concurrence for the selection of Alternative 
5A Modified for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study in Prince George's County. This alternative 
was presented at an Administrator's Review Meeting in July 2002. Administrator Parker 
'Williams agreed with the Teams recommendation of Attemative 5 A Modified as the SHA- 
Preferred Alternative (see attached memorandum.) 

The following comments were received at the July 2002 Administrator's Review-Meeting from 
team members. The team's responses to the comments follow. 

Comment' Following the Administrator's Review Meeting, Kirk McClelland provided 
approximately 16 comments on Alternative 5A Modified, marked on a set of 1 PxlT" exhibits. 

Response: Attached is a memorandum, dated September 3,2002, which addresses each of the 
comments submitted by Mr. McClelland following the Administrator's Review Meeting. 

Comment: Several team members expressed concern over the lack of apparent pedestrian 
crossings of MD 210 under Option 2, particularly in shopping center/community facility areas 
that are a long walking distance from overpasses, such as Fort Washington Road. This concern 
will be taken into consideration as part of our coordination with the Focus Group. 

My totephona ownber/toD-ftw wunbs It _ 
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Response: A """11 sub-group of the MD 210 Focus Group met on July 23,2002 to review how 
the Preferred Alternative accommodates pedestrians and bicyclists in the corridor. At this 
meeting Harvey Muller, SHA Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator, addressed the bicycle and 
pedestrian issues. Currently, bicycle traffic is allowed on MD 210 and will also be allowed in 
the future. Plans are being made to create an alternate bike route as well This route will 
connect to the Henson Trafl.  Harvey Muller also stated that consideration will be given to 
providing bus pullover stops and pedestrian bridges, to allow people to get from one side of the 
highway to the other side safely and maintain the current bus stops. Or as a measure SHA 
prefers, a local collector bus system will be implemented that would serve neighborhood transit 
patrons in such a manner as to eliminate the need to cross or stand adjacent to MD 210 to access 
bus stops. 

VnHnw-nn Activities Since .Tntv 2002 

Public Involvement 

• Citizens' Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Subgroup Meeting on July 23,2002: See 
the preceding discussion. 

• Meeting with potentially displaced home owners on July 30,2002 and meeting with 
potentially displaced business owners on August 12,2002: Both meetings followed 
the same agenda, with Dennis Atkins providing an overview of the Preferred Alternative 
and Dick Ravenscrofl explaining the relocalion assistance process. Overall, only five 
residents out of the twelve potential residential displacements attended the residential 
meeting; and four out of twelve attended the potential business displacements meeting. 
The only notable opposition came from former delegate and area resident Charles 
Blumenthal Follow-up coordination with Mr. Blumenthal seemed to address Ms 
concerns. 

• General Business Community Meeting on August 27, 2002: This meeting was similar 
in purpose to the meeting held with the potential displacees on August 12°'. Only two 
business representatives attended out of the dozen who were invited. One attendee was 
the representative of the Safeway, located at the Old Forte Shopping Center, at Swan 
Creek Road. He reiterated his opposition to Option G and support for Option C for 
reasons related to access, visibility of the shopping center and truck loading and turning 
movements in the rear of the shopping center. The team explained that the option he 
preferred would have substantial wetland impacts (around two acres). It was indicated 
that receiving a permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers for this impact is unlikely. 
Dennis Atkins requested that the store owner write a formal letter stating Safeway's 
concerns. The team has since made attempts to contact this owner, however no letters 
expressing these concerns have been received to date. 

^6 
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Informational Public Workshop on September 26,2002: This workshop was held to 
provide an overview of the progress of the study since the June 21,2001 Location/Design 
Public Hearing. It also provided the opportunity to review and comment upon Preferred 
Alternative SA Modified, which had not previously been seen in the exact form 
presented. Comments were generally supportive of the project, especially since HOV 
lanes were not included. Negative comments were primarily focused on access to 
individual communities or properties adjacent to MD 210, such as the Brookside Park 
Condominiums, the community along Old Palmer Road, the former ABC Drive-In 
property and the Old Forte Village Shopping Center. 

Accokeek Civic Association Meeting on November 20,2002: A briefing regarding the 
Preferred Alternative was given to approximately SO residents of this community. They 
supported the proposed improvements and the decisions made since the public hearing, 
particularly the dropping of HOV, the proposed landscaping and pedestrian amenities, 
and the selection of at-grade solutions at Farmington Road and MD 373. 

Brookside Park Condominium Association Meeting on March 4,2003: A group of 
condominium residents was briefed on the preferred attemative and the projected traffic 
operations under no-build and build conditions. Hie group strongly opposed closing the 
median at Wilson Bridge Drive due to the delays, inconvenience and increased traffic 
through the condominium property that could possibly result. 

Brookside Park Condominium Association Meeting on June 4,2003: A group of 
core team members attended a field walk/work session with a small group of 
condominium association representatives on June 4,2003 to review their concerns 
regarding the median closure at Wilson Bridge Drive. After evaluating the community's 
concerns, the MD 210 team will schedule a more technical/informational meeting with a 
larger group of community members. The meeting will be a follow-up to the March 4* 
community meeting possibly including the Planning Director, Doug Simmons. 

Agency Coordination 

Field review of stream and wetland mitigation sites on July 22,2002: SHA, county 
and resource agency representatives reviewed the MD 210 stream and wetland impact 
areas, as well as the potential Tinkers Creek Stream mitigation area. 

Mr. NeilJ. Pedersen 
MD 210 Multi Modal Study 
Administrator's SHA Selected Alternative Concurrence 
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•   Field review of Preferred Alternative and stream/wetland impacts on April 22,2003: 
SHA and resource agency representatives reviewed the MD 210 stream impact areas 
associated with the preferred alternative. Guidance was given by resource agencies on 
how to address stream impacts in the final environmental document. There were no 
objections to the design elements of the Prefeired Alternative presented. 

On-going Tasks 
Several tasks that are underway that will need to continue as the FEIS is developed and the 
project moves into the design phase, including the following: 

Transit Coordination - Team members will continue coordination with transit providers and 
local planning organizations to mitigate anticipated impacts to transit service that would occur 
with the preferred attemative. Option 2, which is the preferred option presented at the 
Administrator's Review Meeting in July 2002, includes a local circulator bus system which 
allows the relocation of the more dangerous and difficult to access bus stops off of mainline 
MD 210. The MTA, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) and Prince 
George's County have tentatively concurred that this concept is preferred. Coordination is on- 
going to develop commitment language with these agencies and a conceptual service plan that 
can be incorporated in the Selected Attemative and Conceptual Mitigation Package and final 
environmental document Funding is among the issues that need to be resolved. The SHA will 
discuss this issue at an upcoming SHA/MTA Director's Meeting. 

Cost Estimate - The 2003 CTP Cost Estimates have been revised based on April 1,2003 
Administrator's Cost Reviews to reflect the division of the corridor into seven segments. The 
attached spreadsheet contains a summary of the latest segment-by-segment costs. 

Design Refinements — General minor refinements, such as the z-type median at Farmington 
Road and MD 373, that are important operational issues, but don't affect the basic footprint of 
the preferred attemative, will need to be evaluated further as the project transitions into design. 
Another location that will require some follow-up analysis is the Swan Creek intersection. Doug 
Simmons was briefed on May 28, 2003 regarding issues pertaining to Options C and G at this 
location and concurred with the general consensus, resulting flom the July 2002 Administrator's 
Review Meeting and April 2003 Agency Field Review Meeting, that Option G is preferred. 
However, Doug directed that several geometric refinements and additional analyses concerning 
truck deliveries to the shopping center be conducted. 

Brookside Park Condominium Association Follow-up -The intent is to follow-up this summer 
with a meeting, possibly including Doug Simmons, to discuss mitigating measures (e.g., 
playground reconstruction, parking replacement, roadway resurfacing) for the change in access. 
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Interagency Review Meeting—The Selected Alternative and Conceptual Mitigation Package is 
scheduled for distribution at the June 2003 Interagency Review Meeting, to be followed by the 
presentation of the SHA Selected Altemative in July 2003. 

Smart Growth Issues — Smart Growth compatibility has been a concern as part of the MD 210 
study because of the two small breaks in the Priority Funding Area that exist in the vicinity of 
Old Fort Road North (Broad Creek Historic District) and Piscataway Creek. It is anticipated thai 
the project will comply with the Smart Growth Areas Act under the Linear Features regulation. 
Coordination will continue with the Maryland Department of Planning and the Maryland 
Department of Transportation. 

Air Quality Conformity - MD 210 is included in the 2002 CLRP/FY 2003-2008 TIP conformity 
finding; however, the project scope tested included HOV lanes. The model will be run this Fall 
with the MD 210 Preferred Ahemative. Air Quality Conformity is therefore anticipated in 
winter 2003. 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 

Conclnslon 

I concur that the above accurately represents decisions made at the July 2,2002 Alternative 
Recommendation Meeting. Alternative 5A Modified was presented and selected as the preferred' 
alternative for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Project Plaraung Study, contingent upon the outcome of 
subsequent agency coordination and public involvement activities. I also concur that the follow- 
up activities to the Recommendation Meeting further support the decisions made. 

Concurrence: 

%& \ / «W lluhj 
Neil J. Pedersen 
Administiator 

Date 

Attachment (2) 
cc:      Attendees (w/attachments) 

Project Team (w/attachments) 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM; 

DATE: 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Dennis M. Atkug^'T^      yf^j\ 
Project Manager       \^r 
Project Planning Division 

September 4,2002 

SUBJECT:      Project Number PG221 All 
MD 210 Multi Modal Study I-95/I-495 to north of MD 228 
Prince George's County 

An Administrator's Review Meeting was held on July 2, 2002 for the referenced project. The 
purpose of the meeting was to provide the SHA Administrator with a genera] update on the 
project and discuss issues related to the staff Preferred Alternative and public involvement The 
following people were in attendance: 

Heather Amid: SHA-PPD 410-545-8526 
Charlie Adams SHA-OED 410-545-8640 
Dennis M. Atkins SHA-PPD 410-545-8548 
TedBeeghly SHA-Pavements 410-321-3199 
Bob Boot SHA-PPD 410-545-8545 
Caryn Brookman FHWA 410-962-4342 
Glen Burton M-NCFPC 301-952-3577 
JoeDeMent The Wilson T. Ballard Co. 410-363-0150 
George CardweD WMATA 202-962-1074 
JoeHnkle SHA - PPD Travel Forecasting 410-545-5580 
Tenance Hancock SHA-R1FD 410-545-5675 
Jue Harrison SHA-PPD 410-543-8506 
Dan Johnson FHWA 703-519-9800 
Michael Kelly Tlie Wilson T. Ballard Co. 410-363-0150 
Joe Kresslein SHA-PPD 410-545-8550 
Keith Kucharek SHA-HDD 410-545-8792 
MarkLotz TTie Wilson T. Ballaid Co. 

Mv telBDhone numbar la 

410-363-0150 

Maryland Relay Servlca for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
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Paul Matys 
Kirk McClelland 
Linda Mott 
Ilarvcy Muller 
NeilPedersen 
Channel Torsell 
Cicero Salles 
Bob Sanders 
Ken Schmidt 
Shiva Shrestha 
Doug Simmons 
Cynthia Simpson 
Matt Storck 
Chanel Torsell 
Charlie Watkins 
Parker Williams 
Chisa Winstead 

SHA — Bridge Design Division 
SHA-OHD 
SHA-LAD 
SHA-R1PD 
SHA Deputy Adniinistrator 
SHA - PPD Travel Forecasting 
Prince George's Co. DPW&T 
SHA-PPD 
Mahan Ryldel Associates 
SHA-R1PD 
SHA Director of Planning 
SHA-PPD 
STVforSHADist.3 
SHA-PPD 
SHA-District 3 
SHA Administrator 
SHA-PPD 

410-545-8313 
410-545-8800 
410-545-8620 
410-545-5656 
410-545-0411 
410-545-5645 
301-883-5710 
410-545-8530 
410-235-6001 
410-545-5675 
410-545-0412 
410-545-8500 
410-545-8845 
410-545-5644 
301-513-7311 

410-545-8545 

The following is a summary of the topics discussed. 

Background/Alternative 5A Modified 

Bob Boot summarized activities associated with the Project Planning study which included a 
Location/Design Public Hearing in June 2001, subsequent community involvement and 
considerable internal coordination. The Location /Design Public Hearing generated considerable 
opposition to the HOV alternatives, but general support for access control (i.e., interchanges) in 
the northern portion of the corridor. Subsequent to the hearing. Alternative 5 A Modified was 
developed to address citizens' concerns. 

This alternative would, with Capacity Option 2, provide six interchanges from Kerby Hill Road 
to Old Fort Road South, while maintaining the existing three through lanes in each direction 
(plus auxiliary lanes at the interchanges) with no HOV. However, the median would be widened 
to provide the Alternative 5C (concurrent HOV) footprint in the vicinity of the interchanges so as 
to not preclude additional improvements in the future. Bridge abutments for the side road 
overpasses would be set consistent with the ultimate footprint The mainline lanes would taper 
back to the existing roadway pavement, as feasible, between the interchanges; but the right-of- 
way would be.preserved through the development review process for the potential additional 
lane or other improvements in each direction throughout 

It is anticipated that if this alternative were selected, an additional NEPA study/document would 
be required when and if the need for the additional improvements develops. Dan Johnson stated 
that this approach was fine, and that if a decision were made for further widening, at least a 
reevaluation, if not an environmental document would be required. 
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Parker WiUiams inquired about the percentage of local versus regional Public Hearing comments 
about the project. This propoition of regional input was fairly small, and Parker suggested that 
SHA needs to generally develop some more effective means for obtaining input from citizens 
outside the immediate study area. Since many such citizens are reluctant to travel far to a public 
meeting to give support, perhaps public opinion polls can be obtained and added to project 
documentation. FHWA will determine if public opinion data has been used on other projects 
elsewhere in the country. 

Preferred Interchange/Intersection Options with Alternative SA Modified 

Mark Lotz presented an overview of the preferred interchange/intersection options at each 
location, hi response to general inquiries from Parker Williams, it was stated that the general 
character of displacees for the project is non-minority and that ramp metering would be 
considered during final design at the interchange ramp merges. The interchange options 
presented and specific comments of note that were made at each location, if any, are summarized 
BB follows: 

• Wilson Bridge Drive Option A 
• KerbyHill Road Option C 
• Palmei/Livingston Road Option E 
• Old Fort Road North Option C 

o   Design considerations checklists should emphasize importance of keeping the 
northwest quadrant ramp as low as possible to maximize visibility between MD 
210 and the Livingston Square Shopping Center. 

• Fort Washington Road Option D 
• Swan Creek Road Option G 

o   The northbound weave within the interchange area may be a concern. Can the 
return mnvefnent nnrthhonnd he eliminated as currently shown by either 
providing the return movement to the north of the exit ramp or channeling 
northbound traffic onto the service road to enter northbound MD 210 at Fort 
Washington Road? 

• Old Fort Road South Option C 
o   One residence in the southwest quadrant south should be assumed displaced, 
o   Further cost/benefit evaluation for the service road serving the remaining 

residences in the southwest quadrant should be completed. 
• Fannington Road Option A 

o   Borderline acceptable levels of service with at-grade widening in the design year. 
A z-type median should be considered to allow a 2-phase signal. 

•    MD373 
o   Borderline acceptable levels of service with at-grade widening in the design year. 

A z-type median should be considered to allow a 2-phase signal. 

Following the meeting. Kirk McClelland provided a marked-up set of alternatives displays with 
numerous comments. These comments have been summarized and addressed in an attached 
memo. 

Thinking Bevond the Pavement Issues 

Design Theme/Aesthetics 

Mahan Rykiel Associates has developed landscape concept drawings for each of the proposed 
interchange/intersection improvements.  Coordination is on-going to address aesthetics along 
with stonnwater management and reforestation requirements. In addition, focus group 
mccting(s) will take place to gnin consensus on the planting concepts os well as any aesthetic 
treatments for bridges, walls, etc. The goal at this time is to identify concepts, areas of 
opportunity and mechanisms for continuing community input during final design. 

Bicycle Issues 

Harvey Muller has been continuing his study of bicycle needs and potential solutions in the 
entire MD 210 study area, including an evaluation of parallel routes. Harvey generally 
recommends the use of the county roads for bicycle travel in the region. The shoulders of 
MD 210 will not be prohibited from use and the project design will allow for bicycle continuity 
along the shoulders. Gore areas in the vicinity of the proposed interchanges will not receive any 
special marking for bicycle use. Opportunities for accommodating the bikes on existing or 
planned service roads parallel to MD 210, in combination with shoulder use, will also be 
explored. Side roads within the limits of improvement proposed as part of the given option will 
be wide enough to support striped bicycle lanes, a hikei^biker trail behind the curb on one side 
and a sidewalk on the other side. The SHA position will be to promote use of the county roads, 
if allowable under state law. In addition, the team will develop options for getting bicycles 
through the interchange areas for those bicyclists using the MD 210 shoulders. Harvey provided 
sketches of potential options for getting bicycles through the interchange areas. 

^ 
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Pedestrian Issues 

Pedestrian circulation issues will be addressed through consultation with the Focus Group. In 
addition to promoting general understanding of community connectivity, the effort will help with 
bus stop replacement issues and sidewalk placement, particularly in the northern part of the 
corridor. 

Several team members expressed concern over the lack of apparent pedestrian crossings of 
MD 210 under Option 2, particularly in shopping center/community facility areas that are a long 
walking distance from overpasses, such as Fort Washington Road. This concern will be taken 
into consideration as part of our coordination with the Focus Group. 

Bus Stop Impacts 

The proposed alternatives would have substantial impact on the bus stops serving local bus 
service in the project area. Various potential solutions have been developed conceptually in 
recent months and presented at various meetings including the Deputy Administrator, SHA 
Planning Director, MTA Planning Director, Regional and Intermodal Planning Division Chief 
and staffs from Highway Design and WMATA. The study team has narrowed the potential bus 
service alternatives to two. The first would allow maintaining service at most, if not all of the 16 
bus stops between Wilson Bridge Drive and Palmer Road. Such options include bus pull-outs on 
ramps and mainline MD 210 and would require pedestrian overpasses at 2-3 locations along 
MD 210 between Wilson Bridge Drive and Palmer/Uvingston Road. The second general option 
would consist of a local feeder bus system that would bring the buses tn the people using them 
and eliminate bus stops along MD 210. The consensus was that the second option is generally 
preferred. The team will continue to work with MTA, WMATA and Prince George's County 
DPW&T transit officials to address these issues. 

Noise Impacts 

Charlie Adams summarized the results of the noise analyses that have been completed for the 
project The question throughout the study has been whether or not Alternative 5A, which does 
not provide any capacity increase to mainline MD 210 in the form of through lane widening, 
qualifies for Type I consideration based on the elimination of traffic signals. If considered a 
Type I project, nearly all of the Noise Sensitive Areas (NSA's) along the corridor qualify for 
consideration of noise abatement But they qualify solely on the basis of cumulative increase 
(difference between noise generated by road conditions present when homes were originally 
constructed vs. noise with forecast build conditions) and not based on a comparison of No-Build 
vs. Build noise levels. There are many areas where projected noise levels exceed 72 dBA. 

FHWA has not taken a position on this issue. Dan Johnson stated that there is no clear-cut 
answer. A cost analysis has been completed to provide noise abatement under several different 
scenarios with Alternative 5A Modified and the preferred interchange options. Constructing 
barriers along residential areas strictly within the limits of proposed improvements would cost an 
estimated $12.5 million. To add barriers to cover the entirety of communities abutting proposed 
improvement areas would cost an additional $7.4 million. To construct all remaining barriers in 
the corridor that meet criteria for further consideration along mainline segments that will not be 
improved would cost ah additional $22.2 million. 

Parker directed that the Selected Alternative assume the construction of the second level of noise 
mitigation—barriers along the entirety of any community abutting proposed 
interchange/intersection improvements, at an estimated cost of $19.9 million. The locations of 
areas exceeding 72 dBA should be verified, and previous environmental documents that 
addressed noise in this area should be researched. 

Public InTolTement 

Dennis Atkins explained that many slight modifications have been made to the alternatives and 
options presented at the June 2001 hearing, and the public has technically not seen Alternative 
5A Modified in its current form. Internal SHA discussion as to whether a Workshop or Hearing 
is the appropriate format for the next presentation to the public has resulted in the 
recommendation that a Workshop be held this fall. Dan Johnson concurred with this approach, 
saying that the modifications to the alternatives and options were not substantial enough to 
warrant a hearing. 

Neil Pedersen recommended that the Workshop be held shortly after the primary election in 
September. The workshop has been set for September 26,2002 from 5:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. at 
Friendly High School. 

In the meantime, several community meetings will be held, such as with the Focus Group, 
potential residential displacements, potential business displacements and other businesses 
affected by the project. 

Smart Growth Issues 

Smart Growth compatibility has been a concern as part of the MD 210 study because of the two 
small breaks in the Priority Funding Area (PFA) that exist in the vicinity of Old Fort Road North 
(Broad Creek Historic District) and Piscataway Creek. Coordination is on-going with Maryland 
Department of Planning and Maryland Department of Transportation. It appears based on the 
drafts of the most recent MDP linear Features Policy on PFA's , the likelihood the project will 
be broken into segments and the levels of access control that will be maintained/provided that the 
Smart Growth compliance can be easily demonstrated on this project. 
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Conclusion 

The Administrator agreed with the team's recommendation to drop Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C 
from further consideration. He also agreed to identify Alternative 5A Modified as SHA's 
preferred alternative at the workshop in September. After the workshop based on comments 
received, the team along with the Planning Director will decide whether or not to hold another 
meeting with the Administrator or seek his concurrence on the selected alternative via 
memorandum. 

Attachments (2) 
cc:      Attendees (w/attachments) 

Project Team (w/attachments) 
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DATE TYPED:       July 10,2002 (Revised September 3, 2002) 

PROJECT: MD 210 Multi-Modal Study 

RLE: 100-221.04 

SUBJECT: Responses to Comments provided by Mr. Kirk McClelland at the MD 210 
Administrator's Review Mooting on July 2, 2002 

Following the AdmlnlGtrator** Roviow Mooting for the roforsncod project on July 2, 2002, Mr. Kiric 
McClelland, Chief of the SHA Office of Highway Design, provided comments on Alternative 5A Modified, 
marked on a set of 11"x17" exhibits. The following Is a summary of Mr. McClellancfs comments and our 
responses as to how they have been or will be resolved. 

--a 

Number Comment Response 

1 Can a bus pull-out be incorporated Into 
the rlght-in/right-out configuration at 
Wilson Bridge Drive on Southbound 
MD 210? 

This will be investigated: there is 
approximately 200' between "gore" points that 
Is available for bus storage. 

2 
Is sidewalk provided from the service 
road and apartment buildings to the 
pedestrian overpass? 

Yes                                                  * 

3 Is there enough room for the retaining 
wall footer (adjacent to the stream along 
SBMD210)? 

We will be revising our preferred alternative to 
Indicate stream relocation and elimination of 
this retaining wad. However, this Issue will 
need to be resolved in the field with 
representatives from SHA's Design Divisions 
and the state and federal environmental 
agencies. 

4 Does the Kerby Hill Road interchange 
design allow for future widening? 

Yes, the bridge abutments and nearly the 
entire interchange ramps are in the ultimate 
location on both sides of MD 210. The gores, 
service roads alid accel/decel lanes are in the 
ultimate location along SB MD 210. All future 
widening would take place to the east, 
necessitating gore and accel/decei 
reconstruction on the NB side. 

5 
What is the design speed of the service 
road curve connecting to Kerby Hill 
Road? 

This service road will have a compound 
radius, with 75 feet being the minimum at any 
point The width and radius are adequate for 
tractor-trailers and buses, but have a design 
speed of less than 20 mph. Providing a 
greater design speed would displace several 
additional houses and an apartment building. 

6 
Where would the noise wall be located 
along southbound MD 210 near the 
Kerby Hill Road Interchange? Is there 
sufficient space? 

The noise wall would be located adjacent to 
the west side of the proposed service road in 
the Wilson Towers Apartments area, where 
there Is sufficient space between the service 
road and the buildings. 

7 Is the apartment building a take now? No, since future widening is entirely to the 
east, the apartment building should not be a 
take now or under the future widening 
scenario.                                           ^ 

8 
Is the structure width adequate for 
future widening at the Hensen Creek 
bridge? 

Yes, the currently propoeed deck width is 154 
feet, which allows for ultimate bicycle 
compatible shoulders and HOV lanes. 
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15 
Has a' Continuous- Flow Intersection 
option been considered at Farmington 
Road? 

Not to date. 

16 
Can a "Z" median be considered at 
Farmington Road and/or MD 373, 
allowing left turns off tho mainline, but 
no through movement or left turn from 
the side road? 

Yes, the through and left turn volumes will be 
evaluated as to what ramifications relocating 
them will have. 

By Mark D. Lotz 
cc:   Mr. Dennis Atkins 
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9 
What is the southbound MD 210 off- 
ramp radius at Palmer/Livingston Road 
with the ultimate mainline widening? 

The proposed radius Is 192 feet, which is 
adequate for 25 mph. This would not change 
under the ultimate condition since all widening 
In mis area would take place to the east. 

.   10 
in the vicinity of the proposed Fort 
Washington Road interchange, can the 
future widening occur wllh retaining 
walls shown. 

Yes. However, decisions regarding these 
retaining walls will need to be reached In the 
field through coordination with SHA's Design 
Divisions and the state and federal 
environmental agencies. 

11 
Why are there offset intersections on 
me west side of MD 210 ai me swan 
Creek Road interchange? 

The through movements line up across the 
intersection. The offset appearance results 
from the MD 210 off ramp being one-way, wllh 
the opposite side approach being two-way. 

12 
Is me Option G northbound MD 210 
weave bad at the Swan Creek Road 
Interchange? Is there an altamative to 
the northbound on movement? Can It 
be provided north of me Livingston 
Road bridge? 

The weave length Is 1,500 LF, and the 
resulting 2020 weave LOS Is C(am) and 
A(pm). There are two alternatives to this 
weave configuration—one would be to put the 
return movement on the sendee road to 
access MD 210 at Ft. Washington Road; the 
second would be place a return ramp just 
north of tho propoood bridgo. Thooo will bo 
evaluated further. 

13 
What ia tho Gwan Crook Interchange 
loop ramp radius with me future 
widening? 

This ramp has been designed to be    L 

compatible with the ultimate MD 210 width. 
The radius Is 185 feet (25 mph), and 
compounds to a larger radius under the initial 
condition to tie-In to the existing mainline 
edge. 

'14 
Should me house In me southwest 
quadrant of the Old Fort Road South 
Interchange be shown as a take? 

Yes, this house would be at the toe of fills on 
two sldas and the property may be needed for 
MOT. 
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Fish Fauna of Piscataway and Henson Creek Watersheds 

Piscataway Creek Watershed 

Family Common Name Scientific Name 

irf 

Petromyzonidae 
American brook lamprey 

least brook lamprey 

Lampetra appendix 

Lampetra aepyptera 

1, 2 

1, 2 

Anguillidae 

Esocidae 

Umbridae 

Cyprinidae 

American eel 

redfin pickerel 

chain pickerel 

eastern mudminnow 

blacknose dace 

comely shiner 

common shiner 

cutlips minnow 

creek chub 
eastern silvery minnow 

fallfish 

golden shiner 

longnose dace 

rosyside dace 

satinfin shiner 

silvery minnow 

spottail shiner 

swallowtail shiner 

Anguilla rostrata 

Esox americanus' 

Esox niger1,2 

1. 2 

1, 2 Umbra pygmaea 

Rhinichthys atratulus ' 

Notropis amoenas''2 

Luxillus cornutus''2 

Exoglossum maxillingua1,2 

Semotilus atromaculatus1,2 

Hybognathus regius1'2 

Semotilus corporalis1,2 

Notemigonus crysoleucas1,2 

Rhinichthys caprodes1,2 

Clinostomus funduloides1'2 

Cyprinella analostana1,2 

Hybognathus nuchalis1,2 

Notropis hudsonius1,2 

Notropis procne1,2 
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Catostomidae 

creek chubsucker 

white sucker 

Erimyzon oblongus1, 2 

Catostomus commersoni''2 

Ictaluridae 
brown bullhead 

channel catfish 

yellow bullhead 

margined madtom 

Ameiurus nebulosus 

Ictalurus punctatus1 

Ameiurus natalis2 

Noturus insignis1,2 

1, 2 

Cyprinodontidae 
banded killifish 

mummichog 

rainwater killfish 

Fundulus diaphanous 

Fundulus heteroclitus1 

Lucania parva1 

1. 2 

Poeciliidae 
mosquitofish Gambusia holbrooki 1, 2 

Centrarchidae 
bluegill 

green sunfish 

pumpkinseed 

redbreasted sunfish 

largemouth bass 

smallmouth bass 

Lepomis macrochirus1,2 

Lepomis cyanellus2 

Lepomis gibbosus1,2 

Lepomis auritus2 

Micropterus salmoides1, 2 

Micropterus dolomieu2 

Percidae 

Henson Creek Watershed 

Anguillidae 

tesselated darter 
yellow perch 

American eel 

Etheostoma olmstedi' 
Percaflavescens1 

Anguilla rostrata 

m 
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Umbridae 
eastern mudminnow Umbra pygmaea 

Cyprinidae 
blacknose dace 

carp 

common shiner 

creek chub 

golden shiner 

Rhinichthys atratulus 

Cyprinus carpio 

Luxillus cornutus 

Semotilus atromaculatus 

Notemigonus crysoleucas 

Catostomidae 

longnose dace 

rosyside dace 

satinfin shiner 

spottail shiner 

swallowtail shiner 

creek chubsucker 

white sucker 

Rhinichthys caprodes 

Clinostomus funduloides 

Cyprinella analostana 

Notropis hudsonius 

Notropis procne 

Erimyzon oblongus 

Catostomus commersoni 

Ictaluridae 
yellow bullhead Ameiurus natalis 

Cyprinodontidae 
mummichog Fundulus heteroclitus 

Centrarchidae 
bluegill 
green sunfish 

pumpkinseed 

redbreasted sunfish 

Lepomis macrochirus 

Lepomis cyanellus 

Lepomis gibbosus 

Lepomis auritus 

Percidae 
tesselated darter Etheostoma olmstedi 

1 Denotes species identified by the Stormwater Management Technical Group 
: Denotes species identified as part of the Maryland Biological Stream Survey 

flO 
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Terrestrial Fauna of Piscataway and Henson Creek Watersheds 

AMPHIBIANS 

Order Caudata - Salamanders and Newts 

Family 

Ambystomatidae 

Salamandridae 

Plethodontidae 

Common Name 

marbled salamander 

spotted salamander 

red-spotted newt 

eastern mud salamander 

four-toed salamander 

longtail salamander 

northern dusky salamander 

northern red salamander 

northern slimy salamander * 

northern two-lined salamander 

redback salamander 

Scientific Name 

Ambystoma opacum 

Ambystoma maculatum 

Notopthalmus viridescens 

Pseudotriton montanus 

Hemidactylium scutatum 

Eurycea longicauda 

Desmognathus fuscus 

Pseudotriton ruber 

Plethodon glutinosis 

Eurycea bislineata 

Plethodon cinereus 

Order Anura - Toads and Frogs 

Bufonidae 
American toad * 

Fowler's toad 

Spadefoot toad 

Bufo americanus 

Bufo woodhousii fowleri 

Schaphiopus holbrooki 
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Hylidae 
eastern gray treefrog 

green treefrog 

northern cricket frog 

northern spring peeper * 

southern gray treefrog 

upland chorus frog 

i^/Z- 

Hyla versicolor 

Hyla cinerea 

Acris creptans 

Pseudoacris crucifer 

Hyla chrysocelis 

Pseudoacris triseriataferiarum 

Ranidae 
bullfrog 

green frog * 

pickerel frog * 

southern leopard frog * 

wood frog * 

Rana catesbeiana 

Rana clanitans 

Rana palustris 

Rana utricularia 

Rana sylvatica 

REPTILES 

Order Squamata - Lizards and Snakes 

Iguanidae 

Scincidae 

northern fence lizard 

broad-headed skink 

five-lined skink 

ground skink 

six-lined racerunner 

Sceloporus undulatus 

Eumeces laticeps 

Eumeces fasciatus 

Scincella lateralis 

Cnemidophorus sexlineatus 

Colubridae 
black rat snake * 

com snake 

Elaphe obsolete 

Elaphe guttata 
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Viperidae 

eastern earth snake 
eastern garter snake* 

eastern hognose snake 

eastern kingsnake 

eastern milksnake 

eastern ribbon snake 

eastern worm snake 

mole kingsnake 

northern black racer 

northern brown snake 

northern redbelly snake 

northern ringneck snake 

northern scarlet snake 

northern water snake * 

queen snake 

rough green snake 

northern copperhead 

Virginia valeriae 
Thamnophis sirtalis 

Heterodon platyrhinos 

Lampropeltis getula getula 

Lampropeltis triangulum 

Thamnophis sauritus 

Carphophis amoenus 

Lampropeltis alligaster 

Coluber constrictor 

Storeria dekayi 

Storeria occipitomaculata 

Diadophis punctatus 

Cemophora coccinea 

Nerodia sipedon 

Regina sepemvittata 

Opheodrys aestivus 

Agkistrodon (continued)ortrix mokasen 

Order Testudines - Turtles 

Chelydridae 

Kinosternidae 

Emydidae 

snapping turtle * 

eastern mud turtle 

stinkpot 

eastern box turtle* 

eastern painted turtle * 

red-bellied turtle * 

red-eared slider 

Chelydra serpentina 

kinosternon subrubrum 

Sternotherus odoratus 

Terrapine Carolina 

Chysemys picta 

Pseudemys nibiventris 

Trachemys scripta elegans 
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spotted turtle 

wood turtle 

Clemmys guttata 

Clemmys insculpta 

BIRDS 

Order Podicipediformes - Grebes 

Gaviidae 

Homed grebe 

Order Anseriformes - Geese And Ducks 

Anatidae 

black duck * 

bufflehead 

Canada goose * 

lesser scaup 

Mallard * 

red-breasted merganser 

wood duck * 

Order Falconiformes - Vultures and Hawks 

Cathartidae 

black vulture * 

turkey vulture * 

Acciptridae 

Bald eagle 

broad-winged hawk * 

northern harrier 

red-shouldered hawk 

Podicips auritus 

Anas rubripes 

Bucephala albeola 

Branta canadensis 

Aythya affinis 

Anas platyrhynchos 

Mergus serrator 

Aix sponsa 

Cathartes atratus 

Cathartes aura 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus 

Buteo platypterus 

Circus cyaneus 

Buteo lineatus 
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red-tailed hawk * 

sharp-shinned hawk * 

Pandionidae 

Falconidae 

osprey 

American kestrel * 

Order Galliformes - Upland Gamebirds 

Phasianidae 

northern bobwhite 

ring-necked pheasant 

Order Ciconiiformes - Herons 

Ardeidae 

black-crowned night heron 

great blue heron * 

great egret 

green heron * 

yellow-crowned night heron 

Order Gruiformes - Cranes 

Rallidae 

coot 

king rail 

sora 

Virginia rail 

Order Charadriiformes - Plovers 

Buteo jamaicensis 

Accipiter striatus 

Pandion haliaetus 

Falco sparverius 

Colinus virginianus 

Phasianus colchicus 

Nycticorax nycticorax 

Ardea herodias 

Casmerodius albus 

Butorides striatus 

Nycticorax violace 

Fulica americana 

Rallus elegans 

Porzana Carolina 

Rallus limicola 
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Charadriidae 

Scolopacidae 

killdeer * 

American woodcock 

common snipe 

greater yellowlegs 

solitary sandpiper 

spotted sandpiper 

Laridae 

Herring gull 

Ring-billed gull 

Order Columbiformes - Doves and Pigeons 

Columbidae 

mourning dove * 

rock dove 

Charadrius vociferus 

Scolopax minor 

Gallinago gallinago 

Tringa melanoleucus 

Tringa solitaria 

Actitis macularia 

Lams argentatus 

Lams delawarensis 

Zenaida macroura 

Columba livia 

Order Cuculiformes - Cuckoos 

Cuculidae 

black-billed cuckoo 

yellow-billed cuckoo 

Coccyzus erythropthalmus 

Coccyzus americanus 

Order Strigiformes - Owls 

Strigidae 

barred owl 

great homed owl 

Strix varia 

Bubo virginianus 
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screech owl 

Order Caprimulgiformes - Goatsuckers 

Caprimulgidae 

chuck-will' s-widow 

whip-poor-will 

common nighthawk 

Order Apodiformes - Swifts and Hummingbirds 

Apodiformidae 

chimney swift 

Trochilidae 

ruby-throated hummingbird * 

Oder Caraciiformes - Kingfishers 

Alcedinidae 

belted kingfisher * 

Order Piciformes - Woodpeckers 

Otus asio 

Caprimulgas carolinensis 

Caprimulgas vocifems 

Choldeiles minor 

Picidae 

northern flicker * 

pileated woodpecker* 

red-bellied woodpecker * 

red-headed woodpecker 

yellow-bellied sapsucker 

hairy woodpecker * 

Chaetura pelagica 

Archilochus colubris 

Ceryl alcyon 

Colaptes auratus 

Dryocopus p ileatus 

Melanerpes carolinus 

Melanerpes erythrocephalus 

Sphyrapicus varius 

Picoides villosus 
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downy woodpecker * 

Order Passiformes - Perching Birds 

Tyrannidae 

Hirundinidae 

Corvidae 

Paridae 

Acadian flycatcher 

eastern kingbird 

eastern phoebe * 

eastern wood pewee 

great-crested flycather 

willow flycatcher 

bank swallow 

bam swallow 

cliff swallow 

purple martin 

rough-winged swallow 

tree swallow 

American crow * 

blue jay * 

fish crow 

black-capped chickadee 

Carolina chickadee * 

tufted titmouse * 

Picoides pubescens 

Empidonax virescens 

Tyrannus tyrannus 

Sayornis phoebe 

(continued)opus virens 

Myiarchus crinitus 

Empidonax trailii 

Riparia riparia 

Hirundo rustica 

Petrochelidon pyrrhonta 

Progne subis 

Stelgidopteryx ruficollis 

Tachycineta bicolor 

Corvus brachyrhynchos 

Cyanocitta cristata 

Corvus ossifragus 

Pants atricapillus 

Pants carolinensis 

Pants bicolor 

r/f 
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Sittidae 

Certhiidae 

Troglodytidae 

white-breasted nuthatch 

brown creeper 

Carolina wren * 

house wren 

marsh wren 

winter wren 

Sitta carolinensis 

Certhia americana 

Thryothorus ludovicianus 

Troglodytes aedon 

Cistothorus palustris 

Troglodytes troglodytes 

Mimidae 

Muscicapidae 

brown thrasher 

gray catbird * 

northern mockingbird * 

American robin * 

blue-gray gnatcatcher * 

eastern bluebird * 

golden-crowned kinglet 

gray-cheecked thrush 

hermit thrush 

ruby-crowned kinglet 

Swainson's thrush 

veery 

wood thrush * 

Toxostoma rufum 

Dumetella carolinensis 

Mimus polyglottos 

Turdus migratoius 

Polioptila caerula 

Sialia sialis 

Regulus satrapa 

Catharus minimus 

Catharus guttata 

Regulus calendula 

Catharus ustulatus 

Catharus fuscescens 

Hylocichla mustelina 

Bombycillidae 

cedar waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum 
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Sturnidae 

Virionidae 

European starling * 

red-eyed vireo 

solitary vireo 

warbling vireo 

white-eyed vireo 

yellow-throated vireo 

Sturnus vulgaris 

Vireo olivaceous 

Vireo solitarius 

Vireo gilvus 

Vireo griseus 

Vireo flavifrons 

Parulidae 

American redstart 

bay-breasted warbler 

black-and-white warbler 

blackbumian warbler 

black-throated blue warbler 

black-throated green warbler 

blue-winged warbler 

Canada warbler 

chestnut-sided warbler 

common yellow-throat * 

golden-winged warbler 

hooded warbler * 

Kentucky warbler 

Louisiana waterthrush 

magnolia warbler 

mourning warbler 

Nashville warbler 

northern parula warbler 

ovenbird 

pine warbler 

Setophaga ruticilla 

Dendroica castanea 

Mniotilta varia 

Dendroica fusca 

Dendroica caerulescens 

Dendroica virens 

Vermivora pinus 

Wilsonia canadensis 

Dendroica pensylvanica 

Geothylpis trichas 

Vermivora chrysoptera 

Wilsonia trichas 

Oporomis formosus 

Seiurus motacilla 

Dendroica magnolia 

Oporonis Philadelphia 

Vermivora ruficapilla 

Parula americana 

Seiurus aurocapillus 

Dendroica pinus 
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Icteridae 

Thraupidae 

Fringillidae 

prairie warbler 

Tennessee warbler 

worm-eating warbler 

yellow warbler * 

yellow-breasted chat 

yellow-mmped warbler 

northern oriole 

orchard oriole 

common grackle * 

brown-headed cowbird * 

red-winged blackbird * 

eastern meadowlark 

scarlet tanager 

northern cardinal * 

rose-breasted grosbeak 

blue grosbeak 

indigo bunting * 

evening grosbeak 

purple finch 

house finch 

American goldfinch * 

rufous-sided towhee * 

northern junco 

Henslow's sparrow 

American tree sparrow 

Dendroica discolor 

Vermivora peregrina 

Helmitheros vermivorus 

Dendroica petechia 

Icteria virens 

Dendroica coronata 

Icterus galbula 

Icterus spurius 

Quiscalus quiscula 

Molothrus ater 

Agelaius phoeniceus 

Sturnella magna 

Piranga olivacea 

Cardinalis cardinalis 

Pheuticus ludovicianus 

Guiraca caerulea 

Passerina cyanea 

Coccothraustes vespertinus 

Carpodacus purpureus 

Carpodacus mexicanus 

Carduelis tristis 

Pipilo erythrophthalmus 

Junco hyemalis 

Ammodramus henslowii 

Spizella arborea 
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chipping sparrow * 

field sparrow 

white-crowned sparrow 

white-throated sparrow * 

song sparrow * 

Ploceidae 

Mammals 

house sparrow 

Order Marsupialia - Pouched Mammals 

Didelphidae 

Virginia opossum * 

Order Insectivora - Shrews and Moles 

Soricidae 

masked shrew 

southeastern shrew 

pygmy shrew 

short-tailed shrew* 

least shrew 

Talpidae 

eastern mole 

star-nosed mole 

Order Chiroptera - Bats 

Vespertilionidae 

Spizella passerina 

Spizella pusilla 

Zonotrichia leucophrys 

Zonotrichia albicollis 

Melospiza melodia 

Passer domesticus 

Didelphis virginiana 

Sorex cinereus 

Sorex longirostris 

Sorex hoyi 

Sorex brevicauda 

Crytotis parva 

Scalopus aquaticus 

Condylura cristata 

^x 
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little brown myotis 

Keen's myotis 

small-footed myotis 

silver-haired bat 

eastern pipistrelle 

big brown bat 

red bat 

hoary bat 

evening bat 

Order Lagomorpha - Rabbits 

Leporidae 

eastern cottontail * 

Order Rodentia - Rodents 

Sciuridae 

eastern chipmunk * 

woodchuck * 

gray squirrel * 

red squirrel 

southern flying squirrel 

Myotis lucifugus 

Myotis keenii 

Myotis leibii 

Lasionycteris noctivagans 

Pipistrellus subflavus 

Eptesicus fiiscus 

Lasiurus borealis 

Lasiurus cinereus 

Nycticeius humeralis 

Sylvilagus floridanus 

Tamias striatus 

Marmota monax 

Sciurus carolinensis 

Tamiasciurus hudsonicus 

Glaucomys volans 

Castoridae 

Cricetidae 

beaver * 

eastern harvest mouse 

deer mouse 

white-footed mouse 

Castor canadensis 

Reithrodontomys humulis 

Peromyscus maniculatus 

Peromyscus leucopus 
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meadow vole * 

woodland vole 

muskrat * 

southern bog lemming 

Microtus pensylavanicus 

Microtus pinetorum 

Ondatra zibethicus 

Synaptomys cooperi 

?«ty 

Muridae 

Norway rat Rattus norvegicus 

house mouse Mus musculus 

Zapodidae 

meadow jumping mouse Zapus hudsonicus 

Order Carnivora - Carnivores 

Canidae 

coyote Canis latrans 

red fox * Vulpes vulpes 

gray fox Urocyon cinereoargenteus 

Procyonidae 

raccoon * Procyon lotor 

Mustelidae 

long-tailed weasel Mustela frenata 

mink Mustela vison 

striped skunk Mephitis mephitis 

Felidae 

bobcat Felis rufus 

Order Artiodactyla - Even-toed Ungulates 
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Cervidae 

white-tailed deer * Odocoileus virginianus 

* Denotes species observed while conducting field studies. 
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List of Common to Scientific names for Plants listed 

^£ 

American beech 

black cherry 

black gum 

black haw 

black locust 

black oak 

black walnut 

chestnut oak 

common high bush blueberry 

deerberry 

eastern cedar 

eastern chinquapin 

ebony spleenwort 

enchanter's nightshade 

flowering dogwood 

green ash 

ground pine 

Indian pipe 

ironwood 

j ack-in-the-pulpit 

loblolly pine 

low bush blueberry 

maple-leaved viburnum 

mockemut hickory 

mountain laurel 

multiflora rose 

northern red oak 

partridge-berry 

pignut hickory 

Fagus grandifolia 

Prunus serotina 

Nyssa sylvatica 

Viburnum prunifolium 

Robinia pseudo-acacia 

Q. velutina 

Juglans nigra 

Quercus prinus 

Vaccinium. corymbosum 

Vaccinium stamineum 

Juniperus virginiana 

Castanea pumila 

Asplenium platyneuron 

Circaea alpina 

Cornusflorida 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica 

Diphasiastrum digitatum 

Monotropa uniflora 

Carpinus caroliniana 

Arisaema triphyllum 

Pinus taeda 

Vaccinium angustifolium 

Viburnum acerifolium 

C. tomentosa 

Kalmia latifolia 

Rosa multiflora 

Q. rubra 

Mitchella repens 

Carya glabra 
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pin oak 

red maple 

river birch 

shortleafpine 

southern arrow-wood 

southern red oak 

southern running pine 

spicebush 

spotted wintergreen 

sweetgum 

sycamore 

Virginia pine 

white avens 

white oak 

witch hazel 

yellow poplar 

Q. palustris 

Acer rubrum 

Betula nigra 

Pinus echinata 

Viburnum dentatum 

Q. falcata 

Diphasiastrum digitatum 

Lindera benzoin 

Chimaphila maculata 

Liquidambar styraciflua 

Platanus occidentalis 

Pinus virginiana 

Geum canadense 

Quercus alba 

Hamamelis virginiana 

Liriodendron tulipifera 

fP? 
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Revised: July 7, 2000 
State Highway Administration, Office of Real Estate 

SUMMARY OF THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF THE 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION OF MARYLAND 

All State Highway Administration projects utilizing Federal funds must comply with the 
Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 USC 4601) as 
amended by Title IV of the Surface Transportation & Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 
1987 (P.L 100-17) and Public Law 105-117. State funded projects must comply with Sections 
12-112 and Subtitle 2, Sections 12-201 to 12-212 of the Real Property Article of the Annodated 
Code of Maryland. 

The State Highway Administration's Office of Real Estate administers the Relocation 
Assistance Program for the Maryland Department of Transportation. 

The aforementioned Federal and State laws require that the State Highway 
Administration provide relocation assistance payments and advisory services to eligible persons 
who are displaced by a public project. These are two categories of residential accupants: 180- 
day owner-occupants, and 90-day tenants and short-term owner occupants. Non-residential 
accupants may be businesses, farms or non-profit organizations. 

A displaced person that has owned and occupied a subject dwelling for at least 180 days 
prior to the initiation of negotiations for the property may receive a replacement housing 
payment of up to $22,500. The replacement housing payment is composed of three parts: a 
purchase price differential; an increased mortgage interest differential; and reimbursement for 
incidental settlement expenses. 

The purchase price differential is the difference between the value paid by the State 
Highway Asministration for the existing dwelling and the cost to the displaced owner of a 
comparable replacement dwelling, as determined by the State's replacement housing study. 

Tre increased mortgage interest differential is a payment made to the owner at the time of 
settlement on the replacement dwelling to negotiate the effects of less favorable financing in the 
new situation. The payment is calculated by use of the "buy-down" mortgage method. 

Reimbursable incidental expenses are necessary and reasonable incidental costs that are incurred 
by the displaced person in purchasing a replacment dwelling, excluding prepaid expences such as 
real estate taxes and insurance. The maximum reimbursable amount for these incidental 
expenses upon the cost of the comparable selected in the replacement housing study. 

A displaced person who has leased and occupied a subject dwelling for at least 90 days 
prior to the initiation of negotiations for the property may receive a replacement rental housing 
payment of up to $5,250. The replacement rental housing payment is the difference between the 
monthly cost of housing for the subject dwelling, plus utilities, and the monthly cost of housing 
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for a comparable replacement rental unit, plus utilities, over a period of 42 months. Owner 
occupants of from 90-179 days prior to the initition of negotiations for the subject dwelling are 
eligible for the same replacement rental housing payments as tenants. 

As an alternative to renting, a displace tentat occupant may elect to apply the rental 
replacement housing eligibility amount toward the down payment needed to purchase a 
replacement dwelling. 

The comparable properties used in calculating any replacement housing payment 
eligibility must comply with all loca standards for decent, safe and sanitary (DS&S) housing, and 
be within the financial means of the displaced person. 

If affordable, comparable, DS&S replacement housing cannot be provided within the 
statutory maximums of $22,500 for 180-day owner occupants or $5,250 for 90-day tentants or 
short term owners, the maximums may be exceeded on a case by case basis. This may only be 
done after the completion and approval of a detailed study that documents the housing problem, 
explores the available replacement options and selects the most feasible and cost effective 
alternative for implementation. 

In addition, eligible displaceld residential occupants may be reimbursed for the expense 
of moving personal property up to a maximum distance of fifty (50) miles, using either an actual 
cost or fixed schedule method. 

Actual cost moves are based upon the lower of at least two commercial moving 
estimates, and must be documented with receipted bills or invoices. Other incidental moving 
expenses, such as utility reconnection charges, may also be paid in the same manner. 

As an alternative method, the fixed schedule move offers a lump sum, all-inclusinve 
payment based upon the number of rooms to be moved. Other incidental costs are not separately 
reimbursable with this method. 

Non-residential displaced persons such as businesses, farms or non-profit organizations 
may also receive reimbursement for the expense of relocating and re-establishing operations at a 
replacement site on either an actual cost or fixed payment basis. 

Under the actual cost method, a non-residential displaced person may receive 
reimbursement for necessary and reasonable expenses for moving its personal property, the loss 
of tangible personal property that is not moved, the cost of searching for a replacement site, and 
a re-establishment allowance of up to $10,000. 

The actual reasonable moving expenses may be paid for a move by a commercial mover 
or for a self-move. Payments for the actual reasonable expenses are limited to a 50-mile radius 
unless the State determines a longer distance is necessary. The expenses claimed for actual cost 
moves must be supported by firm bids and receipted bills. An inventory of the items to be 
moved must be prepared in all cases. In self-moves, the State will negotiate an amount for 
payment, usually lower than the lowest acceptable bid. The allowable expenses of a self-move 
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may include amounts paid for equipment hired, the cost of using the business vehicles or 
equipment, wages paid to persons who participate in the move, the cost of actual supervision of 
the move, replacement insurance for the personal property moved, costs of licenses or permits 
required and other related expenses. 

In addition to the actual moving expenses mentioned above, the displaced business is 
entitled to receive a payment for the actual direct losses of tangible personal property that the 
business is entitled to relocate but elects not to move. These payments may only be made after 
an effort by the owner to sell the personal property involved. The costs of the sale are also 
reimbursable moving expenses. 

If the business elects not to move or to discontinue the use of an item, the payment shall 
consist of the lesser of: the fair market value of the item for continued use at the displacement 
site, less the proceeds from its sale; or the estimated cost of moving the item. 

If an item of personal property which is used as part of a business or farm operation is not 
moved and is promptly replaced with a substitute item that performs a comparable function at the 
replacement site, payment shall be of the lesser of: the cost of the substitute item, including 
installation costs at the replacement site, minus any proceeds from the sale or trade-in of the 
replaced item; or the estimated cost of moving and reinstalling the replaced item. 

In addition to the moving payment described above, a business may be eligible for a 
payment of up to $10,000 for the actual reasonable and necessary expenses of reestablishing at 
the replacement site. Generally, reestablishment expenses include certain repairs and 
improvements to the replacement site, increased operating costs, exterior signing, advertising the 
replacement location and other fees paid to reestablish. Receipted bills and other evidence of 
these expenses are required for payment. The total maximium reestablishment payment 
eligibility is $10,000. 

In lieu of all moving payments described above, a business may elect to receive a fixed 
payment equal to the average annual net earnings of the business. This payment shall not be less 
than $1,000 nor more than $20,000. In order to be entitled to this payment, the State must 
determine that the business cannot be relocated without a substantial loss of its existing 
patronage; the business is not part of a commercial enterprise having more than three other 
establishments in the same or similar business that are not being acquired; and the business 
(continued)ributes materially to the income of a displaced owner during the two taxable years 
prior to the year of the displacement. A business operated at the displacement site solely for the 
purpose of renting to others is not eligible. Considerations in the State's determination of loss of 
existing patronage are the type of business conducted by the displaced business and the nature of 
the clientele. The relative importance of the persent and proposed locations to the displaced 
business and the availability of suitable replacement sites are also factors. 

In order to determine the amount of the "in lieu of moving expenses payment, the 
average annual net earnings of the business is to be one-half of the net earnings, before taxes 
during the two taxable years immediately preceding the taxable year in which the business is 
relocated.   If the two taxable years are not representative, the State may use another two-year 
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period  that  would  be  more representative.     Average  annual  net  earnings  include  any J^m 
compensatiopn paid by the business to the owner, owner's spouse, or dependents during the 
period. Should a business be in operation less that two years, the owner of the business may still 
be elibible to receive the "in lieu of payment. In all cases, the owner of the businessmust 
provide information to support its net earings, such as income tax returns or certified financial 
statements, for the tax years in question. 

• 
Displaced farms and non-profit organizations are also eligible for actual reasonable 

moving costs up to 50 miles, actual direct losses of tangible personal property, search costs up to 
$1,000 and reestablishment expenses up to $10,000 or a fixed payment "in lieu of actual 
moving expenses of $1,000 to $20,000. The State may determine that a displaced farm may be 
paid a minimum of $1,000 to a maximum of $20,000, based upon the net income of the farm, 
provided that the farm has been relocated or the partial acquisition caused a substantial change in 
the nature of the farm. In some cases, payments "in lieu of actual moving costs may be made to 
farm operations that are affected by a partial acquisition. A non-profit organization is eligible to 
receive a fixed payment or an "in lieu of actual moving cost payment, in the amount of $1,000 
to $20,000 based on gross annual revenues less administrative expenses. 

A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments available to displaced persons, 
businesses, farms and non-profit organizations is available in the "Relocation Assistance" 
brochure that will be distributed at the public hearing for this project and be given to displaced 
persons. 

Federal and state laws require that the State Highway Administration shall not proceed ^H) 
with any phase of a project which will cause the relocation of any persons, or proceed with any ^^ 
construction project, until it has furnished satisfactory assurances that the above payments will 
be provided, and that all displaced persons will be satisfactorily relocated to comparable decent, 
safe and sanitary housing within their financial means, or that such housing is in place and has 
been made available to the displaced person. 

PUBLIC LAW 105-117 

On November 21,1997, President WUliam J. Clinton signed 
Public Law 105-117, amending the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, also 
known as the Uniform Act. The law became effective on the 
same day that it was assigned. 

Public Law 105-117 provides that a person who is an alien 
and is not lawfully present in the United States shall not be 
elibible for relocation payments or other assitance under 
the Uniform Act. It also directed all State displacing agencies 
that utilize Federal funds in their projects to implement 
procedures for compliance with the 1997 amendments, in 
order to safeguard that funding. 

• 
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To this end, displaced persons will be asked to certify 
to their Citizenship or alien status prior to receiving payment or 
other benefits under the relocation assistance program. 
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MARYLAMD 210 rf^^- REGIONAL TRAVEL DEMAND ANALYSIS 

CORRIDOR STUDY VSgy DRAFT TECHNICAL DOCUMENTATION 

TNTRODUCTION 

As a part of the MD 210 project planning study sponsored by the Maryland State Highway 
Administration (SHA), COG/TPB staff was asked to apply the regional travel demand forecasting 
model to evaluate the transportation demand of various transportation alternatives along the study 
corridor. COG staff completed the travel demand for the first set of alternatives and summarized 
the results in a March 24, 1999 report. The report, which was presented at the March 24, 1999 
Alternative Recommendations meeting, briefly described each alternative and summarized travel 
time and corridor level mode choice results. 

In December, 1999 and January, 2000 COO siaff analyzed iravd demand for a second set of 
alternatives. This report summarizes these results, and compares them to the results presented in the 
March 24, 1999 report. 

ASSUMPTIONS 

All of the alternatives tested assumed 2020 land use conditions (round 6a) and the transportation 
assumptions were developed around the FY 99-04 Constrained Long-Range Plan (CLRP). The 
definition of HOV in the HOV alternatives refers to HOV-3. The HOV alternatives assume 24-hour 
HOV lanes on the Capital Beltway from MD 210 across.the Woodrow Wilson Bridge to U.S. 1 in 
Virginia. The HOV lanes in alternative 4B would have direct access to the Beltway HOV lanes, 

creating an HOV system. 

A. Baseline (No-Build) (run previously): The baseline scenario is based on the highway and 

transit assumptions in the CLRP. 

This scenario, as well as all the alternatives, assumes 10 lanes and a SI.00 toll on the 
Woodrow Wilson Bridge. MD 210 is assumed to have 3 travel lanes in each direction. 

B. Alternative 1-B (run previously): This alternative assumes the same highway assumptions 
as in the baseline scenario, but uses an enhanced transit network. 

This enhanced transit network was based on transit assumptions from the Woodrow Wilson 
Bridge study and were further modified to accommodate the MD 210 corridor. These 
mndifications were based on submissions from WMATA and Prince Georges' County. The 
enhanced transit network includes routes and assumptions from the Prince George's County 
Transit Development Master Plan (TDMP) and assumes that the headways for all peak bus 
service would not exceed 15 minutes. The transit network includes a combination of local 
bus service and express bus service to and from the Park and Ride Lots along MD 210 and 
Anacostia Metrorail station. 
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS 

The follow summaries include data from the previous alternatives for comparison purposes. 

MARYLAND 210                                               #^^5^ REGIONAL TRAVEL DEMAND ANALYSIS 
CORRIDOR STUDY ^g^y DRAFT TECHNICAL DOCUMENTATION 

C. Alternative 1-B2: This alternative pivots off of alternative 1-B.   It assumes the same \^m 
highway assumptions as in the baseline scenario, but increases transit service from 
Alternative 1-B. 

Using the transit service coded in Alternative 1-B as a base, alternative 1-B2 included 
additional park-and-ride lots, additional and modified bus routes, and increased frequency 
of bus service. Additional park-and-ride lots are in the MD 210 corridor. Additional and 
modified bus routes include service between the MD 210 corridor and Arlington (Crystal 
City / Pentagon area), Alexandria (Old Town / Eisenhower Ave. area), Tysons Corner, 
Boiling AFB, Andrews AFB, the Anacostia Metro station, and downtown DC. August, 
1999 letters (attached) from WMATA and MTA outline the assumptions coded in this 
alternative. 

D. Alternative 4(run previously): Two-lane, reversible flow, barrier-separated HOV facility 
from Capital Beltway to MD 228. 

There are 3 access and 3 egress ramps assumed in this alternative located at the vicinity of ^^ 
Fort Washington Road, Livingston/Palmer Road, and north of MD 373. It was assumed that ^^ 
the HOV lanes would only operate during the morning and evening rush and would not 
provide any additional off-peak general use capacity. 

E. Alternative 4B: This alternative pivots off of alternative 4. The transit assumptions are the 
same as in 1-B2, above. The HOV assumptions are similar to those of alternative 'I, with 
some access modifications. 

There is a two-lane reversible, barrier-separated HOV facility in the median of MD 210 from 
MD 228 to the Capital Beltway. There are three general use lanes in each direction. Direct 
connections from the HOV lanes to/from the S-curve/I-295 and the Capital Beltway to the 
west are included. Interchanges, instead of intersections, are assumed at all major road 
crossings on MD 210 from Old Fort Road South to the Capital Beltway. HOV on MD 210 
is assumed to operate during the morning and evening rush in the peak direction and would 
not provide any additional off-peak general use capacity. 

• 
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MARYLAND 210 
CORRIDOR STUDY 

R£GJONAL TRAVEL DEMAND ANALYSIS 
DRAFT TECHNICAL DOCUMENTATION 

A. Travel Time Summaries 

The following table represents travel times from the specific origin zone and destination 

zone pairs within the following markets, 

DESTINATIONS 

1                 Oxon Hill Downtown D.C Arlington 

Base) Alt 1B|AIMB2 Alt 4  j Alt 48 Base AIMS Alt1B2| Alt 4 Alt 48 Base | Alt 1B |Alt 1B2| Alt 4 | Alt 4B 

CO 
2 
CD 

O 

CO 
<N 
CM 

1 

LOV 38 38 36 39 39 79 79 76 80 80 77 77 76 79 79 

HOV N/A N/A 36 20 18 N/A N/A 76 52 52 N/A N/A 76 46 46 

Transit 53 53 25 28 25 77 77 65 77 65 76 76 62 76 62 

a? 
o 
c 
CO 

LOV 18 18 19 18 18 59 59 59 59 59 57 57 58 59 59 

HOV N/A N/A 19 12 10 N/A N/A 59 44 44 N/A N/A 58 38 38 

Transit 32 32 26 21 26 69 69 69 69 69 68 68 54 61 54 

B.        Corridor-Level Mode-Choice Results 

The following data were derived from the COG mode-choice model. The model 
output was sorted to include only information for the study corridor. This process 
enables the analysis of the data which are more pertinent to MD 210. The 13,000 
HOV persons in the baseline scenario are from trip origins in Arlington/Alexandria 
and destinations in Washington, D.C. and are generated from the 1-66 and 1-395 HOV 
lanes. The majority of the 370,700 transit trips are those trips occurring within the 
District of Columbia and from Arlington and Alexandria to D.C 

Corridor Level Mode Choice Results - Total Average Daily Person Trips 

LOV HOV TRANSIT 

Bosoline   ••:•••::• •',.: .:s69.8oo 13.000 .370,700 

Difference % Change Difference % Change Difference % Change 

AJl I-B -1,900 -0.3% 300 2.2K 2,200 0.6% 

Alt 1-B2 -3,300 -0.6% -300 -2.3% 3,600 0.9% 

ALT 4 -30,000 -3.3% 30,600 233.4% -100 0.0% 

ALT4B -33,100 -5.8% 33,400 256.9% -110 0.0% 

//<?!/ stU   rjc »M    -ts*- O 4 ! T 

In summary, the preliminary results show that alternative 4B (barrier-separated HOV with enhanced 
transit from alternative 1-B2) has the greatest impact on the study corridor with HOV impacts 10 
times those of transit. 

Page 
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MASS TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Parris N. Glendening, Governor   •   John D. Porcari, Secretary   •   Ronald L. Freeland, Administrator 

August 24, 1999 

Mike CUfford 
Department of Transportation Planning 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments 
777 North Capital Street, N.W. 
Washington DC 20002-4239 

Dear Mr. Clifford- 

Enclosed is a list of Maryland's Mass Transit Administration proposed transit 
routes for the MD210 Multi Modal Study modeling effort. If you have and questions, 
please feel free to contact iiae. 

Sincerely,     /'/ 

Mary Anne Polkiewicz 
Regional Planner 

cc:       Nancy Noonan, Chief of Regional Planning, MTA 
Joel Eisenfeld, Regional Planner, MTA 
Heather Murphy, Project Manger, SHA 

My phone number (410) 161-3426        FAX number (410)  333-04S9       TTY(410)  539-3497 
William Donald Schaefer Tower • 6 Saint Paul Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1614 

Toll Free #1-888-218-2267 

• 

# 

Sincerely,     / '     „ 

O 
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Southern Maryland Transit Service Proposal 

910 Indian Head Service 

Headways      Trips   Hours 

AM 

Stops 

PM 

AM 

PM 

905 St. Mary's County Service: 

AM 
Headways       Trips   Hours 
5 mins. 42       4:30-7:25 

PM 5 mins 42       2:50-6:15 

Stops 

Fares 

10 mins. 15 5:00-7:20 Indian Head 
Bryons Road 
Accokeek* 
Washington 

$3.35 
$2.85 
$2.00 

10 mins. 15 3:20-5:40 Washington 
Accokeek* 
Bryons Road 

$2.00 
$2.85 

Indian Head $3.35 

service: 

Headways Trips Hours Stops Fares 
3 mins 58 5:00-7:51 La Plata (29) 

US301 Wakknf 
Washington 

$3.35 
$3.35 

3 mins 58 3:00-5:51 Washington 
US301 Waldorf 
La Plata (29) 

$3.35 
$3.35 

Fares 
Califoniia(21Trips) $4.35 
Charlotte Hall $3.85 
MD5 Waldorf $3.35 
Washington 

Washington 
MD5 Waldorf $3.35 
Charlotte Hall $3.85 
California (21 Trips) $4.35 

•Accokeek Park and Ride fare based on WMATA fares. 
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Southern Maryland Transit Service Proposal 

"Kitchen Sink" Items 

Indian Head Reverse Commute: 

m 

AM 
Headways 
ISmins. 

Trips   Hours 
6         6:00-7:15 

Stops 
Anacostia Metro 
Oxon Hill P&R 
Indian Head NSW 

Fares 
$3.35 
$3.35 

PM 15iums 6           3:30-4:45 Indian Head NSW 
Oxon Hill P&R 
Anacostia Metro 

$3.35 
$3.35 

Paxtuxent River NAS Reverse Commute: 

Headways      Trips   Hours 
AM     20mins. 6 5:00-6:40 

Headways       Trips   Hours 
PM      20mins. 6 3:30-5:10 

Stops Fares 
Anacostia Metro $4.35 
Oxon Hill P&R $5.85 
MD5 P&R $3.35 
Patuxent NAS 

Stops Fares 
Patuxent NAS 
MD5P&R $3.35 
Oxon Hill P&R $3.85 
Anacostia Metro $4.35 

Indian Head to Tysons Comer: 

Headways      Trips   Hours 
AM     20 mins. 

PM     20 mins. 

Stops Fares 
6 5:00-6:40 Indian Head $4.85 

Bryons Road $4.35 
Accokeek* $2.00 
Tysons Comer 

6 4:00-5:40 Tysons Comer 
Accokeek* $2.00 
Bryons Road $4.35 
Indian Head $4.85 

•Accokeek Park and Ride fare is based on WMATA fare. 
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Indian Head to Crystal City: 

Headways      Trips   Hours 
AM     20inms. 6 5:00-6:40 

Stops 
Indian Head 
Bryons Road 
Accokeek* 
Crystal City 

Fares 
$4.35 
$3.85 
S2.00 

PM      20niins. 6 4:00-5:40 Crystal City 
Accokeek* 
Bryons Road 
Indian Head 

$2.00 
$3.85 
$4.35 

Waldorf to Boiling AFB: 

Headways      Trips   Hours 
AM     20inms. 6 5:30-7:10 

Stops 
US301 P&R 
Accokeek* 
Boiling AFB 

Fares 
$3.35 
$2.00 

PM     20inms. 6 3:30-5:10 Boiling AFB 
Accokeek 
US301 P&R 

$2.00 
$3.35 

•Accokeek Park and Ride fare is based on WMATA fare. 

e^ 
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Washington 
Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority 

600 fifth Street. NW 

Washington. D.C. 20001 

2n5/9R3-1224 

By Metrcrail: 
Juditiary Sovare-Red Line 

Gallery Place-Chinatown 
Red, Green and 

Yellow lines 

A Distria of Columbia. 
Maryland and Virginia 

Transit Partnership 
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August 23, 1999 
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c 
Mr.-bttny IWau.uS •mOtu. d\iPw*'J ^y 
Department of Transportation Planning y 

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments 
777 North Capitol Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20002-4239 

Dear LanTT >\^.V 

I am enclosing descriptions of both local and express bus routes to be coded 
and modeled for the Maryland Route 210 Major Investment Study. While the 
descriptions should be fairly self-explanatory, please feel free to call me at (202) 
962-1034 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Kathleen Donodeo 
Associate Director 

cc: Heather Murphy, MD SHA 

# 

• 

• 

• 
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Suggested WMATA - Compact Area Routes for Modelling 
Maryland Route 210 MIS 

Local Routes 

All routes on 10-minute headways, all fares $1.10 

Add shuttle from Oxon Hill Park & Ride to National Harbor. 

Code all existing routes as they currently operate; have them merge into 
the HOV lanes as soon as they are permanently on Route 210. 

Add one route serving Route 210 from Accokeek Park & Ride to uxon 
Hill Park & Ride and then continuing on to Anacostia Metrorail Station. 
This route would not use the HOV lanes. 

Express Routes 

All routes on 10-minute headways 

18 routes: three origin pairs, each servicing six different destinations 

Origin Stops 

ABC Park & Ride 

Oxon Hill Park & Ride 

Brandywine Park & Ride 
(Via Route 223) 
Ft. Washington Park & Kide 

Destination Stops 

Tysons Corner 

Old Town Alexandria 
Crystal City 
Pentagon 

Eisenhower Valley 

Boiling Air Force Base 
Andrews Air Force Base 

Anacostia Metrorail 

Ft. Belvoir 

Tysons Corner 

Old Town Alexandria 
Crystal City 
Pentagon 

Eisenhower Valley 

Fares 

$2.00 

$2.00 

$2.00 

$1.10 

$1.10 

$2.00 

$2.00 
(For all 
Routes) 
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