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T.1.A.2 Other Agencies

#1 

#2 

CITY OF GAITHERSBURG – NOVEMBER 6, 2020 LETTER 

Response to DEIS Comment #1 
The second culvert noted north of Muddy Branch is tracked by MDOT SHA as MDOT SHA drainage investigation 
number 19-DM-MO-001.  Another drainage issue at the upstream end of the Muddy Branch culvert is tracked as 
14-DM-MO-009 for a failed pipe under the noise wall, and MDOT SHA records indicate a temporary repair was
completed.

The Developer is required to address any drainage investigations that are within the limits of disturbance (LOD) and 
to mitigate for any issue that is outside the LOD, but under the influence from the MDOT SHA ROW.  In the DEIS, 
the culvert in question, under 19-DM-MO-001, was within the LOD; however, as the roadway designs were refined 
and the LOD reduced for the Preferred Alternative as detailed in the SDEIS and the FEIS, this area was removed 
from the LOD, and the area of impact was avoided. Therefore, the project is not expected to include storm drainage 
improvements for this location.  MDOT SHA will need to address the culvert outside of the Managed Lanes Study.   

Response to DEIS Comment #2 
With the refined design, MDOT SHA does not anticipate that the culvert conveying Muddy Branch under I-270 will 
be within the Limits of Disturbance of the Preferred Alternative, so augmentation will not be necessary.  As a result, 
the existing path connecting the residential neighborhood is not proposed to be impacted.  However, if the path 
should be disrupted, arrangements for a temporary alternate access will be provided. 
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CITY OF GAITHERSBURG – AUGUST 20, 2020 EMAIL 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #1 
MDOT SHA understands that the zoning designations across the multiple jurisdictions within the study corridors 
evaluated in the DEIS (Montgomery County, Prince George’s County, Fairfax County, City of Rockville, City of 
Gaithersburg) are defined differently. To present existing conditions consistently among the different jurisdictions, 
the team sorted the jurisdictions’ relevant zoning codes and characterized them in similar terms.  

Note that the “relevant zoning codes” used for the study included the City of Gaithersburg zoning data clipped 
within the CEA Analysis Area, which was downloaded from the City of Gaithersburg GIS web map 
(maps.gaithersburgmd.gov/gallery/) in 2018. 

 
Response to DEIS Comment #2 
Yes, the 0.2 acres of impact were taken from the Malcolm King Park and Morris Park properties. When it came to 
evaluating land use/zoning impacts, the team reviewed impact data and manually re-categorized the R-A: Low 
Density Residential code for these two properties as “Park/Open Space.” 

 
Response to DEIS Comment #3 
Residential impacts in the Gaithersburg CEA Analysis Area Community were taken from the following City of 
Gaithersburg codes: R-6, R-20, R-90, R-90 C, R-A (from properties not identified as parks), R-B, and RP-T. 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #4 
The City of Gaithersburg codes E-2 and E-1 were assigned the high-level category of “Commercial/Employment.” 

 
Response to DEIS Comment #5 
In general, “transportation” was defined as land area considered transportation use by jurisdictions that was 
remaining after the MDOT SHA right-of-way was “removed” in the GIS evaluation process. 

 

NOTE: The purpose of the existing and impacted land use/zoning evaluation presented in the DEIS is to give readers 
a general sense of land use changes throughout the study corridor, rather than an exact count of the impacts that 
will be determined in final design. This is because of the differences in land use/zoning GIS data among the impacted 
jurisdictions (i.e. imprecise boundaries or unavoidable overlap in use designations when combining different codes 
into high-level categories) and the difference in boundaries between the Study’s “Gaithersburg CEA Analysis Area” 
and the City of Gaithersburg proper. Impacts to properties, provided in the Property and Acquisition subsection of 
the DEIS Chapter 4, provide a more accurate assessment of acreage impacts per property as this evaluation uses 
more precise and consistent parcel GIS data. The explanation provided in this paragraph has been added to the FEIS 
to clarify to readers the purpose of the Land Use and Zoning subsection. Final property impact acreages will be 
finalized during final design. 
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#1 

CITY OF GAITHERSBURG  - AUGUST 14, 2020 LETTER 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to DEIS Comment #1 
Thank you for the information on the process for submitting a water quality and/or quantity waiver. MDOT SHA will 
use this process if a Quantity Waiver is needed. 
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CITY OF ROCKVILLE TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

 

The State of Maryland does not have enough funds to construct improvements of the magnitude associated with the Preferred 
Alternative. Additionally, the State does not have enough bonding capacity to take out loans to pay for the improvements, 
even with the promise of tolls to pay them back. Therefore, the State elected to use a P3 approach to fund the project.   

A P3 is an alternative model for delivery of a capital project in which the governmental sector works with the private entities. 
The particular P3 model identified for Phase 1 is a progressive multi step approach.   This P3 model, like others, seeks to make 
the most of private sector expertise, innovation, and financing to deliver public infrastructure for the benefit of the public 
owner and users of the infrastructure. This P3 agreement includes designing, building, financing, operating, and maintaining 
a transportation facility, however, MDOT SHA would continue to own all lanes and infrastructure on I-495 and I-270 and 
ensure the highway meets their intended transportation function. 

While concerns over the Purple Line project are understandable, the P3 Agreements are different from the Purple Line and 
other P3s in Maryland, in that this process uses a multi-step Progressive P3 model to further identify and reduce impacts and 
risks. The first step of this process is the collaborative Predevelopment Work.  The evaluation criteria for the Predevelopment 
Work focused on reducing project risk, providing schedule certainty and the ability to deliver Phase 1 with no State of Maryland 
funding. The Developer for the project proposed a sound approach to delivering Phase 1 that will greatly reduce the likelihood 
of challenges that other projects have faced. The Progressive P3 approach allows the Developer to closely collaborate with 
MDOT, Maryland Transportation Authority (MDTA) and other stakeholders during the Predevelopment phase before finalizing 
its design and pricing, which will reduce and mitigate risks and challenges that would exist in a more traditional procurement 
process as well as other P3 models. Refer to Chapter 9, Section 9.3.5 for a response to P3 Program.  

 
Response to DEIS Comment #1 
The Study’s Purpose and Need allowed for a robust analysis of a full range of alternatives that included evaluation of non-
tolled, general purpose lanes, tolled managed lanes, transit only, and a combination of highway and transit improvements. 
Initially a range of 15 preliminary alternatives were identified and analyzed based on previous studies and planning 
documents, input from the public and federal, state, and local agencies during the scoping process. Additional alternatives 
were identified and analyzed in direct response to public and agency comments for a total of eighteen different alternatives, 
including the Preferred Alternative.     

Based on past regional studies and agency and public comments, MDOT SHA considered four separate, standalone transit 
alternatives: 14A (heavy rail), 14B (light rail), 14C (fixed guideway Bus Rapid Transit, off current alignment), and 15 (dedicated 
Bus Managed Lanes on existing alignment).  None of these alternatives would address existing traffic or long-term traffic 
growth on I-495 and I-270. Refer to DEIS, Chapter 2 and DEIS, Appendix B.     

With respect to either heavy or light rail alternatives, the 2002 Capital Beltway/Purple Line Study (2002 Study) analyzed 
circumferential rail corridors (approximately 42 miles) along the Capital Beltway Corridor.  This analysis concluded: 
“Congestion on the Beltway itself as well as demand on the other transportation facilities is so great that no single highway 
or transit improvement will provide significant relief to the long-term demand,” (2002 Study, page S-17).  It was also 
recommended that studies of the highway and transit alternatives be conducted separately because transit operates more 
efficiently if it serves areas where people live and work.  Refer to DEIS, Appendix B.  This analysis also stressed the basic fact 
that people do not live and work “on the Beltway” and that transit options generally service users by directly connecting 
activity (housing and work) locations.  

Importantly, major standalone transit projects in the study area have been approved and are in the process of being 
constructed.  For example, the U.S. Federal Transit Administration approved the Record of Decision for the Purple Line project 
in 2014.  The project, a 16-mile two-track light rail system, accommodates significant demand for transit within this priority 
corridor and offers connections between two ends of the WMATA Red Line, and to key destinations such as the downtown 
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Silver Spring Transit Center and the University of Maryland, inside the Capital Beltway. The Purple Line FEIS and Purple Line 
Travel Forecasts Results Report also evaluated vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the region.  In 2040, under the Purple Line, 0.07 
percent less vehicle miles would be traveled in the region each day versus the 2040 No Build alternative.  While the Purple 
Line will provide additional travel options connecting activity centers, the relatively small change in VMT would benefit the 
corridor roadway system where the reduction would occur.  In the 2008 Purple Line Alternatives Analysis/DEIS, a heavy rail 
option was considered but that alternative was dropped from detailed review because of several factors that are also present 
in this project: prohibitive capital costs, lack of overall cost-effectiveness due to high construction costs, as well as greater 
environmental impacts related to the intensity of construction of new heavy rail infrastructure. Congestion on I-495 and the 
demand for transportation is so great that transit and roadway improvements are needed to address the congestion in the 
region (2002 Capital Beltway / Purple Line Study). 

As with all the alternatives under the Preliminary Range of Alternatives, these non-highway options were evaluated using the 
various project needs, a review of available data, similar proposals that had been made over time, as well as a qualitative 
traffic assessment of each alternative’s potential to reduce congestion on I-495 and I-270. See DEIS Appendix B at pgs. 19-27. 
The standalone transit options failed to address all the major areas of need identified and had major engineering and 
operational challenges associated with them.  As one example, the Purple Line FEIS and Purple Line Travel Forecasts Results 
Report evaluated the impact of transit alternatives on overall automobile usage by presenting the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
in the region. The results showed that in 2040, under the Purple Line Preferred Alternative, 0.07 percent less VMT would be 
traveled each day in the region versus the 2040 Purple Line No Build Alternative. Based upon the analysis conducted and 
presented and input from agencies and public, FHWA and MDOT determined they would not adequately address long-term 
traffic growth, address trip reliability, roadway choices, and none of them accommodated homeland security and freight 
movement needs.  For these reasons, those standalone transit alternatives were dropped from further consideration. Refer 
to DEIS, Chapter 2, Section 2.5.2. 

Although these standalone transit alternatives were found to not meet the Study’s Purpose and Need (consistent with findings 
of the multiple planning studies summarized above), multiple transit elements have been incorporated into the Study to 
address the identified multi-modal and connectivity needs in the study area as a complement to the congestion relief offered 
by the proposed highway improvements. These include: 

• Allowing bus transit usage of the high occupancy toll (HOT) managed lanes toll free to provide an increase in
speed of travel, assurance of a reliable trip, and connection to local bus service/systems on arterials that directly
connect to urban and suburban activity centers;

• Accommodating direct and indirect connections from the HOT managed lanes to existing transit stations and
planned Transit Oriented Development at the Shady Grove Metro, Twinbrook Metro, Montgomery Mall Transit
Center, and Medical Center Metro

MDOT SHA has also committed to regional transit improvements to enhance existing and planned transit and support new 
opportunities for regional transit service including increasing the number of new bus bays at Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority’s (WMATA) Shady Grove Metrorail Station and increasing parking at the Westfield Montgomery Mall Transit 
Center.  
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This page is intentionally left blank. Transit elements were also considered by the Transit Work Group and the joint I-495/American Legion Bridge 
Transit/Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study by the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transit and the 
Maryland Department of Transportation Maryland Transit Administration. Both of these initiatives resulted in reports. The 
Transit Service Coordination Report completed in coordination with the Transit Work Group was made available to the public 
in June 2020 on the P3 Program website (https://495-270-p3.com/transitbenefits/) and it is being used to inform affected 
counties and transit providers about the significant transit opportunities offered by managed lanes such as strategies to 
maximize the benefits of reliability and speed; provide a basis for the evaluation and prioritization of future capital and 
operating needs in the service area; and initiate discussions about ways to incorporate regional transit services into the P3 
Program. The I-495/ALB Transit/TDM Final Report and Plan was completed in March 2021 and was posted online. 
(http://www.drpt.virginia.gov/media/3375/i495_alb_transittdm_study_finalreport_030521_combined.pdf) It identified a 
series of potential investment packages to provide new mobility choices to service bi-state travel. Each package outlined a 
combination of transit service elements, technology enhancements, Commuter Assistance Programs, and parking needs. The 
investment packages offered options to move more people across the American Legion Bridge (ALB) in fewer vehicles. 

On August 11, 2021, in accordance with Maryland law, MDOT and MDTA received approval from the Board of Public Works 
to award the Phase 1 P3 Agreement to the Selected Proposer. In accordance with the terms and conditions of the Phase 1 P3 
Agreement, MDOT and the Selected Proposer will further advance predevelopment work on Phase 1 South, which includes I-
495 from the vicinity of the George Washington Memorial Parkway across the American Legion Bridge to I-270 and on I-270 
up to I-370. The Developer has proposed an estimated $300 million for transit services in Montgomery County over the 
operating term of Phase 1 South. Moreover, upon financial close of the Section P3 Agreement for Phase 1 South, MDOT 
is committed to fund not less than $60 million for design and permitting of high-priority transit investments in 
Montgomery County and committed to deliver the Metropolitan Grove Bus Operations and Maintenance facility including the 
necessary bus fleet. Refer to FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2. 

Response to DEIS Comment #2 
FHWA and MDOT SHA have considered the comments in opposition to managed or tolled lanes in the context of the Study’s 
Purpose and Need and the proposed action’s ability to provide substantial, tangible operational benefits to I-495 and I-270. 
Since general purpose lanes are open to all users, they are susceptible to congestion as traffic volumes increase. Once the 
traffic volume reaches a certain threshold, traffic operations slow, remaining congested until traffic volumes decrease. 
Managed lanes remedy this issue by combining two highway management tools- congestion pricing and lane management.  

The price managed lanes included in the proposed action are high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes. HOT lanes often implement a 
combination of vehicle occupancy requirements and variable tolling, whereby high occupancy vehicles may use the roadway 
for a reduced toll rate or free of charge, while low occupancy vehicles pay higher toll rates. Toll payments for these lanes may 
vary by time of day and level of congestion. Minimum vehicle occupancy, such as a minimum of three or more occupants (HOV 
3+), is a common eligibility requirement for managed lanes. Such occupancy restrictions allow for the movement of more 
people relative to the total number of vehicles. Importantly, under the proposed improvements all travelers will be able to 
continue using the same number of existing general purpose lanes for free. The proposed managed lanes are designed to add 
value by providing traffic relief throughout the corridor, including in the free general purpose lanes.  

The goal of the proposed HOT lanes is to maintain free-flowing traffic by using tolls to influence traffic flow.  For this project, 
the HOT lanes will be designed to maintain a minimum average speed of 45 mph or greater for more than 90 percent of the 
time during the morning and evening weekday peak period. As such, the toll rates will be set to ensure the HOT lanes operate 
to established operational metrics, which will apply the economic principles of supply and demand to influence the utilization 
of the HOT lanes. The Developer will be responsible for setting toll rates within the established toll rate ranges that were 
approved by the Maryland Transportation Authority Board in November 2021, following three public comment review 
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 This page is intentionally left blank. periods. As previously mentioned, the general purpose lanes remain free, and the toll rate ranges will only apply to the HOT 
lanes, including discounts for qualifying vehicles. 

Under the Preferred Alternative, new travel choice would become available for all highway users through the addition of tolled 
roadway capacity while maintaining the existing, free general purpose lanes on I-495 and I-270. Mobility and access for 
underserved communities are also increased by the proposed action as a result of new and/or improved bicycle and pedestrian 
access and toll-free travel for transit vehicles and car/vanpools using the managed lanes.  With respect to bus transit usage, it 
is anticipated that increasing the availability of higher speed and more reliable options connecting major transit locations and 
economic centers will have a positive impact on transit usage in the study area by encouraging new transit service or modifying 
routes.  Similarly, because High Occupancy Vehicles (HOVs) with three or more passengers will also travel toll-free on the new 
managed lanes, the use and availability of car and vanpools should be enhanced. These affordable transportation options can 
particularly benefit potential users who may not have reasonable access to personal vehicles.   

Response to DEIS Comment #3 
To date, no Greenhouse Gas (GHG) National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been established by the U.S. EPA 
under the Clean Air Act and Amendments (CAA) and there is no approved regulatory requirement to analyze these emissions 
at a project level for transportation projects.  However, recognizing the importance of GHG emissions, MDOT SHA utilized the 
best available data and the U.S. EPA approved emissions model available at the time of the air quality analysis, MOVES2014, 
to complete a qualitative and quantitative analysis to estimate GHG emissions associated with the Build Alternatives for the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). See DEIS Appendix 1-Air Quality Technical Report.  GHG emissions on the 
affected transportation network for all modeled Build Alternatives in the DEIS were projected to be lower in the opening 
(2025) and design (2040) years compared to base year conditions (2016). All Build Alternatives were projected to slightly 
increase (1.4% on average) annual tailpipe GHG emissions compared to the No Build Alternative in 2040.   

For the Preferred Alternative, an updated GHG analysis was conducted using the newest version of the U.S. EPA approved 
emissions model, MOVES version 3.0.1, or MOVES3, which includes the 2020 SAFE Vehicles Act standards. In addition to using 
the latest version of the emissions model, the analysis also considered the updated design year of 2045 and a significantly 
reduced affected transportation network that was developed for the project level MSAT analysis to better align with the 
reduced limits of build improvements associated with the Preferred Alternative.  

The analysis shows GHG emissions are expected to decline in the Opening and Design years for all GHG pollutants when 
compared to existing conditions. Specifically, for CO2e, there is projected to be a 94,664 TPY decrease (13% reduction) in the 
Opening year and a 67,272 TPY decrease (9% reduction) in the Design year. These reductions occur despite projected increase 
in VMT on the affected network between the 2016 and 2025 and 2045 Build scenarios. See FEIS Appendix K- Final Air Quality 
Technical Report.  

MDOT acknowledges concerns about climate change and Maryland is committed to reducing GHG emissions and to prepare 
our State for the impacts of climate change. The Maryland Commission on Climate Change (MCCC) and its Mitigation Working 
Group (MWG) have demonstrated that commitment by working collaboratively with experts and stakeholders across State 
and local agencies, environmental, non-profit, and academic institutions. The resulting body of work quantifies baseline GHG 
emissions by sector to understand the impacts that specific plans, policies, and programs will have on future emissions 
economy-wide. Statewide analyses indicate that the I-495 & I-270 Managed Lanes project will not impede Maryland’s ability 
to meet its GHG emission reduction goals. In fact, the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Act (GGRA) Plan documents Maryland’s 
existing and future emissions reductions under several scenarios, all of which include this project.  The document illustrates 
that Maryland will not only meet the 40% by 2030 goal, but that we are dedicated to working together to exceed that goal 
and to strive for a 50% reduction by 2030. 
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MDOT continues to be an active partner in the MCCC and Maryland’s GHG reduction efforts.  We are leading the way on 
transportation sector scenario and emissions analyses. We have worked with stakeholders, communities, and our partners on 
the MWG to better understand the impacts of the changes within the transportation sector, ranging from technology 
improvements, such as the deployment of automated, connected, and electric vehicles to the importance of improving 
mobility and expanding telework. 

In addition to an analysis of operational emissions, an analysis of construction emissions associated with the Preferred 
Alternative using the FHWA Infrastructure Carbon Estimator (ICE) is included in the FEIS. See FEIS Chapter 9, Section 3.4.I and 
Appendix K. 

Response to DEIS Comment #4 
The analysis in the DEIS was based on a preliminary design that did not include direct access at Gude Drive or Wootton 
Parkway.  Since that time, MDOT SHA has coordinated with various stakeholders, including the City of Rockville, and has 
updated the design to include direct access connections to the managed lane system at these two interchanges.  The results 
presented in the Supplemental DEIS account for these updates. The results indicate that the net impact of the project will be 
an overall reduction in delay on the surrounding arterials, including a 4.8% reduction in daily delay on the arterials in 
Montgomery County, despite some localized increases in arterial traffic near the managed lane access interchanges.  The 
portions of the local road network with an anticipated increase in volumes were evaluated in more detail as part of the FEIS, 
and mitigation was proposed where needed to maintain acceptable operations and safety per FHWA Interstate Access Point 
Approval guidelines. Refer to Appendix B of the FEIS.  In addition, based on follow-up meetings between MDOT and Rockville, 
additional improvements were considered and incorporated where feasible, including modifications to the right-turning 
movement from the I-270 off-ramp onto eastbound MD 189, additional turn lanes at Wootton Pkwy at Seven Locks Road, and 
additional turn lanes at Gude Drive at Research Blvd. 

Response to DEIS Comment #5 
MDOT SHA’s noise impacts analysis was conducted in compliance with the agency’s Highway Noise Abatement Planning and 
Engineering Guidelines (2020), which are in turn, based on FHWA regulations at 23 C.F.R. Part 772, “Procedures for Abatement 
of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise.” As described in the DEIS, and updated in the SDEIS, the noise analysis 
presents the predicted loudest hour build traffic levels to determine if those noise levels create a traffic noise impact, and if 
so, to determine whether abatement is feasible and reasonable for the Preferred Alternative.  See DEIS and SDEIS Chapters 
4.9; DEIS Appendix J, Noise Impact Analysis and SDEIS Appendix E, Noise Impact Addendum.  

The results of the updated analysis on the Preferred Alternative in the SDEIS showed 64 NSAs in the study area (representing 
a reduction of 69 NSAs from the DEIS).  MDOT SHA then analyzed whether each NSA would experience noise impacts and if 
each location already had an existing noise barrier.  As detailed in the SDEIS and Appendix E, 49 of the 64 NSAs are predicted 
to result in noise impacts; of those 49, eight (8) do not meet established criteria for noise abatement.  See SDEIS, Table 4-21, 
pg. 4-48. A reanalysis of noise for the Preferred Alternative was completed for the FEIS due to design refinements and showed 
59 NSAs in the study area (representing a reduction of 64 NSAs from the SDEIS and 69 NSAs from the DEIS).  As detailed in the 
FEIS and Appendix L, 48 of the 59 NSAs are predicted to result in noise impacts; of those, 8 do not meet the established criteria 
for noise abatement.  See FEIS, Chapter 5, Section 5.9.  

Having established the modeling results, the federal regulations next require the agency to assess whether abatement is 
“feasible and reasonable” based on a series of practical engineering and performance measures.  For the MLS, MDOT SHA 
analyzed several noise barrier scenarios, including keeping existing barriers in place, extending existing barriers and 
replacement of existing barriers that could be displaced by construction activities.  Based on preliminary design assumptions, 
MDOT SHA made recommendations for the installation or replacement of noise barriers. Within the City of Rockville, a 
combination of new, replacement, and existing noise abatement is recommended along Northbound I-270 between Falls Road 
and Gude Drive, and along Southbound I-270 between West Montgomery Avenue and Falls Road.  See FEIS Appendix L, Maps 
13-16 for barrier locations. 
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MDOT SHA also analyzed air quality in compliance with the Clean Air Act and Amendments. As required by the CAA, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) sets the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for airborne pollutants 
that have adverse impacts on human health and the environment. These are referred to as “criteria pollutants” and include 
carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, ozone, particulate matter, nitrogen dioxide, and lead. USEPA also regulates Mobile Source 
Air Toxics (MSATs) including nine priority MSATs. An analysis of the projected emissions of MSATs from the Build Alternatives 
was disclosed in the DEIS and updated for the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS.  

The results of the updated traffic study related to the CO analysis showed that although some interchanges and intersections 
previously identified as being worst case in the DEIS, had different results in the updated analysis. Overall, the maximum peak 
hour volumes and maximum peak hour delays were less than the top three intersections and interchanges used in the DEIS 
analysis.  For this reason, the DEIS analysis can still be assumed to have projected worst-case emissions and that the project 
would not cause or contribute to a violation of the CO NAAQS. The results of the updated MSAT analysis indicated that while 
MSAT concentrations may increase slightly in 2045 in localized areas due to an increase in vehicle miles travelled, there will 
be an overall significant decline (average 89.29%) in MSAT levels from existing conditions.  The analysis shows GHG emissions 
are expected to decline in the Opening and Design years for all GHG pollutants when compared to existing conditions. 
Specifically, for CO2e, there is projected to be a 94,664 TPY decrease (13% reduction) in the Opening year and a 67,272 TPY 
decrease (9% reduction) in the Design year. These reductions occur despite projected increase in VMT on the affected network 
between the 2016 and 2025 and 2045 Build scenarios. 
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FAIRFAX COUNTY PARK AUTHORITY 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to DEIS Comment #1 
The Preferred Alternative as described in the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) and 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) does not directly impact Fairfax County Park Authority property.  

 

Response to DEIS Comment #2 
Native species will be used to the maximum extent practicable as part of the landscaping for the project. Non-
native grass species may be incorporated into turfgrass and erosion and sediment control seed mixes, but no non-
native invasive species will be planted. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #3 
MDOT SHA and FHWA have coordinated with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Virginia 
Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) to ensure protection of bat species within or near the limits of 
disturbance of the Preferred Alternative. Mist netting was not conducted due to USFWS concerns with 
transmitting COVID-19 to bats, however a habitat assessment and acoustic survey were conducted in 2020 and 
the results were appended to the 2021 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) as Appendix 
H. Northern Long-eared and Little Brown bats were not detected near the American Legion Bridge in the 2020 
acoustic survey, however there were four acoustic detections of the Tri-Colored bat near the American Legion 
Bridge. Therefore, the time of year restriction for tree clearing within the Virginia portion of the Preferred 
Alternative LOD will be from April 1 through October 31 in any year to avoid impacts to the bat roost trees during 
roosting season for the tri-colored bat.  

 

Response to DEIS Comment #4 
The study is being conducted in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and the 
Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) has been consulted on archaeological surveys within Virginia. 
Section 106 consultation is expected to be completed through a Programmatic Agreement that will include 
provisions for consultation with VDHR on any additional archaeological surveys in response to project changes. 
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Thank you for your comments on the DEIS.  As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was 
identified after coordination with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback 
received on the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align the 
NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which focused on Phase 1 South 
only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes two new, high-occupancy toll (HOT) managed lanes on I-495 in each direction 
from the George Washington Memorial Parkway to east of MD 187 and conversion of the one existing high-
occupancy vehicle lane in each direction on I-270 to a HOT managed lane and adding one new HOT managed lane 
in each direction on I-270 from I-495 to north of I-370 and on the I-270 east and west spurs.  

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-270 spur to MD 
5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have spanned the entire 
study area. Because these four municipalities (Berwyn Heights, College Park, Greenbelt, and New Carrollton) are 
located outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, impacts to properties and resources within 
these municipalities have now been completely avoided. Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining 
parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to 
additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

 

AG-321



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – FOUR CITIES COALITION 

 FOUR CITIES COALITION – JULY 2020 LETTER 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Based on requests from the public, elected officials and other stakeholders, MDOT SHA and FHWA extended the 
comment period on the DEIS from 90 days to 123 days. The full comment period extended from July 10, 2020 to 
November 9, 2020. 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

No. Page DEIS Section Comments Response
1 General General Included here are highlights of our most substantial comments as well as our recommendations for proceeding. Footnotes in this 

memo are used to reference comments in the attached detailed technical comments. Our comments are consistent with those 
provided throughout the development of the DEIS since early 2018. These comments also reflect input from other Montgomery 
County Agencies including the Department of Environmental Protection, Finance, General Services, and others.

No response needed.

2 General General Listening to the public testimony, the overwhelming majority of the comments opposed the project’s current 
recommendations.[footnote:27] By prematurely eliminating TSM/TDM and Transit alternatives,[footnote: 
26,29,33,44,49,54,59,68,71, 73,75,76,154] and favoring alternatives with four Managed Lanes, [footnote: 16,55,82]  the State has 
restricted its ability to consider meaningful, lower impact, lower cost, lower risk alternatives that improve the performance of these 
highways.39 As a result, the larger “Build” alternatives are, falsely, the only remaining choice available if transportation is to be 
improved along these corridors. We are concerned that this project may exacerbate existing problems and create new impacts 
within our communities and our environment. Of particular concern are increased vehicle miles-traveled and carbon emissions, 
impacts to arterial and local roads near interchanges, poor water
quality and watershed conditions, unacceptable levels of noise in our communities, and the possibility of irreparable harm to historic 
and community resources. As we face enormous challenges, including the need to respond to climate change, it seems that we 
should instead focus our investments on providing more travel options, improving transportation access to address racial and socio-
economic equity. and facilitating growth in more resilient and sustainable forms. [footnote: 127]

Regarding the comment on alternatives with managed lanes, refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 
for a response on Purpose and Need.

Regarding elimination of alternatives, refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to 
Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed Study.

Regarding the comment on impacts to local traffic (Chapter 9, Section 3.4.B), water quality 
(Chapter 9, Section 3.4.E), noise (Chapter 9, Section 3.4.H), historic resources (Chapter 9, 
Section 3.4.C), and access for socio-economic equity (Chapter 9, Section 3.4.D), see 
responses later in the errata related to these individual elements, or refer to the Chapter 9 
response reference noted after each element.

3 General General We urge MDOT to broaden its focus so that this project conforms, at a minimum, to the established practice in the region that new 
express toll facilities provide meaningful and ongoing support to transit, and that the environmental focus of this project be 
expanded to address the impacts of the whole facility and even improve the condition of sensitive resources along the corridors. As 
part of this, we believe that it is advisable to look at combinations of alternatives for different components of the project, including a 
more robust exploration of Transportation Systems Management (TSM) and TSM-plus strategies at specific bottlenecks on these 
corridors. [footnote: 9]

Regarding the comment on meaningful support for transit, refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.3.D 
for a response to Analysis of Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study.

Regarding TSM improvements, refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to 
Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed Study.

4 General General Separately from this DEIS, the State has issued transit recommendations that, at present, remain too limited to serve as a complete 
transit strategy for the study area, and as a complete response to the equity issues created by this project. [footnotes: 2,17,35,67]

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.3.D for a response to Analysis of Alternatives Retained for 
Detailed Study.

5 General General We seek complete mitigation of environmental, [footnote: 63] cultural, social, and equity problems resulting for both the existing 
highways and their expansion, [footnote: 67] and that the project provide master planned pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure on 
all reconstructed facilities, both along and crossing the corridors, with connections and transitions to logical nearby endpoints.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4 for a response on the NEPA approach, analysis and impacts.

6 General General Transit & TSM/TDM Alternatives: We recommend that the project restore consideration of transit and TSM/TDM alternatives, 
either as standalone alternatives, or with detailed transit and TSM/TDM strategies specifically embedded within other alternatives. 
Furthermore, we believe that Purpose and Need and the screening metrics do not address concerns raised by the County throughout 
the process. In the case that the Build alternatives prove to be commercially prohibitive for private firms, the lack of any viable 
option is unfortunate, as there would remain a need to address movement of users throughout the region. TSM/TDM alternatives 
such as Alternative 2 should be retained and improved upon as an option. [footnote: 68]

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on Purpose and Need.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed 
Study.
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7 General General Transit Discussion: The report states “Improved connections to park-and-ride lots, Metrorail, bus, MARC, Purple Line, and Transit 

Oriented Development are anticipated to occur as a result of addressing congestion…”, which would appear to assert that this 
project will address these needs, but there is little further elaboration on how, and to what extent, this will be addressed. 
Throughout the DEIS there are frequent references to the benefits of being able to operate transit and other HOV+ vehicles in the 
managed lanes. This DEIS, and certainly the FEIS, should address in detail what these benefits are, in addition to how the State plans 
to incorporate and implement these actions in the P3 Agreement. 
We seek a meaningful and continuous commitment to transit. The project plan must outline specific improvements to better 
connect the corridors to transit facilities rather than relying on potential, and uncertain, congestion reduction as the means to 
improve this access. This includes the necessary physical infrastructure, such as depots, buses, park & rides, improved access to 
transit facilities, [footnote: 92] and other needs still under evaluation by our DOT and Planning staff, [footnotes: 32,90,109.] This also 
includes constructing master planned BRT facilities along affected segments, and designing the American Legion Bridge to be capable 
of supporting future rail transit (as done with the Woodrow Wilson Bridge). [footnote: 36] Dedicated funding will help support 
continued investment and operation of equitable alternatives to the Managed Lanes. [footnote: 78]

Regarding the comment on transit, refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.3.D for a response to 
Analysis of Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study.

Regarding the comment on transit on the American Legion Bridge, refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 3.3.D for a response to Analysis of Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study.

8 General General Pedestrian/Bike Connections: Include pedestrian/bike facilities across the I-270 and I-495 corridors at interchanges as well as at non-
interchange crossing points. Facilities are expected to meet applicable standards, best practices, and master plans, particularly the 
approved Bicycle Master Plan and the Pedestrian Master Plan currently in development. [footnotes: 91,97] This project must provide 
a holistic, full solution to access and connectivity and cannot rely on the County and other local agencies to resolve these issues in 
the future.

Design of the American Legion Bridge improvements is expected to provide designated space for transit, walking, cycling, and 
convenient connections to the existing community transportation facilities and NPS facilities near the bridge. [footnote: 36]

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 9.3.3 for a response on bicycle/pedestrian facilities and rail on 
the American Legion Bridge.

9 General General I-270 Scope and Termini: Phase 1 of the P3 project includes I-270 but does not include the separate effort evaluating the northern 
portion of I-270. Where in the DEIS is the State providing discussion on the logical termini for this project, and FHWA’s approval to 
split the P3 project into two separate EIS efforts and Records of Decision? [footnote: 43]

There is currently only one NEPA study, the MLS, being conducted under the P3 Program. I-
270 North is being studied independently from the MLS under a pre-NEPA Study. A 
discussion of the rationale for identifying the logical termini for the MLS which reflects the 
area of influence for traffic and environmental analyses, was included in the DEIS in Chapter 
1, Pages 1-1 to 1-2. 

10 General General Development of Alternative Roadway/Interchange Configurations. It appears that the environmental impact analysis is based on 
one basic concept for the managed lanes and is not adopted to the specific alternatives. Furthermore, it does not appear that 
technical alternatives have been developed for specific elements of the project like interchange configurations. Some of these 
elements are very complex and many have may a variety of design alternatives that could avoid impacts to varying extents. MDOT 
should describe and illustrate the range of options considered for each interchange and why the configuration included in the DEIS is 
the least impactful alternative that provides the minimum technical performance required. This analysis should be coupled with an 
assessment of local road performance as described in the following section.

The interchange configurations were modified to accommodate the widened mainline.  If 
some of the interchange movements needed to be modified further to accommodate the 
future traffic, they were revised in the SDEIS and the FEIS.  Additionally, MDOT SHA has 
continued to work with FHWA to evaluate operations and safety at all interchanges within 
the limits of the proposed build improvements as part of the Interstate Access Point 
Approval process. This evaluation included all interchanges and nearby intersections on the 
cross streets.  MDOT SHA's Application for Interstate Access Point Approval is in Appendix B.

11 General Traffic Considerations Ineffective Managed Lanes: This project claims to improve traffic, but the analysis itself finds that in many cases the Managed Lanes 
barely perform better than General-Purpose Lanes, and in some spots perform even worse. [footnotes: 102,116,123,144,145]

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.B for a response to traffic modeling and analysis.

12 General Traffic Considerations Worsened General Purpose Lanes: The General-Purpose lanes worsen in many segments as compared to No Build conditions, as 
demonstrated by both the Travel Time and TTI metrics. This creates a massive equity problem for those who are unable to afford or 
otherwise access the Managed Lanes. [footnote: 2,17,67,102,117,119,120,124,163,174]
Would MDOT accept degraded performance of the General-Purpose lanes in the interest of providing priced managed lanes? 
Penalizing current users of these roads does not seem to be consistent with the stated policy objectives of this program, and by 
restricting access to users it runs counter to the Purpose and Need’s goal of expanding access for users.
If MDOT was to indeed accept this outcome, it would be imperative that equity be considered and actions incorporated into the 
project to address the needs of users most adversely impacted.
Additionally, this outcome might be alleviated to some extent with the inclusion of I-270 north of I-370. It is difficult to justify 
acceptance of poorer performance of Build alternatives under the current analysis framework.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.B for a response to traffic modeling and analysis.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.D for a response to Environmental Justice and equity 
concerns.
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13 General Traffic Considerations Local Road Impacts: A detailed evaluation of the interchanges and connections to the local road network has not been provided. The 

DEIS does not consider what will happen to roads like Gude Drive, Connecticut Avenue, or Colesville Road when more traffic is sent 
to them faster, and whether any time saved by the managed lanes is lost by becoming stuck in downstream congestion. [footnote: 
15,62,104,107,126,129,138,175] These corridors are often already congested and travel through urban areas where automotive 
traffic is not the priority mode. [footnote: 3] This is unacceptable. The County provided locations of concern for study to MDOT in 
the early stages do the DEIS analysis.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.B for a response to traffic modeling and analysis.

14 General Traffic Considerations Transit Impacts: The DEIS does not provide information on how each alternative affects the NADMS along various segments. 
Detailed information must be provided to demonstrate how the alternatives may impact existing or planned transit services. 
[footnote: 179] Furthermore, the study must demonstrate how these impacts will be mitigated. It should be noted that the County 
has established NADMS goals for most areas along these corridors as a specific policy objective to be met. The DEIS should 
demonstrate how the project is consistent with these pre-established and adopted transportation objectives.

The Preferred Alternative, Alternative 9 - Phase 1 South, includes HOT lanes, which promote 
the use of non-SOV vehicles by providing a free, reliable trip for HOV 3+ vehicles and buses.  
Additionally, the project includes commitments for bicycle, pedestrian, and further transit 
improvements.  See Chapter 3, Section 3.1.4 for transit-related elements and Section 3.1.5 
for pedestrian and bicycle facilities associated with the Preferred Alternative.

15 General Traffic Considerations COVID: While many of COVID’s impacts may only last a few years, it appears that we are likely entering into a new and long-lasting 
era of increased telework. Traffic patterns have changed and will likely remain very different, dramatically increasing the risks of this 
project. This must be taken into greater consideration and evaluated in detail before a final determination is reached and a Record 
of Decision confirmed. [footnote: 23,24,25,45]

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on Purpose and Need and effects of the 
Pandemic.

16 General Traffic Considerations 270 ICM Project: The effects of the State's innovative Congestion Management project currently under construction are unknown. 
Information prepared in 2017 by MDOT SHA showed particularly favorable metrics for this project; however, it is unclear how this 
differs from metrics evaluated and measured by the Managed Lanes project. [footnote: 46,111,112]

TSM/TDM is already being implemented along I-270 as part of the I-270 ICM project. The 
ICM project is designed to address existing issues and short-term needs, unlike the 
Managed Lanes Study, which includes addressing long-term traffic growth as part of the 
purpose and need.  

The Managed Lanes Study is compatible with the improvements implemented under the I-
270 ICM project.  Most of the ICM improvements will be maintained, including ramp 
metering, auxiliary lane improvements in multiple locations along both directions of I-270 
south of I-370, and all improvements north of I-370.

17 General Traffic Considerations Managed Lane ADTs: Provide estimated Average Daily Traffic values for regular points within the Managed Lanes for each 
alternative. [footnote: 100]

ADT values in the managed lanes were not available at the time the DEIS was prepared 
because toll rate ranges had not been set.  Subsequently, ADT values for the HOT lanes for 
the Preferred Alternative were calculated and are included in MDOT SHA's Application for 
Interstate Access Point Approval (FEIS, Appendix B).

18 General Environmental/ 
Cultural/ Equity 
Considerations

Existing Issues: Both I-270 and I-495 already have existing environmental impacts that have not been addressed, and do not appear 
to be fully addressed by this project. This includes needs and impacts involving waterways, habitat, emissions, noise, and others.

The NEPA process documented in the Draft , Supplemental and Final EISs is intended to 
address the impacts associated with the current proposed improvements. This includes 
discussion of indirect and cumulative effects (FEIS Section 5.22) which accounts for the 
impact of the action when added to past, present, and reasonably-foreseeable future 
actions. However, fully addressing all past impacts (aside from potential cumulative effects) 
is not the purpose of the study.
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19 General Environmental/ 

Cultural/ Equity 
Considerations

Long-Term Impacts: From the information provided in the DEIS, this project will encourage not only more vehicles and increases in 
VMT, but also types of development that seem to be more costly to society, require more costly infrastructure, generate more 
severe impacts to habitat, and result in more significant contributions toward emissions and runoff. This will hamper the County’s 
master planned efforts toward increasing non-auto travel and focusing growth in sustainable ways, and this also runs directly 
counter to the State’s Climate Emergency. [footnote: 3,66,130]

See response to Comment #14 regarding the reduction in SOVs due to the HOTs and the 
addition of bicycle, pedestrian, and transit improvements associated with the Preferred 
Alternative. See Chapter 3, Section 3.1.4 for transit-related elements and Section 3.1.5 for 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

Regarding increases in VMT, the MWCOG model shows that the amount of induced demand 
caused directly by the project would be less than 1% of the total VMT in the region in the 
2045 Build condition compared to the No Build condition. MDOT’s goal with this project 
was not to increase demand but to address current and predicted demand.  Current and 
predicted demand in the study area could be met by adding many additional new lanes and 
while MDOT SHA considered adding additional general purpose lanes during the 
alternatives screening process, the agency ultimately recommended capacity via managed 
lanes.  This fundamental difference is crucial to understanding why the traffic analysis 
shows only a very modest increase in traffic through induced demand. Most importantly, 
managed lanes do a better job at regulating overall travel demand, including induced 
demand, due to dynamic pricing.  As explained in the DEIS, dynamic pricing means that as 
the demand for use of the managed lanes increases, the rate charged for access to the lanes 
also increases.  This tends to regulate uses of the managed lanes in order to permit them to 
operate in a free-flow of traffic and at general speed of at least 45 miles per hour.  The 
traffic analysis shows that there could be some induced demand as a result of this project, 
but the impact will be small (less than 1 percent increase) and those effects are fully 
accounted for in the regional traffic models used in the Study developed by MWCOG. Even 
with these effects, the proposed managed lanes would reduce regional congestion delays 
and significantly improve travel times along both the I-495 and I-270 in Phase 1 South limits 
and on local roads throughout the study area.  Refer to Chapter 9, Section 9.3.4.B regarding 
the Traffic Modeling and Analysis.

20 General Environmental/ 
Cultural/ Equity 
Considerations

Social Impacts: There are significant impacts to schools, historic properties, homes, and businesses despite repeated assertions that 
these impacts would not occur. [footnote: 88] There is no apparent elaboration on what efforts are being done to assist with the 
relocation of those displaced, accounting for their individual interests, costs, destinations, and the continued viability of affected 
businesses. These issues need to be addressed before a final determination is made about a preferred alternative.

The Preferred Alternative does not result in any full residential or business relocations. 

21 General Environmental/ 
Cultural/ Equity 
Considerations

Equity: The DEIS gives little consideration toward equity: impacts to property, noise, emissions, affordability, and other effects of 
historically underinvested communities. As the General-Purpose Lanes worsen: how are these communities affect? What options are 
provided for them? [footnote: 2,17,67,131]

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.D for a response to Environmental Justice and equity 
concerns.

22 General Contracting/ Finance 
Considerations

P3 Capabilities: The whole NEPA process has been structured around a P3, but the State is currently managing a troubled P3 that is a 
fraction of the size contemplated here. Given the significant economic and transportation uncertainty now in place, it may make 
sense to consider smaller projects or more aggressive risk mitigation strategies. What is the risk to taxpayers in the event that the P3 
fails, as is being experienced now with the Purple Line? How would the public be \affected if there is a need to cut costs during or 
after construction? [footnote: 4]

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.5 for a response on the P3 Program or Board of Public Works 
and Project Costs.
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23 General Contracting/ Finance 

Considerations
No Public Cost: The project appears to estimate a public cost of between $482-$1,088m, despite assertions that taxpayers would 
incur no costs. These values do not appear to account for utility relocations, such as WSSC’s statement that $2 billion in WSSC costs 
will be passed on to their customers. [footnote: 98] It is unclear how revenues and costs will resolve toward the end of the P3 
contract. If revenues surpass costs before the end of the 50-year agreement, does this imply lost revenue to the public of 
$2,762m/year between that Return on Investment year & the end of the contract? Or if revenues have not yet surpassed costs at the 
50th year: how will that affect the P3 agreement or the facilities operations beyond the 50th year? [footnotes: 94,99]
From the information on page 3-13 we identify a project cost of approximately $3.35m per new vehicle served by the project. From 
the data presented it is difficult to adjust these numbers to account for travel time savings or to differentiate between public and 
private costs, and we suggest MDOT consider including such an analysis in the FEIS. [footnote: 127]

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.5 for a response on the P3 Program or Board of Public Works 
and Project Costs.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 4.M for a response to impacts to utilities and associated cost of 
repairs.

24 General Contracting/ Finance 
Considerations

Non-Compete Risks: What guarantees will be in place toward ensuring that projects that provide other choices are not sidelined, 
such as BRT projects, or improvements to MARC, WMATA, the Purple Line, or buses? Or projects that seek to address problems in 
the General-Purpose Lanes? Or projects that provide alternatives for those unable to afford the Managed Lanes? [footnote: 5]

MDOT SHA and MDTA maintain their public interest and duty to develop projects in the 
best interests of the State and they do not intend to limit their ability to deliver 
transportation projects such as new or improved BRT, MARC, WMATA, or bus projects; the 
Purple Line; or highway projects on adjacent roads.  The Developer will only be entitled to 
compensation if MDOT constructs additional free lanes to be part of I-495 or I-270 or lanes 
immediately adjacent to the highway right-of-way.  If certain traffic, revenue, and/or other 
conditions are met, then MDOT SHA may still be able to add capacity on I-495 or I-270 
without the need to compensate the Developer.  These specific conditions will be included 
in the Section P3 Agreement.

25 General Contracting/ Finance 
Considerations

Contract Selection: It is not clear how proposals and designs from varying bidders will be vetted and selected, particularly 
considering construction impacts, design, and operational plans. With a project of this size and complexity, how will the State ensure 
the selected Concessionaire and Design/Builder provide the best-value solution and not just the most cost-efficient? It is not clear 
how potentially having multiple different operators and operational patterns would function, and how users will transition between 
systems. Will the winner of the first contract be presumed to automatically receive &/or operate the contracts for future phases? Or 
will the first contract otherwise establish the operating standards of those future contracts? [footnote: 43,87,96]

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified to align the 
NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining 
parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately 
and would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with 
the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

26 General Contracting/ Finance 
Considerations

P3 Responsibilities and Risks to the Public: It remains unclear under what terms the concessionaire would operate the facility. More 
information is needed as to various responsibilities, terms and conditions, and other protections for the public that are 
contemplated for the P3 agreement. The proposed business terms may have a direct impact on the performance and environmental 
impacts of the project and should be evaluated as part of this NEPA study. [footnote: 37,41,93,112,156]

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.5 for a response on the P3 Program or Board of Public Works 
and Project Costs.

27 General Contracting/ Finance 
Considerations

Inflation: We did not see a discussion of key financial cost estimating assumptions. For instance, was an inflation rate assumed in the 
labor or construction estimates or was everything estimated in current dollars? This speaks to the total cost estimates and the per 
mile toll estimates. [footnote: 11]

The cost estimates for the Build Alternatives were discussed in DEIS Appendix B, Chapter 8, 
Preliminary Cost Estimates.  The preliminary cost estimates for purposes of comparison 
between alternatives were developed in 2019 dollars and included a 25 percent 
contingency.  It is common practice in planning projects to provide a cost in current year 
dollars, rather than attempting to project a construction year and future inflation.
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28 General Contracting/ Finance 

Considerations
Financial Viability / Transit: How will "financially viable" be defined with respect to the inclusion of transit components within the P3 
contract? Transit may include costs for capital, operating, maintenance, etc. that will vary significantly based on levels of service, and 
users of transit would be doing so in lieu of a toll. How will these be considered in determining rates of return on the contract? 
[footnote: 63]

As part of the Managed Lanes Study, MDOT SHA has made a commitment to certain 
regional transit improvements to enhance existing and planned transit and support new 
opportunities for regional transit service. Refer to FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.4 and Section 
3.2.1 and Chapter 9, Section 3.3.D.
Additional transit opportunities have been identified outside of NEPA through the approved 
P3 Agreement.  On August 11, 2021, MDOT and the Maryland Transportation Authority 
(MDTA) received approval from the Maryland Board of Public Works to award the Phase 1 
P3 Predevelopment Agreement to the Developer. In accordance with the terms and 
conditions of the Phase 1 P3 Agreement, MDOT and the Developer will further advance 
predevelopment work on Phase 1 South.  The Developer has proposed an estimated $300 
million for transit services in Montgomery County over the operating term of Phase 1 
South.  MDOT SHA has committed to fund not less than $60 million (upon financial close of 
the Section P3 Agreement for Phase 1 South) for design and permitting of high priority 
transit investments in Montgomery County, such as Phase I of the Corridor Cities 
Transitway, Bus Rapid Transit in the MD 355 Corridor, or other high priority projects, and 
to construct and equip the Metropolitan Grove Bus Operations and Maintenance Facility. 

29 General General There are many comments beginning with "[comment has been made during previous reviews]"
These are issues that have been persisting at least since the ARDS, though in many cases they date back to or even before the 
Purpose & Need. Despite it's 20,000 pages, this DEIS still misses, ignores, or excludes critically important information.

The Study fulfills the requirement to thoroughly evaluate potential impacts and allowed the 
agency decision-makers and the public to understand the various advantages and 
disadvantages of a range of reasonable alternatives.  As required by the CEQ NEPA 
regulations, the DEIS summarized the reasonably foreseeable social, cultural, and natural 
environmental effects of the alternatives retained for detailed study to a comparable level 
of detail and the SDEIS summarized the environmental effects of the Preferred Alternative.  
These analyses directly contributed to MDOT SHA’s evaluation of the alternatives and to 
recommendations for a full suite of potential measures to avoid and minimize impacts, as 
well as comprehensive mitigation proposals where impacts could not be avoided. 

30 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The DEIS gives little consideration toward equity: impacts to property, noise, 
emissions, affordability, and other effects on historically underinvested communities. There is no consideration of accessibility of the 
Managed Lanes to low-income populations, nor how communities are affected by worsening General Purpose Lanes if users are 
unable to afford or otherwise access the managed lanes. There is no elaboration of what options are provided for them.

See responses to Comment #20 and #21.

31 [comment has been made during previous reviews] By focusing explicitly on expanding capacity for auto modes, this will directly 
hamper our master planned efforts toward increasing non-auto travel and focusing growth in sustainable ways. This also runs 
counter to the State's declared Climate Emergency.

See response to Comment #14 regarding the reduction in SOVs due to the HOTs and the 
addition of bicycle, pedestrian, and transit improvements associated with the Preferred 
Alternative. See Chapter 3, Section 3.1.4 for transit-related elements and Section 3.1.5 for 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

MDOT acknowledges concerns about climate change and Maryland is committed to 
reducing GHG emissions and to prepare our State for the impacts of climate change. The 
Maryland Commission on Climate Change (MCCC) and its Mitigation Working Group (MWG) 
have demonstrated that commitment by working collaboratively with experts and 
stakeholders across State and local agencies, and environmental, non-profit, and academic 
institutions. The resulting body of work quantifies baseline GHG emissions by sector to 
understand the impacts that specific plans, policies, and programs will have on future 
emissions economy-wide. Statewide analyses indicate that the Study will not impede 
Maryland’s ability to meet its GHG emission reduction goals. Refer to Chapter 9, Section 
3.4.G for a response to climate change considerations.
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32 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The whole NEPA process has been structured around a P3, but the State has not 

demonstrated its ability to manage a P3 that is a fraction of the size contemplated here. Decisions about the environmental impacts 
of this project depend on knowing the details of the P3 now: What is the risk to taxpayers in the event that the P3 fails, as is being 
seen now with the Purple Line? How would the public be affected if there is a need to cut costs during or after construction?

See response to Comment #22.

33 [comment has been made during previous reviews] What guarantees will be in place toward ensuring that projects that provide 
other choices are not sidelined, such as BRT projects, or improvements to MARC, WMATA, the Purple Line, or buses? Or even 
anything that seeks to address problems in the General Purpose Lanes? Or to provide alternatives for those unable to afford the 
Managed Lanes?

See response to Comment #24.

34 [comment has been made during previous reviews] How will the proposals, designs, and operational plans from varying bidders be 
vetted and selected?

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 5.B for a response on the P3 process and Board of Public Works 
(BPW).

35 The DEIS documents were created in such a way as to prevent the copying of text from the document. This hampers the ease with 
which the public can review and comment on the document, requiring data sets to be manually reentered in order to provide an 
independent evaluation, and making it harder to quote segments of the document in comments. This is a setting that must be 
deliberately activated for this to occur, and is unclear for what purpose the State would choose to do this.

The PDFs of the project files posted on the website are protected PDFs.  The PDFs can be 
printed but not copied and pasted. This is to ensure that the text can not be altered and to 
maintain the formatting and federal and state 508 compliance requirements.  

36 General Executive Summary Our understanding is that an Executive Summary should answer the basics of who, what, when, where, why, and how.
It is not until page E-7 that the goals of the study are stated. Even then, in our opinion, it doesn’t specifically say what the “what” is 
in this study, however, it does allude to Appendix A for a “full purpose and need statement”, but we were expecting to see it more 
clearly stated in the ES. For example, the very first question of the Study Overview was “What is the I-495 & I-270 Managed Lanes 
Study? There is no mention of the goals of the study. Should the goals be right up front here?

The purpose of the Executive Summary is to provide an abbreviated overview of the entire 
DEIS.  MDOT SHA followed standard NEPA protocols when preparing the summary and it 
provides a high level discussion of the critical points from the document.  

37 General Executive Summary Greater emphasis should be placed on the fact that a new or replacement American Legion Bridge must be planned now and built to 
preclude a lapse in traffic service to the area. Isn’t this the real WHY this needs to be done? There is no mention of the economic 
impact of the American Legion Bridge on the Washington Metropolitan Area or on MoCo if this bridge isn’t available and/or if it’s 
traffic capacity is diminished.
Traffic is a quality of life issue that can encourage people to migrate to an area that has less traffic. Granted it is only one of many 
factors influencing where people live and work, but recently there has been evidence of migration out of urban areas. (article 
attached Fitch Ratings) This transportation project is needed for the region to maintain its quality of life, keep its population base 
and therefore maintain its economic viability.

The replacement of the American Legion Bridge is an important element of the Preferred 
Alternative.  Regardless, the existing bridge is nearly 60 years old and would need to be 
replaced regardless of the outcome of this Study. MDOT SHA evaluated how to reconstruct 
the bridge with as little impact to the adjacent land uses and traveling public as possible. 
See FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.8 for the American Legion Bridge Construction Evaluation.

Additionally, FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4 discusses the economic benefits of the managed 
lanes and the Preferred Alternative.

38 General Executive Summary The Purple Line was able to obtain significant levels of Federal Grant funding. We may have missed it but we didn’t see mention 
made of application for and/or any anticipation of Federal funding for this project and how that might impact the project.

The I-495 & I-270 P3 Program would not be eligible for the Federal Transit Administration 
grant funding received by the Purple Line as that is solely eligible for certain types of transit 
projects. However, the project expects to apply for a Federal TIFIA loan, which would allow 
the State to leverage the federal cost of capital to bring value to the project.  At this time, 
there is limited federal discretionary grant funding for which highway and managed lanes 
projects are eligible.  If and when the federal government announces such programs, MDOT 
will seek to identify whether this project would be eligible and apply for these grants, if 
possible. 

39 General Executive Summary We didn’t see in the Executive Summary a discussion of key financial cost estimating assumptions. For instance, was an inflation rate 
assumed in the labor and construction estimates or was everything estimated in current dollars? This speaks to the total cost 
estimates and the per mile toll estimates.

See response to Comment #27.

40 General Executive Summary Add a list of all acronyms and their descriptions in one place. (E.g., MLS, DEIS, NEPA, ARDS, HOT, HOV, ETL, ROD, etc.) A list of Abbreviations and Acronyms was included on pages xii through xvi in the DEIS, 
following the List of Appendices.  A similar list has been included in the FEIS.

41 General Executive Summary The design study year 2040 may be too short. It will take xx years (at least 2 years) to complete planning and select the final 
alternative and the P3 partner. Another 3-years to complete design and secure all permits. It will take 3 years, if not more, to 
complete construction.

The design year was updated to 2045 following publication of the DEIS.

42 General Executive Summary The estimated opening year of 2025 is unrealistic. The SDEIS and FEIS now provide an estimated opening year of 2027.
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43 General Chapter 1 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The traffic considerations appear limited only to the interstates. This does not 

consider what will happen to roads like Gude Drive, Connecticut Avenue, or Colesville Road when more traffic is sent to them, faster. 
This effects the efficacy of the project if it gains users time in one place, only to cost them more time at later points even less able to 
handle increased traffic.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.B for a response to traffic modeling and analysis.

44 General Chapter 1 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The movement of vehicles is an ineffective metric and inherently biases the 
analysis against HOV facilities and transit. We have repeatedly requested replacing vehicle throughput metrics with person 
throughput, reflecting best practices for optimizing the efficacy of transportation infrastructure.

Person-throughput was evaluated and was included in Table 5-16 of DEIS, Appendix C. 
However, the metric of vehicle-throughput was reported here because it is a direct output 
of the VISSIM model.  MDOT SHA expects that the project will lead to higher vehicle 
occupancy by providing opportunities for buses to use the HOT lanes and by permitting 
HOV 3+ to use the lanes for free.  However, it is difficult to quantify this increase in vehicle 
occupancy, and therefore vehicle-throughput was used as a proxy for person-throughput in 
this section (a conservative approach as to not overstate the potential benefits).   

45 General Chapter 1 [comment has been made during previous reviews] Sections on trip reliability (1.4) and roadway choice (1.5) should include caveats 
that these benefits are limited only to those able to afford them, and that efforts are needed to address potential inequities in any 
worsening (or inaction toward) the General Purpose lanes, as well as other forms of access to the managed lanes (e.g. discounted or 
free HOV+ access).

Trip reliability was evaluated for both the managed lanes and the general purpose lanes.  
One of the metrics used to evaluate reliability was TTI in the general purpose lanes (see 
DEIS Table 3-7 and the description on page 3-10).  Alternatives that provided a more 
reliable trip in the general purpose lanes (that are free to use for all) rated higher for trip 
reliability.  Access to the HOT lanes will be free for HOV 3+ vehicles and transit vehicles.  

46 ES-1 Executive Summary 1st Paragraph, 2nd Sentence - Excessively long and poorly worded. Consider re-write. Might easier to state how many miles along I-
495 and how many miles along I-270.

Thank you for your comment.

47 ES-1 Executive Summary First sentence references the study as "Study", but later it is referenced as "MLS" The terms "Study" and "MLS" are used interchangeably in the documentation.  "MLS" has 
been added to the Abbreviations page.

48 ES-1 Executive Summary Why doesn't the EIS include I-270 north of I-370 into Frederick County? How does this relate to the Phases 1 and 2 that are being 
discussed for actual construction?

See response to Comment #9.

49 ES-2 Executive Summary Northern limits extend to connect to HOV lane. Description should clarify that it only extends to northbound HOV lane and the 
southbound HOV lane only begins south of I-370.

The limits of the study are described in general terms in the Executive Summary as "north of 
I-370." 

50 ES-2 Executive Summary What is the definition of "Notified agencies"? The definition of Notified Agencies was provided in footnote #3 on page ES-2 as follows: 
"Notified Agencies have been defined for this Study to include all other agencies who could 
have an interest in the Study, or that have a role that is yet to be determined. These 
agencies would be notified of Study milestones concurrently with the public and those 
milestone notification points are part of the public involvement plan."

51 ES-3 Executive Summary COVID-19. Reference is made to the need to monitor and evaluate traffic trends related to COVID but there is nothing started when 
this could occur and how it will be monitored and evaluated. 

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on Purpose and Need and effects of the 
Pandemic.

52 ES-3 Executive Summary COVID-19. The section on COVID states: "There is no definitive traffic model to predict how this unprecedented global pandemic will 
affect long-term future traffic projections and transit use. MDOT SHA is committed to tracking trends in travel behavior and 
monitoring traffic volumes over time as businesses and schools slowly begin to reopen. We will evaluate and consider all new 
information that becomes available to ensure the solutions will meet the needs of Marylanders now and in the future." While many 
of COVID's impacts may recover in coming years and by the design year of the project, all indications are that some impacts may be 
permanent. This particularly includes increased telework and reliance on ad-hoc and parcel delivery services. It is unclear in this 
statement how these will be taken under consideration, and what future analyses remain that will even be able to consider them. 
These impacts may affect the very need, benefit, and financial viability of this entire project.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on Purpose and Need and effects of the 
Pandemic and teleworking.
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53 ES-3 Executive Summary COVID-19. This study will be criticized based on the unknown impacts of COVID-19 as it relates to future traffic volume and 

commuting patterns. There is a question on page 3 that addresses the COVID-19 impact from the perspective of reducing traffic and 
it indicates changes will be monitored. The detractors will argue that more people will be working remotely and not commuting. It 
may be politically incorrect to suggest, however, for example, couldn’t people also decide that to be safe they will drive by 
themselves rather than car pool or use public  transportation? So, potentially there could be less use of public transportation and 
more use of individual transportation options. (car, bicycle, walk) This would then counteract potential work from home reductions 
in traffic.
Associated with the COVID-19 traffic reduction issue is the fact that revenues for transit systems are down. (article attached from 
Bond Buyer) This points out that there will be volatility in any project based on vehicle usage and toll pricing. P3’s push the risk to 
the private partner and/or share the risk. I expect this project will be criticized about this revenue issue as well as it relates to the toll 
costs per mile that are cited and the assumptions that were used to develop these estimates.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on Purpose and Need and effects of the 
Pandemic and teleworking.

54 ES-6 Executive Summary The Purpose & Need is too narrowly defined for this study. What are "roadway travel choices"? Why the archaic focus on just traffic 
and not mobility?

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on Purpose and Need.

55 ES-6 Executive Summary Ways to Comment. [comment has been made during previous reviews] In the FEIS: provide a summary of public feedback for each 
public input period, including tallies of how many people weighed in on various positions / topics. Also highlight what community 
associations & other organizations have voted in support or in opposition toward, and the scale of representation of these 
organizations (clarifying how this scale is measured: leadership, membership, subscribers, etc).

MDOT SHA has responded to all public, agency, and stakeholder comments made during 
the formal DEIS and SDEIS comment periods.  Refer to FEIS Chapter 8 (Public Involvement 
and Agency Coordination), which details public involvement from July 2020 through May 
2022; FEIS Chapter 9 (DEIS and SDEIS Public Comments Summary), which provides 
responses to common comments; and Appendix T (Responses to DEIS and SDEIS Comments) 
for responses to specific comments and references for each individual comment.

56 ES-8 Executive Summary Priced managed lane is defined as either HOT or Express Toll Lane. These are different versions of alternatives, but are treated 
equally.

The term "priced managed lanes" was only used to define HOT or Express Toll Lanes in the 
initial set of alternatives called the "Preliminary Range of Alternatives."  As noted in 
footnote #7 in the DEIS Executive Summary, page ES-8, "Based on public and agency input, 
MDOT SHA defined priced managed lanes as High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes or Express 
Toll Lanes (ETL) and the descriptions of the alternatives were modified accordingly."  
Consequently, the definitions of the Screened Alternatives were modified whereby 
Alternatives 5, 9, and 13B were defined as having HOT lanes and Alternatives 8, 10, and 13C 
were defines as having ETLs.

57 ES-8, ES-11 Executive Summary Describe why the transit alternatives were all eliminated & how they did not meet the Purpose & Need. Why couldn't some of these 
be combined with highway alternatives?

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed 
Study.

58 ES-8 Executive Summary The Executive Summary should include more description of the metrics that were used to screen the alternatives. See response to Comment #36.

59 ES-11 Executive Summary Table ES-1. What is the difference between Managed HOV lane and Managed HOT lane? The definitions and detailed explanations of HOV and HOT lanes was provided in the DEIS 
on pages 2-8 and 2-9 as follows: 
• High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes: High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) facilities that allow lower-
occupancy vehicles, such as solo drivers, to use the facilities in return for toll payments, 
which could vary by time of day or level of congestion; may also charge lower-occupancy 
HOVs.  
• HOV Lanes: any preferential lane designated for exclusive use by vehicles with two or 
more occupants for all or part of a day, including a designated lane on a freeway, other 
highway or a street, or independent roadway on a separate right-of-way.
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60 ES-11 Executive Summary How are the alternatives "accommodating direct and indirect connections to existing transit station and planned TOD"? By what 

means? What is an indirect connection, and how would it enhance multimodal mobility and connectivity?
An explanation of direct and indirect connections to transit stations is provided in FEIS 
Chapter 3, Section 3.1.4.  A direct connection is where the HOT managed lanes ramps 
connect to an arterial at or near the location of a transit facility like at the Westfield 
Montgomery Mall Transit Center on Westlake Terrace. A connection is considered indirect 
where the transit facility is not adjacent to, but in relative close proximity to the HOT 
managed lanes access point, like at the Shady Grove Metro Station on I-370, and the 
Twinbrook and Rockville Metro Stations near Wootton Parkway. 

61 ES-11 Executive Summary Transit Components. [comment has been made during previous reviews] The section on Transit states: "While standalone transit 
alternatives were found to not meet the Study's Purpose and Need". We remind that throughout the IAWG process we have 
repeatedly expressed concerns that:
(1) The limited interstate-specific study area predisposes transportation investment toward highways only, instead of a more holistic 
evaluation of connecting users between activity centers, and collecting users at points in between.
(2) The metrics within the Purpose & Need were biased against transit, and MDOT SHA expressly refused to refine the metrics to 
allow for a fair comparison.
(3) Transit alternatives were deliberately given negative ratings for some Purpose & Need metrics, despite their actually having 
positive ratings for the metrics.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on Purpose and Need.

62 ES-11 Executive Summary Transit Components. [comment has been made during previous reviews] Throughout the DEIS there are frequent references to the 
benefits of being able to operate transit and other HOV+ vehicles in the managed lanes. This DEIS should not claim these as benefits 
when there has not yet been demonstrated action toward implementing these statements & putting them into effect.

As described in the DEIS, SDEIS and now FEIS,  buses and HOV 3+ vehicles will be able to 
operate toll-free in the managed lanes in the Preferred Alternative. The demonstrated 
action of these vehicles operating toll-free would be put into effect until the facility is 
constructed.  These commitments have been included in the FEIS and will be stated in the 
Record of Decision.

63 ES-11 Executive Summary Transit Components. The first bullet should also highlight that by providing an alternative option for navigating along the corridor, 
these bus services serve toward an equity component of the project.

The connection to equity benefits of transit was included in both the SDEIS and FEIS.

64 ES-12 Executive Summary Replacement of the ALB. [comment has been made during previous reviews] The design of the American Legion Bridge 
improvements is expected to provide designated space for transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists. (we note that page 2-47 does identify 
the inclusion of pedestrian & bicycling facilities on the ALB)

The inclusion of pedestrian and bicycle facilities is included throughout the DEIS, SDEIS, 
FEIS, and the publicly available information regarding the ALB.  The question in the DEIS was 
focused on whether the bridge would be part of the project wholistically.

65 ES-13 Executive Summary How will the Toll Rates be set? [comment has been made during previous reviews] Separating the determination of the toll rate 
range from the rest of this process creates an additional risk to bidders. How susceptible are the bids to misjudging this range? What 
if the range, after its public process, is set too low for the operators to be financially viable? Could this result in the operator 
departing the project? Or the project experiencing cuts in capital, operations, or maintenance? Or allowing the tolls to increase 
beyond the initially established range?

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.6.B for a response to toll rate ranges and toll rate setting 
process.

66 ES-14 Traffic modeling only considered weekday peak periods and likely did not consider transit options. Weekend and off peak weekday 
periods should be tested with transit options.

Modeling was conducted to reflect the highest demand periods with the greatest need for 
traffic relief, which was the weekday peak periods from 6:00 AM to 10:00 AM and 3:00 PM 
to 7:00 PM.  

67 ES-17 What could the Toll Rates be? [comment has been made during previous reviews] These Alternatives have been structured as a false 
choice of "All or Nothing". The Purpose and Need and associated screening metrics do not address concerns raised by the County 
throughout the process. In the case that the build alternatives prove to be commercially prohibitive for private firms, the lack of any 
viable option is unacceptable, as there would remain a need to address
movement of users throughout the region. TSM/TDM alternatives such as Alternative 2 should be retained as such a potential 
fallback option.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on Purpose and Need.
Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed 
Study.

68 E-17 Please briefly clarify how the system-wide delay savings shown in Table ES 2 were determined. Were they from VISSIM model 
output?

Yes, system-wide delay savings were calculated from system-wide delay outputs obtained 
from VISSIM model.
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69 ES-20 Public-Private Partnership (P3) Program. [comment has been made during previous reviews] The P3 business terms (responsibilities 

of the State and the Concessionaire) may impact the performance and environmental consequences of the project. These should be 
explicitly considered during the NEPA evaluation.

The MLS is being conducted in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and is independent from the P3 contractual terms. The MLS was initiated in 2018 
prior to procurement of the Developer and prior to the execution of the P3 Agreement. 
Should a build alternative not be selected at the conclusion of the study, the P3 process will 
end. Additionally, the Developer will be required to adhere to all environmental 
requirements and the ROD. 

70 ES-21 Phase 1 of the P3 includes I-270, but north of I-370 is  not included in the DEIS but would be part of the initial P3 construction and 
operation. Where is the logical termini discussion and FHWA approval of splitting the P3 project into 2 separate DEIS and Record of 
Decision?

See response to Comment #9.

71 ES-21 How would the project be constructed? Need to clarify: if each phase will be independently bid, are there risks to having three 
potentially different operators for each phase? How will the recording of vehicles occur between these systems, how will revenue be 
allocated between varying operators, and how will users transition between systems?
Will the winner of the first contract be presumed to automatically receive &/or operate the contracts for future phases? Or will the 
first contract otherwise establish the operating standards of those future contracts?

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified to align the 
NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only.  The Developer is responsible for the design, construction, 
operation and maintenance for the entirety of Phase 1 South.  They have chosen to deliver 
the final design and construction scope under one or more subcontracts for segments they 
have identified as Phase South A and Phase South B.  Irrespective of any subcontract 
arrangements, the Developer remains solely responsible to MDOT for delivering the full 
Phase South project scope including any interface and coordination that may be required 
should they choose to have multiple contractors delivering portions of the construction 
scope.  

The Phase P3 Agreement executed on August 18, 2021 with the Developer is for the 
delivery of the full scope of Phase 1 South and also provides MDOT the authority, if it 
chooses, to negotiate with the Developer to perform predevelopment work and deliver 
Phase 1 North, pending the NEPA study.  Additional MDTA and BPW approvals would also 
be required before MDOT could execute an agreement with the Developer to begin 
predevelopment work on Phase 1 North.  There is no authority for MDOT to negotiate with 
the Developer on any scope of work associated with any future Phases extending beyond 
Phase 1. 

72 1-4 1.2 What happened to the "Multimodal Connectivity" performance metric? One of the objectives of any major investment study is to identify facility improvements 
that also improve the linkage of the regional transportation system.  Therefore, multimodal 
mobility and connectivity is included in the purpose of the project.  The remainder of 
Chapter 1 discusses the needs of the study not performance metrics.

73 1-6 1.3.2 [comment has been made during previous reviews] This section gives population and employment growth, but does not appear to 
tie this to traffic growth. The ARDS shows that while both population and employment are increasing, traffic volumes are not 
increasing at a comparable rate. This reinforces that impacts to VMT should be a metric that is evaluated across each alternative. 
This appears to have at least been considered as it is mentioned in Chapter 4 (Environment), but is inexplicably absent in Chapter 3 
(Traffic).
Consideration should also be given of shifting mode shares toward non-auto travel, and especially the anticipated long-lasting effects 
of COVID-19 on telework.

VMT was a consideration, but was not a significant differentiator between Alternatives, and 
was therefore not used as one of the metrics evaluated in Chapter 3 to determine the 
relative merit of each Alternative.  The traffic analysis shows that there could be some 
induced demand as a result of this project, but the impact will be small (less than 1 percent 
increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the region for all Alternatives.  

COVID-19 significantly changed travel patterns in 2020 and 2021, and the FEIS includes a 
detailed discussion of how conditions changed and a sensitivity analysis of the projected 
impacts of potential long-term changes.  Refer to FEIS, Appendix C and Chapter 9, Section 
3.1.

74 1-6 1.3.2 [comment has been made during previous reviews] This section does not encompass the effects of the State's Innovative Congestion 
Management (ICM) project along I-270. Metrics provided by the ICM project in 2017 suggested that I-270 will experience 
significantly improved flows, but this DEIS appears to ignore this information. [maps included]

See response to Comment #16.
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75 1-9 1.6 [comment has been made during previous reviews] There has not been any narrative supporting the need for evacuation or 

identifying scenarios that would call for such a response. To our knowledge, there has never been an evacuation of the DC region nor 
are there any likely weather events that would warrant such a large-scale evacuation apart from an apocalyptic event. Evacuations 
arising from manmade events are unlikely to be desirable, particularly as an important focus of Nuclear / Biological / Chemical 
events is containment; not spreading contaminants. The risks of war or insurrection would seem unlikely to factor into the 
justification of a major multi-billion highway project.

Refer to the DEIS Appendix A, Purpose and Need for the explanation of homeland security 
as a screening criteria. 

76 1-9 1.6 [comment has been made during previous reviews] There is not any narrative toward how well a system would function during the 
extreme demand loadings of an evacuation and where any potential bottlenecks or other failures points would be (e.g. the lane 
drops along northbound I-270).

See response to Comment #75.

77 1-9 1.6 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The Homeland Security metric was used as a negative trait of transit, despite 
transit's demonstrated and efficient capability of moving large amounts of people rapidly -- including those without personal auto 
access, which is a large share of the DC Metropolitan Region.

As the focus of the Study is on I-495 and I-270, congestion on these roadways would be 
exacerbated in the event of an emergency evacuation and/or homeland security event, 
therefore, this was considered as a need for the Study.  Alternatives that included 
additional roadway capacity would meet this need better than a standalone transit option.

The standalone transit options failed to address all the major areas of concern identified 
and had major engineering and operational challenges associated with them. Based upon 
the analysis conducted and presented and input from agencies and public, FHWA and 
MDOT determined they would not adequately address long-term traffic growth, address 
trip reliability, roadway choices, and none of them accommodated homeland security and 
freight movement needs.

The additional capacity and improvements proposed with the Preferred Alternative will best 
accommodate existing traffic and long-term traffic growth, enhance trip reliability, provide 
additional roadway travel choices, accommodate homeland security, and improve the 
emergency response access and accommodate population evacuation in Phase 1 South 
should an event related to homeland security occur.

78 1-10 1.7 [comment has been made during previous reviews] How are the managed lanes anticipated to operate with regards to freight (e.g. 
will trucks be allowed to use them)? How are trucks considered as a part of this evaluation criterion?

Trucks will be allowed to use the HOT Managed Lanes and were modeled as such in the 
VISSIM model.  

79 1-10 1.7 [comment has been made during previous reviews] What truck-specific considerations have been made in these evaluations, such as 
variable Lane Use Factors to reflect trucks' tendencies to keep toward the right?

Truck traffic was coded using standard driving behaviors from the VISSIM model.  

80 1-10 1.7 Has there been any evaluation of freight movements, patterns, and needs to support this performance metric? Where are freight 
trips coming from & destined to? Are their yards, distribution centers, major warehousing facilities, etc. that are key focal points, or 
that are key needs to serve freight movements? How does the Managed Lanes project reflect and serve these needs and patterns?

Freight-dependent industries, including goods transportation services, raw 
materials/intermediate products transportation services, and retail/consumer outlets, 
account for 19 percent of the National Capital Region’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP), 
which totaled $464 billion in 2013 (National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board, 
National Capital Region Freight Plan, July 2016). Among these industries within the National 
Capital Region, the truck transportation mode accounts for 86 percent of the total weight 
and 79 percent of the total value of freight moved.  Reliable travel times are critical to the 
movement of freight trucks and, therefore, the economy of the National Capital Region. 
Trucks will be permitted to use the HOT lanes in Maryland.  I-495 and I-270 currently serve a 
large amount of regional freight traffic and it is reasonable to assume that the 
demonstrated benefits experienced by all vehicles would also apply to trucks.

81 1-10 1.7 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The movement of trucks is itself an ineffective metric. A more functional metric 
should be considered, perhaps considering net tonnage moved instead of vehicles, or a metric reflecting local access to goods & 
services.

Thank you for the suggestion, MDOT SHA believes the metrics used, which were concurred 
upon during the development of the Purpose & Need, are effective measures.
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82 1-10 1.7 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The Movement of Goods and Services metric was used as a negative trait of 

transit, despite transit's demonstrated and efficient capability of moving large amounts of both cargo and passengers cheaply and 
efficiently. The parallel rail line to I-270 is literally owned by a freight company, and leased to two passenger rail companies -- one of 
which is part of MDOT. Section 1.7.1 only talks about trucking without any reference at all to the movement of goods by CSX, and 
Section 1.7.2 excludes any mention of Amtrak or MARC.
Especially with 3rd tracking of the CSX corridor as well-established need to serve an existing freight bottleneck, it is unfathomable 
that rail was considered unable to move goods and services other than to deliberately exclude the transit alternatives.

The focus of the Study is on I-495 and I-270.  Therefore the need to improve the movement 
of goods and services has 2 parts: 1) movement of freight goods as freight truck contribute 
to and rely on daily traffic conditions on I-495 and I-270, and 2) employers and employees 
that rely on I-495 and I-270 to access jobs.

Severe congestion on I-495 and I-270 adversely affects the regional and local roadway 
network, especially in and around the interchanges and arterial roads in the study area. The 
congestion on these corridors also has negative effects on access to and usage of other 
transportation modes. 

The Preferred Alternative includes transit elements such as Improved direct and indirect 
connections to park and ride lots, Metrorail, bus and other transit facilities and bus transit 
usages of the HOT managed lanes for free to provide an increase in speed of travel, 
assurance of a reliable trip, and connection to local bus service/systems on arterials that 
directly connect to urban and suburban activity centers; thus providing a system of systems 
approach to addressing overall transportation needs in the National Capital Region.

83 General Chapter 2 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The movement of vehicles is an ineffective metric and inherently biases the 
analysis against HOV facilities and transit. We have repeatedly requested replacing vehicle throughput metrics with person 
throughput, reflecting best practices for optimizing the efficacy of transportation infrastructure.

See response to Comment #44.

84 General Chapter 2 Prefer Dynamic tolling/ETL options. Long term - most vehicles will be more efficient HOV type vehicles. Escalating ETL cost during 
peak demand will encourage carpools over single occcupancy users. 

As identified in the SDEIS and the FEIS, the Preferred Alternative chosen by the Lead 
agencies included HOT lanes. MDOT SHA’s rationale supporting identification of Alternative 
9 as the Recommended Preferred Alternative are focused on HOT advantages:

• The HOT lanes will allow HOV 3+ vehicles to travel free, providing for a more reliable trip 
in managed lanes, which will reduce dependence on single occupancy vehicles.
• The HOT lanes will create new opportunities for ride sharing and car/van pooling and 
support regional planning efforts to expand HOT/HOV lane usage.
• The HOT lanes will provide new equitable opportunities because the option for free travel 
on the managed lanes benefits also extends to HOV 3+ car/van pools and buses.

Additionally, many stakeholders expressed a preference for the Preferred Alternative to be 
properly coordinated with existing and currently planned managed lane projects in 
Northern Virginia, up to approaches to the ALB.  The selection of HOT lanes would be the 
most operationally compatible with the existing and proposed I-495 Express (HOT) Lanes in 
Virginia. While specific business rules may vary between the two toll systems, the general 
concept of toll-paying, single-occupancy users and free or reduced HOV users would make 
the use of the managed lane systems for trips between Maryland and Virginia less complex 
than if a significantly different approach between the systems, such as ETL in Maryland, was 
used. Further, the existing Virginia system provides two HOT lanes in each direction and the 
Preferred Alternative would match this operational approach and would avoid the potential 
operational issues at the interface of the two systems.
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85 2-5 2.2.2 [comment has been made during previous reviews] There has not been any narrative supporting the need for evacuation or 

identifying scenarios that would call for such a response. To our knowledge, there has never been an evacuation of the DC region nor 
are there any likely weather events that would warrant such a large-scale evacuation apart from an apocalyptic event. Evacuations 
arising from manmade events are unlikely to be desirable, particularly as an important focus of Nuclear / Biological / Chemical 
events is containment; not spreading contaminants. The risks of war or insurrection would seem unlikely to factor into the 
justification of a major multi-billion highway project.

See response to Comment #75.

86 2-5 2.2.2 [comment has been made during previous reviews] There is not any narrative toward how well a system would function during the 
extreme demand loadings of an evacuation and where any potential bottlenecks or other failures points would be (e.g. the lane 
drops along northbound I-270).

See response to Comment #76.

87 2-5 2.2.2 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The Homeland Security metric was used as a negative trait of transit, despite 
transit's demonstrated and efficient capability of moving large amounts of people rapidly -- including those without personal auto 
access, which is a large share of the DC Metropolitan Region.

See response to Comment #77.

88 2-5 2.2.3 Has there been any evaluation of freight movements, patterns, and needs to support this performance metric? Where are freight 
trips coming from & destined to? Are their yards, distribution centers, major warehousing facilities, etc. that are key focal points, or 
that are key needs to serve freight movements? How does the Managed Lanes project reflect and serve these needs and patterns?

See response to Comment #80.

89 2-5 2.2.3 [comment has been made during previous reviews] Notwithstanding that vehicle throughput is an outdated metric and should be 
person throughput, this metric makes more sense for the traffic flow criteria. This gives no consideration at all of issues and needs 
specific to the movement of goods nor services.

Several of the metrics could be applied to different criteria.  An Alternative that serves more 
vehicles would increase the movement of goods and services along the corridor.

90 2-5 2.2.3 [comment has been made during previous reviews] This evaluation appears to average together the impacts to all local streets 
across all times of day, which is a completely useless metric. Some corridors are likely to benefit, such as MD 355 outside of the 
Beltway, MD 192, MD 547, and potentially MD 586.  Conversely, the radial corridors inside the Beltway are more likely to experience 
significant adverse impacts, particularly during the AM peak as more traffic is enabled to arrive at these centralized points faster, and 
in greater volume (as demonstrated with the Vehicle Throughput results on page 3-14). These corridors are often already congested 
and travel through urban areas where automotive traffic is not the priority mode.  And averaging the impacts into daily values erases 
the effects of peak periods in peak directions.  Delays, speeds, and travel time information for the Local Network is extremely 
important information that needs to be known at this stage. That this study does not give this level of information on the impacts to 
the local road network is a complete aberration from what is expected out of a traffic analyses at this stage of the project.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.B for a response to traffic modeling and analysis.

91 2-6 2.2.5 [comment has been made during previous reviews] As stated in an earlier comment: How will need to "financially viable" be defined 
with respect to the inclusion of transit components within the P3 contract? Transit may include costs for capital, operating, 
maintenance, etc. that will vary significantly based on levels of service, and users of transit would be doing so in lieu of a toll. How 
will these be considered in determining rates of return on the contract?

See response to Comment #28.
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92 2-6 2.2.5 [comment has been made during previous reviews] Ensure that financial viability does not introduce an excessive bias toward 

alternatives that could exceed or distort considerations of technical merits. The goal should not necessarily be zero cost to the 
public, but rather something that optimizes technical merits for resource availability.

The purpose of considering financial viability is to evaluate alternatives that would have a 
reasonable ability to be funded and constructed. Alternatives with tolls would collect and 
provide funds for transportation improvements throughout the corridor that would not 
otherwise be funded or fundable due to the high cost. In Maryland, typical roadway 
infrastructure improvements are funded through use of Maryland’s Transportation Trust 
Fund.  However, the State’s traditional funding sources, including the Trust Fund, are 
unable to effectively finance, construct, operate, and maintain highway systems of the 
magnitude required to enhance trip reliability in the study corridors. For these sorts of large 
projects—such as the Study—revenue sources that provide adequate funding are needed to 
support more immediate capacity improvements. The use of alternative funding 
approaches, such as pricing, tolling, or fares, provides the potential to address needed large-
scale improvements decades earlier than would otherwise be realized using traditional 
funding. Put simply, the State of Maryland does not have the funds to construct 
improvements of this magnitude, which have an estimated cost of approximately $3 billion 
to $3.5 billion.  If MDOT SHA were to fund the construction of one general purpose lane per 
direction for the limits of the Study and re-allocate its entire budget for capital plan 
expansion ($1.4 billion over the next six years), it would take more than a decade to deliver 
this alternative. This approach would also leave no additional funding available for other 
MDOT SHA capital projects across the State of Maryland during that entire timeframe.  

General purpose lanes are susceptible to congestion as traffic volumes increase. Once the 
traffic volume reaches a certain threshold, traffic operations slow, remaining congested 
until traffic volumes decrease. Managed lanes remedy this issue by combining two highway 
management tools: (1) Congestion Pricing and (2) Lane Management. Refer to FEIS Chapter 
9, Section 9.3.6 for a response on managed lanes.

93 2-6 2.2.5 It seems that the statement, "alternatives with more managed lanes would result in higher revenue and those with only toll users 
(Express Toll Lanes) would have higher revenue than those with a mix of tolled and nontolled users (High-Occupancy Toll Lanes)," 
would only be true if the presence of non-tolled users reduced the number of tolled users that entered the managed lanes. If there is 
excess capacity expected in the managed lanes after accounting for all tolled drivers, non-tolled drivers would not be expected to 
take away from the actual revenue collected on the facility. I would suggest that HOT lanes not be disqualified, all else being equal, 
because of the presence of non-tolled vehicles, unless it can be demonstrated that their presence would significantly impact the 
financial viability of the alternative.

MDOT SHA agrees with MCDOT's comments and has identified two new HOT managed 
lanes for the Preferred Alternative, on I-495 in each direction from the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway to west of MD 187, and conversion of the one existing high-occupancy 
vehicle lane in each direction on I-270 to a HOT managed lane and adding one new HOT 
managed lane in each direction on I-270 from I-495 to north of I-370 and on the I-270 east 
and west spurs. 

94 2-7 2.2.6 [comment has been made during previous reviews] As stated in an earlier comment: the Governor has declared a Climate Crisis. In 
this context, it is not adequate to simply meet environmental standards; this project should demonstrate excellence at evaluating 
environmental impacts and meeting sustainability goals. This project must fully vet the impacts of its alternatives and identify means 
of mitigating and improving upon environmental effects.
On this topic we note that this section does not appear to provide any information on Climate Change impacts (such as any 
evaluation of emissions from vehicles, the enabling of increased growth in more distant and environmentally-sensitive areas, or 
impacts to VMT).

See response to Comment #31.

95 2-7 2.2.6 [comment has been made during previous reviews] Equity is of high public concern with projects involving priced facilities (hence the 
term often thrown at them: "Lexus Lanes"). Mitigating the effects of equity and improving upon these conditions is important for the 
alternatives to evaluate and incorporate. It is important to note that disproportionate benefits can themselves be considered to be a 
form of inequity.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.D for a response to Environmental Justice and equity 
concerns.
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96 2-11 2.5.2.a [comment has been made during previous reviews] These Alternatives have been structured as a false choice of "All or Nothing". The 

Purpose and Need and associated screening metrics do not address concerns raised by the County throughout the process. In the 
case that the build alternatives prove to be commercially prohibitive for private firms, the lack of any viable option is unacceptable, 
as there would remain a need to address movement of users throughout the region. TSM/TDM alternatives such as Alternative 2 
should be retained as such a potential fallback option. TSM/TDM Alternative 2 is eliminated because it would not provide traffic 
relief in 2040. As with the Express Toll Lanes, TDM is also a Visualize 2045 initiative and should be retained. In addition, the lack of 
2040 traffic condition improvement is partly based on the definition of the limits of the project - stopping the I-270 limits at I-370. 
One of the most significant TDM/TSM improvement is the extension of the HOV lane for  southbound traffic from the terminus at I-
370 northward to at least MD 118 Germantown Road to accommodate southbound Ride On and Commuter Bus travel.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed 
Study.

97 2-12 Chapter 2 Alternative 4/7. HOV alternatives dropped because current lanes only being used at 75% and could not support long term growth 
support. At issue is not that HOV lanes are not performing now, the issue is that the HOV lanes along I-270 do not connect to I-495 
HOV lanes and there is a lack of direct ramp connections that would make use more convenient and would increase HOV travel time 
savings. A network of HOV lanes would improve long term performance.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed 
Study.

98 2-13 Chapter 2 Alternative 14C is dropped from consideration because in part the regional analysis of BRT did not reduce sufficient traffic along I-
495 to be effective. However, the DEIS does not indicated this analysis related to I-495. In addition, the reference is for the entire 
region's impact from the regional BRT network and there are no calculations for I-495 referenced. The Montgomery County BRT 
projects listed in the DEIS are all in the constrained long range plan and should be constructed regardless of the I-495 managed lane 
alternative chosen. The BRT projects should already be in the baseline 2040 network.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed 
Study.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.B for a response to traffic modeling and analysis.

99 2-13 2.5.2.f [comment has been made during previous reviews] We remind that throughout the IAWG process we have repeatedly expressed 
concerns that:
(1) The limited interstate-specific study area predisposes transportation investment toward highways only, instead of a more holistic 
evaluation of connecting users between activity centers, and collecting users at points in between.
(2) The metrics within the Purpose & Need were biased against transit, and MDOT SHA expressly refused to refine the metrics to 
allow for a fair comparison.
(3) Transit alternatives were deliberately given negative ratings for some Purpose & Need metrics, despite their actually having 
positive ratings for the metrics.

Respectfully disagree. Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on the Purpose and 
Need.

100 2-14 Chapter 2 Alternative 5 with one managed lane in each direction along I-495 and converting the existing HOV lane on I-270 to a managed lane 
closely resembles the County Master Plan from ALB to the west leg of I270 to the I-370 project limits. The County Master Plan does 
not have HOV/HOT lanes on I-495 east of I-270 connector. Any alternative other than Alternative 5 and TSM/TDM require a Master 
Plan amendment.

The Preferred Alternative included two new, HOT managed lanes for the Preferred 
Alternative, on I-495 in each direction from the George Washington Memorial Parkway to 
west of MD 187 and conversion of the one existing high-occupancy vehicle lane in each 
direction on I-270 to a HOT managed lane and adding one new HOT managed lane in each 
direction on I-270 from I-495 to north of I-370 and on the I-270 east and west spurs. 
Therefore, a Master Plan amendment will be required to match the Preferred Alternative.

101 2-14 2.5.2.f [comment has been made during previous reviews] The paragraph discussing future plans for MARC should highlight the planned 
third tracking, difficulties in operating MARC service on a CSX-owned line, and also identify the existing freight bottleneck.

Thank you for your comment.  Although the additional information could be added, this 
section of the DEIS was not republished in the SDEIS nor the FEIS, so this addition was not 
included. 

102 2-14 2.5.2.f [comment has been made during previous reviews] This section should include at least some reference as to the presence of the 
Amtrak Capital Limited service.

This section of the DEIS was not republished in the SDEIS nor the FEIS, so this addition was 
not included.  The information has been noted and considered.
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103 2-14 2.5.2.f [comment has been made during previous reviews] The dropping of the light rail alternative because of the Purple Line has 

absolutely no nexus with any consideration of rail transit along I-270.
MDOT SHA acknowledges that the Purple Line does not offer transit opportunities for 
motorists specifically along I-270; however, the Metrorail Red Line runs parallel to I-270 
from I-370 to I-495.  The Purple Line will link to the Red Line at the Bethesda Station and 
provide a continuous transit route for motorists coming down the I-270 corridor and 
heading circumferentially across Montgomery County to Prince George's County. 

Additionally, the standalone transit options failed to address all the major areas of need 
identified and had major engineering and operational challenges associated with them.  As 
one example, the Purple Line FEIS and Purple Line Travel Forecasts Results Report evaluated 
the impact of transit alternatives on overall automobile usage by presenting the vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) in the region. The results showed that in 2040, under the Purple Line 
Preferred Alternative, there would be a negligible reduction in VMT on I-495 versus the 
2040 Purple Line No Build Alternative. Based upon the analysis conducted and presented 
and input from agencies and public, FHWA and MDOT determined they would not 
adequately address long-term traffic growth, address trip reliability, roadway choices, and 
none of them accommodated homeland security and freight movement needs.  For these 
reasons, those standalone transit alternatives were dropped from further consideration. 
Refer to DEIS, Chapter 2, Section 2.5.2.   Also see Chapter 9, Section 3.1 and 3.2 for 
additional Purple Line references.

104 2-14, 2-16 2.5.2.f [comment has been made during previous reviews] Due to the tailoring of the Purpose & Need against transit, there was no 
significant analysis to demonstrate any of the reasons given for excluding Heavy/Light Rail Transit and Bus Rapid Transit are actually 
true.
One good example of this is stating that rail transit alternatives will not provide alternative roadways travel choices. Of course they 
wouldn't: they are literally not roadways. But that does not mean they don't move people or freight.
With proper planning and investment: transit connections could serve large volumes of people, could provide alternative travel 
choices, and can be extremely reliable; to say this is not the case is an outright false statement.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on the Purpose and Need.

105 2-15 Chapter 2 I-200 Diversion Alternative scope includes adding managed lanes to I-95 from I-200 to I-495. The local officials' alternative 
description did not include these additional managed lanes that has environmental and capital cost implications. The I-200 diversion 
alternative has no residential property takes, and minimal parks, wetlands, and capital costs that would be further reduced if the I-
95 managed lanes from I-200 to I-495 segment were removed from the alternative.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed 
Study.

106 2-16 Chapter 2 Toll rates are to be set by MDTA and are required to manage traffic to average 45 mph speed. However, Board of Public Works 
(BPW) condition on the P3 program is to fund specific transit improvements/services in both Montgomery County and Prince 
George's County (and Frederick County though not specifically mentioned). The required transit elements may increase the toll, 
change managed lane demand and financing. The transit provisions should be studied in the DEIS.

Since the DEIS was published, the toll rate range setting process was completed by the 
Maryland Transportation Authority between May and November 2021.  Detailed overview 
of the process and the approved toll rate ranges are provided in SDEIS Chapter 2, Section 
2.3.6 and FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.9.

As noted by the analysis, standalone transit alternatives are not anticipated to provide 
sufficient reduction to VMT to meet the Purpose and Need criteria including not adequately 
addressing long-term traffic growth, address trip reliability, roadway choices, and none of 
them accommodated homeland security and freight movement needs.  However, the 
Preferred Alternative includes multiple elements to enhance transit mobility and multi-
modal connectivity in furtherance of the established Purpose and Need and in response to 
public and agency comments supporting such elements. Refer to FEIS Chapter 3, Section 
3.1.4 and Section 3.2.1 for more detail on specific transit elements in the Preferred 
Alternative.  Also refer to FEIS Chapter 9, Section 3.3.D.

107 2-16 2.5.2.f I concur with the removal of Alternative 15 (Dedicated Bus Managed Lanes). No response needed.
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108 2-17 2.5.2.f The DEIS/FEIS should include the transit TDM elements. Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed 

Study.

109 2-18 Chapter 2 Reference to the WMATA Bus Transformation Study is not appropriate since the region was not endorsed the entire report. The WMATA Bus Transformation Study was referenced (on page 2-45 not page 2-18) 
because of the public survey and the responses regarding barriers to bus ridership.  The 
DEIS noted that the Study could provide an opportunity to address some of the identified 
barriers -- it was not endorsing nor rejecting the full study or the action plan.

110 2-19 Chapter 2 Phase 1 will only proceed with either HOT lanes or ETL as preferred alternative. This statement biases the DEIS process by 
predetermining the outcome.

MDOT SHA could not find the noted sentence on page 2-19.  However, there was a 
statement on page 2-47 that said "In the event that HOT or ETL managed lanes are not part 
of the Preferred Alternative in the Study FEIS or the Selected Alternative in the ROD, the 
solicitation for Phase 1 will not proceed."  If this is the intended reference, it states that the 
solicitation for Phase 1 would not proceed, not that the project would not proceed.

111 2-19 2.5.3.b The discussion regarding the MD 200 Diversion Alternative, the challenges it would face in adequately addressing long-term growth 
and trip reliability, and its inadequate performance compared to the operational screening metrics. The DEIS should have explored 
ways to overcome these challenges

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed 
Study.

112 2-20 2.5.3.a Is the text supposed to say, "the same diversion route could occur in the opposite direction heading from Virginia to points north of 
the I-95 and MD 200 interchange " ? It currently just says "north of I-95," which is a bit unclear.

Yes, the text for the diversion route in the opposite direction could also have said points 
north of the I-95 and MD 200 interchange.

113 2-21 2.5.3 Please clarify why there would be a 15% decrease in speed along the I-495 Inner Loop during the morning peak period, compared to 
No-Build. This seems counterintuitive if there is a diversion of some vehicles away from the top side of I-495. Also, please clarify why 
the HOT lanes would not be able to achieve 45mph.

This section is summarizing the results presented in the MD 200 Diversion Alternative 
Analysis Results Paper.  Refer to DEIS Appendix B, the Alternatives Technical Report, 
specifically to Appendix A within that Technical Report for more detail.

114 2-25 2.6.1 Do the No-Build and Build alternatives assume the construction and operation of a BRT network in Montgomery County? BRT is 
mentioned as included in the CLRP, but it is a bit unclear if it was included in the analysis of alternatives. Please clarify.

Yes, the No Build and Build Alternatives assumed the background projects listed on page 3-
4 of the DEIS were part of the travel demand model, including several BRT projects.

115 2-28 2.6.4 For Alternative 9M (and for all alternatives where managed lanes will need to transition to fewer or greater number of managed 
lanes), has consideration been given to the user/driver ability to safely navigate these transition zones? Are there expected to be 
significant operational impacts in these transition zones? If so, it may be good to briefly mention this here.

The operational impacts of the transition zones are included in the traffic sections in each 
respective environmental documents (DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS). The design and signing of any 
transition zones would meet the safety requirements of interstate design criteria defined by 
FHWA and MDOT SHA.    

116 2-31 2.6 We note the estimates between 25-34 residential displacements and 4 business displacements versus the longstanding State 
assertion that the project would have zero displacements. 

The Preferred Alternative was identified after extensive coordination with resource 
agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on the DEIS 
to avoid or minimize residential and business displacements and impacts to significant 
environmental resources.

The Preferred Alternative includes two new, HOT managed lanes on I-495 in each direction 
from the George Washington Memorial Parkway to west of MD 187 and conversion of the 
one existing high-occupancy vehicle lane in each direction on I-270 to a HOT managed lane 
and adding one new HOT managed lane in each direction on I-270 from I-495 to north of I-
370 and on the I-270 east and west spurs. The Preferred Alternative includes no action or 
no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's 
County, including the elimination of the 25 to 34 residential displacements and 4 business 
displacements.  Consequently, the Preferred Alternative does not result in any full 
acquisitions or residential or business displacements. Any future proposal for improvements 
to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would 
advance separately and would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and 
collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 
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117 2-31 2.6 Need to identify each residential & business displacement / relocation, and identify what is being done to assist with their relocation 

regarding their individual interests, costs, destinations, and for businesses: their continued viability.
See response to Comment #116.

118 2-32 2.7.1 [comment has been made during previous reviews] Where BRT facilities are master planned: include BRT facilities across the 270 and 
495 corridors at interchanges. 

The North Bethesda Transitway identified in the Countywide Transit Corridors Functional 
Master Plan is the only BRT facility corridor that crosses the interstates with the Phase 1 
South limits. Other BRT corridors cross I-495 within the study limits, but outside of the 
improvement limits. The segment of the North Bethesda Transitway that crosses the I-270 
east spur and I-270 west spur along MD 187 and Westlake Terrace includes dedicated lanes 
for BRT; however, specific treatment for dedicated lanes has not been designated. The 
bridge was not build to accommodate the master planned dedicated BRT lanes because the 
BRT study would need to go through a full planning study before that potential typical 
section configuration is confirmed.  The bridge will be built to not preclude widening to 
accommodate the potential future BRT lanes.

119 2-32 2.7.1 [comment has been made during previous reviews] Include ped/bike facilities across the 270 and 495 corridors at interchanges as 
well as at non-interchange crossing points. Facilities are expected to meet applicable standards, best practices, and master plans, 
particularly the approved Bicycle Master Plan and the Pedestrian Master Plan currently in development. Replacing-in-kind (as stated 
on page 2-47) is NOT acceptable. Note that the Bike Master Plan calls for grade separated crossings across free-flow ramps. We also 
remind that while our Bicycle Master Plan includes prioritization for bikeways, it also states that any bikeways where other projects 
are occurring are to be considered the highest priority for purposes of implementation with those projects.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.3.D for a response to Analysis of Alternatives Retained for 
Detailed Study.

120 2-34 2.7.1 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The lack of any access to the Forest Glen Metro Station directly conflicts with 
statements on pages such as ES-11 and 2-13 which emphasize the benefits of the project at connecting to facilities such as Metro 
stations. Even if there is not a full interchange, with the high volume of and potential for Kiss & Ride use at this location: there is a 
need for some form of Kiss & Ride access served by the Managed Lanes. This could potentially be an in-line Kiss & Ride facility, noting 
the presence of the Metro Station running beneath the Beltway.

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after 
coordination with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to 
feedback received on the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant 
environmental resources, and to align the NEPA approval with the planned project phased 
delivery and permitting approach which focused on Phase 1 South only. The Preferred 
Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-270 
spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. Your comment had been identified in the DEIS 
related to build alternatives that would have spanned the entire study area.  Because the 
Forest Glen Metro is located outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, 
those impacts have now been completely avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements 
to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would 
advance separately and would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and 
collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

121 2-42 2.7.5.b [comment has been made during previous reviews] Separating the determination of the toll rate range from the rest of this process 
creates an additional risk to bidders. How susceptible are the bids to misjudging this range? What if the range, after its public 
process, is set too low for the operators to be financially viable? Could this result in the operator departing the project? Or the 
project experiencing cuts in capital, operations, or maintenance? Or allowing the tolls to increase beyond the initially established 
range?

Since the DEIS was published, MDOT and MDTA received approval from the MD Board of 
Public Works to award the Phase 1 P3 Agreement to the Selected Proposer.  Additionally, 
the toll rate range setting process was completed by the Maryland Transportation Authority 
(MDTA) between May and November 2021.  Detailed overview of the process and the 
approved toll rate ranges are provided in SDEIS Chapter 2, Section 2.3.6 and FEIS Chapter 3, 
Section 3.1.9.  Additional information can also be found on their website: 
https://mdta.maryland.gov/ALB270TollSetting/TollRateRangeSettingProcessAndApprovedTo
llRateRanges
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122 2-42 2.7.5.b [comment has been made during previous reviews] Based on the toll assumptions presented on page ES-13: what is the anticipated 

revenue of these roll rates, and how do they compare to the cost of each alternative? How many years are estimated before each 
alternative would generate enough revenue as to surpass its costs? Comparing these per mile toll estimates with anticipated  traffic 
volumes, it appears this would amount to approximately $130-145m/yr, and based only on the capital costs on page ES-17, it would 
take between 65-80 years until revenue matches costs (not accounting for operations & maintenance). How does this compare to 
the 50 year P3 agreement anticipated per page 2-6? Does this toll range conform to estimates from bidders and their expectations of 
the project?

Since the DEIS was published, MDOT and MDTA received approval from the MD Board of 
Public Works to award the Phase 1 P3 Agreement to the Selected Proposer for a 50-year 
agreement.  The Selected Proposer completed their own evaluation of the cost-
effectiveness of the project prior to submitting their proposal.

123 2-44 2.7.5 On this page it is affirmed that is  presently assumed HOV 3+ would have free access to the managed lanes. We concur with this 
assumptions and welcome its inclusion.

No response needed.

124 2-44 2.7.5 [comment has been made during previous reviews] Are there any other cases where continuous toll facilities such as this have 
transitioned between jurisdictions & business rules? It may be helpful to share with a future IAWG how such cases have been 
addressed. Items of interest would include physical infrastructure (such as exchange ramps) and informational awareness (how to 
explain the change of business rules to users-on-the-go, help them make decisions, and then guide them through their decisions). 
We reiterate our urging that the pricing reflect the same pricing system (e.g. HOV allowances, discounts, exclusions) as in Virginia, 
and/or that comparable HOV allowances be maintained within any Priced Managed lanes to achieve equity obligations and also as 
per our comments dating to the Purpose and Need.

There is an example in Dallas, Texas, where there are adjacent facilities that will have 
different business rules - it is at the east end of I-635 called the LBJ Expressway.  There are 
no locations where facilities cross state lines, because most major metropolitan areas are 
wholly within one state. In Dallas, there is a HOT lane that offers reduced costs to HOV and 
motorcycles and it currently connects to an HOV-only lane. The HOV lane is being converted 
to a HOT lanes and it will be open in 2024. 

Because the managed lanes in Maryland and Virginia are being managed by different states 
with different legal tolling requirements, the business rules will be different.  The two states 
are cooperating to align the rules where feasible, but not all toll rates and business rules will 
be consistent.  Signage as necessary will be included.

125 2-47 2.7.7 [comment has been made during previous reviews] Include ped/bike facilities across the 270 and 495 corridors at interchanges as 
well as at non-interchange crossing points. Facilities are expected to meet applicable standards, best practices, and master plans, 
particularly the approved Bicycle Master Plan and the Pedestrian Master Plan currently in development. Replacing-in-kind (as stated 
on page 2-47) is NOT acceptable. Note that the Bike Master Plan calls for grade separated crossings across free-flow ramps. We also 
remind that while our Bicycle Master Plan includes prioritization for bikeways, it also states that any bikeways where other projects 
are occurring are to be considered the highest priority for purposes of implementation with those projects.

See response to Comment #119.

126 2-50 2.8 While we have long recognized that a public cost may be associated with this project, and that is not itself a bad thing, we note the 
estimates of between $482-1088m of public subsidy given in this section versus the longstanding State assertion that the project 
would have a zero cost to taxpayers. These values also do not appear to include some (or potentially all?) utility relocations, as per 
our understanding that WSSC efforts would be at their cost and, subsequently, amount to approximately $2b passed onto their 
customers.

See response to Comment #23.
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127 2-50 2.8 How do these cash flow scenarios affect the estimated time for revenues to surpass costs for the project, and how do these compare 

to the 50-year P3 agreement?
What if this timeframe is longer than 50 years? How will that affect the P3 agreement or the facilities operations beyond the 50th 
year?
What if this timeframe is shorter than 50 years? Does this imply a cost to taxpayers of upwards of $2,762m per year between the 
Return On Investment year and the P3's sunset?
With the Statewide CTP estimating $13,400m for the 2021-2026 program, meaning an average of $2,233m per year of capital 
transportation projects throughout the State ... is it correct to view this potential annual subsidy as greater than the entire capital 
budget for transportation?

The cash flow scenarios in the DEIS represented the estimated net funding position 
assuming an indicative toll revenue concession P3 with a 50-year term.  As such, they are 
indicative of the scenario mentioned in the question.  It is reasonable to assume that an 
alternative with a higher net funding position would have total revenue exceeding total 
costs earlier than an alternative with lower net funding position as all other assumptions 
have been held the same across alternatives for the purposes of the analysis.

A term longer than 50 years would increase the net funding position of the analysis for all 
build alternatives retained for detailed study (i.e. Alternatives 5, 8, 9, 10, 13B, 13C).  
However, it would be expected that the relative net funding positions of the build 
alternatives would be the same (i.e. the ranking of alternatives and relative cashflows).  In a 
P3 agreement, there would be handback provisions requiring the Developer to return the 
facility to the state in a certain acceptable condition at the end of the term.  If the term 
were extended, we would expect those handback provisions to be the same, resulting in no 
difference to facility operations beyond the 50th year.

A term shorter than 50 years would reduce the net funding position of each build 
alternative. The $2,762m figure is not an annual amount. Rather, it represents the sum of 
cash flows over the entire 50 years.  Under the P3 delivery approach, this scenario with a 
positive net funding position would mean value flows to the state/taxpayers; it is not a 
subsidy from the state to the project.  Subsidy amounts are represented by negative 
numbers. Negative numbers indicate a subsidy requirement over the projected 50 year 
term of a P3 delivery model, not an annual requirement.  As such, it is not appropriate to 
multiply these amounts to compare to capital budgets.

128 General Chapter 3 What are the ADTs for the managed lanes, at various points in the system? This information is needed for our own evaluations of the 
EIS and would seem to be a rather fundamental metric. It may also be helpful information for potential bidders. 

See response to Comment #17.

129 General Chapter 3 [comment has been made during previous reviews] Provide an O-D Matrix of travel times for both the Managed and General 
Purpose lanes for each access point along I-270 and I-495 (with accompanying narrative, as needed). This will help better understand 
flows, identify specifically failing pairings, and better tailor responses to these needs.
This is especially important considering it is our understanding that many/most trips along these facilities are relatively short in 
nature, using the interstate for only a few interchanges. Therefore longer & larger systemic effects may be of less utility to actual 
users.

The origin-destination travel time matrix has been included in the Final Traffic Analysis 
Report, FEIS Appendix A.

130 General Chapter 3 This project claims to improve traffic, but the project's analysis finds that in many cases the Managed Lanes barely perform better 
than the General Purpose Lanes, and in some segments they perform even worse. In numerous cases the General Purpose lanes 
worsen significantly as compared to No Build conditions. Would MDOT accept degraded performance of the General Purpose lanes 
in the interest of providing priced managed lanes? Penalizing current users of these roads does not seem to be consistent with the 
stated policy objectives of this program. If MDOT does indeed accept this outcome, it is imperative that equity be considered, and 
actions be incorporated into the project, to address the needs of users most adversely impacted.
The project's Purpose & Need includes creating new options for users, but the Build alternatives instead appear to reduce options 
available to users unable to afford or otherwise access the managed lanes. Based on this traffic information, none of these Build 
alternatives should be considered to satisfy this metric of the Purpose & Need.

See response to Comment #12.

The intent is to provide improved operations in both the managed lanes and the general 
purpose lanes throughout the project area.  In situations where the general purpose lanes 
do not appear to operate as well as the No Build condition, it may be due to the No Build 
metering traffic.  For other situations, the project team is evaluating design refinements to 
address the issue.

131 General Chapter 3 Practices, assumptions, locations, and methodology seem typical No response needed.
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132 General Chapter 3 Did the operational analysis of each of the Build alternatives account for the congestion/operational/queuing issues that existing 

along many of the arterials interchanging with I-495 and I-270? This is important to take into account and review, since additional 
throughput along the freeways may exacerbate some of the operational issues that already exist along these arterials, and could 
affect operations on the freeways more than if just the ramps/ramp terminal intersection impacts are modeled.

The model used for the DEIS included the ramp terminals and cross streets, and the results 
presented in the DEIS account for the interaction between the freeway and the interchange 
junctions.  Additional modeling and evaluation of cross streets and adjacent intersections 
was conducted for the Preferred Alternative as part of MDOT SHA's Application for 
Interstate Access Point Approval.  Refer to FEIS, Appendix B.

133 3-1 3.1.1 Please clarify how peak period demand was determined for the study corridor. Simply using traffic count volumes at a location may 
not reflect true demand; upstream unconstrained volumes should be considered. 

Raw count data was adjusted to reflect demand, where appropriate. This is addressed in 
the Traffic Technical Report (DEIS Appendix C) in Section 2.7.  

134 3-1 3.1.1 It is good that hourly speed data was collected to assist with calibration of the base VISSIM operational models. Was field data such a 
queuing (both on freeways and adjacent interchange ramp terminals/cross street intersections) considered and reasonably in the 
base modeling?

Yes, queuing was considered.  Refer to the VISSIM Calibration Memo included with DEIS 
Appendix C (Appendix D within the Traffic Technical Report).

135 3-1 3.1.1 Please clarfiy the extent to which interchange cross streets were modeled in VISSIM. Were just the ramps and ramp terminal 
intersections modeled, or did the model continue on either side of the interchange to get a clearer representation of these cross 
street operations in the vincinities of interchanges?

The models used to evaluate Alternatives in the DEIS included the ramp terminal 
intersections and adjacent intersections in locations where the cross street operations 
could impact freeway operations. Additional operational analysis focusing on the 
interchange ramps, ramp terminal intersections, and adjacent cross street intersections was 
completed as part of MDOT SHA's Application for Interstate Access Point Approval, and the 
results are included in FEIS Appendix B. 

136 3-3 Figure 3-1 The Figure shows the Watkins Mill Road interchange as future, but it is now currently in operation. Please update as necessary. The figure was updated in the SDEIS and FEIS.

137 3-4 3.1.3 Given that the CCT is assumed to be part of the base network, is the State indicating a renewed willingness to fund and implement 
the project, or perhaps to include it as part of the P3 project?

As part of the Managed Lanes Study, MDOT SHA has made a commitment to certain 
regional transit improvements to enhance existing and planned transit and support new 
opportunities for regional transit service. One of the commitments related to the Corridor 
Cities Transitway, includes an agreement to fund not less than $60 million (upon financial 
close of the Section P3 Agreement for Phase 1 South) for design and permitting of high 
priority transit investments in Montgomery County and committed to deliver the 
Metropolitan Grove Bus Operations and Maintenance Facility including the necessary bus 
fleet.  Refer to FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.4 and Section 3.2.1.

138 3-4 3.1.3 Corridor Cities Transitway and US 29 BRT are assumed as completed transit projects in year 2040. What assumptions were made for 
how they would operate?

These projects were coded into the MWCOG regional forecasting model, prior to MDOT 
SHA receiving the model.  The assumptions for how these projects would operate were 
coordinated between MWCOG and the local jurisdictions, therefore, including Montgomery 
County.

139 3-4 3.1.3 Exit points from the managed lanes? Same as entry points? Yes, the locations listed serve both entry and exit from the Managed Lanes, unless specified 
otherwise.

140 3-5 3.1.3 The final paragraph discusses tolling rates assumed per mile (for planning purposes), with a range from $0.20 to $1.36 per mile. 
What is the likelihood that these rates are insufficient to maintain a maximum of 1,700 vehicles per hour per lane and minimum 45 
mph operating speeds? If this does occur, is it addressed through raising tolls until the demand recedes? I could envision a negative 
public reaction if toll ranges are announced, and they need to be raised above that range frequently, so it is important to establish 
expectations early. Also, once a vehicle is within the managed lane system, are the toll rates per mile "locked in" until the vehicle 
exits the system? Or will the rates rise and fall as the vehicle traverses different segments with different demands? This again goes 
back to expectations, so a motorist is not surprised by a sudden surge in toll costs (and is given an opportunity to exit the system if 
the toll becomes too high). It also could affect operations on the general purpose lanes.

Since the DEIS was published, the toll rate range setting process was completed by the 
Maryland Transportation Authority between May and November 2021.  Detailed overview 
of the process and the approved toll rate ranges are provided in SDEIS Chapter 2, Section 
2.3.6 and FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.9. Additional information can also be found on their 
website: 
https://mdta.maryland.gov/ALB270TollSetting/TollRateRangeSettingProcessAndApprovedTo
llRateRanges

141 3-6 3.2 I think it would be helpful to provide a figure here mapping out the congested and severly congested segments of I-495 and I-270 
during the peaks, based on TTI values. It could help give a scope of the congestion.

Similar figures were included elsewhere in the document, including Figures 3-9 and 3-10 in 
the Traffic Technical Report (DEIS, Appendix C).
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142 3-8 3.3 Table 3-3 shows 2040 Build Traffic. The Build alternatives show ADTs that are higher than No-Build. It may be helpful to discuss this 

growth in the context of increased person-throughput, improved travel times, and travel reliability in this section (even though 
subsequent sections discuss some of these topics). Also, it may be helpful to clarify if this traffic growth has any significant impact on 
loss of trips via Metro, BRT, etc.

Text was added above FEIS Chapter 4, Table 4-2 that notes "Locations that add capacity to I-
270 and I-495 under the Preferred Alternative would be projected to see an increase in 
daily traffic volumes served compared to the No Build Alternative because the freeways 
would be able to accommodate latent demand that would otherwise use the local roadway 
network to avoid congestion."

143 3-8, 3-9 3.3.1 While this section alludes to more detailed travel speed information in Appendix C, it may be helpful to provide a general note 
highlighting any significant speed benefits experienced on a segment level, which may be watered down by taking an average of a 
much longer corridor.

Chapter 4 of the FEIS includes a discussion of notable speed benefits/impedances. 
Comprehensive speed data is included in FEIS Appendix A.

144 3-9 3.3.1 [comment has been made during previous reviews] We note that for Alternative 13B: along northbound I-270 between I-495 and I-
370, during the PM peak, the average speed of the General Purpose lanes (43 MPH) is faster than the Managed Lanes (40 MPH). The 
narrative should elaborate on why this is.

The intent of Chapter 3 was to provide an overview of the relative benefits of each 
Alternative.  The speed issue was likely caused by congestion backing into the Managed 
Lanes under Alternative 13B and would have been vetted further if this Alternative was 
carried forward.

145 3-9 3.3.1 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The General Purpose lanes operate more slowly than No Build conditions under 
the following scenarios:
- AM peak, NB 270 between 495 and 370, all alternatives (3% reduction)
- AM peak, SB 270 between 370 and 495, alternative 5 (3% reduction)
- AM peak, SB 270 between 370 and 495, alternative 10 (16% reduction)
- AM peak, SB 270 between 370 and 495, alternative 13C (34% reduction)
- PM peak, NB 270 between 495 and 370, alternatives 5 (26% reduction)
- PM peak, NB 270 between 495 and 370, alternatives 8 (4% reduction)
- PM peak, NB 270 between 495 and 370, alternatives 9 (17% reduction)
- PM peak, NB 270 between 495 and 370, alternatives 9M (23% reduction)
- PM peak, NB 270 between 495 and 370, alternatives 10 (34% reduction)
- PM peak, NB 270 between 495 and 370, alternatives 13B (19% reduction)
- PM peak, NB 270 between 495 and 370, alternatives 13C (15% reduction)
- PM peak, SB 270 between 370 and 495, alternatives 5 (70% reduction)
- PM peak, SB 270 between 370 and 495, alternatives 8 (46% reduction)
- PM peak, SB 270 between 370 and 495, alternatives 9 (18% reduction)
- PM peak, SB 270 between 370 and 495, alternatives 9M (64% reduction)
- PM peak, SB 270 between 370 and 495, alternatives 10 (16% reduction)
- PM peak, SB 270 between 370 and 495, alternatives 13B (58% reduction)
- PM peak, SB 270 between 370 and 495, alternatives 13C (20% reduction)

The results presented in the DEIS were preliminary and conservative.  The noted issues 
referenced here were investigated during development of the SDEIS and FEIS, and the 
updated results no longer show a reduction in GP lane speeds in these areas for the 
Preferred Alternative compared to the No Build. Refer to FEIS Chapter 4 and FEIS Appendix 
A for detailed traffic analysis results.

146 3-10 3.3.2 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The Delay metrics appear to combine both General Purpose and Managed Lanes. 
As such, this is not a particularly useful metric. The aggregate nature of this metric may allow the effects of the managed lanes or the 
general purpose lanes to be overrepresentative, and we urge that this metric separate these for managed lanes and general purpose 
lanes, individually.

Some metrics, like system-wide delay, use aggregate results, while others (such as TTI and 
average speed) look specifically at the GP lanes.
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147 3-10 3.3.3 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The General Purpose lanes have a higher TTI than No Build conditions under the 

following scenarios:
- AM peak, 495 Outer Loop between 270 and VA 193, alternative 5 (42% worse)
- AM peak, 495 Outer Loop between 270 and VA 193, alternative 8 (8% worse)
- AM peak, 495 Outer Loop between 270 and VA 193, alternative 9 (42% worse)
- AM peak, 495 Outer Loop between 270 and VA 193, alternative 9M (42% worse)
- AM peak, 495 Outer Loop between 270 and VA 193, alternative 10 (42% worse)
- AM peak, 495 Outer Loop between 270 and VA 193, alternative 13B (42% worse)
- AM peak, 495 Outer Loop between 270 and VA 193, alternative 13C (33% worse)
- AM peak, 495 Inner Loop between 270 and 95, alternative 5 (50% worse)
- AM peak, 495 Inner Loop between 270 and 95, alternative 8 (20% worse)
- AM peak, 495 Inner Loop between 270 and 95, alternative 9 (30% worse)
- AM peak, 495 Inner Loop between 270 and 95, alternative 9M (50% worse)
- AM peak, 495 Inner Loop between 270 and 95, alternative 10 (20% worse)
- AM peak, 495 Inner Loop between 270 and 95, alternative 13B (20% worse)
- AM peak, 495 Inner Loop between 270 and 95, alternative 13C (20% worse)
- AM peak, SB 270 between 370 and 495, alternative 10 (13% worse)
- AM peak, SB 270 between 370 and 495, alternative 13C (47% worse & now failing)

The revised results in the FEIS are based on the updated design and only show one location 
with higher TTI in the Preferred Alternative compared to the No Build - I-495 Inner Loop 
from VA 193 to I-270.  This is due to traffic being metered from reaching this location under 
the No Build condition due to congestion in Virginia approaching the American Legion 
Bridge. 

148 3-10 3.3.3 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The General Purpose lanes have a higher TTI than No Build conditions under the 
following scenarios:
- PM peak, NB 270 from 495 to 370, alternative 5 (40% worse)
- PM peak, NB 270 from 495 to 370, alternative 8 (10% worse)
- PM peak, NB 270 from 495 to 370, alternative 9 (30% worse)
- PM peak, NB 270 from 495 to 370, alternative 9M (30% worse)
- PM peak, NB 270 from 495 to 370, alternative 10 (60% worse)
- PM peak, NB 270 from 495 to 370, alternative 13B (30% worse)
- PM peak, NB 270 from 495 to 370, alternative 13C (20% worse)
- PM peak, SB 270 from 370 to 495, alternative 5 (236% worse & now failing)
- PM peak, SB 270 from 370 to 495, alternative 8 (82% worse & now failing)
- PM peak, SB 270 from 370 to 495, alternative 9 (18% worse)
- PM peak, SB 270 from 370 to 495, alternative 9M (182% worse & now failing)
- PM peak, SB 270 from 370 to 495, alternative 10 (18% worse)
- PM peak, SB 270 from 370 to 495, alternative 13B (136% worse & now failing)
- PM peak, SB 270 from 370 to 495, alternative 13C (27% worse)

See response to Comment #147.

149 3-10 3.3.3 [comment has been made during previous reviews] In addition to the TTI information it would be helpful to compare the mean and 
standard deviation of travel times in each direction of the General Purpose lanes. 

The average travel time for each direction of the General Purpose Lanes in each direction 
was provided in the DEIS Appendix C, Traffic Technical Report.

150 3-10 3.3.3 Please clarify what "weighted Average TTI" means in this section This value reflects the average of the 16 TTI segment values for each Alternative in DEIS 
Table 3-8, weighted based on segment length.

151 3-11 3.3.3 [comment has been made during previous reviews] The focus only on the General Purpose lanes ignores that Managed Lanes users 
using sliplanes will also be affected by the General Purpose lane's congestion. Given the increased delays in the General Purpose 
lanes, in cases where managed lanes users must use atgrade sliplanes to enter or exit the sliplanes: clarify whether there are any O-D 
pairings whereby the additional time spent in the General Purpose lanes is such that a Managed Lane user's net travel time is worse 
than the same trip under No Build conditions.

This level of detailed analysis is included in MDOT SHA's Application for Interstate Access 
Point Approval in the FEIS Appendix B.
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152 3-11 Table 3-8 Based on Table 3-8, the segment of I-495 Inner Loop from I-270 to I-95 continues to experience severe congestion in the PM peak, 

even under all Build alternatives. Can there be some brief discussion here about why that is, and what would be necessary to bring 
the TTI down below the severe threshold (if it is even feasible)?

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after 
coordination with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to 
feedback received on the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant 
environmental resources, and to align the NEPA approval with the planned project phased 
delivery and permitting approach which focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east 
of the I-270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because the segment of I-495 from I-270 to I-95 is located 
outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now 
been completely avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of 
I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and 
would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the 
public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

153 3-12 3.3.4 The Level of Service metrics appear to combine both General Purpose and Managed Lanes. As such, this is not a parcularly useful 
metric. The aggregate nature of this metric may allow the effects of the managed lanes or the general purpose lanes to be 
overrepresentative, and we urge that this metric separate these for managed lanes and general purpose lanes, individually.

The metrics evaluated in the FEIS are the same as were evaluated in the DEIS and SDEIS.  
Some metrics, like LOS, use aggregate results, while others (such as TTI and average speed) 
look specifically at the GP lanes.

154 3-12 3.3.4 For this section and in general, has any operational analysis been performed for the interchange ramps and ramp terminal 
intersections on the interchange cross streets? Section 3.3.6 provides information about overall network delay to the local roadway 
network, but there is language about some increased delays around managed lane entrance points on the cross streets. We want to 
be sure that operational benefits to the freeway system do not result in operational failures or safety concerns on the ramps or cross 
streets, so it would be beneficial to have an idea of any localized issues as well.

See response to Comment #135.

155 3-13 3.3.5 At the cost of each alternative, and comparing to this vehicle throughput, this yields a cost per new vehicle upwards of:
- Alt 5 - $5.7 mil/vehicle
- Alt 8 - $2.9 mil/vehicle
- Alt 9 - $2.6 mil/vehicle
- Alt 9M - $3.9 mil/vehicle
- Alt 10 - $2.4 mil/vehicle
- Alt 13B - $3.4 mil/vehicle
- Alt 13C - $2.6 mil/vehicle
These cost rates seem extremely high. From the data presented it is difficult to adjust these numbers to account for travel time 
savings or to differentiate between public and private costs, and we suggest MDOT consider including such an analysis in the FEIS.

See response to Comment #140.

156 3-13 3.3.5 I suggest provided person throughput values for the key locations identified in this section as well. That way, if there is a desire to 
compare throughput to that of transit, it is more easily comparable here. Also, with the presence of the managed lanes, it would be 
beneficial to be in an HOV, since this would increase person throughput without a comparable increase in vehicles. Any benefit 
would be more clearly reflected by providing the person throughput metric alongside vehicle throughout. 

Person-throughput was evaluated and was included in Table 5-16 of DEIS, Appendix C. 
However, the metric of vehicle-throughput was reported here because it is a direct output 
of the VISSIM model.  MDOT SHA expects that the project will lead to higher vehicle 
occupancy by providing opportunities for buses to use the HOT lanes and by permitting 
HOV 3+ to use the lanes for free.  However, it is difficult to quantify this increase in vehicle 
occupancy, and therefore vehicle-throughput was used as a proxy for person-throughput in 
this section (a conservative approach as to not overstate the potential benefits).   
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157 3-15 3.3.6 [comment has been made during previous reviews] This evaluation appears to average together the impacts to all local streets 

across all times of day, which is a completely useless metric. Some corridors are likely to benefit, such as MD 355 outside of the 
Beltway, MD 192, MD 547, and potentially MD 586. Conversely, the radial corridors inside the Beltway are more likely to experience 
significant adverse impacts, particularly during the AM peak as more traffic is enabled to arrive at these centralized points faster, and 
in greater volume (as demonstrated with the Vehicle Throughput results on page 3-14). These corridors are often already congested 
and travel through urban areas where automotive traffic is not the priority mode. And averaging the impacts into daily values erases 
the effects of peak periods in peak directions. Delays, speeds, and travel time information for the Local Network is extremely 
important information that needs to be known at this stage. That this study does not give this level of information on the impacts to 
the local road network is a complete aberration from what is expected out of a traffic analyses at this stage of the project.

See response to Comment #90.

158 4-62 4.8.3 It is noted here that each Build alternative increases VMT, which is directly counter to the County's vision, master plans, and efforts. See response to Comment #14.

159 4-129 4.21.3.C.g The results of these demographic surveys would appear to demonstrate that inadequate effort has been made in reaching out to 
disadvantaged communities. Survey respondents were 87% white, 43% over age 65, and 92% over age 40. Multiple other important 
metrics do not appear to have been considered.

It is MDOT SHA policy to offer a standard demographic survey to voluntarily complete for 
attendees of MDOT SHA public meetings. Survey results from attendees of the DEIS Virtual 
and In-Person Public Hearings and SDEIS Virtual Public Hearing are provided in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.21 of the DEIS and Chapter 5, Section 4.4 of the Community Effects Assessment 
and Environmental Justice Analysis Technical Report (FEIS Appendix F). Survey respondents 
generally tended to be older white persons. However, due to the voluntary nature of the 
survey and the small sample size, the results of the survey may not accurately represent the 
demographics of all the Virtual Public Hearing attendees.

MDOT SHA implemented a robust plan to meet and exceed federal policies and best 
practices for outreach to and engagement with EJ communities within and adjacent to the 
study area. In addition to the overall efforts to encourage public participation in the Study 
documented in FEIS Appendix R, MDOT SHA implemented a comprehensive strategy to 
ensure complete access to information to the broadest scope of identified EJ communities 
in the study area. Refer to FEIS Chapter 5 Section 5.21.5 and Appendix H of FEIS Appendix F 
for EJ-focused outreach efforts conducted for publication of the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS. Refer 
to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.D for a response to general Environmental Justice and equity 
concerns.

160 General General Chapters A&B - Alternative 9M Has there been a general discussion of how each of the Build Alternatives affects induced demand 
versus latent demand in this Attachment? The ability to increase throughput is desirable if it assists more with latent demand and 
reduction of congestion on the shoulder hours. It is less beneficial if it comes more from induced demand, which draws trips away 
from transit and other travel modes, without improving congestion significantly. I think it is important to clarify this difference, and 
indicate how the Build Alternatives perform.

Induced and latent demand is discussed in the Traffic Analysis Technical Report (DEIS, 
Appendix C and updated in FEIS, Appendix A).  In general, all Alternatives resulted in higher 
throughputs, lower delays on the freeways, lower delays on the local network, and minimal 
increase in regional VMT (less than 1% increase for all Alternatives).  While induced and 
latent demand were not evaluated specifically for each Alternative, the relative difference 
in throughput and delay was used to determine the anticipated impacts on latent demand.

161 8 Section C.2 This section discusses the weighted average speed for the study area by alternative. The results for Alternative 9M show an average 
weighted speed of 38 mph, which on the surface, appears to only by slightly less than the weighted average speeds of other 
Screened Alternatives. It is important to distinguish/emphasize that because the speeds are weighted for every single vehicle on 
every single segment in the study area, any significant benefits or disbenefits on more critical segments may be diluted. If this is the 
case when comparing Alternative 9M to others, please clarify that minor differences in weighted average speeds does not 
necessarily mean that the operational performances between alternatives are minor; different metrics need to also be considered to 
get an overall perspective.

Agreed.  Weighted average speed is just one data point used for evaluating Alternatives.
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162 11 Section 6 Chapters A&B - Alternative 9M This section states that traffic congestion on local roadways would be higher under Alternative 9M 

because the overflow of vehicles that could not be accommodated in the single managed lane would shift to the general purpose 
lanes or local arterials. Is this shift assumed to occur because the toll rates on the top side of I-495
would need to be raised to the point that demand in the managed lane is lowered? Wasn't the assumption for volumes in the 
managed lanes an iterative process, such that 45 mph is the minimum speed maintained (regardless of whether there is a single 
managed lane or two managed lanes? Why would vehicles be overflowing out of the managed lanes if this constraint was assumed 
to be in place? Please clarify.

Under Alt 9M, the highest demand segment (top side of I-495) only has about half the 
capacity in the HOT lanes as the other segments (which have 2 HOT lanes per direction). 
This makes it difficult to control the demand using dynamic pricing.  The result is that either 
the 2 lane segments are underutilized or the 1 lane segments overflow.  

163 General General Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alternative Analysis Results - More detailed exploration of this alternative is warranted. Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed 
Study.

164 12 Section III Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - As a point of clarity, under Travel Forecasting Summary and Findings, are you actually talking 
about traffic volume demand, rather than actual traffic volumes? For example, it is stated that in the PM peak, volumes on I-495 
between I-270 and I-95 will grow by about 3%. This growth is said to be possibly attributed to traffic from the managed lanes on I-
495 and I-270 reaching the top side faster. It would seem like actual traffic volumes would be maxing out in this section already, 
given the capacity constraints. I think it is important to distinguish that in these situations, you may not see an actual increase in 
volumes, but the demand will increase, contributing to a "peak spreading" effect (which lengthens the period of congestion and can 
lower reliability). It should be noted that in Section 4 on Page 19, there is language that says the top side appears to operate better 
in the MD 200 Alternative because of an upstream bottleneck that meters the flow of traffic into this segment. Such language would 
imply that peak hour volumes are lower in the top side segment (which would appear to contradict the language on page 12), 
making it important to distinguish between demand and actual volumes observed.

Yes, the estimated peak hour demand is higher, but the actual throughput volume is lower 
due to traffic being metered.

165 12 Section III Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt Please clarify why the VISSIM models did not include modeling MD 200 or I-95 from MD 200 to 
I-495? Was this meant to maintain apples to apples comparisons of Measures of Effectiveness with the other Build alternatives? If 
MD 200 and I-95 were to be modeled in VISSIM, would the operational analysis results be expected to be significantly different from 
the current models? Why or why not?

The same modeling area was used for the MD 200 Diversion Alternative as the other 
Alternatives to provide an even comparison.

166 20 Effect on Local 
Roadways

Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - This section states that the MWCOG regional model outputs were used to calculate total 
vehicle hours of delay of all arterials in Montgomery County (and other counties). This is a fairly high level/general metric that may 
not account for significant operational issues that exist on cross street arterials in the vicinity of I-495 and I-270 interchanges. As 
commented before, a major question is whether any increase throughput on these freeways in the MD 200 Diversion Alternative and 
other Build Alternatives exacerbates the significant operational issues that are already expected to occur on various arterials. Has an 
operational analysis (using VISSIM) been conducted for these cross street arterials to determine if any of the Build alternatives create 
such an issue, and if there is a need for operational improvements on these arterials or interchange ramps? While this analysis may 
not have been a primary focus, it is still important to consider, as having additional operational failure on arterials creates more 
localized issues, which could have an unexpectedly adverse effect on the freeway system too.

This level of analysis of cross street arterials was completed for the Preferred Alternative, 
and the results are included in the FEIS Appendix B, MDOT SHA's Application for Interstate 
Access Point Approval.  

167 General Section II.B Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - TSM/TDM. This section discusses adaptive ramp metering and traffic signal timing 
optimization along the top side I-495 interchanges between I-270 and I-95. Was consideration given to pedestrian needs while 
crossing over/through these interchanges along the cross street arterials? For example, do signal splits account for the time needed 
for pedestrians to cross through intersections or over ramps? Also, when looking to limit queues onto the arterials, what 
thresholds/factors were used when determining if a queue was unacceptable?

For this evaluation, signal timings were optimized to provide additional green time for 
movements with an expected increase in traffic volumes, while minimum pedestrian 
clearance intervals were maintained.

168 Conclusion Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - The MDOT 200 Diversion Alternative needs more exploration to determine how this 
alternative could work, rather than an effort to provide that it does not work.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed 
Study.

169 47 Attachment A/PDF Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - The labels for ramps 7 and 8 at the I-495/US 29 interchange appear to be flipped, based on 
the volumes each ramp is projected to carry during the AM peak period in the Future Diversion Alternative. Ramp 8 would be 
expected to carry the larger traffic volumes than Ramp 7 in the AM peak. Please verify (for this interchange and others in this 
appendix), and revise as necessary. It should also be noted that Ramp 8 volumes in this attachment appear to be lower than volumes 
developed by MCDOT for its US 29 BRT Feasibility Study. The differences are largely based on available counts that were used for 
volume balancing.

Noted.  This change would not have affected the decision to drop this alternative.
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170 General Attachment A General Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt -The I-495 volumes in Attachment A are referenced in some places as NB and SB, and in others 

as EB and WB. Consider labeling the directions as IL and OL (Inner Loop and Outer Loop), or IL and OL as a complement to the 
existing directional convention being used, for consistency and to avoid confusion with cross streets that may have the name 
directionality.

Noted.  This change would not have affected the decision to drop this alternative.

171 85 Attachment B/ Travel 
Demand Table

Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - Is there any context in the document that discusses the purpose of the travel demand table in 
Attachment B? Is this data the raw output from the MWCOG Travel Demand Model, or has some level of post-processing been 
applied to constrain the demand?

Attachment B contains the same information as Attachment A (balanced, post-processed 
demand volumes), just in a different format.  This information was included to be consistent 
with the information provided for the other Alternatives in the Traffic Technical Report.

172 88 Attachment C Speed 
Maps

Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - Please explain why the 2040 No-Build condition is showing relatively fast speeds for the I-495 
IL between the ALB and I-95, but all other alternatives show a major degradation in speeds from roughly I-270 to MD 97, and on the 
approach to MD 650? This seems a bit counterintuitive. Has this been addresses in the main report?

The No Build meters traffic getting to the area south of the ALB.

173 92 Attachment C Speed 
Maps

Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - Please explain why the Build conditions in 2040 do not appear to be showing much of a 
benefit in the PM for I-270 NB, as compared to the No-Build? This seems a bit counterintuitive. Has this been addressed in the main 
report?

This is addressed in the Traffic Technical report, DEIS Appendix A.  Bottlenecks will remain 
north of the project limits at MD 118 and north of MD 121, which limit the effectiveness of 
the Build Alternatives.  Those locations will need improvement with or without the 
Managed Lanes Study, and improvements are being evaluated as part of a separate NEPA 
Study.

174 87-88 Attachment C Speed 
Maps

Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - The legend for the Speed Color Scale is difficult to read on pages 87 and 88. Please revise to 
improve readability (it is implicitly understood that this scale is the same as the legends on subsequent pages).

The graphics have been updated for the SDEIS and FEIS.

175 87-92 Attachment C Speed 
Maps

Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - Please clarify if the speeds pertain to only the general purpose lanes or not (even if it has 
been stated in the main body of the report).

The graphics have been updated for the SDEIS and FEIS.

176 94-97 Attachment D Travel 
Time Matricies

Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - Please indicate the time units used for travel time. Based on the values, it is implied that they 
are in minutes.

The attachment was updated in the FEIS.

177 106-117 Attachment F Link 
Evaluation

Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - Several of the Exit labels are missing in the figures for the top side of I-495, making it unclear 
where speeds, densities, and LOSs start to degrade or improve in the AM and PM peaks. Please include these labels for clarity.

The labeling was updated in the FEIS.

178 106-117 Attachment F Link 
Evaluation

Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - Is the data presented in Attachment F pertaining to the worst peak hour of the AM and PM 
peak, period, or is it an average of each peak period? Also, please clarify if the data shown is for general purpose lanes only, and if it 
is for the "Express" or "Local" lanes. Is there a significant difference between performance in the Express (not ETL) and Local lanes?

Yes. The data presented in Attachment F is representative of the worst peak hour of the AM 
and PM peak period. The labelling was updated in the FEIS.

179 122-123 Attachment H Percent 
Demand Met

Chapters A&B - MD 200 Diversion Alt - It is acknowledged that the MD 200 Diversion Alternative may not fully resolve congestion 
issues in the network to the same extent as more impactful build alternatives. The analysis should explore what additional measures 
can be taken to improve this alternative's performance as an impact avoidance approach that provides transportation system 
improvement.

Ultimately, MDOT SHA selected Alternative 9 - Phase 1 South as the Preferred Alternative, 
and included additional measures to improve performance, as suggested.

180 244-245 Attachment H Percent 
Demand Met

Chapters A&B - Alternative 9M - It is acknowledged that the MD 200 Diversion Alternative may not fully resolve congestion issues in 
the network to the same extent as more impactful build alternatives. The analysis should explore what additional measures can be 
taken to improve this alternative's performance as an impact avoidance approach that provides  transportation system improvement. 

See response to Comment #179.

181 General General Chapter B - Alternatives Technical Report - General concurrence - see Chapter 2 comment. No response needed.

182 50 Section 4.4.18 Chapter B - Alternatives Technical Report - It is stated that Alternative 14A may enhance trip reliability for existing or future transit 
users, overall, it would not improve trip reliability along I-495 or I-270. Is this implying that there would not be a significant mode 
shift from auto trips to transit trips, thus having limited operational benefit to I-495/I-270 itself?

Yes, the text is implying that there would not be enough drivers who would shift from 
automobiles to transit to make a significant enough reduction in vehicles on the interstate 
to improve the LOS and delays to reduce the congestion.  
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183 62 Section 5.1 Chapter B - Alternatives Technical Report - Pylons were selected as the preferred method of separation between the GP lanes and 

Managed lanes. While there are sevral benefits to using pylons, are there any specific maintenance concerns associated with using 
plylons (such as pylons being struck, blocking part of the managed lanes/GP lanes, creating a potential safety concern)? Has Virginia 
experienced such issues, and if so, how is this addressed/mitigated? 

The potential disadvantages attributed to the use of pylons include the maintenance cost 
for repair/replacement of the pylons, potential obstacles in snow-plowing and road-
sweeping operations, and exposure of maintenance staff and contractors to moving traffic 
during maintenance activities. Additionally, a crash that occurs on the managed lane facility 
could affect traffic in both the managed lanes and the general purpose lanes. Through 
coordination with VDOT, the agency has not expressed specific concern about the use of 
pylon separation on their HOT facilities. 

184 72 Figure 5-6 Chapter B - Alternatives Technical Report - Figure 5-6 shows the proposed managed lanes access locations. It appears that at grade 
access locations are fairly limited throughout the I-495 corridor, and do not exist in the I-270 corridor. If access to/from these 
managed lanes will mostly be provided via direct interchange ramps, will there be opportunities to alert motorists to the travel times 
(and toll prices) via managed lane vs GP lane prior to them entering the freeway? This way, motorists don't get "locked out" of using 
the managed lanes if they miss entering at the limited number of at grade locations or at the interchanges. Also, if toll rates for 
motorists are not "locked in" once they enter the managed lane system, what happens if a motorist does not want to pay a higher 
toll, wishes to exit the managed lane system, and complete the rest of their trip in the GP lanes? In other words, is there going to be 
a situation where the motorist enters the system thinking the tolls are one rate, but then the tolls increase due to demand, and the 
motorist is trapped in the system with no opportunity to exit (unless exiting to an interchange that is not their actual destination)?

Current toll rates will be posted on dynamic toll rate signs on the approach to all access 
points including at-grade and direct access ramps. The managed lanes are intended to 
operate at near free-flow speeds at all periods. Motorists will have to make a decision 
about using the managed lanes prior to the access point. The toll rate at the point of entry 
will be locked in within each specific toll zone when the motorist enters the managed lanes.  
In general, motorists will not have the choice to enter or exit the managed lanes between 
toll zones via at-grade access points. 

185 72 Figure 5-6 Chapter B - Alternatives Technical Report - There are several interchanges that do not appear to provide direct access or at grade 
access to the managed lanes (such as I-495 at MD 97). Has the traffic operational analysis accounted for the impact of diverted trips 
to adjacent interchanges in an effort to reach the managed lanes?

Yes, the travel forecasting and VISSIM model take into consideration the origin and 
destination of motorists and the access points that they need to use to enter the interstate.

186 124 Section 6.3.5 Chapter B - Alternatives Technical Report - For Alternative 13B, this section mentions that no NB HOT lanes would be available on I-
270 in the AM peak, thus precluding travelers along I-495 from using the HOT lanes if they were also destined for NB I-270. This 
would reduce the potential demand on I-495 HOT lanes approaching I-270, and increase demand on the overcapacity GP lanes. Has 
consideration been given to allowing an at grade exit from the HOT lanes to the GP on I-495, prior to I-270, to alleviate this HOT 
underutilization concern? Would such a change make Alternative 13B perform significantly better, or would any potential benefits 
be offset by additional friction/merging in the I-495/I-270 Spur area?

This scenario was not evaluated because the same assumptions regarding direct access 
locations were assumed for all Alternatives for consistency.  MDOT SHA identified several 
interchanges including the I-495/I-270 West Spur interchange where direct access ramps for 
managed lanes were proposed based on traffic demand.  Preliminary operational analyses 
indicated that slip ramps would generally result in added friction along I-495 if introduced in 
the locations suggested as part of Alternative 13B, which would likely offset any benefits.

187 General General Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - [comment has been made during previous reviews] It is unclear whether the traffic models 
assume uniform lane use between general purpose lanes, or if they more realistically evaluate lane use variations in response to 
peoples' tendencies to keep right, positioning for interchanges & slip-ramps, etc., and the impedances these variations create. It is 
also unclear if there adjustments for the impedances caused by price-displaying Variable Message Signs in advance of managed lanes 
decisions points.

Positioning distance relative to a vehicle’s desired trip path is factored into the VISSIM 
modeling.  Details on signing locations are not determined during NEPA and planning and 
are not in the VISSIM model.  

188 General General Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - Reviewed No response needed.

189 10 Section 2.1.B Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - The I-270 west spur HOV lane actually begins on I-495 IL, north of the MD 190 interchange, not 
at Democracy Blvd as is stated here.

The text has been updated in the Final Traffic Analysis Report in FEIS, Appendix A.

190 12 Table 2-1 Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - The I-495 IL transitions from 5 to 6 travel lanes between MD 190 and I-270 Spur (an HOV lane 
forms about 3/4 mile north of the MD 190 interchange ramps). Was this HOV lane modeled in VISSIM? This segment is significantly 
congested, particularly in the PM peak (and to a lesser degree in the AM peak), so modeling this lane would be important.

Yes. The I-495 Inner loop transition from 5 lanes to 6 lanes between MD 190 and I-270 Spur 
was included in the model and the results reflect this geometry with HOV lane starting 
3/4th of a mile north of MD 190 interchange.

191 31 Figure 2-16 to 2-19 Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - These figures show speeds on I-495 and I-270, by direction, as a whole. Is the purpose of these 
figures to get a general metric of speeds for the entire roadways for system wide purposes? If not, please note that these average 
speeds may mask areas on both corridors that experience significantly worse (lower) speeds during certain hours of the day.

Figures 2-16 through 2-19 show the average 5th/95th percentile speeds along the I-495 and 
I-270 corridors throughout the day to demonstrate the variability of the corridor's average 
speeds, as explained in the text.
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192 36-37 Figure 2-24 to 2-25 Chapter C - traffic Technical Report - Is there a summary of speeds on I-270 for the off-peak directions in the NB and SB directions for 

comparison purposes?
The requested off-peak direction speed summaries have been added to the Final Traffic 
Analysis Report in FEIS, Appendix A.

193 54 Section 2.12.E Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - Please clarify why there is a difference in speed calibration thresholds between the AM and PM 
peak period. Also, please briefly explain how the specific threshold values were determined. 

Calibration was completed per MDOT SHA guidelines.  Additional details are included in the 
VISSIM Calibration Memo DEIS Appendix C (Appendix D within the Traffic Technical Report).

194 57-58 Table 2-9 and 2-10 Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - The total length of roadway segments meeting the volume calibration criteria appear to be 
quite low, which seems to contradict the discussion in the text earlier about how a much higher percentage of roadway miles meet 
calibration thresholds. Also, the "Total Length of Segments meeting both volume and speed criteria" appears to be higher than 
either the individual volume or speed criteria percentages in adjacent columns. Please explain/clarify, and confirm if the VISSIM 
modeling reasonably represents existing operational conditions.

See response to Comment #193.

195 67 Table 3-1 and 3-2 Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - How was existing travel demand determined for the existing study corridors if such large 
segments of these corridors have their demand constrained for several hours of each day? Were counts at  uncongested upstream or 
interchange locations carried through to the congested segments? Please clarify. Also, Table 3-2 shows some throughput volumes 
that are greater than the travel demand volumes in Table 3-1. In theory, throughput should not be greater than travel demand. 
Please clarify this.

This was addressed in the Traffic Technical Report (DEIS Appendix C) in Section 2.7.  Raw 
count data was adjusted to reflect demand where count data was lower than demand due 
to upstream congestion and bottlenecks, where appropriate.  Throughput may be higher 
than hourly demand for hours following periods of unmet demand.

196 80 Section 4.3 Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - Why did the second round of travel demand analysis using MWCOG V.2.3.71 no longer include 
the BW Pkwy, I-695, or 1-270 north of I-370. For clarity, would their removal result in a significant different in future travel demand 
within the study network?

To clarify, these road segments were included in the model, but they were no longer 
assumed to include managed lanes.  The original "Traffic Relief Plan" assumed managed 
lanes along the BW Parkway, I-695, and I-270 to Frederick.  The MWCOG V.2.3.71 runs 
narrowed the focus to the MLS Study limits.

197 86 Figure 4-2 Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - Are the AAWDT's shown for each screenline the cumulative total of all roadways crossing the 
screenline? The values appear too high to only be AAWDTs for I-495 or I-270 alone. Please clarify.

Yes, the reported numbers are the sum of all corridors crossing the screenline.

198 95 Figures 5-11, 5-12, and 
others

Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - Shady Grove Road is mistakenly listed as "Shady Grove Dr" in the figures. Please correct where 
appropriate.

References to Shady Grove Road have been updated in FEIS Appendix A, the Final Traffic 
Analysis Report.

199 111 Section 5-2 The first paragraph states that end to end travel times on I-270 are projected to improve under Alternative 1/No-Build prior to 2025, 
due to the ICM improvements, but that congestion MAY return by 2040. Is there a significant possibility that congestion does not 
return to the corridor by 2040 under Alternative 1/No-Build? The way this is phrased, it seems like this is an uncertainty. Please 
clarify this language, especially if the intent is to say that congestion is likely to be present.

This language has been removed from the updated Final Traffic Analysis Report in FEIS, 
Appendix A, to avoid confusion.

200 111 Section 5-2 Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - The last paragraph says that travel times along I-270 SB are projected to remain unchanged 
between 2017 and 2040 due to the ICM improvements, while I-270 NB travel times will increase by 10 minutes. For clarity, it may be 
helpful to note that no increase/a relatively minor increase in travel times on I-270, as compared to existing conditions, would still 
result in significant congestion and delays, as existing operational conditions on I-270 in the peak direction is fairly poor.

The text lists the total increase (10 minutes) and the percent increase (20%), while Table 5-4 
shows the raw data and Figure 5-56 show the data graphically compared to the free flow 
condition, which is sufficient to explain the situation.   

201 118-121 Tables 5-1 through 5-
4/Pages 118-121

Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - Are the travel times listed in all of these tables representative of each hour within the peak 
period, an average of each hour in the peak period, or the peak hour? Please clarify, as the corridor has some variability in travel 
times, depending on what hour within the peak period is being considered.

The travel times reported are representative of a single peak hour within the peak period 
that is 7-8AM in the AM peak and 4-5PM in the PM peak period.

202 123 Table 5-6 Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - Please explain why Alt 10 shows a travel time disbenefit (AM and PM) in the general purpose 
lanes for I-270 NB, when compared to Alt 1/No-Build. Alt 10 provides two new ETLs in each direction on I-270. While the number of 
general purpose lanes doesn't change, the ETLs would be expected to provide additional capacity, thus freeing up some capacity in 
the adjacent general purpose lanes. Is there additional throughput, or a bottleneck above the I-370 interchange that is causing the 
slower performance in Alt 10?

The issue is a bottleneck north of I-370 that spills back into the Study area under Alternative 
10 due to the additional throughput.
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203 148 Section 5-9 Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - This section states that the 2040 MWCOG results specific to MD 185, MD 97, US 29, MD 193, 

and MD 650 indicate that additional daily volumes would be expected on MD 185 and US 29, but less volume would be expected on 
MD 97, MD 193, and MD 650 (when comparing the 2 managed lane alts with Alt 1/No-Build). First, please clarify why less volume 
would be expected on 3 of these corridors, considering that 2 are radial routes, I-495 is a circumferential route, and there is 
projected to be an increase in volumes on I-495. Second, was analysis completed on all of these 5 arterial routes beyond the 
immediate interchange ramps/intersections to account for the impacts of congestion and queuing that already are present under 
existing conditions? Several of these corridors have significant queue spillback onto I-495 already, often due to downstream 
intersections in the arterial corridors (not explicitly due to the ramp terminal intersections/ramp merges). What happens to the 
performance in the managed lanes and general purpose lanes on I-495 if this queue spillback continues to exist?

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after 
coordination with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to 
feedback received on the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant 
environmental resources, and to align the NEPA approval with the planned project phased 
delivery and permitting approach which focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east 
of the I-270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area. Because MD 185, MD 97, US 29, MD 193, and MD 650 are 
located outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have 
now been completely avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining 
parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately 
and would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with 
the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

204 151 Section 6 Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - It is mentioned that congestion reduction could be expected to reduce congestion related 
crashes in the study corridors. Are there other features of the alternatives that would also be expected to reduce crashes (e.g. 
removing the C-D lanes on I-270, and thus removing the frequent slip ramp merges and diverges, barrier separated managed lanes)? 
If so, please discuss.

Supplemental crash data was obtained and reviewed for the Study as part of the IAPA 
process, including predictive safety analysis of 2045 No Build conditions and the Preferred 
Alternative.  Refer to the MDOT SHA's Application for Interstate Access Point Approval in 
FEIS, Appendix B.

205 153 Figure 6-1 and 6-2 Chapter C - Traffic Technical Report - Please list the units used for crash rates in the figures (i.e. crashes per Million Vehicle Miles). Units have been added to these figures in the Final Traffic Analysis Technical Report in FEIS, 
Appendix A.

206 General General Chapter J - Noise Analysis Technical Report - As far as noise modeling and noise impact mitigation is concerned, the various 
“widening” alternatives presented in the DEIS are basically the same, because the number of lanes created and their orientation is 
also basically the same. While one alternative may show that, for example, 86 NSA (noise sensitive areas) are impacted vs. 84 in 
another, we find that this really is not a basis or justifiable reason to pick one alternative over the other. In other words, the 
alternatives’ impacts and mitigation strategies are very similar, and therefore should not be a factor in choosing one alternative over 
the other. The methodology and modeling are based on FHWA guidelines and SHA’s current policy, which are appropriate. From a 
noise analysis and mitigation perspective the document is organized and well-written, considering the size and complexity of the 
project. It seems that for a few NSA’s along I-270 the evaluation is punting to final design; we look forward to reviewing the final 
geometric design and the corresponding noise modeling and mitigation measures for these locations and others in the project.

No response needed.

207 General General Provide information on how each alternative affects the NADMS along various segments. We have concerns as to how the 
alternatives may impact existing or planned transit services. 

See response to Comment #14.
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APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – MARYLAND COMMISSION ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

#1 

MARYLAND COMMISSION ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Response to DEIS Comment #1 
Thank you for your comment on the DEIS. MDOT SHA will keep all stakeholders informed regarding impacts to 
native material culture or human remains. 
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1 General General Comments provided June 2, July 10, November 4 and November 6 by DNR to MDE on the proposed project 

impacts and the stream and wetland mitigation sites should be considered as part of the project.
Comments received on June 2, July 10, November 4, and November 6, 2020, have been 
considered as the study has progressed. Impacts to wetlands and waterways were 
significantly reduced since the DEIS and the final mitigation for unavoidable impacts has 
been identified in close coordination with MDE and USACE. The Final Compensatory 
Mitigation for wetland and stream impacts was submitted with the revised Joint Permit 
Application to MDE and USACE in April 2022. 

2 General General The project should be designed to maintain or enhance aquatic passage through the project area where new or 
widened road crossings will occur. Stream crossings, including culvert pipes and instream riprap, should not 
result in the blockage of passage for aquatic life. At least one culvert should be depressed at least one foot below 
stream invert, and a low flow channel should be provided through riprap structures.

Most of the stream crossings in the Preferred Alternative are existing crossings. At new 
crossings or relocated ramps , the Developer and MDOT SHA will evaluate different 
construction methods to eliminate or reduce impacts to fish passage. It is recognized that 
culverts in the project area pose a barrier for aquatic organism passage and the project will 
be extending culverts greater than 150 feet in length.  Through use of DNR's Chesapeake 
Bay Fish Passage Tool as well as continuing coordination with DNR, MDOT SHA will work to 
identify the highest priority culverts and evaluate design and construction methods in final 
design to reduce or eliminate impacts to aquatic organism passage. 

3 General General To minimize solar heating of surface waters, the Department of Natural Resources encourages that infiltration, 
vegetation, or other design elements that encourage temperature regulation be incorporated into stormwater 
facility designs located in Use III and Use IV watersheds.

The Preferred Alternative, Alternative 9-Phase 1 South, is no longer located in Use III or 
Use IV watersheds. 

4 General General To minimize impact to water quality, DNR requests that runoff from bridge scuppers be diverted and possibly 
treated to not directly enter the waterway.

Runoff from bridges will be diverted and treated prior to discharge, where practicable. 
However, in some instances diversion and treatment may not be possible. 

5 General General Existing riparian vegetation and forests in the project area should be preserved as much as possible to maintain 
aquatic habitat and provide shading to the stream. Areas designated for the access of equipment and for the 
removal or disposal of material should avoid impacts to the stream and associated riparian vegetation. Any 
temporarily disturbed areas should be restored and re-vegetated.

Riparian areas within the Preferred Alternative LOD will be preserved as much as 
practicable and temporarily disturbed areas will be restored and revegetated. 

6 General General To assure impacts are minimized to the greatest extent possible and that habitat is conserved, the following 
conditions should be incorporated into the plans for proposed stream relocations to the extent possible:
- The relocated stream channel should be designed to replicate naturalized habitat conditions, including but not
limited to natural bank stabilization techniques, meanders, pool and riffle areas, and naturalized channel bottom.
- Riparian corridors should be vegetated with native forest species.
- Temporarily disturbed areas should be restored to original contours and revegetated.
- Excavated materials should be stockpiled outside of the stream floodplain in an upland areas.

MDOT SHA commits to requiring the use of natural channel design techniques where 
possible. This analysis cannot be completed until final design. Native species restoration of 
temporarily disturbed areas is included in the FEIS. 

7 General General The use of concrete or grouting should be managed (i.e. diversions installed) to assure that runoff from curing 
processes do not impact streams.

The Developer is required to comply with all applicable laws, regulations, and best 
practices in the course of constructing the project. Further, the Developer must submit, 
implement and comply with its approved Quality Management Plan.

Maryland Department of Natural Resources - DEIS Comments
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8 General General The proposed project will be visible from the Potomac River in Montgomery County, Anacostia River, Patuxent 

River, and their tributaries; these are Maryland Scenic and Wild Rivers. DNR appreciates SHA’s coordination 
regarding this status. Please continue to coordinate with DNR regarding Scenic and Wild River impacts.

MDOT SHA will notify Andrew Mengel, the DNR contact for Scenic and Wild Rivers, of any 
previous coordination with or comments from NPS related to park viewshed, visual  
impacts, and aesthetics and include him in all coordination moving forward. 

9 General General DNR appreciates SHA’s attempts to avoid and minimize impacts to natural resources. Efforts to avoid and 
minimize impacts to all wetlands, forests, and streams should continue throughout the design process, 
regardless of each resource’s functional values.

MDOT SHA has made significant efforts to avoid and minimize impacts to natural resources 
for the Preferred Alternative. Efforts to avoid and minimize impacts to all wetlands, forests, 
and streams will continue throughout the final design process.

10 1.3.2 SHA has informed the IAWG that changes to traffic analyses from COVID will be addressed in the final EIS. DNR 
encourages these updates to clarify the Purpose and Need for the project.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on Purpose and Need and effects of the 
Pandemic.

11 2.5.3 DNR appreciates the study team incorporating new alternatives in response to agency comments and public 
feedback, and the retention of Alternative 5 for comparison. It is important that the effects of Alternative 5, 9M, 
the ICC diversions and all of the alternatives are thoroughly documented in the final report, as well as the 
rationale for not selecting alternatives that are not moving forward.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed 
Study.

12 2.7.2 DNR encourages the following practices for stormwater management:
- Use infiltration BMPs wherever possible, especially in Use III and IV watersheds;
- no wet ponds in Use III and IV watersheds;
- no stormwater BMP placement in wetlands; and
- please consider potential technologies for road salt treatment.

MDOT SHA will consider these practices when designing SWM facilities for the project. 

13 2.7.2c Aquatic passage should be enhanced or maintained at all altered or new stream crossings. See response to Comment #2.

14 4.4 There are no direct impacts to lands managed by the Maryland Park Service (MPS) from the proposed project 
construction.

Noted.

15 4.4 Consideration of recreational river use (kayaking, etc.) and boater safety should be a particular consideration 
when developing plans for American Legion Bridge construction. Small boat passage should be maintained or a 
portage area provided.

The Developer is required to comply with all applicable laws and regulations, including 
MOSH and OSHA, while constructing the project. Further, the Developer must submit, 
implement, and comply with its approved Safety Plan which must incorporate best 
practices to address the various types of traffic throughout the project.

16 4-21 & 4-
25

4.4.3 - Table 4-5 & 
Table 4-7

Because alternative 9M was developed to avoid resources along the northern part of the alignment this section 
should fully explain why this reduction in impacts doesn’t seem apparent in the total acres of impact on these 
tables. Additional explanation for the reason for this may be helpful.

Alternative 9M resulted in a reduction in impacts over Alternatives 8, 9, 10, 13B, and 13C 
because for a short segment on the top side of the beltway, it included one managed lane 
in each direction of I-495, whereas the other build alternatives include two managed lanes 
in each direction on I-495 for the full 48 miles.  Outside of the short segment on the 
topside of I-495 (approximately 9 miles long), Alternative 9M was two lanes in each 
direction for the remaining 39 miles.  Reducing the widening from two lanes to one lane 
marginally reduced the impacts because width is still needed for the shoulders and the 
roadside grading. Additionally, Alternative 9M included two managed lanes in each 
direction on I-95 from I-495 to MD 200, which was a section of managed lanes that were 
not considered with other alternatives. Therefore, the impacts with Alternative 9 did not 
show as significant a decrease in environmental impacts compared to the other two-lane 
alternatives along the 48 miles.  
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17 4.12 Vernal pools are an important and unique habitat. Any impacts to vernal pools should be mitigated at 3:1 in kind. 

Since vernal pools are difficult to recreate and may take years to develop the wildlife that the habitat provides, it 
is highly recommended that the pool be avoided. Hydrologic and other types of impacts from features and 
design of the project, such as draining the pool, should be avoided.

MDOT SHA identified all vernal pools located within the corridor study boundary and 
reviewed them in the field with USACE and MDE. The Preferred Alternative avoids all 
impacts to vernal pools.

18 4.13.3 DNR encourages riparian buffer preservation and impact avoidance whenever possible, instead of simply 
replanting after disturbance. Re-planting disturbed areas delays the benefits gained by having mature trees in 
the riparian zone.

MDOT SHA will continue to avoid and minimize impacts to forests, including riparian 
forests, throughout the design process and any unavoidable impact will be mitigated in 
compliance with Maryland's Reforestation Act. 

19 4.13.3 Sediment erosion control BMPs associated with construction should focus on preventing sediment releases. 
Additionally construction activities should be managed so that curing grout and concrete do not make contact 
with runoff or surface waters. Stream diversions, pump around practices, and other best management practices 
should be used as necessary.

The Developer is required to comply with all applicable laws, regulations, and best 
practices in the course of constructing and maintaining sediment and erosion control 
measures for the project prior to earth disturbing activities. Further, the Developer must 
submit, implement, and comply with its approved Quality Management Plan and will be 
monitored for non-compliance.

20 4.13 Scenic and Wild Rivers coordination is required as noted in the DEIS. Thank you for acknowledging the ongoing 
coordination with DNR regarding these resources. As the property owner/ adjacent property owner, it is 
anticipated that National Park Service will be heavily involved in the consultation associated with American 
Legion Bridge and Potomac River / Scenic River impacts.

See response to Comment #8.

21 4.16 The Forest Conservation Act requires that any project, on areas 40,000 square feet or greater, that is applying for 
a grading or sediment control permit shall have an approved Forest Conservation Plan and Forest Stand 
Delineation (Nat. Res. Art. 5-1601–5-16122, Annotated Code of Maryland). Projects proposed by a state or 
federal agency on state or federal land need to be submitted to the Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Forest Service for review. Projects proposed for private land should be submitted to the local planning and 
zoning authority for review.
Any tree that originates within a public road right-of-way is considered a roadside tree under the Maryland 
Roadside Tree Care Law (NRA 5-406) and Regulations (COMAR 08.07.02) and any plans to remove, trim, or plant 
trees within the public right-of-way are required to obtain a Roadside Tree Permit from the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources Forest Service.
For all of the above, please contact: Marian Honeczy, MD DNR Forest Service.

MDOT SHA will continue to coordinate with DNR Forest Service regarding forest impacts 
and mitigation will continue to be coordinated. Since this project is a state funded highway 
project with over one acre of forest impact, the project, including any associated off-site 
environmental mitigation required, will be reviewed under Maryland Reforestation Law 
(MD Nat Res Code § 5-103 (2019)), rather than the Forest Conservation Act or Maryland 
Roadside Tree Care Law. The P3 Developer will be responsible for Maryland Reforestation 
Law compliance.

22 4.16 DNR encourages conservation of 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 FIDS habitat is strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural Resources.

FIDS habitat is mapped in the MLS Natural Resources Technical Report and has been 
avoided and minimized by MDOT SHA to the greatest extent practicable.

23 4.16 Maryland Park Service managed lands are being examined for potential mitigation opportunities (reforestation 
primarily), please note that the mitigation must be consistent with the Mitigation on State Lands policy, which is 
available from DNR. Depending upon which sites are chosen and when they are needed, some additional 
arrangements may be necessary to provide guarantees that the land will be available for such uses. DNR is still 
reviewing the Reforestation Mitigation Site Search Report Draft and will provide comments at a later time.

Thank you for this information. MDOT SHA will continue to coordinate with the DNR 
Forestry Service to ensure that all MPS and DNR policies are adhered to in the mitigation 
process.

24 4.17 DNR concurs with the Time of Year Restriction (TOYR) management practices described in this section for the 
peregrine falcon at the American Legion Bridge.

Noted.
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25 4.17 & Appendix 

L, Natural 
Resources 
Technical Report

DNR had previously commented on the re-calculation of FIDS acreage in the NRTS report (comment 53 on the 
errata); disagreeing because re-calculating FIDS habitat areas based on current tree cover may not address 
remnant areas of higher quality forest and cumulative impacts of deforestation in the project area. DNR 
appreciates that part of the NRTS report was revised to include both original FIDS acreage as provided in State 
mapping as well as updated acreage calculations performed by the SHA project team. Table 4-27 in the EIS and 
Table 2.8-1 in the NRTS uses one set of FIDS habitat calculations, and it is not clear which set of calculations is 
used. The EIS should clearly state which calculations are presented in the table, and DNR believes that the State 
data should be included in the discussion of impacts; this older data can be used as a comparison if not the 
primary source.

MDOT SHA clarified the source of FIDS habitat in the SDEIS and FEIS.

26 4.18.1 Please note that the Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and DNR Fishery 
Management Plans do not apply to all species of fish and shellfish.

MDOT SHA added a clarifying statement to FEIS Section 5.18 to clarify that not all species 
of fish and shellfish are included in the MSFSMA. 

27 Table 4-29 Alternative 9M appears to be missing from Table 4-29. Reduced impervious surface from this alternative is 
important to impacts analysis and the purpose for including this alternative. All alternatives carried forward 
should be subject to equal analysis.

MDOT SHA analyzed all Build Alternative to the same extent in the DEIS.  Also see response 
to Comment #16. The FEIS focuses on the Preferred Alternative and does not include 
Alternative 9M.

28 4.18.3 & 4.18.4 Aquatic passage is a priority for DNR. DNR encourages exploring aquatic passage options as both mitigation 
opportunities and maintaining or enhancing fish passage at crossings that will be affected by the proposed 
project.

See response to Comment #2.

29 4.18.4 Culvert and pipe extensions could adversely impact aquatic passage. The project should be designed to maintain 
or enhance fish passage through the project area, particularly during low flow periods.

See response to Comment #2.

30 4.18 Mussel conservation is a priority at DNR.
- Impacts to mussels and habitat continue to be evaluated by DNR and further coordination may be needed.
- Mussel habitat exists throughout the Potomac River, including around Plummers Island and the American 
Legion Bridge. Please continue coordinating with DNR as design and construction plans progress to minimize or 
mitigate impacts.
- Some of the proposed stream mitigation sites are in areas of known or potential mussel habitat. A list of these 
sites has been provided to MDE and USACE as part of the Joint Permit Application comments.

MDOT SHA will continue to coordinate with DNR as design and construction plans progress 
to minimize or mitigate impacts to mussels. 

31 4.18 DNR concurs with the in stream work Time of Year Restrictions (TOYR) provided in the DEIS. The following was 
provided in coordination with the project team, MDE, and USACE:
- Generally, no instream work is permitted in Use I streams during the period of March 1 through June 15, 
inclusive, during any year. This applies to all areas except where otherwise noted.
- Where presence of yellow perch has been documented in the vicinity of an instream project area, generally no 
instream work is permitted in Use I waters during the period of February 15 through June 15, inclusive, during 
any year (Bald Hill Branch and Western Branch of Patuxent).
- Generally, no instream work is permitted in Use III streams during the period of October 1 through April 30, 
inclusive, during any year (Paint Branch).
- Generally, no instream work is permitted in Use IV streams during the period of March 1 through May 31, 
inclusive, during any year (Northwest Branch Anacostia).

MDOT SHA agrees to meet the instream work time of year restrictions for Use I streams. 

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative  includes no action or no 
improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's 
County. Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that 
would have spanned the entire study area.  Because the Bald Hill Branch, Western Branch 
of Patuxent, Paint Branch, and Northwest Branch Anacostia are located outside the 
Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been 
completely avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 
within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be 
subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, 
stakeholders, and agencies. 
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32 4.19 Below is a list of extant RT&E species from a Plummers Island survey that was recently provided to DNR Wildlife 

and Heritage Service (WHS). These species could potentially occur within the Study Area If suitable habitat is 
present. WHS would like to add these species to the list of potential RT&E plants that should be considered in 
the continued review of this project:
- Flat-spiked Sedge (Carex planispicata)
- Needle-leaf Panic Grass (Dichanthelium aciculare)
- Open-flower Panic Grass (Dichanthelium laxiflorum)
- Leatherwood (Dirca palustris)
- Ostrich Fern (Matteuccia struthiopteris)
- Smooth Wild-petunia (Ruellia strepens)
- Sticky Goldenrod (Solidago racemosa)
- Pink Valerian (Valeriana pauciflora)

MDOT SHA included Solidago racemosa  and Valeriana pauciflora  in the MLS 2020 RTE 
Plant Survey. MDOT SHA commits to including Carex planispicata, Dichanthelium aciculare, 
Dichanthelium laxiflorum, Dirca palustris, Matteuccia struthiopteris,  and Ruellia strepens 
in any future RTE plant surveys within the Potomac Gorge, the relevant area of the 
Preferred Alternative,  prior to construction.

33 66-67 Appendix O, 
Indirect and 
Cumulative 
Effects Technical 
Report

The report states that, “A habitat assessment is pending on federal lands within the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park to determine whether suitable habitat for the state-listed plant species exists. If suitable 
habitat is found, a targeted species survey will be conducted within the suitable habitat to document 
presence/absence of the listed species. If populations of the listed species are found, an assessment of potential 
effects to the species from any of the Screened Alternatives will be conducted. Therefore, until this work is 
completed, and potential presence of such species can be evaluated in more depth, there are no anticipated 
effects to RTE species from any of the proposed I-495 & I-270 Managed Lanes Study Screened Alternatives.” DNR 
WHS suggests that the conclusion of this paragraph is misleading and should state that until this survey is 
completed, it is not possible to fully assess potential impacts to RTE species. Stating that there are no anticipated 
effects is not accurate.

MDOT acknowledges that the sentence could be misleading. As noted in the SDEIS, the 
specific species habitat surveys have been completed and the results were shared with 
DNR. The RTE species surveys identify RTE plant species within the Preferred Alternative 
LOD that would be impacted. The FEIS and the Final ICE Technical Report have been 
updated to reflect the final results and impacts.

34 67 4.19 & Appendix O, 
Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects 
Technical Report, 
page 67, b. 
Cumulative Impacts

It should be noted that DNR is awaiting the final 2020 plant survey report to review. The section in Appendix O 
states that “Though no federal- or state-listed species are known to occur within the corridor study boundary...” 
However, text should reference the fact that surveys for rare species are ongoing, and that while results to date 
have not documented the presence of listed rare species within the corridor, a conclusive assessment of 
cumulative impacts is not possible until these surveys are completed.

As noted in the SDEIS and included in SDEIS, Appendix H, the 2020 Plant Survey has been 
completed and the results were shared with DNR. The FEIS and the Final ICE Technical 
Report have been updated to reflect the final results and impacts.

35 4.19 Regarding bat protection best management practices-- DNR would like to recommend that the tree-clearing time 
of year restriction is extended to be April 15 to August 31 rather than May 1 to July 31 for the following reasons: 
Results of the acoustic and bridge surveys failed to identify the presence of Indiana bats or Eastern small-footed 
bats, but did detect the presence of Northern long-eared bats at three locations. Due to Covid transmission 
concerns, mist netting and telemetry fieldwork was cancelled, eliminating the opportunity to identify specific 
NLEB roost trees that would enable protections under the 4d rule. In the absence of these data, and while we 
support the USFWS position to request a Time Of Year tree cutting restriction (May 1 to July 1) to buffer a 3 mile 
radius from each NLEB call location as a precaution to protect pre-volant young present in maternity roosts, we 
suggest extending this TOY restriction to April 15 to August 31 in order to more fully incorporate those 
individuals that reproduce early and late (i.e. the tails of the curve). Given the rarity of the species in Maryland 
and the fact that recent data suggests that central MD/DC area has become an important refugium for this 
White Nose Syndrome ravaged species, this precaution to protect the species seems prudent.

MDOT SHA and FHWA voluntarily agreed upon the time of year restriction for tree clearing 
of May 1 to July 31, which goes above and beyond what was required to protect the 
Northern Long-eared Bat. MDOT SHA and FHWA do not commit to further TOYR.
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36 4.22 Thank you for recognizing the impacts that historical growth and development has had on cumulative impacts to 

natural spaces in the ICE corridor. This project is occurring in a region that is heavily developed, and natural areas 
(streams, wetlands, forests) that remain are valuable because of their scarcity in an urban/ suburban 
environment. DNR considers displacement of resources that have already been historically reduced by 
development to be an important cumulative impact of this project. Examples include:
- Valuation of higher versus lower value wetlands as part of the avoidance and minimization procedures 
described in Section 4.12. A wetland or stream in a highly developed area may be scored as a low or a moderate 
value as per the worksheet, but its value may actually be higher due to its scarcity.
- The loss of forest that can be defined as FIDS is an important example of cumulative impacts, and calculations 
regarding this loss are discussed earlier in the DEIS.
- Appropriately addressing stormwater runoff to minimize water quality effects. Additional application of road 
salt may be a consideration here.
- Lengthening or enlarging pipes and culverts without the mitigation practices described in Section 4.18 is likely 
to convert a partial blockage to a complete blockage and further inhibit aquatic passage throughout already 
impacted watersheds. Cumulative effects to aquatic passage are not addressed in Table 4-41.

The direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts have continued to be refined since the DEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative presented in the SDEIS was refined based on additional survey 
information, an assessment of constructability, and permanent and temporary impacts, as 
well as avoidance and minimization efforts resulting from interagency coordination.  The 
SDEIS presented updated information based on the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 9-
Phase 1 South) and additional coordination that occurred in the 10 months following 
publication of the DEIS.  The FEIS reflects further design refinements and details, including 
final mitigation and commitments of the Preferred Alternative, many of which directly 
responded to public comments. The FEIS presents an updated discussion of the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects for wetlands, waterways, forest, stormwater, and culvert 
augmentation.  

37 General General DNR requests to review updated project designs as they are available. DNR is particularly interested in continued 
coordination regarding rare, threatened, and endangered species; the American Legion Bridge replacement; 
stormwater facilities; and mitigation sites.

MDOT SHA and the Developer will hold interagency update meetings during design and 
construction to continue coordination with DNR.
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Thank you for your comments. 

AG-379



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

  

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

MDOT SHA appreciates the continued coordination, exchange of information and participation of the state agencies 
and will ensure compliance with the State Clearinghouse process. 
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Thank you for providing the Project Status Form. MDOT SHA will complete this form after the Record of Decision is 
published. 
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Thank you for providing the Construction Stormwater Antidegradation Checklist. MDOT SHA will complete this 
checklist after the Record of Decision is published. 
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Thank you for providing the Construction Stormwater Antidegradation Checklist. MDOT SHA will complete this 
checklist after the Record of Decision is published. 
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Thank you for providing the Construction Stormwater Antidegradation Checklist. MDOT SHA will complete this 
checklist after the Record of Decision is published. 
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Thank you for providing the Construction Stormwater Antidegradation Checklist. MDOT SHA will complete this 
checklist after the Record of Decision is published. 
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Response for Tier II  High Quality Water Catchment: 
As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination with resource 
agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on the DEIS to avoid displacements 
and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align the NEPA approval with the planned project 
phased delivery and permitting approach which focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes two new, high-occupancy toll (HOT) managed lanes on I-495 in each direction 
from the George Washington Memorial Parkway to east of MD 187 and conversion of the one existing high-
occupancy vehicle lane in each direction on I-270 to a HOT managed lane and adding one new HOT managed lane 
in each direction on I-270 from I-495 to north of I-370 and on the I-270 east and west spurs. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have spanned the entire 
study area. Because I-495 and Route 50 and I-495 and Route 450 are located outside the Preferred Alternative limits 
of build improvements, impacts to Tier II catchments have now been completely avoided. Any future proposal for 
improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance 
separately and would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, 
stakeholders, and agencies. 
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During final design, a Phase II Environmental Site Investigation will be conducted to characterize the soils within 
the limits of disturbance. As the project advances, the responses provided in the checklist will be adhered to during 
final design and construction, as applicable. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #1 
As the project is a highway improvement, asbestos is not present in any of the facilities. 

All required construction-related permits would be obtained from Maryland Department of Environment (MDE) 
prior to construction. To manage fugitive dust emissions during construction, MDOT SHA will require the contractor 
to use some or all of the following dust control measures, to minimize and mitigate, to the greatest extent 
practicable, impacts to air quality:  

• Minimize land disturbance;  
• Cover trucks when hauling soil, stone, and debris (MDE Law); 
• Use water trucks to minimize dust; 
• Use dust suppressants if environmentally acceptable; 
• Stabilize or cover stockpiles; 
• Construct stabilized construction entrances per construction standard specifications; 
• Regularly sweep all paved areas including public roads; 
• Stabilize onsite haul roads using stone; and 
• Temporarily stabilize disturbed areas per MDE erosion and sediment standards. 

As the project advances into final design and construction, applicable construction-related permits for air quality 
compliance and hazardous materials/soil contamination will be obtained from the MDE prior to construction. 

 
Response to DEIS Comment #2 
This project is not subject to general conformity requirements. The project is located in an attainment area for 
carbon monoxide, as such, transportation conformity no longer applies for carbon monoxide. The project is located 
in a non-attainment area of ozone.  The project is currently included in the NCRTPB Fiscal Year (FY) 2019 – 2024 TIP 
[TIP ID 6432 and Agency ID AW0731 (planning activities)] and the NCRTPB Visualize 2045 Long Range Plan (CEID 
1182, CEID 3281, and Appendix B page 56). This project is included in the Air Quality Conformity Analysis that 
accompanies the Visualize 2045 Plan. The Visualize 2045 Air Quality Analysis is based upon the most current 
planning assumptions available for the Washington region.  The analysis used MOVES2014a, the latest emission 
factor model specified by EPA for use in preparation of state implementation plans and conformity assessments at 
the time of analysis.  

As part of the conformity analysis, consultation with affected agencies such as the EPA, FHWA, FTA, and the 
Metropolitan Washington Air Quality Committee (MWAQC), as well as with the public was completed.  23 CFR 
450.324(c) requires that the Metropolitan Planning Organization review and update the transportation plan at least 
every four years in air quality nonattainment and maintenance areas to confirm the transportation plan's validity 
and consistency with current and forecasted transportation and land use conditions and trends and to extend the 
forecast period to at least a 20-year planning horizon. The National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board 
(TPB) is currently updating the Visualize 2045 plan, to be completed in 2022. The design concept and scope for the 
Preferred Alternative will be included in the Air Quality Conformity analysis accompanying the update to Visualize 
2045 which will be approved in 2022. As the Study is included in the currently conforming long-range plan, it is not 
anticipated that the updated Air Quality Conformity analysis which includes the Preferred Alternative would cause 
an exceedance of the NAAQS or ozone.  
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As noted in the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS), there are no delineated tributaries within the Preferred Alternative limits of disturbance that 
drain to Tier II waters. 

 

 

 

NOTE: All remaining pages of this comment are pages from two forms that are not applicable to the Managed Lanes 
Study because there are no Tier II impacts. 

 

AG-396



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

  

 
 

 

 

 
 

AG-397



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

  

 
 

 

 
 

AG-398



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

  

 
 

 

 
 

AG-399



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

  

 
 

 

 
 

AG-400



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

  

 
 

 

 
 

AG-401



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

  

 
 

 

 
 

AG-402



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

  

 

 

 
 

AG-403



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

  

 

 

 

 

AG-404



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

  
 

 

 

 

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #1 
As recognized by MDP, the MLS Preferred Alternative is located entirely within PFAs. State Growth and 
Conservation Areas in the study limits consist primarily of established communities, as well as targeted growth 
and revitalization areas. Small areas of future growth, large lot development, and rural resources also exist in the 
study limits. The study limits have been transformed by the intensification of development in past decades and 
has shifted from rural to almost entirely developed suburban and urban land uses. Growth in the study area, 
through land use and growth policies and regulations, is directed to existing suburban and urban communities 
and along transportation corridors. The MLS would not change the amount of growth or land use patterns; much 
of the project need derives from the need to accommodate existing traffic and long-term traffic growth in the 
study area. 

MDOT SHA has coordinated with Smart Growth Committee on the Study and has completed the Planning Policy 
Consistency for Major Transportation Projects (Checklist A) and the Priority Funding Area Law Compliance 
Checklist for Major Transportation Projects (Checklist B).  The final checklists have been shared with MDP through 
the Smart Growth Committee and are included in the FEIS, Appendix F.  

The Preferred Alternative incorporates pedestrian and bicycle improvements and supports transit elements. 
These transit elements will serve to address the multi-modal and connectivity need in the Purpose and Need and 
include the following: 

• Allowing bus transit usage of the high occupancy toll (HOT) managed lanes toll free to provide an increase 
in speed of travel, assurance of a reliable trip, and connection to local bus service/systems on arterials that 
directly connect to urban and suburban activity centers 

• Accommodating direct and indirect connections from the HOT managed lanes to existing transit stations 
and planned Transit Oriented Development at the Shady Grove Metro, Twinbrook Metro, Montgomery 
Mall Transit Center, and Medical Center Metro 

MDOT SHA has also committed to regional transit improvements to enhance existing and planned transit and 
support new opportunities for regional transit service including increasing the number of new bus bays at 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority’s (WMATA) Shady Grove Metrorail Station and increasing 
parking at the Westfield Montgomery Mall Transit Center.  

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements have also been incorporated into the Preferred Alternative to address the 
need for accommodating existing and proposed multimodal connectivity and mobility. These improvements 
include replacing, upgrading, or providing new pedestrian/bicycle facilities consistent with current master plans 
where adjacent connections on either side of the bridge currently exist. Examples of pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities that would be constructed as part of the Preferred Alternative include the follow, refer to Chapter 3, 
Table 3-2 for the complete list: 

• Constructing a new shared use path across the American Legion Bridge to connect facilities in Maryland 
and Virginia to support regional multimodal travel 

• Lengthening the I-270 bridge over Tuckerman Lane to accommodate future pedestrian/bicycle facilities 
along Tuckerman Lane. Montgomery County would construct the master plan recommended facilities 
along Tuckerman Lane in the future.  

• Constructing new side paths across MD 190 over I-495 and construct new bike lanes in both directions on 
MD 190. 

• Constructing new sidewalk along west side of Seven Locks Rd under I-495 to reestablish historic connection 
between First Agape AME Zion Church and Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery.  
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Response to DEIS Comment #2 
The Lead agencies appreciate MDP’s recognition that HOT lanes would help mitigate the financial disadvantage 
of EJ populations and that transit, pedestrian, bicycle elements and HOT lane alternatives would help reduce 
adverse land use and growth impacts from increased highway capacity.  

Response to DEIS Comment #3 
The Study’s traffic analysis shows that there could be some induced demand as a result of this project, but the 
impact will be small (less than 1 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the region) and those effects 
are fully accounted for in the regional traffic models used in the Study developed by MWCOG. Even with these 
effects, the proposed managed lanes would reduce regional congestion delays and significantly improve travel 
times along both the I-495 and I-270 in Phase 1 South limits and on local roads throughout the study area. 

This relatively modest increase of induced demand can also be explained by several factors related to existing 
conditions in the study area.  First, there is very little undeveloped land surrounding the Phase 1 South study area 
and, therefore, the traffic models account for the negligible anticipated land use changes.  As the traffic analysis 
details, new housing areas and/or places of employment (usual causes of additional trip generation) are not 
expected to be developed as a result of the project.  Because the area in and around Phase 1 South is largely built 
out or otherwise protected from additional development, the likelihood of additional new trips is minimized. 

Second, as the existing conditions and the anticipated No Build scenarios described in the DEIS demonstrate, the 
highway facilities in question are already extremely congested.  The anticipated future growth of traffic demand 
is already very high, and largely dependent on already anticipated population and economic growth in the region.  
Congestion on I-495 also reflects not only local trips, but a substantial regional demand for travel on that facility 
as a major connection for I-95.  As a result, most of the travel demand for these roads already exists. 

Finally, important elements of the proposed action itself will have the tendency to reduce induced demand.  
Specifically, there is a strong potential for the managed lanes to encourage transit usage for express buses, as well 
as HOV and car and/or vanpool rides. This potential should assist in managing induced demand for single-
occupancy vehicles.  As the DEIS, SDEIS and FEIS describe, the transit and HOV elements of the proposed action 
can serve more person-trips without necessarily increasing the number of vehicles (induced demand) in the 
system as a whole.  Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.B for a response to traffic modeling for additional information 
on induced demand.  

Concerning potential indirect effects, the DEIS demonstrated that potential changes in travel patterns by way of 
increased capacity along existing infrastructure, especially in more rural, less-developed portions of the ICE 
Analysis Area and other locations where undeveloped land exists would be most likely to experience pressure for 
new development from improved access along the I-270 and I-495 corridors.  Therefore, the Prince George’s 
County portion of the study area was the most likely to experience indirect or project-related growth impacts 
because the location of the managed lanes and proposed interchanges was aimed as supporting growing areas or 
those that the County has planned for additional growth.  However, because the Preferred Alternative would not 
result in any roadway improvements in Prince George’s County, these potential indirect impacts would most likely 
not occur as a result of the proposed action.   

Other portions of the study area that would not include roadway improvements as a result of the Preferred 
Alternative had already been assessed as unlikely to experience indirect effects due to the highly built-out and/or 
preserved land uses.  Due to increased capacity and access to managed lanes associated with the Preferred 
Alternative, more rural, less developed portions of the ICE analysis area could experience more pressure for new 
development. However, within the Phase 1 South limits, much of the land use has already been developed and  
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designated by planning documents for preservation, further reinforcing the small likelihood of development 
pressure as a result of new or improved access to I-495 and I-270.  Refer to Section 3.4.N for a response on Indirect 
and Cumulative Effects. 

Response to DEIS Comment #4 
Access points in northern Montgomery County and Southern Frederick County are outside of the Managed Lanes 
Study Limits. 

Response to DEIS Comment #5 
MDOT SHA notes the benefits of increased teleworking on our current travel and concurs that promoting teleworking 
strategies is one component in helping to address regional congestion. A sensitivity analysis of the impacts of the pandemic 
was conducted as part of the FEIS and the results are documented in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3 and Appendix C.  The results 
indicate that while sustained increases in telework would help, the capacity improvements proposed under the Preferred 
Alternative would still be needed and effective even if future demand changes from the pre-pandemic forecasts based on 
potential long-term impacts to teleworking. 

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on Purpose and Need, effects of the Pandemic, and impacts of 
teleworking/remote working. 

Response to DEIS Comment #6 
The Transit Service Coordination Report was referenced in the Executive Summary and Chapter 2 of the SDEIS.  
The Transit Service Coordination Report is available on the MDOT SHA P3 Program website at 
https://oplanesmd.com/transit-benefits/ 

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Screening of Preliminary Alternatives and monorail. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #7 
The Pedestrian and Bicycle Considerations were provided in Chapter 2, Section 2.7.7 in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS). The Pedestrian and Bicycle Facility Considerations were expanded based on additional 
work and provided in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.8 in the Supplemental DEIS (SDEIS). They are further expanded in the 
FEIS, Chapter 3, Section 3.1.5. 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #8 
As described in the DEIS (Chapter 2, Section 2.7.4), and SDEIS (Chapter 2, Section 2.3.4 C), the American Legion 
Bridge would be widened to accommodate the additional managed lanes under all of the Build Alternatives and 
the Preferred Alternatives. Refer to FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.8 for more discussion on the American Legion 
Bridge. 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #9 
Chapter 3, Section 3.1.9 in the FEIS includes a discussion about the toll rates.  Additionally, refer to for Chapter 
9, Section 3.6.B for a response to toll rate ranges and toll rate setting process. The toll rate ranges were 
approved by MDTA in November 2021. 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #10 
The Developer will be responsible for operations and maintenance on the managed lanes during their 
concession term. Upon completion of initial construction, continued operation and maintenance of the existing 
general purpose lanes will be the responsibility of MDOT SHA. However, all infrastructure (e.g., bridges, 
pavement, noise walls, retaining walls, drainage, etc.) at the end of construction will have been replaced or 
rehabilitated to a "state of good repair" before being operated and maintained by MDOT SHA. 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #11 
Thank you for your comment on the footnote.  The text on page 1-1 in Chapter 1 of the DEIS states that the 
purpose and need was concurred upon by the Cooperating Agencies and the footnote states that M-NCPPC was 
the only agency that did not concur.  

 

Response to DEIS Comment #12 
Yes, the amendment made by the Maryland Board of Public Works on January 8, 2020, stands as the approved 
amendment.  The transit commitments have been refined since the DEIS. Refer to FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.4 
for additional details. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #13 
Please refer to the response to Comment #5. 

 
Response to DEIS Comment #14 
As part of the Preferred Alternative, additional transit commitments have been made to support multi-modal 
connectivity and mobility including increasing the number of bus bays at the WMATA Shady Grove Metrorail 
Station and increase parking at the Westfield Montgomery Mall Transit Center. See SDEIS pages ES-9 and 2-22 
and FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.4  

 
Response to DEIS Comment #15 
The toll rate ranges were approved by MDTA in November 2021 and did not include a discount for zero 
greenhouse gas emission vehicles. The toll discounts were included for HOV 3+, carpools, vanpools, buses, and 
motorcycles. Refer to Chapter 9, Section 6.B for a detailed response to the toll rate ranges and toll rate setting 
process. Additionally, under the Preferred Alternative, vehicles with three or more (3+) users travel toll-free, 
which reduces reliance on single occupancy vehicles (SOV) while encouraging high occupancy vehicles, transit 
buses, carpool, and vanpool vehicles.  

 
Response to DEIS Comment #16 
The Bicycle and Pedestrian improvements were and will continue to be closely coordinated with Montgomery 
County Department of Transportation (DOT) and Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-
NCPPC) to ensure they consider connectivity and the current Master Plan. As a result of additional engagement 
within environmental justice communities, additional bicycle and pedestrian improvements have been made to 
support multi-mobility within the study area and are noted in the FEIS in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.  

 
Response to DEIS Comment #17 
As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination with resource 
agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on the DEIS to avoid displacements 
and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align the NEPA approval with the planned project 
phased delivery and permitting approach which focused on Phase 1 South only. Any future proposal for 
improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance 
separately and would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, 
stakeholders, and agencies. 

 
Response to DEIS Comment #18 
The analyses in the DEIS evaluated the overall operations of each Build Alternative to compare alternatives based 
on preliminary design and readily available information.  Additional traffic and engineering analyses were 
conducted on the Preferred Alternative, and the results, including the requested information on existing and 
future interchange traffic conditions, are documented in the FEIS, Appendix B – MDOT SHA's Application for 
Interstate Access Point Approval Report. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #19 
Thank you for your suggestion on including information from Appendix C into Chapter 3 of the DEIS. Refer to 
Chapter 9, Section 3.4.B for a response to traffic modeling and analysis. 
Response to DEIS Comment #20 
According to the MDP website (checked in April 2022) the 2020 Land Use Plan is still under development. 

Response to DEIS Comment #21 
Property acquisitions under the proposed action would largely occur to areas immediately adjacent to the existing 
I-495 and I-270 roadway alignments, acquiring strips of land from undeveloped areas.  The extent, pace, and 
location of development beyond the Preferred Alternative LOD would be influenced and controlled by the 
respective county land development policies and plans. The proposed improvements would accommodate future 
planned growth beyond the Preferred Alternative LOD; however, future growth is not dependent on these 
improvements. I-495 and I-270 would remain access-controlled under the Preferred Alternative LOD.  The 
Preferred Alternative improvements would be compatible with planned and approved future development in 
Montgomery and Fairfax Counties, by providing additional roadway capacity to accommodate existing traffic and 
long-term traffic growth as well as travel choices for enhanced trip reliability and the improved movement of 
goods and services, consistent with the Study’s Purpose and Need. Further, the Preferred Alternative is generally 
consistent with Comprehensive, Master or Sector Plans that call for HOV or toll facilities on I-495. Improvements 
would continue to make the area desirable for business and residential development. However, within the Phase 
1 South limits, much of the land use has already been developed and there is a paucity of unoccupied land 
available for new development. Much of the unoccupied land is also designated by planning documents for 
preservation, further reinforcing the small likelihood of development pressure as a result of new or improved 
access to I-495 and I-270. 
Also, the Preferred Alternative is compatible with the County Master Plan to focus growth at transit hubs and 
already dense urbanized areas. Transit bus systems that utilize I-495 and I-270 would be permitted to use 
managed lanes implemented under the Preferred Alternative toll-free; as a result of use, transit services would 
benefit from reduced travel times and enhanced reliability. MDOT notes redevelopment at transit station areas 
could encourage transit use. Refer to FEIS, Chapter 3, Section 3.1.4 for more information on transit elements of 
the Preferred Alternative. 
Response to DEIS Comment #22 
This text has been updated for the FEIS.  MDOT SHA has coordinated with MDP and completed the Smart Growth 
Checklists. The Priority Funding Areas Law, the center piece of the Maryland Smart Growth and Neighborhood 
Conservation act of 1997, directs state funding for growth related infrastructure to Priority Funding Areas (PFAs). 
Growth-related projects include most State programs that encourage growth and development such as highways, 
sewer and water construction, economic development assistance, and State leases or construction of new office 
facilities. The Smart Growth Act legislatively designated certain areas as PFAs and established criteria for locally 
designated PFAs. Through the Smart Growth Act, Maryland is committed to limiting sprawl development by directing 
funds where they can help to revitalize older neighborhoods, and redirect growth to already developed areas, saving 
the state’s farmland, open spaces, and natural resources (MDP, 2019). To evaluate the Study’s growth implications, 
consistency with MDP’s Planning Policy, and compliance with the Priority Funding Area Law, Smart Growth 
Coordination Checklists were prepared by MDOT SHA and are included in Appendix C of the Final Community Effects 
Assessment and Environmental Justice Technical Report (FEIS, Appendix F). Per an email on January 12, 2022, MDP 
concurs with the Priority Funding Act Law compliance for the I-495 & I-270 Managed lanes Study Preferred Alternative. 
Also, the authors of this Study are environmental and transportation professionals and do not include commercial 
entities with conflicts of interest. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #23 
The CEA/EJ Analysis and Technical Report have been updated in Chapter 5, Sections 5.3 and 5.21 of the FEIS and 
Appendix F to reflect the latest coordination with MDP on the PFA.  

Response to DEIS Comment #24 
This reference has been added in the FEIS. 

Response to DEIS Comment #25 
The GHG emissions analysis for the Preferred Alternative was completed using EPA’s approved MOVES3 model 
(the latest version of MOVES).  This model incorporates the impacts of the SAFE Vehicles Rule.  A summary of 
the results is provided in the FEIS, Chapter 5, Section 5.8 for the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to DEIS Comment #26 
The 313.2 acres and the 29 relocations in this table were incorrect. The impacts from Alternative 9M would be 
less than they are for Alternatives 8 and 9 as shown in the table, because Alternative 9M only includes one 
managed lane between I-270 and I-95. Regardless, as described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred 
Alternative is focused on Alternative 9 - Phase 1 South. This comment refers to property displacements that 
occurred along a section of I-495 that is located outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, 
so that potential impact has now been completely avoided. Additionally, the displacements are for an alternative 
that was not chosen as the Preferred Alternative, so this information is not provided in the FEIS. Any future 
proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would 
advance separately and would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with 
the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

Response to DEIS Comment #27 
The property impacts by EJ Population Block Groups for the Preferred Alternative are included in the Final CEA/EJ 
Analysis Technical Report and FEIS, Chapter 5, Section 5.21. 

Response to DEIS Comment #28 
A map of the Maryland Smart Growth Priority Funding Areas in relation of the Preferred Alternative LOD and ICE 
Boundary as well as a narrative of the Maryland Smart Growth compliance has been added to FEIS Chapter 5, 
Section 5.22 and to FEIS Appendix Q Indirect and Cumulative Effects Technical Report.  

Response to DEIS Comment #29 
The FEIS indirect effects conclusion on induced growth includes the following: Roadway improvements, such as 
those proposed under the Preferred Alternative, can be an attraction to commercial or real estate development. 
The possibility of induced growth in the ICE Analysis Area would be lessened by the reduced Phase 1 South limits 
of the Preferred Alternative, the long-term presence of the existing highway, and the mature land uses and 
developments that have occurred in the ICE Analysis Area. As a result, the likelihood of induced commercial or 
residential development is reduced substantially by the built-out environment that has been in existence for many 
years. Moreover, much of the undeveloped land within the ICE Analysis Area is designated by comprehensive 
plans for preservation.  See FEIS, Chapter 5, Section 5.22.  
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Response to DEIS Comment #30 
Suggested sentence has been added in the FEIS, Chapter 5, Section 5.22 and in the Final Indirect and Cumulative 
Effects Technical Report, Appendix Q. 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #31 
The I-270 North Study is in planning as a Pre-NEPA Study, however, the study limits are accounted for in the ICE 
Boundary.  The general conclusion is that the proposed action, along with other reasonably foreseeable future 
transportation projects, would cause noise impacts, with potential cumulative effects on communities in the 
vicinity of improved and new roadways. Cumulative impacts to water quality could occur from stream loss and 
the incremental increase of impervious surfaces that may increase runoff from past, present, and future 
development projects. These would be minimized through the use of BMPs during construction and use of SWM 
facilities.  The incremental effect would be minimized by the required permitting process, which would identify 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation as needed to offset wetland losses. 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #32 
The Area of Traffic influence has been updated based on 2045 traffic conditions and is reflected in the Final 
Indirect and Cumulative Effects Technical Report in Appendix Q.  
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1 General As a reminder, NCPC has review authority for land that may be impacted in the Managed Lanes 

project based on the 1930 Capper-Cramton Act, a 1931 Memorandum of Agreement with the 
Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission (M-NCPPC), and the 1952 National Capital 
Planning Act. 

In addition, please note that NCPC has legal approval authority over a 1.8- acre parcel of National 
Park Service (NPS) Clara Barton Parkway property pursuant to a 1939 Agreement near the Parkway 
interchange with the I-495/Beltway (see attachment).

MDOT SHA acknowledges NCPC and M-NCPPC's roles in compliance with the Capper-Cramton Act.  
However, based on NCPC's letter to MDOT SHA on November 10, 2021 and recent research by M-
NCPPC, NCPC has acknowledged that it does not have Capper-Cramton jurisdiction over the two 
potentially impacted Cabin John Stream Valley Park locations in Maryland.  Additionally, since the land 
is already owned by the State of Maryland and the project is a state-sponsored project, NCPC also 
acknowledged that it does not have jurisdiction over the two Cabin John land parcels under the 
Planning Act. 

Regarding NCPC's legal approval authority over NPS Clara Barton Parkway and Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal property, NPS has advised NCPC of its intent to "transfer" project-related land to the State of 
Maryland. In the November 10, 2021 letter to MDOT SHA, NCPC acknowledged these resulting 
changes would negate NCPC's Capper-Crampton jurisdiction over Clara Barton Parkway land and its 
Planning Act jurisdiction over the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historic Park lands.

In the same letter, NCPC stated it has no formal review authority over any aspect of the Preferred 
Alternative, Alternative 9 - Phase 1 South.

2 Maryland 200 / Intercounty 
Connector Alternative

The Commission reiterated several concerns during its most recent review of the study and the 
DEIS. Their most significant concern is the Maryland State Highway Administration’s (SHA) decision 
to eliminate the Maryland 200/Intercounty Connector (MD200/ICC) Alternative from further 
analysis in the EIS.

MDOT SHA evaluated the MD 200 Diversion Alternative to the same level of detail and using the same 
approach for the anticipated limits of disturbance as all other Screened Alternatives. Traffic analysis 
was performed using the same key traffic metrics applied to all Screened Alternatives.  After the 
comprehensive evaluation, MDOT SHA determined that the MD 200 Diversion Alternative would not 
address the Study’s Purpose and Need of accommodating long-term traffic growth, enhancing trip 
reliability, or improving the movement of goods and services. In fact, the MD 200 Diversion Alternative 
was the worst performing of the various Build Alternatives and provided the least congestion relief 
benefits.  

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed Study, 
including the MD 200 Diversion Alternative. 

National Capital Planning Commission - DEIS Comments
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3 Maryland 200 / Intercounty 

Connector Alternative
They agree with M-NCPPC’s comments that SHA’s previous screening did not adequately analyze 
and develop the MD 200/ICC Alternative to assess its true potential since the process was focused 
on managed lane solutions. For example, SHA assumed additional I-95 managed lanes between the 
I-495 Beltway and ICC in its modeling of Alternative, resulting in greater environmental impact and 
construction costs than without the lanes. MNCPPC staff believe that the I-95 lanes are 
unnecessary from a traffic operations perspective to fulfil the study’s Purpose and Need. Also, 
changes in ICC tolling rates, allowable driving speeds, additional dynamic signing, and other 
possible operational adjustments may improve the Alternative’s performance, yet they were not 
analyzed by SHA. These points are consistent with previous M-NCPPC comments to SHA. The 
apparent similarity in performance between the MD 200/ICC Alternative and build Alternative 13C 
under several modeling measures appears to show some promise with greater future use of the 
ICC to relieve Beltway demand. In light of these considerations, we do not believe that SHA has 
sufficiently demonstrated that the MD 200/ICC Alternative would not be an effective build option.

Regarding the statement that MDOT SHA should not have assumed managed lanes along I-95, the
scope of the MD 200/ICC evaluation was discussed during a conference call with several agencies that
supported the alternative, including NCPC and M-NCPPC, held on July 19, 2019. During that call, it was
agreed that the alternative would assume managed lanes along a portion of I-95 to provide a
continuous managed lane system to connect with MD 200. This is consistent with the plan that was
presented by Montgomery County at the BPW meeting on June 5, 2019, which served as the impetus
for this evaluation. Nevertheless, in response to this comment (and other similar comments), the
project team completed supplemental analysis to determine how the MD 200 Diversion Alternative
would function without the managed lanes along I-95. The results indicated that modifying the MD
200 Diversion Alternative to remove the managed lanes on I-95 would result in increased congestion in
the system, more roadway segments operating over capacity, and increased demand on the local
roadway network.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed Study,
including the MD 200 Diversion Alternative.

4 Maryland 200 / Intercounty 
Connector Alternative

There is enough uncertainty in future travel demand to question SHA’s original travel demand 
assumptions. Factors such as permanent widescale changes to commuting behavior as a result of 
the COVID pandemic, the disruption of Purple Line construction (which may result in significant 
delays), and growth in automated vehicle travel raise doubt with the reliability of SHA’s original 
travel demand assumptions. SHA staff previously reported to the Commission (in November 2019) 
that the Intercounty Connector was projected to reach capacity in 2037, and this may no longer be 
the case. Furthermore, if some amount of teleworking is permanently adopted post-COVID (which 
seems likely in the future), assumptions about future Beltway congestion may be inaccurate. As 
such, the MD 200/ICC Alternative could be more viable than previously understood, and SHA 
should reassess the Alternative as a full build option. In addition, we encourage SHA to prepare a 
supplemental EIS as the later project phases move closer to construction and current travel 
demand uncertainties are better understood.

Regarding the comment on the growth of automated vehicles, the expected influx of connected and 
autonomous vehicles (CAVs) will impact future traffic operations on all roads in Maryland, including I-
495 and I-270.  MDOT SHA participates in a statewide CAV working group 
(https://mva.maryland.gov/safety/Pages/MarylandCAV.aspx) to stay up to date on the latest research 
and industry projections.  However, at this time, there are too many unknowns regarding how CAVs 
could affect demand and capacity to include CAVs directly in the traffic forecasts.  Capacity will likely 
increase as vehicle spacing decreases, but the magnitude of the capacity increase is difficult to quantify 
based on the current research.  Also, the benefits of more vehicles per lane may be offset by a 
potential increase in demand on the transportation network for some types of auto trips, including 
"mobility as a service" trips (people that can't afford their own car, but could call an autonomous 
vehicle for a solo trip) and "deadhead" trips (trips where the autonomous vehicle is empty, traveling to 
a parking lot or to the next pickup point).  Therefore, the traffic projections for this Study apply 
traditional forecasting techniques, while being cognizant of the potential CAV impacts.  It is anticipated 
that this project will be adaptable to accommodate CAVs because the proposed managed lanes will 
create a controlled environment with physical separation, new pavement, and clear delineations, 
features that are conducive to CAV use.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 1 for a response on Purpose and Need, effects of the Pandemic, and 
impacts of teleworking/remote working.

APPENDIX T - DEIS COMMENTS - NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION AG-415



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

No. Page DEIS Section Comment Response
5 Maryland 200 / Intercounty 

Connector Alternative
Full analysis of the MD 200/ICC Alternative would better serve NCPC’s review of potential managed 
lane-related projects by creating a greater range of alternatives for our review in the final EIS. Our 
request to study the MD 200/ICC Alternative as a build alternative is supported by the Purpose and 
Need Statement, which commits to working with agency partners to meet all regulatory 
requirements to ensure protection of significant environmental resources. This commitment is 
supported by the Memorandum of Understanding for Implementing One Federal Decision Under 
Executive Order 13807 (MOU), signed by multiple federal agencies including the United States 
Department of Transportation (parent of the FHWA) on April 9, 2018. The MOU clearly states that 
to fulfill the needs of an agency’s authority, there may be alternatives that require analysis beyond 
what is only necessary for the lead agency. In addition, we note that any future project submissions 
to NCPC would be from the Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission (M-NCPPC), 
which also supports the study of the MD 200/ICC Alternative as a build option.

See response to Comment #2 regarding the MD 200/ICC Alternative.

See response to Comment #1 regarding NCPC's statement on their review authority over any aspect of 
the Preferred Alternative.  A full analysis of parkland impacts and mitigation have been documented in 
the FEIS Appendix G, Final Section 4(f) Evaluation and in FEIS Chapter 6.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed Study, 
including the MD 200 Diversion Alternative.

6 Alternative 9M SHA has expanded the range of build alternatives (since November 2019) with Alternative 9M, 
which would result in a 13% decrease (1.5 acres) in total impacted Capper-Cramton parkland area 
compared to the other build alternatives. While Alternative 9M broadens the range of study 
alternatives, the Commission does not consider the Alternative to be an effective substitute for 
complete Capper-Cramton park avoidance as under the MD 200/ICC Alternative.

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination with 
resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on the DEIS to 
avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align the NEPA 
approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which focused on Phase 1 
South only. The Preferred Alternative includes two new, high-occupancy toll (HOT) managed lanes on I-
495 in each direction from the George Washington Memorial Parkway to east of MD 187 and 
conversion of the one existing high-occupancy vehicle lane in each direction on I-270 to a HOT 
managed lane and adding one new HOT managed lane in each direction on I-270 from I-495 to north of 
I-370 and on the I-270 east and west spurs. The Preferred Alternative includes no action or 
no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County.  

As a result of the reduced limits of the Preferred Alternative, NCPC would not have formal review 
authority over any aspect of the Alternative 9 - Phase 1 South.  See response to Comment #1.

7 Equal Alternative Consideration The final EIS will include more detailed cost and benefit information for the State-selected 
Preferred Alternative compared to the draft EIS, which provides more general cost/benefit 
information for each build alternative. The final EIS should reflect the benefits of preserving Capper-
Cramton land to the Region and include a consistent analysis of the mitigation costs associated 
with each build alternative, as well as the No Build, 9M and MD 200/ICC Alternatives.

See response to comments #1 and #6.
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8 Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement Information
The Draft EIS documentation remains too general to enable adequate review and effective input by 
NCPC regarding project impacts and mitigation. We note that preliminary impact areas (within SHA-
identified Limit of Disturbance boundaries) are reflected through an online mapping tool and draft 
materials, as well as impacted properties and resources; however, specific impact and mitigation 
information is not available at this time. Discussing specific mitigation for affected parkland and 
other areas now could lead to more efficient reviews in the future. 

The I-495 & I-270 Managed Lanes Study fulfills the requirement to thoroughly evaluate potential 
impacts and allowed the agency decision-makers and the public to understand the various advantages 
and disadvantages of a range of reasonable alternatives.  As required by the CEQ NEPA regulations, the 
DEIS and SDEIS summarize the reasonably foreseeable social, cultural, and natural environmental 
effects of the alternatives retained for detailed study to a comparable level of detail.  This analysis 
directly contributed to MDOT SHA’s evaluation of these alternatives and to recommendations for a full 
suite of potential measures to avoid and minimize impacts, as well as comprehensive mitigation 
proposals where impacts cannot be avoided. 

Final impact and mitigation information for affected parkland is presented in the FEIS in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.4, Parks and Recreational Facilities; Chapter 6, Final Section 4(f) Evaluation; Chapter 7, 
Mitigation and Commitments; and Appendix G, Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.  The mitigation was 
determined through extensive coordination with NPS and MNCPPC.

9 Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement Information

In particular, the Commission expressed concern regarding impacts to the Moses Morningstar 
Cemetery and other cultural resources that may be impacted by the project. While NCPC does not 
have any review authority over the Moses Morningstar Cemetery site, they noted its importance as 
a cultural resource that should be avoided to the maximum extent possible. At this point, current 
DEIS materials do not provide sufficient evidence that this is being considered.

Since the publication of the DEIS, additional and successful avoidance and minimization efforts also 
involved the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery. Through additional 
investigation and survey including ground penetrating radar (GPR), MDOT SHA identified potential 
unmarked graves within state-owned right-of-way adjacent to I-495. The Preferred Alternative 
incorporates design refinements that completely avoid the cemetery property and the known area of 
state-owned right-of-way that has the potential for unmarked graves.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.C for a response to analyses of parklands and historic resources, 
including the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery.

10 Study Purpose and Need The Purpose and Need Statement focuses on managed lanes solutions to accommodate travel 
demand within the Maryland I-495 and I-270 study area. Rather, a broader, more holistic approach 
that considers multi-modal improvements and encourages more efficient development would be 
more consistent with regional federal policies from the NCPC Comprehensive Plan. The 
Commission encourages SHA to redefine the study to broaden its scope so that other non-
managed lane solutions such as the MD 200/ICC Alternative may be considered as full build 
options.

FHWA and MDOT SHA developed the Study’s Purpose and Need through a collaborative process with 
other Federal, state and local agencies and the public that included examination of multiple 
transportation and regional planning studies that had been conducted over the past 20+ years. As 
detailed in the Purpose and Need statement, these studies demonstrated the need in the National 
Capital Region for a synergistic system of transportation solutions as this region is the most congested 
in the nation based on annual delay and congestion per auto commuter. A particular mode or facility 
type, such as managed lanes, can be identified through the transportation planning process and 
adopted in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. The Purpose and Need for the MLS 
neither precluded nor prevented consideration of non-tolled lane alternatives.  As further discussed, 
the process to establish the Purpose and Need and the manner in which the agencies considered 
potential alternatives in light of that Purpose and Need were conducted in accordance with well-
established federal regulations.

See response to Comment #2 regarding the MD 200/ICC Alternative.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on Purpose and Need and Section 3.2.B for a response to 
Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed Study.
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11 Accessibility Improvements We note that SHA is working with local jurisdictions and transit providers to use the project to 

improve future transit service, and that potential mitigation may include pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements along the study area. The Commission would need more information in the final EIS, 
ROD, and Section 4(f) Analysis related to specific Capper-Cramton park mitigation, which may 
include transportation/ accessibility improvements. Detailed mitigation information would need to 
be included in future project applications to NCPC (from M-NCPPC), and the Commission would 
issue a Record of Decision at the time of a final project review action(s).

Refer to response to comments #1 and #6 regarding Capper-Cramton Act park impacts.

At the time the SDEIS was published, coordination between MDOT SHA and M-NCPPC related to 
mitigation for park impacts was still ongoing and, therefore, the specificity sought by M-NCPPC was not 
yet available to be included in the SDEIS as the efforts to continue to avoid and minimize through 
design refinements was ongoing.  Coordination continued during the development of the FEIS to 
further minimize park impacts and identify the specific measures to be provided to mitigate the 
remaining unavoidable park impacts, including the identification of replacement park property.  The 
final, detailed mitigation plan is presented in FEIS Chapter 7, Section 7.2. 

Refer to Chapter 9, Sections 3.3.D for a response to Analysis of Alternatives Retained for Detailed 
Study. 

12 Maryland-National Capital Park 
& Planning Commission 
Coordination

M-NCPPC staff expressed their expectation that potential project submissions to NCPC would need 
to include comprehensive information on avoidance techniques, impact minimization, restoration, 
mitigation, and parkland replacement as reflected in final study documents and P3 Agreement. 
NCPC staff supports M-NCPPC expectations and comments on the draft EIS as presented in a public 
hearing on October 21, 2020, and we look forward to our continued coordination with M-NCPPC 
during development of the final EIS, Section 4(f) Analysis, and Record of Decision documents. NCPC 
continues to note that it will not consider issuing a Record of Decision until there is an actual 
project submission from M-NCPPC.

Refer to response to comment #1 regarding NCPC's Capper-Cramton Act authority. 

Refer to response to comment #8 regarding analysis of parkland impacts and mitigation for 
unavoidable impacts. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #1 
Thank you for your comments.  NOAA’s information, data, and concerns have been appreciated and considered 
throughout the Study. 

 

Additional information regarding anadromous and catadromous fish species supported by the rivers and streams 
within the limits of build improvements associated with the Preferred Alternative was added to the Natural 
Resources Technical Report (FEIS Appendix M) Section 2.9 Aquatic Biota. 

 

Additional Information regarding the designation of alewife and blueback herring as Species of Concern was 
added to the Natural Resources Technical Report Section 2.9.1 Aquatic Biota Regulatory Context and Methods 
(FEIS Appendix M). 

 

Noise impacts to aquatic biota were added to the Natural Resources Technical Report Section 2.9.3 Aquatic Biota 
Environmental Effects (FEIS Appendix M). 

 

To avoid and minimize impacts to anadromous fish, MDOT SHA has committed to considering aquatic passage 
during bridge design and construction for the ALB, the bridge over the Potomac River, and the bridge over Cabin 
John Creek to protect anadromous fish species known to spawn in these waterways. MDOT SHA commits to 
maintaining existing or improving aquatic life passage in the culverts conveying Old Farm Creek and Watts 
Branch under I-270 (FEIS Chapter 5, Section 5.18.4). Additional details and commitments are found in the 
responses below addressing specific concerns.  
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See response on prior page. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #2 
Migratory fish data from the Chesapeake Fish Passage Prioritization database was reviewed for watersheds 
crossed by the Preferred Alternative to determine if these species have the potential to occur. This data is 
summarized by watershed in the Natural Resources Technical Report, FEIS Appendix M. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #3 
The Potomac River under the ALB and Cabin John Creek are the only anadromous fish spawning waterways 
included in the limits of disturbance for the Preferred Alternative. MDOT SHA commits to considering fish 
passage during bridge design over these two waterways. The impacts to anadromous fish in the Potomac River 
will be minimized to the greatest extent practicable during construction. Minimization measures may include, 
but are not limited to, the use of trestles instead of causeways to support construction activities; minimization of 
acoustic impacts during construction; and working inside coffer dams during pile driving. Additional details on 
these mitigation measures are included in the responses below. 

 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #4 
Causeways and trestles proposed adjacent to the existing ALB will be designed to minimize in-water fill and avoid 
impacting fish passage by maintaining river velocities below approximately 3 feet per second at commonly 
observed discharges (e.g., below 90 percentile) during the period in which anadromous fish are spawning 
(February 15 - June 15). Trestles or other non-fill accessways will be used in areas of deeper water (e.g., 
extending from the southern bank) to the extent practicable to minimize fill and associated flow restrictions.  
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Response to DEIS Comment #5 
Construction approaches that minimize the temporal extent of in-water activities in the Potomac River 
surrounding the American Legion Bridge will be considered to the extent practicable. Flow restriction and 
degradation will be avoided to the extent practicable, see response to Comment # 6. Access structures will be 
built to withstand the 100-year flood, as coordinated with Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE). In-
water piles or sheet piles that are not installed behind a dewatered cofferdam will not be installed during the 
period in which anadromous fish are present, February 15 - June 15.  

 

Response to DEIS Comment #6 
Most perennial streams within the Preferred Alternative are not suitable for aquatic life passage because their 
existing culverts under the roadway are already too long to allow for passage. Old Farm Creek, Cabin John Creek, 
Watts Branch and the Potomac River have been identified as four waterways within the Preferred Alternative 
that will allow aquatic passage and commitments are included in the FEIS to maintain or improve the current 
level of aquatic passage in these waterways.  

 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #7 
MDOT SHA will continue consultation with NMFS when final design begins for roadway crossings in anadromous 
fish use areas identified by MDNR and the Chesapeake Fish Passage Prioritization database to ensure that 
impacts on aquatic passage from construction and permanent fill are minimized to the greatest extent 
practicable.  

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #8 
See response to Comment #2. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #9 
In instances where an existing culverted stream crossing of a designated “major stream crossing” requires 
complete replacement, MDOT SHA agrees to design such replaced culverts to meet the passage criteria 
described by USFWS (2019). In areas where culverts are being extended or augmented, retrofitting with a natural 
or nature-like stream bottom will continue to be considered as an option.  

 

Response to DEIS Comment #10 
See response to Comment #4.  

 

Response to DEIS Comment #11 
See response to Comment #5.  

 

Response to DEIS Comment #12 
The use of causeways will be minimized to the extent practicable.  At this stage of planning and preliminary 
design, it is assumed that piers or pilings supporting the proposed trestle will not be placed so densely as to 
constitute a “fill” that would require compensatory mitigation. The USACE and MDE will review the proposed 
trestle design in final design and will require mitigation if it is determined that the trestle design constitutes “fill” 
of jurisdictional resources.  

 

Response to DEIS Comment #13 
One viable fish passage mitigation site, the AN-6 Paint Branch Fish Passage under I-495, was identified for 
inclusion in the Compensatory Mitigation Plan (CMP) following a MDOT SHA search of potential fish passage 
improvement locations in the original watersheds affected by the proposed project.  However, the fish passage 
improvement site is not located in an affected watershed associated with the Preferred Alternative, so it is not 
included in the Preferred Alternative Compensatory Wetlands and Waterways Mitigation Plan. 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #14 
See response to Comment #7.  
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1 General General Pedestrian and Bicyclist Infrastructure: The DEIS states that existing sidewalks, bicycle facilities, side 

paths, bicycle shoulders and bikeways impacted by the Project will be replaced in kind. DPW&T 
requests that these facilities be replaced and improved to meet the needs of a broader group of 
pedestrians and bicyclist to include persons of all ages and abilities to improve safety, access, 
connectivity and comfort for all users.

As the limits of build improvements do not extend east of the I-270 east spur, there are no bicycle 
or pedestrian improvements proposed in Prince George's County.  Bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements have been incorporated into the Preferred Alternative within the limits of the build 
improvements to address the need for accommodating existing and proposed multimodal 
connectivity and mobility. These improvements include replacing, upgrading or providing new 
pedestrian/bicycle facilities consistent with local master plans where existing facilities exist or 
crossroad bridges would be reconstructed due to the Preferred Alternative. 

2 General General Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge: We recommend that the scope of work be extended to the 
Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge. This is a major gateway into the State of Maryland and Prince 
George's County.

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, 
outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional 
environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. All of 
your comments are appreciated and will be considered by MDOT SHA for future improvements.

3 General General MD 214 (Central Avenue) Interchange: A fully operational interchange with complete bicycle and 
pedestrian access across MD 214 is necessary at this interchange. This is critical to connecting these 
heavily developed communities (both commercial and residential) found on both sides of the 
Capital Beltway. Moreover, this will provide a logical point of connection for the Central Avenue 
Connector multi-use trail currently under design by (M-NCPPC).

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because MD 214 is located outside the Preferred Alternative limits 
of build improvements, those impacts have now been completely avoided.  Any future proposal for 
improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, 
would advance separately and would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and 
collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 
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4 General General MD 202 (Landover Road) Interchange: A fully operational interchange with complete bicycle and 

pedestrian access across MD 202 is necessary at this Interchange. This is critical to connecting 
communities bisected by the Capital Beltway with no real pedestrian or bicycle access across at the 
nearest interchange (MD 202 - Landover Road). This has not only created shortfalls in pedestrian 
and bicyclist connectivity but has created economic disparities between both sides of the Capital 
Beltway by denying the older communities inside the Capital Beltway safe, multi-modal access to 
the developing area just outside the Capital Beltway. Moreover, development of the Largo Town 
Center ( east side of the Capital Beltway at the MD 202 interchange) and development of the 
abandoned Landover Mall (west side of the Capital Beltway at the MD 202 interchange) is reliant 
upon a fully functional interchange. This will also be the home of the new University of Maryland 
Medical Center, where speedy and reliable access may be a matter of life and death. 

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because MD 202 (Landover Road Interchange) is located outside 
the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been completely 
avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study 
limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional 
environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

5 General General Evarts Street Crossing: Construction of a vehicular, but at the very least, a pedestrian bridge across 
the Capital Beltway is critical to connecting communities bisected by the Capital Beltway with no 
real pedestrian or bicycle access across at the nearest interchange (MD 202 - Landover Road). This 
has not only created shortfalls in pedestrian and bicyclist connectivity but has created economic 
disparities between both sides of the Capital Beltway by denying the older communities inside the 
Capital Beltway safe, multi-modal access to the developing area just outside the Capital Beltway. 

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because Evarts Street Crossing is located outside the Preferred 
Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been completely avoided.  Any 
future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of 
Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional environmental 
studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 
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6 General General Cherry Hill Road Crossing: Construction of a vehicular, but at the very least a pedestrian, bridge 

across the Capital Beltway is critical to connecting communities bisected by the Capital Beltway with 
no real pedestrian or bicycle access across at the nearest interchange (MD 202 - Landover Road). 
This has not only created shortfalls in pedestrian and bicyclist connectivity but has created 
economic disparities between both sides of the Capital Beltway by denying the older communities 
inside the Capital Beltway safe, multi-modal access to the developing area just outside the Capital 
Beltway. 

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because the Cherry Hill Street Crossing is located outside the 
Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been completely 
avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study 
limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional 
environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

7 General General Greenbelt Metro Interchange: DPW &T appreciates the access modifications at this interchange as 
displayed on this web map and depicted below as completion of full access to this site is critical. This 
supports transit-oriented development (TOD) in this area and provides opportunities for multimodal 
improvements.

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because the Greenbelt Metro Interchange  is located outside the 
Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been completely 
avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study 
limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional 
environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

8 General General Environmental Impacts: Considered a significant oversight by DoE in the EIS scope, there are two 
environmental impacts neither addressed nor considered for improvement by any of the built 
alternatives or mentioned as part of any project mitigation measures: 1. Wildlife Passage and 
Community Reconnection and 2. Light Pollution

See separate responses for wildlife passage under #9 below and light pollution under #10 below. 
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9 General General Wildlife Passage and Community Reconnection: The complexity of light pollution and wildlife 

passage cannot be addressed as an afterthought. Though there is some mention of aquatic life 
passage in the Avoidance, Minimization, and Impacts Report, there was no mention of any planned 
passage for terrestrial life. The project has multiple planned improvements crossing over and 
through wetlands, waterways and precious urban forest. Yet there is no mention of possible 
accommodations for terrestrial wildlife passage as part of the study. Per the Federal Highway 
Administration's (FHWA) own study 
(https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/08034/exec.cfm), "there are an estimated 
one to two million collisions between cars and large animals every year in the United States. This 
presents a real danger to human safety as well as wildlife survival. State and local transportation 
agencies are looking for ways to meet the needs of the traveling public, maintain human safety, and 
conserve wildlife." 
Designed in the 1950's and constructed in the 1960's, the I-495 Beltway design did not provide 
meaningful consideration for the long-term impacts of completely bisecting Prince George's 
County's stream valleys and forest corridors. Upon its completion in the 1960's, the I-495 Beltway 
essentially created an impassable manmade barrier essentially bisecting the County's inner and 
outer beltway communities' natural corridors. With each update of the 1-495 Beltway to add more 
lanes, this issue has never been addressed within Prince George's County. The ramifications of this 
bisection go beyond the natural resource impacts of literally trapping millions of terrestrial wildlife 
within highly urban communities. This bisection has created social inequity issues by preventing the 
creation of a cohesive and safe bicycle/pedestrian passage within our parkland to connect our inner 
and urban communities with the natural resource available to our more rural and suburban 
communities. 
The I-495 Beltway is a physical barrier which has also created unnecessary conflicts and health 
issues between humans and wildlife within our urban communities. From the over population of 
deer and other wildlife without predators unable to natural migrate towards more rural areas, Lyme 
disease and other vector diseases are now increasingly becoming a health issue with significant 

   b   

While I-495 has limited wildlife passage in the Washington Metropolitan region since the 1960s 
when it was first built, the current build improvements will not exacerbate this problem. The build 
improvements associated with the Preferred Alternative include replacing existing structures over 
waterways to accommodate the added capacity. During construction, impacts associated with noise 
and vibration may deter wildlife from using the existing passages; however, these will be temporary 
in nature. No current passage will be cut off by the build improvements. 

Additionally, the I-495 bridge over Cabin John Creek will be lengthened to better accommodate 
wildlife passage on the west bank of the creek, as part of the mitigation package for M-NCPPC.  See 
FEIS Chapter 7 for the full mitigation package.

Regarding the bicycle and pedestrian passage, refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.3.D for a response to 
Analysis of Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study and FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.5 and Section 
3.2.3.

Lack of habitat has pushed urban wildlife into increasing conflicts with humans leading to millions of 
dollars in damage from deer browsing on urban landscapes and already fragile urban forests. Within 
the Beltway, vehicular safety issues from increased collisions with wildlife is now a systemic 
problem. 
The re-envisioning of l-495 and I-270 to include additional lanes to mitigate traffic must also include 
strategic accommodation for terrestrial wildlife passage and dedicated pedestrian/bike underpass 
trails. When replacing or expanding waterway conveyance structures impacted by the Project, 
significant and strategic opportunities exist throughout the Project where our County's stream 
valleys have been bisected by the 1-495 Beltway. This Project presents the opportunity to make a 
difference by reconnecting our County's considerable natural resources and mitigate both, 
environmental and social justice issues, by providing safe pedestrian, bike and wildlife passage 
between our inner and outer 1-495 Beltway communities without issue of roadway interaction. 
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10 General General Light Pollution: The DEIS did not appear to provide assessment/analysis of night light pollution impacts to 

the adjacent communities. Light pollution is not just the lights as planned for the roadway but the 
headlights and/or flashing lights from emergency vehicles or nighttime roadway construction. 

Light pollution impacts should be assessed for the following Project proposed changes and activities: a. 
During construction (which will be on-going for years); b. Changes or increased light pollution from 
additional or changes to exits or elevated ramps into communities; c. Change of location and/or addition 
of highway lighting and lighting signage; d. Loss of mature tree canopy currently mitigating both sound 
and light of communities; e. Migratory bird flight paths.

Light pollution not only impacts adjacent land uses but also wildlife and migratory bird flights. Project 
concepts should seek to improve these aspects of the 1-495 Beltway, which were designed and 
constructed decades ago without consideration of the impact of light pollution on adjacent communities. 

Additionally, new vehicular headlight technologies provide much greater lumen with subsequent greater 
light pollution impacts. Given the size of the tree canopy estimated to be lost, it will take years of tree 
growth to provide the existing visual and environmental benefits equivalent to the approximate 1,500 
acres of tree canopy proposed under any build concept. Additionally, with the ever-increasing knowledge 
of the impacts of climate change, the loss of the 1,500 acres of tree canopy which provide carbon 
sequestration and storm water management should not be ignored. 

A Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) to determine the visual changes that may impact highway 
travelers and the surrounding neighbors was completed for the FEIS. The VIA followed FHWA's 
Guidance for Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects.

Construction would require the removal of vegetation to varying degrees throughout the study 
corridors. Larger areas of tree removal near the American Legion Bridge on NPS property will be 
needed for construction and cannot be accommodated elsewhere due to the steep slopes at the 
edges of the river. As a result of the vegetation removal, the wider interstate, added ramps, 
retaining walls, and noise barriers would become more visible and prominent from both the 
dynamic and static views. The static views from adjacent properties, including residential 
properties, commercial enterprises, parkland/ open space properties, and a number of community 
resources would experience an impact. 

Construction of the Preferred Alternative would also require relocation of signage, guardrail, 
communications towers, and light poles due to the widening of the roadway. These ancillary 
features would be the same or similar in appearance as the existing interstate features. Under the 
Preferred Alternative they may be positioned closer to the adjacent land uses (residential areas, 
commercial enterprises, and community facilities). The design of all highway elements would follow 
aesthetic and landscaping guidelines that will be proposed by the Developer in consultation with 
local jurisdictions, private interest groups (private developers or companies), and local community 
or business associations, as well as local, state, and federal agencies. 

In general, impacts would be consistent with existing views along the majority of the study 
corridors because of the dominant presence of the existing interstate facilities, including existing 
interstate lighting, and the surrounding area’s urbanized nature.
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(Comment #10 continued)

It will require many years of growth before the canopy loss mitigated through saplings and nursery 
tree stock will be able to provide equivalent values of the tree canopy lost if not effectively provide 
sound and/or visual barriers, meaningful habitat, air quality benefits and carbon sequestering value 
until many years after construction will have been completed. Carbon emission from ongoing 
construction actives, concrete materials and exposed soils should also be considered as part of the 
DEIS but has not been included as of today. 

Avoidance and minimization efforts to reduce forest impacts have occurred during development of 
the Preferred Alternative. Every reasonable effort was made to minimize disturbance to or removal 
of forest and trees by minimizing the limits of disturbance (LOD) of the Preferred Alternative.

Additional avoidance and minimization efforts will continue through final design, although 
opportunities for additional avoidance and minimization of impacts to roadside forest and tree 
resources are limited due to constrained right-of-way and adjacent urban and suburban land uses. 

Unavoidable impacts to forest from construction of the Preferred Alternative in Maryland will be 
regulated by MDNR under Maryland Reforestation Law. Forest impacts must be replaced on an acre-
for-acre or one-to-one basis on public lands, within two years or three growing seasons of project 
completion (MDNR, 1997). The Maryland Reforestation Law hierarchy for mitigation options is on-
site planting, then off-site planting on public lands within the affected county and/or watershed. If 
planting is not feasible, there is the option to purchase credits from forest mitigation banks, or to 
pay into the state Reforestation Fund at a rate of ten cents per square foot or $4,356 per acre. As 
such, MDOT SHA would first be required to find available public land to be reforested within the 
affected county and/or watershed. If this is not possible, MDOT SHA could purchase credits in a 
forest mitigation bank or pay into the MDNR Reforestation Fund that is used by MDNR to plant 
replacement trees. Forest mitigation banking must be conducted in accordance with the Maryland 
Forest Conservation Act (Forest Conservation Act [FCA]); MD Natural Resources Code Ann. §5-1601-
1613).  Since the DEIS, the acreage of forest canopy has been reduced from approximately 1,500 
acres to 500 acres. Mitigation for loss of forest canopy is being completing in compliance with the 
Maryland State Reforestation law.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.G for a response to climate change considerations.

11 25 Alts Tech Report, 
Appendix B

Alternatives 8, 9 and 10 that are referenced in this appendix (see below screenshot) present priced 
managed lanes. These are acceptable on the condition that they include transit buses at no cost to 
the local government transit bus operators.

Pages 2-25, 2-26, and 2-29 of the DEIS acknowledged that transit buses will be allowed to use the 
managed lanes toll-free in these three alternatives.  Similar language is used in the FEIS in Chapter 
3, Section 3.1.4.

12 ES-18 Executive Summary (Environmental Resources, Consequences and Mitigation) Roadside Tree Law requires the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Forest Service permits.

Forest impacts and mitigation will continue to be coordinated with the DNR Forest Service. Since 
this project is a state funded highway project (requirement states that only $1 in funds needs to 
spent by the state) with over one acre of forest impact, the project, including any associated off-site 
environmental mitigation required, will be reviewed under Maryland Reforestation Law (MD Nat 
Res Code § 5-103 (2019)), rather than the Forest Conservation Act or Maryland Roadside Tree Care 
Law. The Developer will be responsible for Maryland Reforestation Law compliance.

13 1-8, 1-9 1.4 The chosen language of the Purpose and Need language, which includes the term "trip reliability," 
automatically excludes all alternatives that do not contain "managed lanes," since it is only through 
managed lanes that reliability can be obtained. Therefore, the entire DEIS analysis and results were 
steered towards Managed Lanes only alternatives. 

The U.S. Department of Transportation's (USDOT) definition of trip reliability is “the degree of 
certainty and predictability in travel times on the transportation system." Trip reliability can be 
measured for all modes of transportation, including light rail, heavy rail, and bus transit.  Refer to 
Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on Purpose and Need and Section 3.2 for Screening of 
Preliminary Alternatives Process. 

APPENDIX T - DEIS COMMENTS - PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION AG-442



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

No. Page DEIS Section Comment Response
14 General Chapter 2 It is important to consider breaking the DEIS into three separate studies correlated with the 

implementation of each respective phase given the long-time spans to advance and construct these 
various phases. The traffic study and proposed solutions could be divided into separate sections 
considering the predominant traffic movements (origin and destination), namely:
o Traffic from the I-270 corridor in Maryland to Fairfax and Loudon Counties in Virginia;
o Traffic between I-95 in Prince George's County and I-270 in Montgomery County; and
o Traffic from I-95 in Virginia to I-95 in College Park, Maryland.

Although the Managed Lanes Study FEIS remains a document for the full 48 miles, the Preferred 
Alternative focuses on Phase 1 South only from the George Washington Memorial Parkway to east 
of MD 187, I-270 from I-495 to north of I-370, and the I-270 east and west spurs, as identified in the 
first bullet of this comment.  These reduced limits were identified after coordination with resource 
agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on the DEIS to avoid 
displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align the NEPA approval 
with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach.

15 General Chapter 2 Highway safety design elements, such as adequate shoulders and collector/distributor lanes, 
important aspects of highway design contained in the AASHTO Greenbook, have been removed in 
all managed lanes alternatives, therefore the proposed solutions could drastically reduce traffic 
safety design. Higher speeds and the absense of aqequate shoulders and C/D lanes could potentially 
increase crash sverity throughout the project. 

As described in Chapter 5.1 of Appendix D of the DEIS, the alternatives design criteria for the width 
of the left and right shoulders along I-495 and I-270 is a minimum of 10 feet and meets AASHTO 
guidance. 

Access to and from the managed lanes would be provided via direct access ramps at select existing 
or new interchanges and at-grade auxiliary lanes where ingress to the managed lanes from the 
general purpose lanes or egress from the managed lanes to the general purpose lanes would be 
provided. The purpose of a collector-distributor (C-D) road is to eliminate weaving on the main line 
lanes. The ingress and egress points to and from the managed lanes would be separated. A 
comprehensive safety evaluation has been performed for the Study and is documented in the 
Interstate Access Point Approval, Appendix B of the FEIS.   

16 General Chapter 2 East-West traffic operations have been significantly improved by the construction of the ICC (MD 
200); which provided relief and additional system capacity on the east-west roadway network. 
Therefore, future traffic growth could be accommodated within the existing east-west roadway 
network whose capacity was enhanced with the construction of the ICC. 

It should be noted that the simulated traffic in this segment is 12% higher than the observed traffic 
volumes (page 828 or 1556, Appendix C), in other words, the actual demand is lower than the study 
results.

MDOT SHA agrees that construction of the ICC provided relief on parallel east-west arterials.  
However, if the spare capacity on these arterials was sufficient to accommodate excess demand on 
I-495, motorists would use these routes under existing conditions rather than sit in congestion on 
the top side of the Beltway.  

Regarding the second paragraph of the comment, the chart referenced on page 828 of Appendix C 
is taken from a model validation memo prepared by MWCOG.  The numbers referenced are a 
comparison of raw outputs from the base year 2016 travel demand model to observed 2015 
counts.  These are not the final demand volumes used in the study.  They reflect one of the many 
steps involved in developing forecasts for this project.  As noted on page 823 of Appendix C, any 
discrepancies between estimated and observed data within the base travel demand model were 
addressed through post-processing by SHA to obtain the projected demand volumes, which is 
standard practice.  
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17 General Chapter 2 The study must add managed lanes direct full access interchange to serve the University of 

Maryland Capital Region Medical Center and Largo Town Center regional employment district.
As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because the University of Maryland Capital Region Medical Center 
and Largo Town Center regional employment district are located outside the Preferred Alternative 
limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been completely avoided.  Any future 
proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 
1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional environmental studies, 
analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

18 General Chapter 2 The study should consider the feasibility of constructing a bridge to have direct access from 1-495 
onto Woodmore Town Center/Costco which will extend the north south movement between 
Woodmore Town Center/Costco and Old Landover Mall and in turn relieve the pressure from MD 
202 interchange.

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because Woodmore Town Center/Costco are located outside the 
Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been completely 
avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study 
limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional 
environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

19 General Chapter 2 Considering the "new normal" caused by Coronavirus Disease 2019 (Covid-19) that accelerated 
teleworking, it would be prudent to determine the consequences of the "new normal" prior to 
continuing with the DEIS, whose results may prove to be inadequate. Once riders return to transit 
and workers continue to telework to some degree, significant reductions in vehicular traffic may be 
observed.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.1 for a response on Purpose and Need, effects of the Pandemic, and 
impacts of teleworking/remote working
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20 General Chapter 2 The DEIS has considered future growth in 2040 and thus justified the current Alternatives Retained 

for Detailed Study (ARDS) options. With the advent of Electric Vehicles (EV) and connected vehicles 
that is likely to dominate the industry in 2040, much attention needs to be geared to evaluate all 
options based on connected vehicle models. The DEIS needs to compare/reflect futuristic 
transportation models in terms of adding EV/connected vehicle scenario.

The expected influx of connected and autonomous vehicles (CAVs) will impact future traffic 
operations on all roads in Maryland, including I-495 and I-270.  MDOT SHA participates in a 
statewide CAV working group (https://mva.maryland.gov/safety/Pages/MarylandCAV.aspx) to stay 
up to date on the latest research and industry projections.  At this time, there are too many 
unknowns regarding how CAVs could affect demand and capacity to include CAVs directly in the 
traffic forecasts.  Capacity will likely increase as vehicle spacing decreases, but the magnitude of the 
capacity increase is difficult to quantify based on the current research.  Also, the benefits of more 
vehicles per lane may be offset by a potential increase in demand on the transportation network for 
some types of auto trips, including "mobility as a service" trips (people that can't afford their own 
car, but could call an autonomous vehicle for a solo trip) and "deadhead" trips (trips where the 
autonomous vehicle is empty, traveling to a parking lot or to the next pickup point).  Therefore, the 
traffic projections for this Study apply traditional forecasting techniques, while being cognizant of 
the potential CAV impacts.  However, it is anticipated that this project will be adaptable to 
accommodate CAVs because the proposed managed lanes will create a controlled environment 
with physical separation, new pavement, and clear delineations, features that are conducive to CAV 
use.

21 2-5, 2-6 Section 2.2.4 It is a significant concern that the project Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) does not 
"enhance connectivity to and between existing transit facilities near the study area." DPW &T 
strongly supports inclusion of multimodality options in all substantial roadway projects. This will 
address public safety and congestion relief concerns by getting more vehicles off the roadway and 
protecting pedestrians, bikers and transit users with the construction of multimodal transportation 
facilities (e.g., pedestrian bridges, bike lanes, buffered bike lanes, multi-use paths, sidewalks, bus 
pull outs, bus stop enhancements, street and pedestrian level lighting). 

Refer to Chapter 9, Sections 3.3.D for a response to Analysis of Alternatives Retained for Detailed 
Study.
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22 2-26 2.6.3, 2.6.4, 2.6.5 The alternatives with the best performances were Alternatives 9 and 10 (highest average speeds, 

greatest reduction in delays and lowest Travel Time Indexes (TTI). Both alternatives add two priced 
managed lanes in each direction ofl-495 and 1-270 (whereas Alternative 10 retains the HOV lanes 
on 1-270). Considering that the managed lanes and general purpose lanes will function and operate 
independently with a true separation between them, the general purpose and managed lanes in 
both alternatives would not contain sufficient and adequate width for safe shoulders as 
recommended in the AASHTO Green Book Chapter 8 - Pavement and Shoulders  ( Managed Lanes: 
The usable paved width of the right shoulder should be at least 10 feet - NOT provided; and General 
Purpose Lanes: On freeways of six or more lanes, the usable paved width of the median (or left) 
shoulder should also be 10 feet- NOT provided), thereby causing serious safety concerns for all 
highway users.  Whereas the typical sections of the existing facilities, shown on Figure 2-4 below, 
contain the necessary shoulders. The study presents the following number of fatal crashes between 
2012 and 2017 along 1-495 in Prince Georges' County (pages 1394 to 1429 and pages 1490 to 15 25 
of Appendix C) [Table was included]. A total of 44 fatalities occurred on 1-495/1-95 between 2012 
and 2017. A design that increases speeds and does not provide proper shoulders per AASHTO 
Standards can be expected in increase the number of fatal crashes, rather than reduce them as 
envisioned in the State's and County's Vision Zero programs. 

The NCHRP Guidelines for Implementing Managed Lanes  states that "for concurrent directional 
lanes, shoulders should be to the left, next to the median barrier" (Chapter 3, Cross Section and 
Alignment). The design criteria for the width of the left shoulder along I-495 and I-270 is a minimum 
of 10 feet (Chapter 5.1 of Appendix D of the DEIS) and meets AASHTO guidance. 

As described in Chapter 5.1 of Appendix D of the DEIS (Alternatives Technical Report), the method 
of separation between the managed lanes and general purpose lanes was considered during 
development of the alternatives. Pylon separation was selected because it has the smallest 
footprint while still providing physical separation between the managed lanes and general purpose 
lanes. The separation uses pylons (i.e., flexible delineators or tubular markers) in addition to a 
physical buffer to separate the managed lanes from the general purpose lanes. The pylons will be 
placed within a four-foot wide buffer. The width of four feet is consistent with the desired buffer 
width presented in FHWA's Priced Managed Lanes Guide  (2012). 

Additionally, a comprehensive safety evaluation has been performed for the Study and is 
documented in the Interstate Access Point Approval, as required by FHWA, in Appendix B of the 
FEIS. 

23 2-39 2.7.2 In reference to statements such as, "Due to the large amount of impervious area requiring 
treatment ... BSD could not be met for the Build Alternatives within the study area" and "innovative 
technologies" will be utilized to reduce the amount of compensatory stormwater management 
needed and that the POI for "impacts" will be at the SHA right-of-way limits - State and local 
permitting authorities should accept that the POI be limited to the ROW boundary, but should 
require Environmental betterment/ uplift within the watershed or sub-watershed boundaries in 
partnership with County MS4 Permit goals. This would be applicable to other project mitigation 
needs for impacts proposed to WOTUS and wetlands as well. 

This project will comply with the Maryland SWM requirements, which includes both water quality 
and water quantity requirements.  A conceptual stormwater analysis based on preliminary design of 
the Preferred Alternative that includes both provided and required SWM on a Point-of-Investigation 
basis is included in the FEIS.  The project will be required to control the 10-year storm event to 
match existing conditions and therefore downstream flooding will not worsen.  In addition, the 
project will be required to provide detailed calculations to show that runoff that leaves the MDOT 
SHA ROW will be conveyed in a stable manner and not cause downstream erosion or flooding.  

Environmental Site Design (ESD) must be provided onsite to the maximum extent practicable.  If the 
ESD requirements cannot be met onsite, then offsite locations are allowed to make up the 
difference.  The offsite locations must be within the same 6-digit watershed and provide 
environmental betterment within the watershed by providing water quality treatment of untreated 
impervious area. Every effort has been made to provide the full water quality requirements onsite, 
however, where water quality requirements could not be met onsite, offsite water quality SWM has 
been identified within the same 6-digit watershed.  The final stormwater plan will be submitted to 
the Maryland Department of Environment once final design is completed, assuming a build 
alternative is approved in the Record of Decision (ROD). 
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24 2-47 2.7.7 There are no stated bike and pedestrian improvements mentioned relative to the portion of the 

Project within the County. Given the significant length that this Project occupies in the County, 
major pedestrian and bicycle enhancements are necessary. 

As the limits of build improvements do not extend east of the I-270 east spur, there are no bicycle 
or pedestrian improvements proposed in Prince George's County.  Bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements have been incorporated into the Preferred Alternative within the limits of the build 
improvements to address the need for accommodating existing and proposed multimodal 
connectivity and mobility. These improvements include replacing, upgrading or providing new 
pedestrian/bicycle facilities consistent with local master plans where existing facilities exist or 
crossroad bridges would be reconstructed due to the Preferred Alternative. 

25 General Chapter 3 For all retained and evaluated alternatives, it was assumed to have the same direct access location. 
Having the managed lane direct access on arterial roadways will increase the traffic and result more 
delay on local roadways near that access location. The impact of changing the direct access 
locations (except system-to-system connections) on the surrounding local roadway network might 
need to be evaluated as options under each selected alternative.

Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.B for a response to traffic modeling and analysis.

26 General Chapter 3 The provided Travel Time Index (TTD assumed an average value for a long section of the 1-495 (1-95 
to MD 5 is about 20-miles). Within this section there are several interchanges, C-D lanes and 
different configuration of merge and diverge ramps. Having the average TTI will not clearly identify 
the congestion problems at the different section of the 1-495. As a result, we would not be sure 
whether the proposed alternative will solve the problems on some of the specific location of the 1-
495. As such it would be better to breakdown in a form that will include section with similar 
problem as one segment in assessing the different MOEs.

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because the segment of I-495 (I-95 to MD 5) is located outside the 
Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been completely 
avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study 
limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional 
environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

27 General Chapter 3 In Appendix C, Table 5-23 ( effect on local roadway network), shows for different jurisdictions have 
lowered the delays from no build conditions with the exception of alternative 5. For Prince George's 
County it ranges from 7 .3% to 7 .5%, which alternative is best for the region? It is possible some 
alternative may be suitable for Washington, DC, but not necessarily for other locations. There 
should be region-wide (including Washington, DC, Prince George's County and Montgomery County) 
comparison also, meaning for Washington, DC, Prince George's County and Montgomery County.

Table 3-12 in the DEIS includes the requested region-wide comparison related to the effect on the 
local roadway network.  The results in this table showed that Alternative 9 performed the best, with 
an overall delay savings of 7.0% region-wide on local arterials, as described at the bottom of page 3-
13 in the DEIS.

APPENDIX T - DEIS COMMENTS - PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION AG-447



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

No. Page DEIS Section Comment Response
28 General Chapter 3 Do these analyses have any impact on the proposed diverging diamond interchange (DDI) with 

Medical Center Drive? If so, please elaborate.
As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because  the proposed interchange with Medical Center Drive is 
located outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now 
been completely avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 
within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to 
additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and 
agencies. 

29 General Chapter 3 An alternative could be considered to limiting interchange modifications by limiting improvements 
to specific interchanges. It is understood that there is a no-build alternative. But in the next 20 
years, it is possible to have some interchange modification to address the existing traffic concerns 
and for instance upgrading some of the less effective ramps (from the perspective of operation, 
queue, speed, merge and etc.) to be replaced with higher capacity and higher storage ramps or 
increasing excel/decel/merge areas. For instance, upgrading the following locations: I-495 NB to US-
50 EB, or MD-202 EB to I-495 NB (Ramp 9 and 3), etc.

The preliminary direct access locations were identified using the following considerations:
• Providing system-to-system connections between major interstates and freeways 
• Providing access at interchanges with high traffic demand 
• Providing access throughout the Study Area for reasonable access to the managed lanes 
• Providing access in consideration of land use and at major transit facilities 
• Potential community, property, and environmental impacts resulting from providing access.

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because  the interchanges, such as I-495 NB to US-50 EB and MD-
202 EB to I-495 NB, are located outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, 
those impacts have now been completely avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the 
remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately 
and would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the 
public, stakeholders, and agencies. 
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30 General Chapter 3 For the current system of interchanges for Medical Center Drive, MD 202 and US 50 is served by 

collector distributor road. Has it been considered to eliminate the collector-distributor roads and 
reducing number of merges and diverges in the interchange? If so, please elaborate.

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because  the interchanges at Medical Center Drive is located 
outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been 
completely avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within 
the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to 
additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and 
agencies. 

31 General Chapter 3 The traffic volume in the Appendix C should have been shown for both peak hours in the same page 
for each interchange. 

Traffic volumes are presented in various locations within the Traffic Technical Report (Appendix C of 
the DEIS).  Within Appendix F and Appendix G of the Traffic Technical Report, traffic volumes are 
shown for all peak hours on the same page because these volumes are presented in table format.  
However, in Appendix A of the Traffic Technical Report, it was necessary to present the AM peak 
period and PM peak period volumes separately due to space constraints on the diagrams.

32 General Chapter 3 The managed lanes will require many new exit and entry ramps from existing roads and highways. 
These new ramps can potentially add new locations for traffic congestion to accommodate new 
merge, diverge and weave locations. Has the analysis taken this into consideration? Quantitative 
assessment of these ramps may be an important factor for alternative comparisons.

Yes, the new exit and entry ramps were considered in the traffic analysis. The traffic operations at 
each proposed entry and exit ramp were tested for operational sufficiency before being 
incorporated into the design, and any design options that would result in failing merge, diverge, or 
weave segments were rejected.  A quantitative assessment of these ramps was conducted for the 
Preferred Alternative as part of the FEIS, and the results are documented in FEIS Appendix B 
(Interstate Access Point Approval Report).

33 General Chapter 3 For any of the locations where crash rates are higher than the statewide average rate is there any 
pattern that were observed? If so, please elaborate. 

Trends are summarized in Appendix I of the Traffic Technical Report (Appendix C of the DEIS).  In 
general, rear-end crashes were the most common crash type, which is typically associated with 
congested conditions.  Additional details on existing and future crashes and safety impacts are 
included in Appendix B of the FEIS (Interstate Access Point Approval Report).
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34 4-10 4.2.3 The DEIS indicates that Build Alternatives would provide additional roadway capacity to 

accommodate increased traffic and congestion attributed to projected increased population growth 
between 2010 and 2030. 
While Build Alternatives would provide additional roadway capacity on I-495, it is possible that 
traffic congestion and truck traffic may develop or increase on feeder roads to the highway. For 
example, communities in Temple Hills have complained about adverse impact of truck traffic on air 
quality and quality of life. An assessment of how changes in traffic volume and composition along 
feeder roads would impact communities is recommended. 

As noted in Section 3.3.6 of the DEIS, the net impact of the project will be an overall reduction in 
congestion on the surrounding arterials, despite some localized increases in arterial traffic on the 
feeder roads near the managed lane access interchanges.  The portions of the local road network 
with an anticipated increase in volumes were evaluated in more detail for the FEIS, and mitigation 
has been proposed where needed to maintain acceptable operations per FHWA Interstate Access 
Point Approval guidelines.  The results are documented in FEIS Appendix B (Interstate Access Point 
Approval Report).  

Additionally, refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.B for a response to traffic modeling and analysis.

35 4-34 4.6.3 Regarding the following excerpt from the last two paragraphs on the page: "Larger areas of tree 
removal near the American Legion Bridge ... to ensure the design is context sensitive" -The study 
states that the overall conclusion will be only minor change in most of the overall existing 
viewsheds of the corridor study area given it is a pre-existing highway corridor. It appears the study 
does not consider the loss of existing vegetation buffer within the confines of the I-495/I-270 
corridor to significantly impact the experience of driving within the DEIS corridor. Most of the nearly 
1,500 acres of woodland to be lost within the confines of the roadway not only provide visual 
interest during the drive but serve as sound and light barriers, help with air quality, temperature 
moderation, provide stormwater management benefits, habitat and carbon sequestration values to 
help combat climate change.

The section referenced in the comment is related to the visual impacts assessment. The 
Supplemental EIS provided an update on the potential visual impacts associated with the Preferred 
Alternative, SDEIS, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.  

As the preliminary design has advanced on a Preferred Alternative, the visual impact assessment 
(VIA) has been prepared in accordance with FHWA’s Guidance and summarized in the FEIS.  The VIA 
includes renderings at the key park locations to ensure the design is context sensitive.

Mitigation for tree removal will be done in accordance with the Maryland Reforestation Law and 
NPS and M-NCPPC agency requirements, such as on-site planting, when feasible.  Mitigation for 
tree removal will be developed in partnership between MDOT SHA, NPS, and M-NCPPC and 
documented in the FEIS. Aesthetic treatments on retaining walls and noise barriers and visual 
barriers are mitigation features that could be considered.  

During final design, the Developer would develop and follow aesthetic and landscaping guidelines 
of all highway elements in consultation with the local jurisdictions, private interest groups (private 
developers or companies), local community or business associations, as well as local, state, and 
Federal agencies. The goal will be to design highway elements to be sensitive to the context of the 
surrounding land use, including historic and park resources. Further, mitigation for resource impacts 
would be developed in accordance with jurisdictional agency requirements, and all final mitigation 
is documented in the FEIS.

36 4-58 4.8 DEIS correctly indicates that Study area is a non-attainment area for ozone and in attainment area 
for PM 2.5 (Particulate Matter-2.5). 

Comment noted
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37 4-60 4.8.2 Per DEIS, air monitoring data indicates that the measured ambient air concentrations for CO and 

PM2.5 in the study area are below National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The air quality 
data is obtained from monitoring stations in the Washington metropolitan area. For Prince George's 
County, monitoring stations are in Upper Marlboro and Beltsville. No monitoring station is present 
near the southernmost segment of l-495 within the study area. Installation of a temporary, if not 
permanent, air monitoring station in this area would be beneficial in terms of assessing current air 
quality conditions and initial impacts of increased emissions resulting from higher traffic volumes.

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because  the southernmost segment of I-495 is located outside the 
Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been completely 
avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study 
limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional 
environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

38 4-87 4.13 Stormwater management should be provided in accordance with the Prince George's County, 
Stormwater Management Ordinance. Stormwater controls should be designed to handle 2.6 inches 
of rainfall, providing Channel Protection and Water Quality Volume. Post construction Maintenance 
and Inspections shall be the responsibility of the State. 
All design plans and computations for stormwater management devices installed shall be provided 
to Prince George's County Department of the Environment (DoE) for inventory tracking and local 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) load reduction determination.
The DEIS has identified 24 communities within the County that will potentially be affected and 
would have environmental consequences due to the proposed Project. We need to understand the 
impact of the proposed Project on any completed restoration activities within the proposed area.

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because Prince George's County is located outside the Preferred 
Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been completely avoided.  Any 
future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of 
Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional environmental 
studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

39 4-94 4.14 The DEIS evaluates the impacts to Groundwater Hydrology. The exact location of most private wells 
within the corridor study boundary cannot be determined. The environmental consequences for 
groundwater wells that are still in use have not been evaluated. The DEIS states that groundwater 
wells that are still in use are for commercial and industrial usage and not for drinking water. If 
private wells are present and in use, the proposed project may impact drinking water. 

Based on well location data provided by MDE, impacts to private wells are not anticipated as 
groundwater wells in the vicinity of the corridor study boundary that are still in use are generally for 
commercial and industrial usage, and not for drinking water. However, the occurrence of and 
potential impacts to wells on private property would be assessed during right-of-way negotiations 
with individual property owners if a private well were to be located within the footprint of the 
project.
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40 4-97 4.15 The Prince George's County portion of the corridor study boundary crosses the FEMA 100-year 

Floodplain along several watersheds to include Paint Branch, Little Paint Branch, Indian Creek, an 
unnamed tributary to Paint Branch, Beaverdam Creek, Bald Hill Branch, the Southwest Branch of the 
Western Branch of the Patuxent River, Ritchie Branch and Henson Creek. However, for the DEIS, 
Floodplain H & H Study has not been done and will be conducted at a later stage of design. Because 
hydrologic and hydraulic floodplain modeling will be part of the engineering process in later phases 
of design, a full analysis of potential impacts to the 100-year floodplain of the build alternatives 
cannot be determined at this time. GIS was used to calculate the acreage of the 100-year 
floodplains within the Build Alternative LODs. This presents a general overview of impacts but not a 
complete analysis. 
One overall concern for Section 4.15 Floodplains is that the DEIS provides a general description of 
measures that might be used to help minimize adverse impacts that cannot be avoided in the 
floodplain. While it is noted that the DEIS is not required to include a completed mitigation plan, the 
mitigation discussion should be more extensive than what is contained here in the DEIS. The Final 
Environmental Impact Statement must include more detailed discussion on mitigation and 
Hydrologic & Hydraulic Methodologies to be utilized. 

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because Prince George's County and its 100-year floodplain is 
located outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now 
been completely avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 
within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to 
additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and 
agencies. 

41 94 Appendix L Please explain the following statement as seen on page 94 of Appendix L Section 2.6.4 Avoidance, 
Minimization, and Mitigation, as it is not clear how it was determined that the "FEMA 100-year 
floodplain impacts were avoided and minimized to the greatest extent practicable while also 
minimizing increases to flooding levels" as the DEIS states that a detailed Hydraulic & Hydrologic 
Study will be prepared during final design and Floodplain analysis will be conducted at a later stage 
of design. 

Physical disturbance and fill in the FEMA 100-year floodplain were avoided and minimized to the 
greatest extent practicable during the Planning Phase of the project. In addition, planning level 
considerations of potential flooding level increases have been included in the Preferred Alternative. 
Additional H&H and floodplain analysis will be conducted during final design and additional 
minimization measures may be possible to limit floodplain impact even further at that time. The 
avoidance and minimization process will continue throughout the design process. 

42 4-125 4.21.2B DEIS states that the highest density of low-income populations was in the Landover and Landover 
Hills EJ Analysis Area Communities and slightly less than half of the Greenbelt EJ Analysis Area 
Community block groups had a median household income at or below low-income limit for DC 
Metropolitan Area. The EPA EJ Screen Tool shows the Landover and Landover Hills areas to be in 
State percentile groups which vary in range between 70 and 100 for NATA cancer risk and 
respiratory hazard index. Higher volumes of traffic have the potential to increase emissions and 
exacerbate poor health conditions in the Landover and Landover Hills area. Build alternatives must 
be carefully and equitably evaluated to ensure that future projects will not compromise public 
health. 

Please refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.4.D for details on the Environmental Justice analysis. 

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because the Landover and Landover Hills EJ Analysis Area 
Communities are located outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those 
impacts have now been completely avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the 
remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately 
and would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the 
public, stakeholders, and agencies. 
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43 4-134 4.21.4B DEIS indicates that attendance at Prince George's County events were initially low and SHA received 

fewer public comments compared to Montgomery County. To enhance engagement of the EJ 
populations and other underserved populations, it is recommended that MDOT SHA work through 
schools, CASA de Maryland, community sports organizations and social organizations to reach 
impacted communities. Underrepresented populations respond well to people with whom they are 
familiar. 

Please refer to FEIS Chapter 5, Section 5.21 and Chapter 9, Section 3.4.D for details on the 
Environmental Justice analysis including the additional outreach and engagement efforts.

44 4-141 4.21.5B.j Under Build Alternatives, Prince George's County would potentially lose one business in an EJ 
population within the Glenarden EJ Analysis Area Community. To varying degrees, loss of businesses 
is detrimental to the economic vitality of a community. For EJ communities, such loss may be more 
detrimental than it would be for non-EJ communities. It is recommended that MDOT SHA 
coordinate early with the Prince George's County Economic Development Corporation to explore 
ways to avoid the removal of the identified business from the EJ community. 

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because the Glenarden EJ Analysis Area Community is located 
outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been 
completely avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within 
the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to 
additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and 
agencies. 

45 4-97 4.15.4 The report speaks to mitigation for impacts to increase in 100-year FEMA floodplain elevations, one 
option is dedication of easements for impacts. The comment is that the County's regulatory 
floodplain limits would need to be considered as well. And further, the better option for 
"mitigation" could be the consideration of 100-year peak flow reductions through implementing 
structural measures, where feasible, and natural storage improvements, where possible, thru 
environmental enhancements - overbank storage and wetland creation to filter and reduce 
discharge peaks. A plan for the need for additional real estate for SWM. 

In general, the project will be required to meet applicable County regulations for floodplains.  This 
would have included mitigation for impacting Prince George’s County regulatory floodplains; 
however, the Preferred Alternative now includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-
495 east of the I-270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 
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46 Maps Appendix D There are direct impacts to an estimated 69 County Inventoried Street Trees: 

•  Map 143 (Page 144) -11 street trees in the LOD extends north and south on Cherry Ave
•  Map 144 (Page 145)-15-inch elm tree in LOD on Rhode Island Ave
•  Map 152 (Page 153) -LOD on COBB Road covers at least 26 street trees
•  Map 153 (Page 154) -20 street trees in the LOD on Whitefield Chapel Road
•  Map 154 (page 155)-13-inch red maple in LOD on Jefferson Street
•  Map 159 (page 160)-9 street trees along Darcy Road within LOD
•  Map 163 (page 164)-24-inch pin oak along Auth Road within LOD

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because the County's Inventoried Street Trees are located outside 
the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been completely 
avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study 
limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional 
environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

47 Maps Appendix D For street tree removal in the County right-of-way, DPW&T requests coordination on where to 
replace those trees. Those trees are expected to be replaced at a 2: 1 rate in accordance with Road 
Side Tree Law/Requirements. A comprehensive Street Tree and Landscape Plan should be prepared 
for the entire stretch of the Managed Lanes improvements. In addition, DPWT would be interested 
in assisting in identifying communities that would like to utilize street trees as a potential mitigation 
credit for reforestation before sites outside of the County are considered for reforestation. 

As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination 
with resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on 
the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align 
the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which 
focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-
270 spur to MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have 
spanned the entire study area.  Because the County street trees are located outside the Preferred 
Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been completely avoided.  Any 
future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of 
Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional environmental 
studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 
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Introduction of speaker, therefore, no response needed. 
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#1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

#2 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #1  
Based on requests from the public, elected officials and other stakeholders, MDOT SHA and FHWA extended the 
comment period on the DEIS from 90 days to 123 days. The full comment period extended from July 10, 2020 to 
November 9, 2020. 

The entire publication with the DEIS was extensive and far more information was provided then is required under 
NEPA. The Executive Summary provides a short digestible summary of the DEIS and an overview of the entire 
environmental impact study. The DEIS is organized by chapter to allow an interested person to either 
comprehensively review the process and the results of the analysis or to focus on a particular area of interest. The 
Appendices were provided for greater transparency for those who are interested in significantly more detail 
regarding the analysis performed.  This NEPA process and the public outreach and information shared throughout 
the study exceeds that required under the law. 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #2   
MDOT SHA and FHWA made the DEIS and supporting technical documents widely available and accessible in the 
following manner: 

• On the I-495 & I-270 P3 Program webpage (https://495-270-p3.com/deis/) 

• Placed copies of the DEIS at 21 locations for individuals to view a paper copy.  Due to the public libraries 
being closed, MDOT SHA procured temporary use of other facilities, including 6 post office lobbies; MDOT 
SHA and MDTA maintenance offices; a VDOT district office; one storefront, and 8 large freight containers 
placed in library parking lots in Montgomery and Prince George’s counties, as well as one in Washington, 
DC.  The use of the freight containers allowed for broad distribution of the DEIS and supporting documents 
in central locations within communities near sidewalks and transit along the I-495 and I-270 corridors. 

 

The public notification of the DEIS availability was widely published on July 10, 2020, the date the DEIS was 
published, in a variety of manners, to reach both a wide public audience as well as specific notice to individuals, 
underserved communities and elected officials in the study area, including: 

• Federal Register 
• MDOT SHA website and study website 
• Press Release(s) 
• Emails to study email list and elected officials within the study area 
• Flyers 
• Newspaper Print Ads 
• Radio Ads 
• Online Digital Ads 
• Facebook and Instagram 
• Targeted outreach to underserved communities 

 
Refer to DEIS Chapter 7-Section 7.2.4. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #3   
As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination with resource 
agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on the DEIS to avoid displacements 
and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align the NEPA approval with the planned project 
phased delivery and permitting approach which focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes two new, high-occupancy toll (HOT) managed lanes on I-495 in each direction 
from the George Washington Memorial Parkway to east of MD 187 and conversion of the one existing high-
occupancy vehicle lane in each direction on I-270 to a HOT managed lane and adding one new HOT managed lane 
in each direction on I-270 from I-495 to north of I-370 and on the I-270 east and west spurs.  

The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-270 spur to 
MD 5 in Prince George's County. 

Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have spanned the entire 
study area. Prince George’s County including the interchanges at MD 202, MD 214 and the Woodrow Wilson 
Bridge are now located outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements.  Any future proposal for 
improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of Phase 1 South, would advance 
separately and would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and collaboration with the public, 
stakeholders, and agencies including Prince George’s County.  

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #4 
Refer to response for Comment #3. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #5  
Refer to response for Comment #3. 
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Introduction of speaker, therefore, no response needed. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #6 
Refer to response to Comment #1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #7 
Refer to response to Comment #2. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #8 
Refer to response for Comment #3.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #9 
Refer to response for Comment #8. We also note your important comment that the project be designed in a 
context sensitive manner. 
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#11 

 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #10 
Refer to response for Comment #8. 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #11 
The purpose and need statement recognizes that “accommodating existing and proposed multimodal mobility 
and connectivity” is an important need to address the severe congestion on I-495 and I-270 and was added to 
address specific comments received during scoping.  In support of this identified need, multi-modal alternatives 
and elements were analyzed through the alternative’s development process.  Several standalone transit 
alternatives (e.g., Alternatives 14A, 14B, 14C, and 15) were considered in the preliminary range of alternatives 
and were dismissed from further consideration based on a number of factors, most significantly of which was the 
inability of standalone transit to address long-term traffic growth. That is, no standalone transit alternative would 
be able to attract and carry sufficient ridership to address the severe congestion on these facilities.   

Although these standalone transit alternatives were found to not meet the Study’s Purpose and Need (consistent 
with findings of the multiple planning studies summarized above), multiple transit elements have been 
incorporated into the Study to address the identified multi-modal and connectivity needs in the study area as a 
complement to the congestion relief offered by the proposed highway improvements. These include: 

• Allowing bus transit usage of the high occupancy toll (HOT) managed lanes toll free to provide an 
increase in speed of travel, assurance of a reliable trip, and connection to local bus service/systems on 
arterials that directly connect to urban and suburban activity centers; 

• Accommodating direct and indirect connections from the HOT managed lanes to existing transit 
stations and planned Transit Oriented Development at the Shady Grove Metro, Twinbrook Metro, 
Montgomery Mall Transit Center, and Medical Center Metro 

MDOT SHA has also committed to certain regional transit improvements to enhance existing and planned transit 
and support new opportunities for regional transit service including increasing the number of new bus bays at 
WMATA Shady Grove Metrorail Station and increasing parking at the Westfield Montgomery Mall Transit Center. 

The Transit Service Coordination Report completed in coordination with the Transit Work Group was made 
available to the public in June 2020 on the P3 Program website (https://495-270-p3.com/transitbenefits/) and it 
is being used to inform affected counties and transit providers about the significant transit opportunities offered 
by managed lanes such as strategies to maximize the benefits of reliability and speed; provide a basis for the 
evaluation and prioritization of future capital and operating needs in the service area; and initiate discussions 
about ways to incorporate regional transit services into the P3 Program. The I-495/ALB Transit/TDM Final Report 
and Plan was completed in March 2021 and was posted online. 
(http://www.drpt.virginia.gov/media/3375/i495_alb_transittdm_study_finalreport_030521_combined.pdf)  

It identified a series of potential investment packages to provide new mobility choices to service bi-state travel. 
Each package outlined a combination of transit service elements, technology enhancements, Commuter 
Assistance Programs, and parking needs. The investment packages offered options to move more people across 
the American Legion Bridge (ALB) in fewer vehicles.  
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cont. 

#12 

On August 11, 2021, in accordance with Maryland law, MDOT and MDTA received approval from the Board of 
Public Works to award the Phase 1 P3 Agreement to the Selected Proposer. In accordance with the terms and 
conditions of the Phase 1 P3 Agreement, MDOT and the Developer will further advance predevelopment work on 
Phase 1 South, which includes I-495 from the vicinity of the George Washington Memorial Parkway across 
the American Legion Bridge to I-270 and on I-270 up to I-370. The Developer has proposed an estimated $300 
million for transit services in Montgomery County over the operating term of Phase 1 South. Moreover, 
upon financial close of the Section P3 Agreement for Phase 1 South, MDOT has committed to fund not less 
than $60 million for design and permitting of high-priority transit investments in Montgomery County and 
committed to deliver the Metropolitan Grove Bus Operations and Maintenance facility including the 
necessary bus fleet. Refer to FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2.    

Response to DEIS Comment #12 
Bicycle and pedestrian improvements have also been incorporated into the Preferred Alternative to address the 
need for accommodating existing and proposed multimodal connectivity and mobility. These improvements 
include replacing, upgrading, or providing new pedestrian/bicycle facilities consistent with local master plans 
where existing facilities exist or crossroad bridges would be reconstructed due to the Preferred Alternative. 
Additional commitments as part of the Preferred Alternative that support multi modal travel options include the 
following: 

• Constructing a new shared use path across the American Legion Bridge to connect facilities in Maryland
and Virginia to support regional multimodal travel.

• Lengthening the I-270 bridge over Tuckerman Lane to accommodate future pedestrian/bicycle facilities
along Tuckerman Lane. Montgomery County would construct the master plan recommended facilities
along Tuckerman Lane in the future.

• Constructing new side paths across MD 190 over I-495 and construct new bike lanes in both directions on
MD 190.

• Constructing a new sidewalk along the west side of Seven Locks Road under I-495 to reestablish the historic 
connection between the First Agape AME Zion Church and Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and
Cemetery.

Constructing a new sidewalk along the west side of Seven Locks Road under I-495 to connect the First Agape AME 
Zion Church and Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery. As the limits of build improvements 
for the Preferred Alternative do not extend east of the I-270 east spur, no bicycle or pedestrian improvements 
are proposed in Prince George’s County.  

Refer to FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.5 for the pedestrian and bicycle facilities included with the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Responses to all comments that follow are provided in the table before the public testimony. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #1 
Based on past regional studies and public comments, MDOT SHA considered four separate stand-alone Transit Alternatives: 
14A (heavy rail), 14B (light rail), 14C (fixed guideway Bus Rapid Transit, off current alignment), and 15 (dedicated Bus Managed 
Lanes on existing alignment).  None of these options considered independently would address the existing congestion or long-
term traffic growth on I-495 and I-270.   

With respect to either heavy or light rail alternatives, the 2002 Capital Beltway/Purple Line Study (2002 Study) analyzed 
circumferential rail corridors (approximately 42 miles) along the Capital Beltway Corridor.  This analysis concluded: 
“Congestion on the Beltway itself as well as demand on the other transportation facilities is so great that no single highway 
or transit improvement will provide significant relief to the long-term demand,” (2002 Study, page S-17).  It was also 
recommended that studies of the highway and transit alternatives be conducted separately because transit operates more 
efficiently if it serves areas where people live and work.  Refer to DEIS, Appendix B.  This analysis also stressed the basic fact 
that people do not live and work “on the Beltway” and that transit options generally service users by directly connecting 
activity (housing and work) locations. 

Importantly, major stand-alone transit projects in the study area have been approved and are in the process of being 
constructed.  For example, the US Federal Transit Administration approved the Record of Decision for the Purple Line project 
in 2014.  The project, a 16-mile two-track light rail system, accommodates significant demand for transit within this priority 
corridor and offers connections between two ends of the WMATA Red Line, and to key destinations such as the downtown 
Silver Spring Transit Center and the University of Maryland, inside the Capital Beltway.  The NEPA study for the Purple Line 
also considered a heavy rail option, but that alternative was dropped from detailed review because of several factors that are 
also present in this project: prohibitive capital costs, lack of overall cost-effectiveness due to high construction costs, as well 
as greater environmental impacts related to the intensity of construction of new heavy rail infrastructure. 

While the MLS standalone transit alternatives were screened from detailed study, MDOT SHA retained multiple transit 
elements as part of the Preferred Alternative.  (See Purpose and Need response.) With respect to the preliminary bus 
alternatives, for example, because buses will be able to use the new managed lanes, transit trips will be improved by providing 
a free flow condition for such service with no additional property and environmental impacts associated with a fixed guideway 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) off alignment alternative.  This could help revive express bus service from Montgomery County to 
Tysons Corner, Virginia, two significant activity and economic centers. Moreover, this aspect of the proposed action also 
satisfies other Purpose and Need elements by increasing travel speed and assuring greater trip reliability for bus service. 

Response to DEIS Comment #2 
In total, access to and from the HOT managed lanes in Phase 1 South is proposed at nine locations (five existing interchanges, 
two new interchanges, and two exchange ramp locations), as well as at the termini of the HOT lanes along I-495 west of MD 
187, along the I-270 east spur south of MD 187, and along I-270 north of I-370. Buses will be allowed to use the HOT managed 
lanes and all direct access ramps toll-free. Four of the proposed nine direct access ramp locations connect to existing transit 
stations including Shady Grove Metro, Twinbrook Metro, Rockville Metro, and Westfield Montgomery Mall Transit Center.  

Transit elements were also considered by the multi-agency Transit Work Group and the joint I-495/American Legion Bridge 
Transit/Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study by the Virginia Department of Trail and Public Transit and the 
Maryland Department of Transportation Maryland Transit Administration. Both of these initiatives resulted in reports. The 
Transit Service Coordination Report completed in coordination with the Transit Work Group was made available to the public 
in June 2020 on the P3 Program website (https://495-270-p3.com/transitbenefits/) and it is being used to inform affected 
counties and transit providers about the significant transit opportunities offered by managed lanes such as strategies to 
maximize the benefits of reliability and speed; provide a basis for the evaluation and prioritization of future capital and 
operating needs in the service area; and initiate discussions about ways to incorporate regional transit services into the P3 
Program.   

The I-495/ALB Transit/TDM Final Report and Plan was completed in March 2021 and was posted online. 
(http://www.drpt.virginia.gov/media/3375/i495_alb_transittdm_study_finalreport_030521_combined.pdf) It identified a 
series of potential investment packages to provide new mobility choices to service bi-state travel. Each package outlined a 
combination of transit service elements, technology enhancements, Commuter Assistance Programs, and parking needs. The 
investment packages offered options to move more people across the American Legion Bridge (ALB) in fewer vehicles. 

Outside of NEPA and as part of the Developer’s proposal, an estimated $300 million for transit services in Montgomery 
County over the operating term of Phase 1 South was proposed. Moreover, MDOT has committed, upon financial close of 
the Section P3 Agreement for Phase 1 South, to fund not less than $60 million for design and permitting of high priority 
transit investments in Montgomery County and committed to deliver the Metropolitan Grove Bus Operations and 
Maintenance facility, including the necessary bus fleet. 

Response to DEIS Comment #3 
Following the Spring 2019 Public Workshops and agency meetings, several Cooperating and Participating Agencies requested 
that MDOT SHA evaluate an alternative that would provide an alternate route for travelers to use MD 200 (Intercounty 
Connector (ICC)) instead of the top side of I-495 between I-270 and I-95 to avoid or reduce impacts to significant, regulated 
resources, and residential relocations to that section of I-495. Refer to DEIS, Appendix B.  

The MD 200 Diversion Alternative had several key features: (1) no widening or capacity improvements along I-495 between 
the I-270 West Spur and I-95; (2) consideration of Transportation System Management (TSM)/Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) improvements along I-495 between the I-270 East Spur and I-95, (3) two managed lanes added in each 
direction on I-495 from south of George Washington Memorial Parkway to the I-270 West Spur, and in each direction on I-495 
between I-95 and west of MD 5; (4) conversion of the one existing high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction to a 
HOT managed lane on I-270 and the addition of one HOT managed lane in each direction on I-270, resulting in a two-lane 
managed lanes network on I-270, and (5) two managed lanes added in each direction of I-95 between MD 200 and I-495.  Refer 
to DEIS, Appendix B. 

Importantly, this new Screened Alternative was developed and analyzed with input from the agencies to the same level of 
detail and using the same approach for the anticipated limits of disturbance as all other screened alternatives.  Detailed traffic 
analyses were completed on the MD 200 Diversion Alternative to assist in evaluating its ability to meet the Study’s Purpose 
and Need, again, using the same methodology that was used for the Screened Alternatives.  

Two key underlying factors played a large role in evaluating whether the MD 200 Diversion Alternative could meet the project 
Purpose and Need.  First, the portion of I-495 proposed to be excluded from any improvements is one of the most congested 
and least reliable segments of highway in Maryland. While the presumed TSM/TDM measures could slightly improve 
congestion there, that portion of I-495 would still experience severe congestion. Second, while MD 200 currently has adequate 
capacity to accommodate the potential for diverted traffic, it was anticipated that portions of MD 200 would reach capacity 
during peak travel periods by 2040.  Therefore, the ability to handle diverted traffic would be limited in the future. 

Traffic analysis was performed using the same key traffic metric applied to all Screened Alternatives (System-Wide Delay, 
Corridor Travel Time and Speed, Level of Service (LOS), Travel Time Index (TTI), Vehicle Throughput; and Effect on Local 
Roadway Network).  After this comprehensive evaluation, MDOT SHA determined that the MD 200 Alternative would not 
address the Study’s Purpose and Need of accommodating long-term traffic growth, enhancing trip reliability, or improving the 
movement of goods and services. In fact, the MD 200 Diversion Alternative was the worst performing of the various Build 
Alternatives and provided the least congestion relief benefits.  Refer to DEIS, Chapter 2 and DEIS, Appendix B.  Moreover, the 
preliminary financial analysis conducted for this screening process, which was the same process used for all the Screened 
Alternatives, showed that the MD 200 Diversion Alternative would require a payment by the state of approximately $310 
million.  
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Therefore, even recognizing that the MD 200 Diversion Alternative would have avoided all residential displacements and all 
but one business displacement and would have reduced the number of parks and historic resources potentially impacted by 
the proposed action, MDOT SHA’s final conclusion, concurred in by the FHWA, was that this alternative would not adequately 
meet the established Purpose and Need. Comments received on the DEIS and SDEIS questioned this conclusion on the basis 
that the purpose and need for the ICC Study in 2006 was to reduce congestion on I-495. However, the needs for the ICC Study 
were related to increasing mobility and safety, facilitating the movement of goods and services, serving existing and future 
development patterns, and advancing homeland security and did not include addressing congestion on I-495. Although the 
Preferred Alternative, as described in the SDEIS and this FEIS, also avoids improvements to the topside of I-495 and provides 
less improvement to traffic operations when compared to the DEIS Build Alternatives, it was chosen based, in part, in response 
to comments received from the public, partner agencies and stakeholders who indicated a strong preference for eliminating 
property and environmental impacts on the top and east sides of I-495. While MDOT SHA and FHWA recognize that congestion 
would be present during the afternoon peak period on I-270 southbound and the I-495 inner loop in the design year 2045 due 
to downstream bottlenecks outside of Phase 1 South, the Preferred Alternative would provide tangible operational benefits 
to the system including significantly increasing throughput across the ALB and the southern section of I-270 while reducing 
congestion.   
 
Response to DEIS Comment #4 
As described in the Supplemental DEIS, the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination with resource agencies, 
the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on the DEIS to avoid displacements and impacts to 
significant environmental resources, and to align the NEPA approval with the planned project phased delivery and permitting 
approach which focused on Phase 1 South only. 
 
The Preferred Alternative includes two new, high-occupancy toll (HOT) managed lanes on I-495 in each direction from the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway to east of MD 187 and conversion of the one existing high-occupancy vehicle lane in 
each direction on I-270 to a HOT managed lane and adding one new HOT managed lane in each direction on I-270 from I-495 
to north of I-370 and on the I-270 east and west spurs. 
 
The Preferred Alternative includes no action or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-270 spur to MD 5 in Prince 
George's County.  
 
Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that would have spanned the entire study area.  
Because the GSA facilities are located outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, any impacts have now 
been completely avoided.  Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, 
outside of Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and 
collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 
 
Response to DEIS Comment #5   
MDOT SHA included Nancy Witherill of GSA in early consulting party correspondence.  Because the GSA facilities are located 
outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, per Response to DEIS Comment #4, any impacts to GSA 
facilities have now been completely avoided.   
 
Response to DEIS Comment #6  
The Study’s Purpose and Need allowed for a robust analysis of a full range of alternative that included evaluation of non-
tolled, general purpose lanes, tolled managed lanes, transit only, and a combination of highway and transit improvements. 
Initially a range of 15 preliminary alternatives were identified and analyzed based on previous studies and planning 
documents, input from the public and federal, state, and local agencies during the scoping process. Additional alternatives 
were identified and analyzed in direct response to public and agency comments for a total of eighteen different alternatives.   
 

Refer to DEIS Chapter 2 and Appendix B-Alternatives Technical Report for detailed information on the alternatives screening 
process including the results of Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 which were considered one lane alternatives (total two lanes).   

Also refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.2.B for a response to Alternatives Not Retained for Detailed Study. 

Regarding induced demand, MDOT’s goal was not to increase demand, but to address current and predicted demand.  Current 
and predicted demand in the study area could be met by adding many additional new lanes and while MDOT SHA considered 
adding additional general purpose lanes during the alternatives screening process, the agency ultimately recommended 
capacity via managed lanes.  This fundamental difference is crucial to understanding why the traffic analysis (in FEIS, Appendix 
A) shows only a very modest increase in traffic through induced demand. 

Most importantly, managed lanes do a better job at regulating overall travel demand, including induced demand, due to 
dynamic pricing.  As explained in the DEIS, dynamic pricing means that as the demand for use of the managed lanes increases, 
the rate charged for access to the lanes also increases.  This tends to regulate uses of the managed lanes to permit them to 
operate in free-flow conditions and at general speed of at least 45 miles per hour.   Refer to Chapter 9, Section 3.6 for more 
detail on the speed requirements. 

The traffic analysis shows that there could be some induced demand as a result of this project, but the impact will be small 
(less than 1 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the region) and those effects are fully accounted for in the 
regional traffic models used in the Study developed by MWCOG. Even with these effects, the proposed managed lanes would 
reduce regional congestion delays and significantly improve travel times along both the I-495 and I-270 in Phase I South limits 
and on local roads throughout the study area. 

This relatively modest increase of induced demand can also be explained by several factors related to existing conditions in the 
study area.  First, there is very little undeveloped land surrounding the Phase 1 South study area and, therefore, the traffic 
models account for the negligible anticipated land use changes.  As the traffic analysis details, new housing areas and/or places 
of employment (usual causes of additional trip generation) are not expected to be developed as a result of the project.  Because 
the area in and around Phase 1 South is largely built out or otherwise protected from additional development, the likelihood 
of additional new trips is minimized. 

Second, as the existing conditions and the anticipated No Build scenarios described in the DEIS demonstrate, the highway 
facilities in question are already extremely congested.  The anticipated future growth of traffic demand is already very high, 
and largely dependent on already anticipated population and economic growth in the region.  Congestion on I-495 also reflects 
not only local trips, but a substantial regional demand for travel on that facility as a major connection for I-95.  As a result, 
most of the travel demand for these roads already exists. 

Finally, important elements of the proposed action itself will have the tendency to reduce induced demand.  Specifically, there 
is a strong potential for the managed lanes to encourage transit usage for express buses, as well as HOV and car and/or vanpool 
rides. This potential should assist in managing induced demand for single-occupancy vehicles.  As the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS 
describe, the transit and HOV elements of the proposed action can serve more person-trips without necessarily increasing the 
number of vehicles (induced demand) in the system as a whole.   
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#3 

 

UNITED STATES NAVY, NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND (NAVFAC) 

 

 
Response to DEIS Comments #1 and #2 
As described in the Supplemental DEIS (SDEIS), the Preferred Alternative was identified after coordination with 
resource agencies, the public, and stakeholders to respond directly to feedback received on the DEIS to avoid 
displacements and impacts to significant environmental resources, and to align the NEPA approval with the 
planned project phased delivery and permitting approach which focused on Phase 1 South only. 

The Preferred Alternative includes two new, high-occupancy toll (HOT) managed lanes on I-495 in each direction 
from the George Washington Memorial Parkway to east of MD 187 and conversion of the one existing high-
occupancy vehicle lane in each direction on I-270 to a HOT managed lane and adding one new HOT managed lane 
in each direction on I-270 from I-495 to north of I-370 and on the I-270 east and west spurs.  

The Preferred Alternative includes no action and/or no improvements at this time on I-495 east of the I-270 spur 
to MD 5 in Prince George's County. Your comment had been identified in the DEIS related to build alternatives that 
would have spanned the entire study area. Because the US Navy, Walter Reed National Military Medical Center is 
located outside the Preferred Alternative limits of build improvements, those impacts have now been completely 
avoided. Any future proposal for improvements to the remaining parts of I-495 within the study limits, outside of 
Phase 1 South, would advance separately and would be subject to additional environmental studies, analysis, and 
collaboration with the public, stakeholders, and agencies. 

Response to DEIS Comment #3 
The proposed action will not have direct impacts to NSF Carderock property.  However, MDOT SHA will continue 
to coordinate with the Navy regarding potential impacts from construction at NSF Carderock. Details about the 
construction timeframe, duration, and approach had not been developed at the time the DEIS was published and 
are not available at the time of the FEIS publication. As detailed design advances, the information will be shared 
with the Navy through a collaborative process whereby MDOT SHA will work to address the Navy’s concerns. 

Response to DEIS Comment #4 
The Study’s Purpose and Need allowed for a robust analysis of a full range of alternative that included evaluation 
of non-tolled, general purpose lanes, tolled managed lanes, transit only, and a combination of highway and transit 
improvements. Initially a range of 15 preliminary alternatives were identified and analyzed based on previous 
studies and planning documents, input from the public and federal, state, and local agencies during the scoping 
process. Additional alternatives were identified and analyzed in direct response to public and agency comments 
for a total of eighteen different alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative.   

Non-highway alternatives were considered during the alternatives screening process. These included heavy rail 
and light rail parallel to the existing alignments (the Purple Line Light Rail was already proceeding), fixed guideway 
or Bus Rapid Transit along a new alignment parallel to the existing highway alignments and dedicated managed 
bus lanes on I-495 and I-270.  Refer to DEIS, Appendix B.  As with all the alternatives under the Preliminary Range 
of Alternatives, these non-highway options were evaluated using the various project needs, a review of available 
data, similar proposals that had been made over time, as well as a qualitative traffic assessment of each 
alternative’s potential to reduce congestion on I-495 and I-270. The standalone transit options failed to address all 
the major areas of need identified and had major engineering and operational challenges associated with them.  
As one example, the Purple Line FEIS and Purple Line Travel Forecasts Results Report evaluated the impact of 
transit alternatives on overall automobile usage by presenting the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the region. 
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The results showed that in 2040, under the Purple Line Preferred Alternative, 0.07 percent less VMT would be 
traveled each day in the region versus the 2040 Purple Line No Build Alternative. Based upon the analysis 
conducted and presented and input from agencies and public, FHWA and MDOT determined they would not 
adequately address long-term traffic growth, address trip reliability, roadway choices, and none of them 
accommodated homeland security and freight movement needs.  For these reasons, those standalone transit 
alternatives were dropped from further consideration. Refer to DEIS, Chapter 2, Section 2.5.2. 

While the standalone transit alternatives were screened from detailed study, MDOT SHA retained multiple transit 
elements as part of the Build Alternatives in the DEIS that were ultimately incorporated into the Preferred 
Alternative. These transit elements were added to support the purpose and need element of enhancing multimodal 
connectivity and mobility and in direct response to public and agency comments received during the scoping and 
alternatives development process (Refer to FEIS Chapter 9, Section 9.3.1). With respect to the preliminary bus 
transit alternatives, for example, because buses will be able to use the new managed lanes, transit trips will be 
improved by providing a free flow condition for such service with no additional property and environmental 
impacts associated with a fixed guideway Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) off alignment alternative.  This could help revive 
express bus service from Montgomery County to Tysons Corner, Virginia, two significant activity and economic 
centers. Moreover, this aspect of the proposed action also satisfies other Purpose and Need elements by increasing 
travel speed and assuring greater trip reliability for bus service. 

Response to DEIS Comment #5 
Although there is still uncertainty surrounding traffic projections resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic, 
transportation experts have analyzed pandemic traffic conditions and future traffic demand inputs and note that 
traffic volumes have continued to recover since the rollout of the vaccines in early 2021. MDOT has closely 
monitored changes in traffic patterns throughout the pandemic, and as of early 2022, daily traffic volumes have 
already recovered back to over 90 percent of pre-COVID levels. Traffic volumes are anticipated to return to pre-
COVID levels before the time the HOT lanes are operational. Given the ultimate 2045 design year, the high-
occupancy toll (“HOT”) lanes will be required to accommodate long-term traffic. 

Given the uncertainty surrounding resolution of the pandemic and how travel patterns will adjust, and over what 
time period, no definitive traffic model exists to predict how the global pandemic will affect long-term mobility 
patterns. To adapt to the ongoing and potential long-term travel impacts associated with the pandemic, MDOT 
SHA developed a COVID-19 Travel Analysis and Monitoring Plan.  Refer to FEIS, Appendix C for a copy of the latest 
version of that plan.  The plan included three components: 

• Monitoring: tracked changes in roadway and transit demand during the pandemic, i.e., how travel varies in 
response to infection figures, vaccine distribution, unemployment rates, school closings, and policy changes; 

• Research: reviewed historical data and projections from the Transportation Research Board and the National 
Capital Region Transportation Planning Board; and 

• Sensitivity Analyses: evaluated “what if” scenarios, including potential changes in teleworking, eCommerce, and 
transit use on projected 2045 travel demand and operations. 

The monitoring effort included tracking changes in traffic volumes and transit usage throughout the pandemic, and 
the corresponding impact on speeds and congestion along I-495 and I-270.  The data shows a severe drop in traffic 
volumes in April 2020 after stay-at-home orders were issued across Maryland, with daily traffic volumes on I-270 
and I-495 reducing by more than 50 percent compared to April 2019. After the stay-at-home order was replaced 
with a “safer at home” advisory in May 2020, traffic volumes gradually increased throughout the summer, 
stabilizing at approximately 15 percent less than typical conditions during Fall 2020. As cases began to surge in  
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 This page is intentionally left blank. November/December 2020, traffic volumes dipped again through the winter. With the rollout of vaccines in early 
2021, the corresponding drop in COVID-19 cases, and the gradual reopening of schools and businesses, daily traffic 
volumes have continued to recover. Statewide, weekly traffic volumes were only down five (5) percent for the 
week of November 8, 2021 compared to the same week in 2019, per MDOT’s coronavirus tracking website, linked 
below. (https://www.mdot.maryland.gov/tso/Pages/Index.aspx?PageId=141).  Transit use has been slower to 
recover, with use of Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) services statewide down over 40 percent compared 
to pre-pandemic levels as of October 2021 (see link above).  In the D.C. region, usage of Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority (WMATA) facilities is also down significantly compared to 2019.  As of Fall 2021, WMATA 
rail ridership is down 73 percent on weekdays, while WMATA bus ridership is down 40 percent on weekdays, and 
parking at Metro facilities is down 88 percent (https://www.wmata.com/initiatives/ridership-
portal/upload/October-2021-Ridership-Snapshot.pdf).   

While congestion decreased significantly on I-495 and I-270 at the onset of the pandemic in Spring 2020, significant 
congestion had returned to the study area by November 2021, approaching pre-pandemic levels.  For example, 
average speeds on the I-495 Inner Loop crossing the ALB during the PM peak in early November (non-holiday) of 
2021 were 20 mph, reflecting significant congestion, and matching the speeds during the similar period in 
November 2019 (also 20 mph).  In the AM peak, average speeds on the I-495 Outer Loop between MD 650 and US 
29 in early November 2021 were even lower - below 15 mph.  While these speeds are slightly higher than those 
observed in that same area during the AM peak in November 2019 (10 mph), the findings indicate that there is still 
a lot of congestion along I-495 even though volumes have not fully rebounded to pre-pandemic levels along I-495 
during the morning peak period.  Along I-270, average speeds are generally 5 to 10 mph higher in November 2021 
compared to November 2019 despite volumes exceeding 2019 levels at MDOT SHA’s permanent count station 
located on I-270 South of MD 121.  These improvements could be attributed to recent improvements completed 
by MDOT SHA along I-270, including the opening of the Watkins Mill interchange in 2020 and the implementation 
of ramp metering along southbound I-270 on-ramps in September 2021 as part of the Innovative Congestion 
Management (ICM) project.  Even so, some congestion remains along I-270, with average speeds on I-270 
southbound of approximately 30 mph during the AM peak period and average speeds on I-270 northbound below 
40 mph during the PM peak period in November 2021. 

Based upon historic research of other similar dramatic societal effects on travel and the most recent data 
suggesting that traffic is rebounding close to pre-pandemic levels, the 2045 forecasts and results presented in FEIS, 
Section 4.3 using models that were developed and calibrated prior to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic have 
been determined to be reasonable for use in evaluating projected 2045 conditions. However, MDOT SHA 
acknowledges that residual effects of some of the near-term changes in travel behavior could be carried forward 
into the future.  Therefore, a sensitivity analysis evaluating several “what if” scenarios related to future traffic 
demand due to potential long-term changes to teleworking, e-commerce, and transit use was also conducted. The 
first part of the sensitivity analysis involved modifying input parameters in the MWCOG regional forecasting model 
based on observed changes in travel behavior during the pandemic to evaluate a range of potential long-term 
scenarios.  The second part of the sensitivity analysis involved re-running the 2045 No Build and 2045 Build VISSIM 
models that were used to generate the operational results presented Chapter 4, Section 4.3 of this FEIS, but with 
reduced demand volumes to account for potential sustained impacts from the pandemic.  The results of the 
MWCOG and VISSIM sensitivity analyses confirm that the capacity improvements proposed under the Preferred 
Alternative would be needed and effective even if future demand changes from the pre-pandemic forecasts based 
on potential long-term impacts to teleworking, e-commerce, and transit use that are not formally accounted for in 
the current regional forecasting models.  Refer to FEIS, Appendix C. 
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UNITED STATES NAVY, NAVAL SUPPORT ACTIVITY BETHESDA 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Response to DEIS Comments #1A and #2A 
See response to Comments #1 and #2 above. 

 

 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #3A 
See response to Comment #4 above. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #4A 
See response to Comment #5 above. 
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VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your comments on the I-495 & I-270 Managed Lanes Study (MLS) DEIS. Responses to DEQ 
recommendations and requirements provided in all the following correspondence and documents are included 
alongside the corresponding sections of the original letter. FHWA and MDOT SHA will continue to coordinate with 
VDEQ. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #1 
An updated impact and mitigation report for Virginia wetland and water resources including FEIS/JPA impacts, and 
mitigation was provided to VDEQ in May 2022.  A draft of this report identifying impacts to Virginia wetland and 
waterway resources disclosed in the DEIS and supporting documentation was sent to the Virginia Department of 
Environmental Quality (VDEQ) on September 18, 2020.  
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Thank you for the information provided.  Information has been considered and included, where appropriate. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #2 
Wetland and stream impacts have been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable within the 
Virginia portion of the Preferred Alternative. A Virginia Water Protection (VWP) permit from VDEQ will be applied 
for through Virginia Marine Resources Commission (VMRC) for any unavoidable impacts to wetlands and 
waterways in Virginia. However, per U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Baltimore District direction, a U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers individual permit will be applied for with a Maryland Joint Permit Application submitted to the 
Baltimore District and Maryland Department of the Environment.  We appreciate VDEQ recommendations in 
Section 1(d), Recommendations.  

AG-487



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

 

 

 

 

#2 
Con’t 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

#3 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #3 
Water quality will be protected by implementing stringent erosion and sediment control measures and best 
management practices appropriate to protect water quality during construction activities. Post-construction 
stormwater management and TMDL compliance will be incorporated in the stormwater design to comply with 
applicable permit requirements.   

* 

* 
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Response to DEIS Comment #4 
MDOT SHA acknowledges VDEQ’s jurisdiction outlined in Section 2(a) Agency Jurisdiction and agree to meet the 
Erosion and Sediment Control and Stormwater Management requirements outlined in Section 2(b) Requirements.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #5 
MDOT SHA agrees to comply with applicable Erosion and Sediment Control and Stormwater Management 
requirements provided in Section 2(b) Requirements. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #6 
MDOT SHA will incorporate the recommendations provided in Section 2(c), Recommendations, to the greatest 
extent practicable.  

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #7 
MDOT SHA added information regarding the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act to FEIS Sections 5.13.2 and 5.16.2 
in response to DEQ’s comment in Section 3.  Although RPAs would be affected by the I-495 & I-270 Managed Lanes 
Study, VDEQ confirmed that the I-495 & I-270 Managed Lanes Study is exempt from this regulatory requirement 
because it is a project that involves “construction, installation, operation, and maintenance” of a public roadway. 
As a condition of this exemption, VDEQ requires the optimization of the road alignment and design to prevent or 
otherwise minimize (1) encroachment into locally designated Resource Protection Areas and (2) adverse effects 
on water quality. The I-495 & I-270 Managed Lanes Study will adhere to these conditions to prevent or minimize 
impacts on RPAs and water quality to the extent practicable.   
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Response to DEIS Comment #8 
Thank you for your comments. MDOT SHA will adhere to requirements included in Section 3(d) Requirements to 
ensure that the Study is consistent with the Bay Act and Regulations.  

 

 

 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #9 
Montgomery County, Maryland and Fairfax County, Virginia are located in a non-attainment area for the 2015 8-
hour ozone standard.  The I-495 and I-270 Managed Lanes Study is included in the federally mandated Air Quality 
Conformity Analysis that accompanies the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB) Visualize 
2045 long-range plan.  The results of this analysis show that the Visualize 2045 plan and FY2019-2024 TIP mobile 
emissions are within the mobile budgets for ozone season VOC and NOx for all forecast years (2019, 2021, 2025, 
2030, 2040, and 2045). That analysis provides a basis for a determination of conformity for the Visualize 2045 plan 
and the FY2019-2024 TIP. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #10 
MDOT SHA will continue to coordinate with VDEQ to limit fugitive dust impacts during construction and, through 
this coordination, will identify the appropriate precautions as outlined in 4(d)(i) that should be incorporated into 
the project.  
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Response to DEIS Comment #11 
MDOT SHA will adhere to applicable regulations and requirements outlined in Section 5(c) Requirements related 
to Solid and Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials.  
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Response to DEIS Comment #12 
MDOT SHA will consider the recommendations provided in Section 5(d) Recommendation and incorporate them 
to the greatest extent practicable.  
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Response to DEIS Comment #13 
Potential impacts on Natural Heritage Resources have been avoided or minimized to the greatest extent 
practicable at this level of design. Avoidance and minimization efforts included convening a panel of national 
bridge design experts to limit the LOD in the Potomac Gorge. Results included substantially reducing portions of 
the LOD that contain steep bluff above the Potomac River. As the Study advances, MDOT SHA would continue to 
evaluate the need to conduct RTE plant surveys in potential disturbance areas. Measures to minimize habitat 
fragmentation would be considered during the Study’s detailed design phase.” MDOT SHA will continue to 
coordinate with DCR regarding Natural Heritage Resources as the Study continues. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #14 
A bat habitat and acoustic survey documented in the I-495 & I-270 Managed Lanes Study Threatened and 
Endangered Bat Habitat Assessment and Acoustic Survey Report (SDEIS-Appendix H), which was conducted around 
the American Legion Bridge in Virginia, identified four instances of the tri-colored bat and no presence of the little 
brown bat. To protect roosting bats, MDOT SHA will commit to a time of year restriction on tree clearing in the 
Virginia portion of the I-495 & I-270 Managed Lanes Study Preferred LOD clearing from April 1 through October 
31.  

 

 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #15 
In response to the recommendation in Section 8(c)(ii), MDOT SHA completed a wood turtle survey, including a 
formal habitat assessment and a subsequent survey for individual wood turtles, in February 2021 within the Phase 
I South portion of the MLS Corridor Study Boundary in Virginia. No wood turtles were identified, and the survey 
report was included in SDEIS-Appendix H. MDOT SHA and FHWA will coordinate with VDWR to identify feasible 
project-specific measures outlined in Section 8(c)(ii), (iii), and (iv) to minimize potential wildlife impacts to the 
greatest extent practicable.   
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See previous page for Response to DEIS Comment #15. 
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See previous page for Response to DEIS Comment #15. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #16 
FHWA and MDOT SHA have and will continue to consult with VDHR under Section 106, as indicated in Section 9(c) 
Requirement. 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #17 
MDOT SHA acknowledges the Requirement under Section 10(c). However, the Scotts Run Nature Preserve will not 
be impacted by the Preferred Alternative.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See the next page for the Response to DEIS Comment #18. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #18 
MDOT SHA acknowledges and agrees with VDEQ’s conclusion that there are no apparent impacts on public 
drinking water sources due to the proposed action.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to DEIS Comment #19 
MDOT SHA will meet applicable floodplain management requirements as outlined in Section 12(b) Requirements 
and under Executive Order 11988: Floodplain Management.   
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Response to DEIS Comment #20 
MDOT SHA and FHWA acknowledge the recommendations as outlined in Section 14(c) and have continued to 
work to avoid and minimize impacts to the extent practicable since publication of the DEIS. Avoidance and 
minimization measures, including to resources within Virginia, have been incorporated into the Preferred 
Alternative and mitigation has been developed where impacts are unavoidable. Many of the listed 
recommendations are addressed in the FEIS and others, as appropriate, will be addressed during final design or 
construction.    
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Response to DEIS Comment #21 
MDOT SHA will meet applicable pollution prevention recommendations outlined in Section 15(a) 
Recommendations to the greatest extent practicable. 
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Response to DEIS Comment #22 
MDOT SHA will coordinate regulatory and coordination needs with the individuals listed on pages 24 to 27 of the 
VDEQ comment letter.  

AG-507



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

  

 
 

 

 

 

 

This page is intentionally left blank. 

AG-508



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

  

 

 

 

 

 

This page is intentionally left blank. 

AG-509



   FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

 APPENDIX T – DEIS COMMENTS – VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

  

 
 

 
 

 

Comments from the attachments after this signature page are reflected in the body of the DEIS comment letter 
above.  
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