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Chapter IV — Environmental Resources and Consequences

Environmental Resources and Consequences
A. Land Use, Zoning and Future Development

The purpose of this section is to present the existing and
future land use information for the [-270/US 15 Muldi-
Modal Corridor Study. The text also includes updated
information to the Land Use, Zoning and Future
Development information originally presented in the
2002 1-270/US 15 Multi-Modal Corridor Study Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Existing land
use patterns, planned and programmed developments,
zoning, and long-range plans within the study corridor
are discussed by jurisdiction, starting at the county level,
and then by municipality within each county where
appropriate. In addition, active agricultural uses are
also described briefly as a distinct and significant land
use activity within the two counties. The discussion

of existing conditions is followed by an analysis of
potential effects of the proposed project. Potential
effects of the proposed alternatives on land use are
assessed through the “characterization” or “evaluation”
of direct and indirect effects. Potential mitigation
strategies where applicable are also presented for review.

Existing Conditions

Land use typically includes four fundamental elements:

* Existing land use patterns — the manner in which
land is being used today including undeveloped or
vacant/previously used land.

* Zoning — Zoning regulations carry the weight of
law and establish districts or zones designated for
specific types of land uses/activities. Consequently,
future development can reasonably be expected to
follow the allowable land uses specified for each
zone and zoning mostly reflects the current goals or
wishes of the community. Zoning can be changed by
legislative action.

* Planned and programmed development — Planned
and programmed projects include developments
which have received zoning approval. These
developments can reasonably be expected to be built
and exist in the future based on their regulatory
approval, but are at varied stages of completion.

* Long-range plans and Smart Growth initiatives —
The long-range and Smart Growth plans of each of

the jurisdictions falling all or partially in the study
corridor set land use policy for the future to guide
implementation of the community vision.

Existing Land Use

A review of current land uses in Montgomery and
Frederick counties as of 2006 is documented in the
following paragraphs. Some land use areas are similar

to what was reported in the 2002 DEIS and some

land uses have changed based on the growth and
development that has occurred over the last few years.
Figure IV-1 (Sheets 1 through 5) illustrates the existing
land use along the I-270/US 15 Corridor.

Montgomery County

Existing land use in Montgomery County was
identified using local planning documents, data from
the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
Commission (M-NCPPC), and field surveys. In general,
Montgomery County has a mix of land uses that
includes agricultural, residential, parkland, institutional,
industrial and commercial. The majority of suburban
development is clustered along major roads and in
small communities. Montgomery County currently
ranks number one in the nation in agricultural land
preservation with over 30 percent of the county’s entire
land area set aside as parkland, agricultural, or other
open space. In terms of office space, Montgomery
County has more than 77 million square feet of office
and research space available, with another 30 million
square feet proposed for future development.

The 1-270/US 15 Corridor extends across a series

of so-called “Corridor Cities” including Rockville,
Gaithersburg, Germantown and Clarksburg. They

are linked to each other and to Washington, DC by
highway and transit. These communities are the areas
within the study corridor in Montgomery County that
have experienced the most land use change in recent
years. The current land use patterns in each of the
Corridor Cities are summarized as follows:

* The City of Rockville has continued to grow
in both density and intensity of development
as a major employment and retail center in

Montgomery County. The city annexed King Farm
and construction is continuing for a mixed-use
development on the property. Several phases of
construction are already complete.

The City of Gaithersburg annexed several large
parcels, including Crown Farm, and lifted a
development moratorium. Consequently, the city
has experienced intense development over the last
two years and is considering a new moratorium on
the redevelopment of older, multi-family housing for
more dense residential uses.

Germantown is an unincorporated town which
has experienced considerable growth in housing
development and is now close to reaching its
capacity in terms of residential units.

Clarksburg is an unincorporated town which creates
a transition from the more densely developed
portions of the I-270 Corridor to the south and

the more rural agricultural land uses to the north.
Over the last several years, Clarksburg has become
increasingly attractive to businesses. Most notably,
the Lockheed Martin complex is located in
Clarksburg east of I-270. The Gateway 270 West
project is currently under development and consists
of six buildings totaling nearly 255,000 square feet
of flexible office space.

Frederick County

Frederick County is Maryland’s largest county by land
area, covering more than 664 square miles. Existing land
use was identified using local planning documents and
field surveys. The county classifies about 68 percent of
land as agricultural, undeveloped, and woodland areas —
the largest proportion of land use in Frederick County.
Other land uses include residential, commercial,
industrial and institutional. The county, now home to
4,470 businesses, supports new business development,
including the regional headquarters for State Farm
Insurance Company and two of the largest warehouse/

industrial buildings in the state (Georgia Pacific and
Toys “R” Us).
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The I-270 Corridor runs north/south through

the center of Frederick County. Although still
predominantly agricultural, the land use in the county
has steadily changed to include a larger percentage of
residential, commercial and industrial land uses. Almost
all of these land use changes have occurred in and
around Frederick City. Since 2000, the Urbana region
of south central Frederick County has experienced

an increased rate of construction, primarily for single
family homes. The largest recent project in this region
is the Villages of Urbana, a mixed-use, neo-traditional
development located on the east side of I-270 and
MD 355 and north of MD 80.

Zoning

Zoning controls a local jurisdiction’s long-range land
use objectives and influences the type and form of
development that occurs over time. Local jurisdictions
prepare updated zoning designations on a periodic basis.
These updates are the result of property owners and
land use planning requests.

Montgomery County

The City of Rockville is currently undergoing a
comprehensive update to the 1975 zoning ordinance.
Notable rezoning in the corridor since the 2002 DEIS
includes the master-planned King Farm and Fallsgrove
mixed-use developments.

The City of Gaithersburg adopted a new zoning map
in July 2005. In Gaithersburg, the majority of the
land located adjacent to the I-270 corridor is zoned
for mixed uses (MXD). However, the city expects to
annex and rezone the National Institute of Standards
& Technology (NIST) property and to rezone the
undeveloped parcels in the Casey-Metropolitan Grove
area to MXD in coordination with the Watkins Mill
Road Extended Project.

Montgomery County designated both sides of I-270

in Germantown as an employment corridor within the
Technology and Business Park (I-3) zone. The proposed
Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) alignment travels
near [-270 and can serve the dense development allowed
by the I-3 zone.
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Figure IV-1: Land Use
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Figure IV-1: Land Use
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Figure IV-1: Land Use
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Figure IV-1: Land Use
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Table IV-1: Future Planned and Programmed Developments in the 1-270/US 15

Corridor in Montgomery County

Table IV-2: Future Planned and
Programmed Developments in the
I-270/US 15 Corridor in Frederick County
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Table IV-3: Priority Funding Areas (PFAs)
in the 1-270/US 15 Corridor

LOCATION PROJECT NAME PROPOSED USE
Shady Grove Shady Grove Metro Inspection Yard Expansion Expansion of existing facility
R&D Village Decoverly Hall Parcel S Office
Casey West Property (Watkins Mill Town Center) Mixed use development
Washingtonian Center Waterfront Mixed office and retail
Gaithersburg Washingtonian Center Waterfront Phase Il ?;g;g zgﬂ::g Egi ?;‘Iiaci(le,
Washingtonian South Office
The Towns at Summit Woods 130 townhouse units
New Covenant Fellowship Church Addition of senior apartments to church uses
Germantown Middlebrook Industrial Park Lots 1 and 2 Office/Retalil
Cloverleaf Center Addition of 342,500 square feet office to four parcels
Cabin Branch 2,100 dyvellling units total [inclgdes 210'moderate|y.-priced dwelling units
(mpdu)]; unit type to be determined at site plan review
Clarksburg Thompson Farm Residential units
Linthicum East Property 253 residential units

Montgomery County has established an employment
corridor on the east and west sides of 1-270 in
Clarksburg. Although the Clarksburg area is primarily
rural and agricultural, the lands immediately adjacent
to the I-270/US 15 Corridor have been zoned as MXD
and I-3 to allow for more dense development near the
highway and transit corridors.

Frederick County

Since the publication of the 2002 DEIS, Frederick
County zoning designations have been modified to
address the recommendations of the Frederick Region
Plan (June 2004) and the Urbana Region Plan (June
2004). Major zoning modifications include:

* Adopted a MXD floating zone.

* Modified the land use and zoning map to designate
approximately 100 acres of existing Light Industrial
(LI) land as Ofhice/Research/Industrial (ORI). This
change will support the I-270 Technology Corridor
by focusing the ORI land along I-270 and the LI
land along MD 355.

Planned and Programmed Development
Figure IV-2 (Sheets 1 through 5) presents the locations
of future “pipeline” development projects within the
corridor. These are projects that have been approved for
construction but are not yet built or fully completed.
Information on major pipeline projects was obtained
through interviews with local planning agencies. Projects
are considered major developments if they include 50

or more new residential units and/or 100,000 or more
square feet of non-residential development. There are
numerous smaller development projects that are not
identified individually but are present along the corridor.
The 2008 Socio-Economic/Land Use Technical Report
(SETR) discusses the pipeline development projects in
more detail. Table IV-1 and Table IV-2 present the

pipeline projects within the I-270/US 15 Corridor.

Smart Growth Initiatives and Long-Range Plans

Smart Growth Initiatives
The Smart Growth Areas Act (October 1997) seeks to

direct state funding for growth-related projects to areas

LOCATION
PFA/STATUS COUNTY RELATIVE TO
PROPOSED
LOCATION OFOS PROJECT
USE
s i Rockville Within project area; at
Fingerboard Road Mouhtaln View Com Industrial Pre-defined Municipality Montgomery [-270/1-370 interchange
munity Church
MD 355 at MD 75 Crossroads Farms Residential Gaithersburg Montaomer \;\tllltgr;é)/r'\c/)ljsc};;fea;
Pre-defined Municipality gomery interchange
MD 85 at I-270 Shockley Court Commercial
. Germantown Within project area;
Fingerboard Road Potomac Garden Center Commercial County Certified Area Montgomery atl-270/MD 118
[Built] ¥ interchange
Thurston Road Greenbrier Boarding Commercial Clarksh Within project area;
arsburg Montgomery at [-270/MD 121
County Certified Area ;
Hayward Road at North Retail ol interchange
Us 15 orthgate Retail Center Commercia
Urbana Frederick Within project area; at
Buckeystown Pike DANAC Center Office/ . County Certified Area [-270/MD 80 interchange
Commercial
Frederick . - .
Frederick Mini Storage . Pre-defined Municipality Frederick Within project area
Prospect Boulevard South Commercial
. 3 miles east of project
Walkersvle '~ pogerick area limit at US 15/MD 26
Pre-defined Municipality interchange

designated by local jurisdictions as Priority Funding
Areas (PFAs). PFAs consist of existing communities
and other designated areas that local jurisdictions

and the Maryland Department of Planning (MDP)
identify in accordance with Smart Growth guidelines.
The Act guides future development to existing towns,
neighborhoods, and business areas by directing
infrastructure improvements to those places. The 2002
DEIS contains more detailed information regarding
Maryland’s Smart Growth Initiative and the objectives
of the Act. Table IV-3 lists the PFAs, and Figure IV-3
shows the boundaries of the PFAs. These have expanded
slightly since 2002. All PFAs were confirmed using the
latest information from the MDP.

Montgomery County Plans

Future land use policy was identified by reviewing local
land use plans and through coordination with local
planning agencies. Relevant local long-range plans
include the county’s general plan [the Montgomery
County General Plan with Refinements (1993)] and

comprehensive plans for the municipalities and key

development areas within the county including:

* The City of Rockville Comprehensive Master Plan (2002)

* The Shady Grove Sector Plan (2006)

* The City of Gaithersburg Master Plan [with
component Land Use Plan] (2003)

* The Germantown Master Plan (1989)

The 2008 SETR presents specific land use policy and
vision included in the planning documents listed above.

The Montgomery County General Plan with Refinements
articulated a policy of concentrating future development
in key areas, including transit stations. This general

plan has not been modified and the stated policies

have not changed. The general plan continues to

serve as the basis for future land use policy within the
corridor. Consequently, the I-270/US 15 Corridor,
which extends through the center of Montgomery
County, remains the primary focus of economic and
transportation activity within Montgomery County.
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Figure IV-2: Pipeline Projects in the 1-270/US 15 Corridor
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Figure IV-2: Pipeline Projects in the 1-270/US 15 Corridor
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Figure IV-3: Priority Funding Areas
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Frederick County Plans

Future land use policy was identified by reviewing local
land use plans and through coordination with local
planning agencies. Relevant local long-range plans

are included in Frederick County’s general plan, the
Frederick Region Plan (June 2004), and comprehensive
plans for the municipalities and key development areas
within the study corridor in the county including:

* The Frederick City, Maryland Comprebensive Plan
(2004)
* The Urbana Region Plan (2004)

The 2008 SETR presents specific land use policy and
vision included in the planning documents listed above.

The Frederick Region Plan reaffirms the “Community
Concept” as the primary land use policy for Frederick
County. The concept outlines a hierarchy of
communities where growth will be centered, so that
public facilities (such as water, sewer, schools, and
transportation improvements) can be located in an
efficient manner. The concept encourages compact
and sustainable development and economic growth in
suitable plan-designated areas.

The Frederick Region Plan recommends future land use
for the northern portion of the I-270/US 15 Corridor.

This plan supports all of the alternatives for the corridor.

However, the plan recommends that any potential
widening of the I-270/US 15 Corridor should minimize
impacts to the Monocacy National Battlefield and the
state-designated Civil War Battlefields Scenic Byway.

The Urbana Region Plan confirms the “Community
Concept” with Urbana as the Regional Community,
and identifies a future growth area, encompassing 1,225
acres, for the Urbana Regional Community that may
be considered beyond the 20-year growth area. The
plan supports development of the I-270 employment
corridor and focuses office/research/industrial uses
along the 1-270 frontage. The plan further identifies
transportation infrastructure needs including the MD
75 improvements and the I-270/MD 75 interchange,
and maintains the transitway alignment, with an
alternate route through the Urbana Town Center, along
the east side of I-270.
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Farmland

Active agriculture is a significant land use in the
communities and counties that fall wholly or partially
within the study corridor. Information on farmland
soils (lands that have potential for production of high
value food crops) is discussed separately in the Natural
Resources section of this chapter. The amount of
actively farmed land has decreased slightly within the
study corridor since the 2002 DEIS, but still comprises
nearly one-third of the land use in Montgomery County
and about 46 percent of land use in Frederick County.
These farms produce corn, wheat, hay, soybean, barley,
and oats including crops that support livestock. Dairy
farming is also a major activity in both counties. A
listing of the existing farms and agricultural areas that
are in or near the I-270/US 15 Corridor was identified
in the DEIS.

Impacts and Mitigation
Existing Land Use

The No-Build Alternative would not address existing
traffic congestion and safety hazards that are linked with
existing land use patterns along 1-270 and US 15. The
No-Build Alternative would actually have an adverse
impact on existing land use patterns.

In general, the proposed project would support the
existing land use and travel patterns. It is being designed
to address changes in traffic patterns and volumes
anticipated in association with growth in development
along the study corridor.

The proposed park and ride facility located at US 15
and Monocacy Boulevard is now a part of a separate
project for the US 15/Monocacy Boulevard interchange.
The park and ride has been moved from the west side
of US 15 to the east side of US 15. The new site for the
park and ride is undeveloped, and although zoned for
agricultural use, is currently not actively farmed. It could
be potentially developed in the future for low-density
residential use (not reserved as open space). The park
and ride would encourage carpooling and vanpooling,
and serve existing neighborhoods and approved future
developments to the south and east.

Mitigation: None required or proposed

1-270/US 15 MULTI-MODAL CORRIDOR STUDY
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Planned and Programmed Development

The planned and programmed development projects
listed in Table IV-1 and Table IV-2 have been
approved for construction by the local governments

and are not impacted by the I-270 and US 15 highway
alternatives (build or No-Build). Developments adjacent
to the proposed CCT have been designed and approved
by local governments to not preclude the master plan
right-of-way as a BRT or LRT transitway.

The direct access express toll lane (ETL) ramps to
proposed Metropolitan Grove Road Extended would
not affect the approved Casey West/Watkins Mill
development in Gaithersburg. The ramps would
enhance access and travel convenience for residents.

Consistency with Smart Growth Initiatives
and Long Range Plans

Both the No-Build and Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B do
not conflict with policies and goals of the Smart Growth
Areas Act. The Act calls for locating new infrastructure
in areas targeted for growth and away from areas to be
preserved at existing development intensities. As both
the No-Build and Build Alternatives concentrate new
infrastructure in close proximity to the existing I-270
and US 15 corridor and to serve targeted, anticipated
growth areas, they do not conflict with any Smart
Growth initiatives.

The No-Build Alternative is not consistent with local
master plan recommendations for future land use.

The No-Build Alternative would not address traffic
congestion and safety hazards along I-270 and US 15
that will occur with the planned growth in the corridor.
Also, many of the adopted master plans and current
development patterns have already considered the
proposed highway and transit improvements within the
corridor and the potential for increased development
that could result from these improvements.

Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B would be consistent with
adopted local master plans. These plans include policies
and guidelines that accommodate the potential increased
development that could result from the proposed
highway and transit improvements.

Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B would have direct impacts
in terms of consistency with local land use policy with
the following exception. Local master plans already
consider the interchange improvements proposed at
Newcut Road, Monocacy Boulevard, Biggs Ford Road,
and MD 75. These “master-planned” interchanges
include the proposed highway improvements and
recommended local land use and future development
patterns. The proposed interchange improvements
support the vision for future land use contained in these

local plans.

Mitigation: None required or proposed.

Active Farmlands

The AD-1006 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating
(ECIR) is used by federal agencies who wish to convert
farmland to nonagricultural uses. Calculations on the
form result in a farmland conversion impact rating
which assesses the non-monetary value of farmlands to
be converted. Appendix C of this document contains
the initial FCIR CPA-106 form, coordinated through
the state/county Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS), and responses received to date. Impacts to
prime farmland soils are discussed in detail in the
Natural Resources section of this chapter.

The No-Build Alternative would not impact farmland
since it does not include any new roadway or transit
construction.

Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B would impact active farms
located near the [-270/US 15 Corridor. Most impacts
would consist of small strips of land located near the
existing roadway. The ability to actively farm these
lands could remain. Slightly larger impacts would
occur to two farms located on either side of US 15 at
the proposed US 15/Biggs Ford Road interchange and
proposed park and ride lot.

Mitigation: Coordination through the FCIR CPA-106
form to ensure a process of local coordination and
compensation, if called for, for loss of active farmland.

B. Social Environment

The purpose of this section is to present the existing
social environment in the [-270/US 15 Multi-Modal
Corridor Study. The section includes data for the
Metropolitan Washington Region, Montgomery

and Frederick counties, and the project study area

as extracted from the Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments MWCOG) Round 6.4a
Cooperative Forecasting model and the 2000 US
Census, including information about population and
households, household income and race characteristics.
The discussion compares the growth of Montgomery
and Frederick Counties to the Region’s growth and
presents information about the existing neighborhoods,
communities, community facilities and services, and
parks and recreational facilities in the project area.
Potential impacts and benefits are also presented in
this section. The assessment of potential impacts and
benefits of each alternative also includes displacements
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and relocations and an assessment of effects to
environmental justice (EJ) populations. Potential
impacts to these resources are discussed along with any
avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures.

Population and Households

The 2002 DEIS presented population and household
data based on the 1990 US Census. This document uses
data from the 2000 US Census. The study area for the
project, shown in Figure IV-4 (Sheets 1 and 2), is the
same as that used in the DEIS and includes census tracts

and block groups that include and surround the 1-270/
US 15 and CCT corridors.

Table IV-4 summarizes the population and household
characteristics for the Metropolitan Washington Region,
Montgomery County and Frederick County.

Table IV-4: Population and Household Characteristics

1990

2000

PERCENT
CHANGE
2000-2030

2010 2020 2030

Metropolitan Washington Region

Population (in rounded millions) 3.9 4.6 5.4 5.9 6.2 35%
Number of Households (in rounded millions) 1.5 1.7 2.0 2.3 2.4 41%
Average Household Size' 2.71 2.70 2.67 2.60 2.56

Montgomery County

Population (in rounded millions) 0.75 0.87 1.0 1.1 1.1 26%
Number of Households (in rounded millions) 0.28 0.32 0.37 0.41 0.42 31%
Average Household Size? 2.65 2.66 2.67 2.60 2.57

Frederick County

Population (in rounded millions) 0.15 0.20 0.24 0.28 0.32 67%
Number of Households (in rounded millions) 0.053 0.07 0.09 0.10 0.12 1%
Average Household Size? 2.78 2.72 2.68 2.63 2.60

! Reflects data for the “Washington Suburban Region” which includes Frederick, Montgomery, and Prince George’s counties, only (as of September 2005).

Reflects average person per household (as of October 2005).

Source: MWCOG Round 6.4A Cooperative Forecasting (adopted Fall 2004). Round 6.4A reflects Census 2000 data. Forecasted estimates vary
slightly from estimates in previous forecast rounds due to revised land use plans, changes to underlying assumptions, or new data.
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Table IV-5 summarizes the general median household
income and race characteristics for the Region and
Montgomery and Frederick Counties.

Metropolitan Washington Region

The Metropolitan Washington Region includes the
following jurisdictions: Washington, DC; the counties
of Arlington, Fairfax, Loudoun, Prince William, and
Stafford; and the cities of Alexandria, Falls Church,
Fairfax, Manassas, and Manassas Park in Virginia;

and Montgomery, Prince George’s, Calvert, Charles,
and Frederick counties in Maryland. The MWCOG
determined that the Metropolitan Washington Region
grew by approximately 18 percent during the period
from 1990 to 2000, from approximately 3.9 million to
4.6 million people. The MWCOG expects the regional
population to increase by 35 percent between 2000 and
2030, reaching almost 6.2 million persons in 2030. This
increase in population, which adds about 54,000 persons
a year to the region, is a result of the long-term strength
of the region’s economy and high rates of migration into
the region.

The number of households in the Metropolitan
Washington Region increased by 13 percent between
1990 and 2000 and is expected to increase by 41 percent
between 2000 and 2030. The MWCOG credits the
addition of more than 670,000 households between 2000
to 2030 to the growth in jobs, migration into the region,
and an expected decline in household size from 2.70 to
2.56 persons per household between 2000 and 2030.

Montgomery County

Montgomery County’s population grew 16 percent
between 1990 and 2000, from about 750,000 to
870,000 people. County population is expected to
increase by almost 26 percent between 2000 and 2030,
surpassing one million persons in 2030. The number
of households is expected to increase by 31 percent
between 2000 and 2030. Household size is expected to
decrease between 2000 through 2030 from 2.66 to 2.57
persons per household.

The MDP indicates that Montgomery County
authorized 4,950 housing units for construction in 2000
and 3,821 units in 2004 (a decrease of 23 percent). In
2004, the county had 353,051 housing units.

Frederick County

Frederick County’s population grew by approximately

30 percent between 1990 and 2000, from approximately
150,000 to 195,000 people. County population is
expected to increase by 67 percent between 2000 and
2030, to almost 325,000 persons in 2030. The number of
households is expected to increase by 71 percent between
2000 and 2030. Household size is expected to decrease
between 2000 through 2030 from 2.72 to 2.60 persons
per household.

The MDP indicates that Frederick County authorized
2,747 housing units for construction in 2000 and 1,773
units in 2004 (a decrease of 35 percent). In 2004, the
county contained 81,504 housing units.

Elderly and Disability Population
Characteristics

Table IV-6 summarizes the elderly and disability
characteristics of the population of Montgomery and
Frederick counties and the study area. The presence

of elderly and disability populations often highlights
potential locations of minority and/or low-income
(environmental justice, or EJ) populations. Of the total
109 block groups in the study area, all but 18 block
groups had equal or higher percentages of populations
with elderly persons and/or persons with disabilities than
the respective county averages. The E]J analysis considers
whether locations with high percentages of elderly persons
and/or persons with disabilities can be characterized as
areas with potentially affected EJ populations (E]J areas).
Please refer to the Environmental Justice section in this
chapter for more detail.

Table IV-5: General Race Characteristics and Median Household Income

-
/5]
- Lot 1)

WASHINGTON REGION COUNTY  FREDERICK COUNTY

Total: 4,544,944 873,341 195,277
White Alone 2,437,636 518,456 172,105
Black or African American Alone 1,225,575 128,252 12,007
American Indian and Alaskan Native Alone 12,255 1,837 413

Asian Alone 319,650 97,769 3,296
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander Alone 2,572 424 45

Some Other Race Alone 11,349 2,748 157

Two or More Races 113,387 23,546 2,656
Hispanic or Latino 422,520 100,309 4,598
Median Household Income in 1999 $64,473 $71,551 $60,276

Source: 2000 US Census

Table 1V-6: 2000 Elderly and Disability Population Characteristics

| e (| e (| B ([
DISABILITIES
Montgomery County 873,341 97,457 11.2% 98,157 11.2%
Frederick County 195,277 18,779 9.6% 44,234 22.7%
Study Area Total 191,772 15,625 8.1% 43,323 22.6%
Montgomery County Portion 107,321 7,114 6.6% 22,358 20.8%
Frederick County Portion 84,451 8,511 10.1% 20,965 24.8%
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Neighborhoods and Communities

The M-NCPPC and local planning offices in Frederick
County, City of Frederick, City of Gaithersburg, and
City of Rockville provided current information on
communities and neighborhoods. The Montgomery
County Civic Federation and the Frederick Board of
Aldermen also contributed information.

Existing Conditions
This document defines neighborhoods and communities as:

* Incorporated places
¢ Communities identified as Corridor Cities

* Locally recognized but unincorporated neighbor-
hoods or communities

¢ Neo-traditional communities — mixed-use
developments that include both residential and
commercial uses, may include new community
facilities (i.e. community center) and/or have
a homeowners association or neighborhood
association formed

* Residential subdivisions of 50 lots or more that are
approved and programmed or under construction.

The 2002 DEIS included most new residential
subdivisions and multi-family developments as potential
neighborhoods based on their concentration of new
homes. Like the 2002 DEIS, this document identifies
new (since 2002) areas of large-scale residential growth
(defined as 50 or more homes in a single development)
as potential neighborhoods. Figure IV-5 (Sheets 1
through 5) shows the location of communities and
neighborhoods along the corridor.

Montgomery County

The 2002 DEIS identified 35 neighborhoods and/or
subdivisions in Montgomery County. The county
continues to see strong growth in both residential

and non-residential development. New residential
development is mostly concentrated in the Gaithersburg
and Clarksburg areas. The following presents
neighborhood and community information, by

category.

Incorporated and Unincorporated Places and Corridor
Cities: Montgomery County municipalities and
unincorporated communities, including Corridor Cities,
in the study area include:

* City of Gaithersburg
* City of Rockville

* Clarksburg

* Germantown

* Hyattstown

* Montgomery Village
* Shady Grove

Neighborhoods and Neo-traditional Communities: There

are 35 neighborhoods listed in the 2002 DEIS as located
in the project study area. Many have increased in intensity
of development. The Land Use, Zoning and Future
Development section in this chapter identifies five newly
emerging communities within the corridor that are located
in Montgomery County: Cabin Branch, Upper Rock
District, Casey East, Casey West and Crown Farm.

Subdivisions: Most new residential subdivisions identified
in the 2002 DEIS (Seneca Meadows, Martens Property,
Germantown Town Center and Clarksburg Triangle)
have completed construction. Table IV-7 lists the

new residential subdivisions of 50 units or more in
Montgomery County in or near the corridor that have
been approved since 2002.

Frederick County

Incorporated Places and Corridor Cities: The City of
Frederick remains the only incorporated place within the
[-270/US 15 Corridor in Frederick County. The city
boundaries within the corridor remain the same as in
2002.

Neighborhoods and Neo-traditional Communities: The
2002 DEIS listed 19 neighborhoods in the Frederick
County portion of the project area; many have increased
in intensity of development. The Villages of Urbana,

a major planned growth area south of the City of
Frederick, has continued to expand. Since 2002, the
City of Frederick has formed 12 Neighborhood Advisory
Councils (NAC). Each NAC area closely overlaps with
established voting districts and census tracts. Seven of
the NAC areas either touch or fall partially within the

(G ]
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Table IV-7: New Subdivisions in the 1-270/US 15 Corridor in
Montgomery County-2002-2006

NAME LOCATION TOTAL UNITS
Summerfield Crossing; Linthicum Property Old Baltimore Road, Clarksburg 418
Woodcrest Frederick Road north of Clarksburg Road, Clarksburg 86
Clarksburg Ridge Clarksburg Road west side of Columbia Drive, Clarksburg 159
Highlands at Clarksburg SE quadrant of Frederick Road at Clarksburg Road, Clarksburg 594
Gateway Commons Hammerhill Road and Frederick Road, Clarksburg 292
Observation Heights Woods 70 West Deer Park Road, Gaithershurg 130

[-270/US 15 Corridor. The NACs recommend solutions
to neighborhood, traffic, safety, zoning, and capital
improvements issues, and comment on development
review requests and Board of Appeals cases.

Subdivisions: Most residential subdivisions identified
in the 2002 DEIS (Prospect View, Fairfield, Tuscarora
Knolls, Willowbrook, and Wormans Mill Pond) have
completed construction. There are no new residential
subdivisions of 50 lots or more in Frederick County
approved since 2002.

Impacts and Mitigation

Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B will result in greater
transportation mobility and access for residents.
Enhanced mobility mean that residents will have a
greater range of choice and access to employment
centers, shopping areas, public facilities and services
including health care, and recreational facilities.
Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B would create visual effects
due to the presence of additional pavement and ramps.
The most visual effects will occur near transit stations.
There will be residential displacements adjacent to

the existing highway and at station sites. There will be
noise impacts to residences adjacent to the highway and
transitway alternatives.

Alternative 1: No-Build Alternative
Alternative 1, the No-Build Alternative, would have an
impact on community sustainability and access, as it

would not address the growing congestion and safety
hazards along I-270 and US 15.

Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B

If a build alternative is selected as the preferred
alternative, then temporary effects to neighborhoods and
communities during the construction phase will occur
from traffic lane diversions, possible loss of parking, and
noise, vibration and airborne dust from construction
equipment and materials.

Highway Alignment

The highway alignment will displace a large number
of residences and requires minor property takings
along I-270. Overall, these displacements will have
limited impacts on cohesion due to their locations at
the outside boundaries of the affected neighborhoods
or communities as defined for this analysis. Yet, as
the project displaces some properties, their physical
removal will, in turn, expose other residences to the
newly widened highway. These remaining residents
may experience more noise, light, and an altered visual
setting as a result of the increased exposure to the

1-270/US 15 MULTI-MODAL CORRIDOR STUDY
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Figure IV-5: Neighborhoods and Communities in the Study Area
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Figure IV-5: Neighborhoods and Communities in the Study

Area
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Figure IV-5: Neighborhoods and Communities in the Study Area
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Figure IV-5: Neighborhoods and Communities in the Study Area
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Figure IV-5: Neighborhoods and Communities in the Study Area
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new improvements. In addition, the loss of residences
may have an indirect impact on neighborhood social
interaction and sense of unity as some neighbors are
relocated.

Transitway Alignment

The proposed transit lines and stations would benefit
the communities in Montgomery County by providing
enhanced access to employment and activity centers.
The transitway stations would serve the communities
and support transit-oriented development in those areas
along the corridor for which it is appropriate.

At transitway stations, pedestrians would have to cross
the tracks or roadway to the reach the opposite platform.
Since the transitway would be close to residential areas,
there is a potential safety concern in areas where residents
might attempt to cross the transitway.

Potential Mitigation Measures

Retaining walls and smaller highway shoulders to reduce
the number of potential displacements will be evaluated
during final design. Noise barriers and landscaping will
be considered to minimize potential visual and noise
impacts to neighborhoods and communities.

The transitway stations, alignment, and potential
operations and maintenance (O&M) facility sites would
be designed to complement surrounding communities
as much as possible. Safety fencing, warning signs,
lighting, and other measures would lessen potential
accidents. Educational awareness programs, provided by
the transit agency, would help familiarize area residents,
school officials, emergency response authorities and
students with transit operations and safety plans. To
increase safety at stations, signs and crosswalks would
direct pedestrian movements at each end of the stations
and discourage crossings at locations other than the
station platforms. For LRT, gates and pavement
markings would prevent access to the track from an
approach walk. The transitway operator’s on-board
signals would be used to alert patrons to oncoming
transit vehicles.

Community Facilities and Services

Existing Conditions

The [-270/US 15 Corridor is home to a wide array of
community facilities and services. These are resources
that support community safety, cohesion, and quality
of life. Figure IV-6 (Sheets 1 through 5) shows the
locations of these existing resources within the corridor.
There are 12 schools, two libraries, 16 places of worship,
three post offices, six public safety departments (police/
fire/rescue), and eight hospitals within the corridor.
These were identified in the 2002 DEIS. Some new
community facilities have been constructed in the
study area since 2002 and a number are planned or
programmed for construction. Table IV-8 lists the new

community facilities in or near the study area since the
2002 DEIS.

Impacts and Mitigation

Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B would provide additional
access points for emergency vehicles through the
introduction of new interchanges and service roads, and
allow for shorter response times by easing congestion.
No adverse change to direct access is expected to any
community facility or resource.

Alternative 1: No-Build Alternative

Alternative 1, the No-Build Alternative, could have a
minor adverse impact to the effective functioning of
public safety facilities in the corridor as response times
may be slowed by continued growth in traffic and
congestion on 1-270, US 15 and its interchanges and
associated approach roads.

Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B

The impacts to community facilities of Alternatives
6A/B and 7A/B would include the acquisition of

land from several community resources including one
cemetery, one planned police station, the Montgomery
County Correctional Facility, two schools, one church,
one fire station, and two government facilities. None of
these takings will affect the activities of these facilities.
The alternatives may impact the access road to the

Montgomery County Correctional Facility. Refer to the

T

- At Coritr )

Table IV-8: Newly Built, Planned, or Programmed Community Facilities
in the 1-270 Corridor

FACILITY TYPE STATUS LOCATION
Montgomery County
Clarksburg High School Opened 2006 MD 355 (22500 Wims Road), Clarksburg
Fire Station Programmed MD 355 at MD 121, Clarksburg
Fire Station Programmed Near the fire academy on Key West Road in Gaithersburg
Fire Station Planned Gateway Center Drive in Gaithersburg
Senior Center Planned Casey East development
6% District Police Station Planned g\a/\i/tﬁg:gslr”(;f Watkins Mill Road and proposed 1-270 on-ramp., Casey East property,
High School Planned Washington Boulevard at Fields Road, Crown Farm, Gaithersburg
Regional Library Opened 2007 19840 Century Boulevard, Germantown

Frederick County

Urbana District Park Under construction Urbana Pike and Tabler Run

Centerville Elementary School Opened 2005 East of Urbana High School along Fingerboard Road (MD 80)

Urbana Middle School Opened 2006 Pontius Court, ljamsville

Crestwood Middle School Opened 2004 Foxcroft Drive, Frederick

Middle School and Police Station Planned New Design Road — Frederick

Library and community center Under construction Villages at Urbana near the MD 80/355 junction

Section 4(f) section in this chapter for a description of
impacts to the Urbana Elementary School recreation
area.

Potential avoidance/minimization efforts will include
the evaluation of retaining walls, reduced shoulder
widths and minor shifts in alignments during the final
design effort to avoid or minimize impacts.

1-270/US 15 MULTI-MODAL CORRIDOR STUDY
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Figure IV-6: Community Facilities and Services
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Figure IV-6: Community Facilities and Services
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Figure IV-6: Community Facilities and Services
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Chapter IV — Environmental Resources and Consequences

Parks and Recreational Facilities

Existing Conditions

The I-270/US 15 Multi-Modal Corridor contains many
park and recreational facilities that offer a diverse range of
activities. Table IV-9 and Figure IV-6 (Sheets 1 through
5) show the parks and recreational facilities located
adjacent to, or within a 1,000-foot buffer of, the proposed
improvements. More extensive descriptions of each park/

recreational facility are included in the 2008 SETR.

Montgomery County

Seventeen parks/recreational facilities are located within
the project study area in Montgomery County, including
three of the largest parks in the Corridor: Seneca Creek
State Park, Little Bennett Regional Park and Black Hill
Regional Park. A number of bikeways and trails exist or
are planned in the I-270/US 15 Corridor as well. Local
master plans encourage the provision of new recreation
areas and open space within new developments.

Frederick County

Eleven parks/recreation areas are located within the
project study area in Frederick County. The largest park,
Monocacy National Battlefield Park, is bisected by I-270.
Pedestrian and bicycle facilities are also being planned for
existing and new communities. Refer to the 2008 SETR
for more detailed information.

Impacts and Mitigation
The No-Build Alternative will not affect any parks and

recreational facilities along the project corridor.

Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B may require potential
property acquisition from 13 public parks and
recreational areas within the corridor, shown in Table
IV-10. Potential impacts include loss of acreage and loss
of buffer landscapes adjacent to the highway/transitway.
A full discussion of potential parks impacts and
avoidance and minimization measures being considered
is included in the Section 4(f) section of this Chapter.

Table IV-9: Parks and Recreational Facilities within the Project Study Area

LoB )
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Table IV-10: Impacts to Parks and
Recreational Facilities

NAME OF PARK AMENITIES (AS(.!I§:S) JURISDICTION
ALTERNATIVE
King Farm Public Park System (King Farm Passive parkland (47 acres) and active uses (45 acres) including athletic 92 Citv of Rockville PARK/RECREATION SIZE 6A/B OR 7A/B
Homestead Park, Stream Valley Park (SVP)) fields, tennis courts, basketball, playgrounds, picnic areas y FACILITY (ACRES) IMPACTS
. iy . (ACRES)
Green Park Tot Iqt, play area, basketball courts, tennis court, hiking trails, dog 14 City of Gaithersburg
DL Els: Morris Park 37.2 0.21
Washingtonian Woods Park Play area, a half basketball court, tennis courts, hiking trails 22 City of Gaithersburg Malcolm King Park 729 0.75
Muddy Branch SVP/ . , : : R
Lakelands Development Passive park, trails City of Gaithersburg Seneca Creek State Park 6,290 12.09
i i i Middlebrook Hill Park 11.5 2.13
Diamond Farms Park Tgnms courts, basketbgll courts, handball/tennis practice wall, tot lot, 23 City of Gaithersburg
picnic tables, play equipment
North Germantown Greenway 300 0.78
) Basketball, baseball and soccer fields, playground, tennis courts, picnic : :
Morris Park tables 37 City of Gaithersburg Black Hill Regional Park 1843 861
Malcolm King Park Basketball and tennis courts, playground, picnic tables, hiking trail 73 City of Gaithersburg Little Bennett Regional Park 3,648 0.29
Christman Park Picnic tables, fishing pond 4 City of Gaithersburg Urbana Fish Lake Management Area 70 1.23
Metropolitan Grove Park Undeveloped City of Gaithersburg Urbana Elementary School 21 178
Great Seneca SVP Hiking trails 1,649 Montgomery County e 20 0.44
S - . . e . Maryland Department ] .
Seneca Creek State Park Biking, hiking and riding trais, boating, skiing, fishing, canoeing, 6,290 of Natural Resources Monocacy National Battlefield 1,647 14.50
hunting, playground, visitor's center with exhibits (MDNR)
Baker Park 53 0.26
Middlebrook Hill Park Undeveloped 12 M-NCPPC
Rose Hill Manor Park 43 1.04
Fox Chapel Park School, playground, softball field, tennis court, picnic area and shelter 16 M-NCPPC
Waring Station Local Park Soccer, playground, basketball, multi-use field 17 M-NCPPC All impacts rep resent use of a 2:1 ! lope de.jlg”ﬁ v roachway embankment
* Includes both transitway and highway impacts.
North Germantown Greenway SVP Undeveloped 300 M-NCPPC
Black Hill Regional Park Playground, picnic areas, lake, visitor's center, exhibits 1,843 M-NCPPC
Little Bennett Regional Park Camping, trails, golf course 3,648 M-NCPPC
Urbana Lake Fish Management Undeveloped 70 MDNR
Urbana Elementary School Ball field, soccer field, tennis/basketball courts, playground 21 Frederick County
Urbana Community Park Pavilions, picnic tables, baseball, soccer fields, playground, tennis courts 20 Frederick County
Monocacy National Battlefield Auto tour and walking trails, visitor center with exhibits 1,920 National Park Service
Linden Hills Neighborhood Park Playground 0.2 Frederick City
Waterford Park Undeveloped 18 Frederick City
Baker Park Playground, tennis courts, softball, football, pavilion 53 Frederick City
Apple Avenue Park Undeveloped 2 Frederick City
Max Kehne Park Ball fields, tennis, playground, pavilion 9 Frederick City
Rosedale Park Pavilion restrooms, playground equipment, basketball 3 Frederick City
Rose Hill Manor Park Carriage, farm, and children’s museums, history tours 43 Frederick County
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Displacements and Relocations

An analysis of the potential residential and business
displacements that would result from Alternatives

6A/B and 7A/B was based on preliminary right-of-
way estimates. If a build alternative is selected, the
number of actual displacements may vary from those
presented due to refinements in both the design and
right-of-way requirements that will occur during the
detailed engineering phase of this project. Tables
IV-11 and IV-12 summarize the potential residential
and business displacements that may occur because

of the construction of Alternatives 6A/B or 7A/B.

The potential displacements are the same for either
alternative, as the physical footprint of the alternatives
is identical. The locations of potential displacements are
identified on the Plan Sheets in Appendix A. There are

no displacements required for the No-Build Alternative.

The 1-270/US 15 Corridor highway and transit
improvements have been planned to minimize property
acquisitions and relocations. Though the highway
and transitway alignments travel along existing streets
and undeveloped parcels for much of their length,
there are areas along 1-270, particularly between

1-370 and Muddy Branch Road, that contain large
numbers of displacements. Construction of a retaining
wall in certain locations could reduce the number

of displacements. The project team will continue to
coordinate with municipalities during the planning
phase of this project as property acquisitions are subject
to change as the project plans are refined.

Relocation Process

Affected property owners will receive relocation
assistance in accordance with federal and/or state
requirements depending on the funding source. The
Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended,
with implementing regulations at 49CFR Part 24,
requires that the project shall not proceed into any phase
that will cause the relocation of any persons or businesses
or proceed with any construction project, until it has
furnished assurances that all displaced persons will be
satisfactorily relocated to comparable decent, safe and
sanitary housing within their financial means, or that

LOCATION

Highway Residential Displacements

Table IV-11: Summary of Residential Displacements — Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B
PLAN SHEET COUNTY

Appendix A

MAXIMUM DISPLACEMENTS
WITHOUT MINIMIZATION

(L]

Molli-Hodal Lorridor Slvdly,

MINIMIZED DISPLACEMENTS WITH MINIMIZED
SHOULDERS AND/OR RETAINING WALLS'

1-270 Southbound, North of I-370 Brighton West Townhouses

HWY 1 (Montgomery)

81 residences

6 - 10 residences

[-270 Northbound, North of I-370 (with |-370 direct access ramps) Fireside
Condominiums

HWY 1 (Montgomery)

0 residences?

0 residences?

[-270 Northbound, South of MD 117 London Derry Apartments/ Montgomery Club

HWY 2 (Montgomery)

150 residences

0 - 61 residences’

[-270 Southbound, South of Great Seneca Creek/ Game Preserve Road

HWY 2 (Montgomery)

1 residence*

0 residences

[-270 Northbound, North of Great Seneca Creek Fox Chapel

HWY 3 (Montgomery)

0 residences® (retaining wall included in conceptual design)

0 residences®

[-270 Northbound, South of Comus Road HWY 6 (Montgomery) 2 residences 1 residence
[-270 Southbound, South of Comus Road HWY 6 (Montgomery) 1 residence 1 residence
[-270 Southbound, North of MD 80 interchange Fingerboard Road Residence HWY 9 (Frederick) 1 residence 1 residence

[-270 Southbound, South of I-70 Princeton Court Apartments

HWY 11 (Frederick)

12 residences

0 residences

US 15 Northbound, South of Rosemont Ave. Mercer Place Residences

HWY 13 (Frederick)

2 residences

0 residences

US 15 Southbound, North of Rosemont Avenue along Biggs Avenue

HWY 13 (Frederick)

1 residence

0 residences

Total Highway Residential Displacements

251 residences

9 - 74 residences

Transitway Residential Displacements

MD 124 Eastbound between Great Seneca Highway and MD 117

TRAN 3 (Montgomery)

1 residence

1 residence

1-270 Southbound, South of Great Seneca Creek/ Game Preserve Road

TRAN 4 (Montgomery)

1 residence*

1 residence*

Game Preserve Road (Potential O&M Site, if chosen)

TRAN 4 (Montgomery)

4 residences

4 residences

[-270 Southbound, South of Middlebrook Road

TRAN 5 (Montgomery)

3 residences

3 residences

W. Old Baltimore Road (Potential O&M Site, if chosen)

TRAN 6 (Montgomery)

1 residence

1 residence

Total Transitway Residential Displacements

5 - 9 residences®

5 - 9 residences®

Highway and Transit Displacements in Montgomery County

240 - 244 residences

12 - 83 residences

Highway and Transit Displacements in Frederick County

16 residences

0 - 1 residence

Total Highway and Transitway Residential Displacements

256 - 260 residences

12 - 83 residences

Notes: ! Preliminary impacts are based on both a 25-foot and a 10-foot buffer beyond the proposed cut/fill line or the proposed retaining wall respectively, as well as an assessment of minimum/maximum structure displacements

Jfor townhouse units.

2The proposed roadway would not impact the Fireside Condominium residences, however, further detailed engineering study is needed to determine if the existing highway stormwater system is adequate and the existing
Fireside boiler room/distribution piping remain unaffected by EA Alternatives 6GA/B and 7A/B.
3Construction of a retaining wall in London Derry would lower the number of displacements ro 61 residential units. However, zero displacements would require the potential MD 117 direct access ramps be modified or
not carried forward through design; shoulder widths along I-270 are minimized; and the retaining wall is constructed.
“This residence along Game Preserve Road will be impacted by the proposed highway widening without a retaining wall and would be avoided if a retaining wall were constructed; however, the transitway alignment will

impact this residence under all scenarios.

>The conceptual design will require FHWA review and approval of potential design exception.
SThere is a range of potential displacements since only one or possibly none of the O & M sites listed in this table will be chosen.
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such housing is in place and has been made available to
the displaced person. Reasonable moving expenses are
also provided for displaced persons or businesses. The
Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies would be executed in a timely and
humane fashion. Comparable housing and business space
exists on the open market for relocation housing within
the same area and can be completed with minimal effects
to the economic well being of those directly affected by
the project.

In the event comparable replacement housing is not
available for displaced persons or available replacement
housing is beyond their financial means, additional
financial compensation will be provided through
“housing as a last resort” to assure that comparable
replacement housing of be available for displaced persons.
Based on relocation studies, it is anticipated that “housing
of a last resort” would be utilized to accomplish the re-
housing requirements for the build alternatives under
consideration. Appendix B of this document contains

a Summary of the Relocation Assistance Program of the
Maryland State Highway Administration — revised June
10, 2005 for further reference.

Title VI Statement

1t is the policy of the SHA and the Maryland Transit
Administration (MTA) to ensure compliance with the
provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
and related civil rights laws and regulations which
prohibit discrimination on the grounds of race, color,

sex, national origin, age, religion, physical or mental
handicap or sexual orientation in all the SHA and MTA
programs and projects funded in whole or in part by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal
Transit Administration (FTA). The SHA and MTA
will not discriminate in highway or transit planning,
design, construction, the acquisition of right-of-way, or
the provision of relocation advisory assistance. This policy
has been incorporated into all levels of the transportation
planning process in order that proper consideration may be
given to the social, economic and environmental effects of
all transportation projects.

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Addyess
Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income
Populations, directs federal agencies to “promote
nondiscrimination in federal programs substantially
affecting human health and the environment, and
provide minority and low-income communities access
to public information on, and an opportunity for public
participation in, matters relating to human health or the
environment.” The order directs agencies to ensure that:

* They do not discriminate on the basis of race, color,
or national origin.

* They identify and address disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental
effects of their actions on minority and low-income
communities.

* They provide opportunities for community input
in the NEPA process, including input on potential
effects and mitigation measures.

This EJ analysis determines whether there are
disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects on minority and low-income
populations.

Method for Identifying EJ Populations
Executive Order 12898 does not define the terms
“minority” or “low-income.” However, the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) describes these terms in
the context of an EJ analysis. The following definitions
are unique to and are the basis for the EJ analysis:

* Minority Individual — The US Census Bureau
classifies a minority individual as belonging to one
of the following groups: American Indian or Alaskan
Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Black (not of
Hispanic Origin), and Hispanic.

* Minority Populations — CEQ Guidelines identify
minority populations where either (a) the minority
population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent
or (b) the percentage of a minority population in
the affected area is meaningfully greater than the
percentage of minority population in the general
population (or other appropriate unit of geographic
analysis).

Table IV-12: Summary of Business Displacements — Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B

=
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MAXIMUM MINIMIZED
LOCATION PLé;lUS'H.EYET DISPLACEMENTS DISPLACEMENTS
Appendix A WITHOUT WITH RETAINING
PP MINIMIZATION WALLS'
Highway Business Displacements
. . HWY 1 . .
[-270 northbound, south of 1-370 (beginning of ETL facility) 1 business 0 businesses
(Montgomery)
[-270 southbound, north of 1-370 (Festival at Muddy Branch HWY 1 . :
X 3 businesses 0 - 2 businesses
Shopping Center) (Montgomery)
[-270 southbound, north of MD 117 HWY 2 1 business 0 businesses
(Montgomery)
[-270 northbound, north of Comus Road L 1 business 1 business
(Montgomery)
[-270 southbound at proposed MD 75 interchange HWY 7 1 business 1 business
(Frederick)
[-270 southbound, south of MD 85 HWY 1 ! 1 business 0 businesses
(Frederick)
US 15 southbound, north of MD 26 interchange along Thomas HWY 14 . .
. . 2 - 3 businesses 0 businesses
Johnson Drive (Frederick)
Total Highway Business Displacements 10 - 11 businesses 2 - 4 businesses
Transitway Business Displacements
. . . TRAN 1 . .
Redland Road / MD 355 (Potential 0&M Site — if chosen) 29 businesses 29 businesses
(Montgomery)
MD 124 eastbound between Great Seneca Highway and TRAN 4 1 business 1 business
MD 117 (Montgomery)
Metropolitan Grove Road (Police Impound Vehicle Lot — TRAN 4 3 businesses 3 businesses
Potential O&M Site — if chosen) (Montgomery)
. . TRAN 5 . .
North of MD 118 in Germantown Transit Center 2 businesses 2 businesses
(Montgomery)
Total Transitway Business Displacements 3 - 32 businesses?
Total Highway and Transitway Business Displacements 13 - 43 businesses? 5 - 36 businesses?

Notes: ' Preliminary impact ranges are based on a 25-foor and a 10-foot buffer beyond the proposed cut/fill line or the proposed retaining wall
respectively, as well as an assessment of minimum/maximum business displacements.
2There is a range of potential displacements since only one or possibly none of the O & M sites listed in this table will be chosen.
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Table IV-13: Study Area Block Groups that Meet EJ Threshold for Minority Populations * Low-income Population — The US Department of — the minority or low-income population in the
AMERICAN NATIVE Health and Human Services sets poverty income block group equals or exceeds 50 percent of

uidelines. Low-income populations are identified as the population in that block group, or
CENSUS  BLOCK INDIAN HAWAIIAN TOTAL | PERCENT g pop pop group

ither a gr f low-income indivi living cl
TRACT  GROUP POPULATION WHITE BLACK HISPANIC AND ASIAN AND OTHER OTHER MINORITY MINORITY eithe a group of low-1ncome dividuals liv g close to

1COTIE — the percentage of the minority or low-income
ALASKA PACIFIC one another or a set of individuals who share common

population is at least 10 percent higher than

NATIVE ISLANDER iti i i : :
conditions of environmental exposure or effect. the minority or low-income population
Montgomery County 873,341 564,890 | 130,849 100,309 2,593 97,994 489 76,526 | 408,760 46.8% This EJ analysis evaluates the racial and income percentage for Montgomery County or
characteristics of persons within the study area. The Frederick County.
7007.05 2 2,195 542 350 916 0 335 0 52 1,653 75.3% i <t of the followi d :
cvaluation consists ol the Ioflowing two steps to determine The following section presents the initial results of the EJ
7007.05 3 2,802 909 560 979 0 302 0 52 1,893 67.6% whether each study area block group meets the “EJ analysis
threshold” for further analysis:
7007.05 4 756 335 90 190 0 129 12 0 421 55.7%
7007.06 1 1,437 683 297 192 0 165 0 100 754 52.5% * Step 1: Calculate minority or low-income populations EJ Populations 4
_ : Montgomery County contains 46.8 percent minority
7007.06 2 1832 727 368 33 0 275 0 139 1,105 60.3% The 2000 US Census provided data for lation. This means that block eroups in th
each block group in the study area and for popuiation. 1his means that block groups ¢
7007.12 1 1,848 41 527 367 0 377 0 166 1437 77.8% Montgomery and Frederick counties including: Montgomery County portion of the study area that meet
: PR the EJ threshold are either 50 percent minority or at least
7007.14 i 2,869 971 850 494 0 495 0 59 1,898 66.2% (1) the total population, (2) the total minority P

population, and (3) the total low-income 56.8 percent minority. In.thls instance, any Montgomery
7008.05 1 1,298 523 195 339 0 164 0 77 775 59.7% population. These raw numbers helped to County block group that is 50 percent minority or greater

. . would be considered a block group that meets or exceeds
7008.05 2 1,343 476 401 347 0 71 0 48 867 64.6% determine the percentage of persons in each group

minority group and persons below the poverty the EJ threshqld for minority poPulaFlons. Fredc?rlck .
7008.08 1 1,127 491 150 178 0 300 0 8 636 56.4% level. County contains 13.1 percent minority population. This

means that block groups in the Frederick County portion

7008.16 1 4,133 1,110 949 1,149 18 750 0 157 3,023 73.1% . S@ 2 Dete;(’inflzme z.fE] t/ares/yoldlzx met —h Tlhedbasehne of the study area that meet the EJ threshold are cither 50
7008.16 2 1,995 906 224 519 7 261 0 78 1,089 54.6% 'rzlnno.r Ity and ﬁovgimcl:{ome pop 1}11 ations ZP 6;5, to percent minority or at least 23.1 percent minority. Table
- ! hent}llfylsp %Cll Ck ock group Slctl at mei tEe tg hold if: IV-13 lists the study area block groups that meet or
700818 1 1988 ° 3 37 0 7 0 5 107> o4 1% threshold. Block groups would meet the EJ threshold if: ¢ e the E]J thresholds for minority populations.
Frederick County 195,277 174,293 12,191 4,598 466 3,327 45 4,955 25,582 13.1%
J504 5 2016 1206 | 473 % 0 61 - %3 20 35 7% Table IV-14: Study Area Block Groups that Met EJ Threshold for
Low-Income Populations
7505.01 7 1,604 1,152 286 40 14 68 0 44 452 28.2%
PERCENT
0502 ., 085 0 | s o ; o ; " 458 0% CENSUS TRACT BLOCK GROUP POPULATION LOW-INCOME  OVLINCOME
7507 3 2,043 1463 | 457 31 2 9 0 58 580 284% Montgomery County 873,341 47,024 5.4%
7507 4 591 264 98 9% 18 115 0 0 327 55.3% 7007.14 3 2,000 316 15.8%
7508 6 1,384 1,037 225 57 8 31 0 26 347 25.1% Frederick County 195,277 8,550 4.4%
7510 4 1,778 1,010 569 50 0 93 0 56 768 43.2% 7501 ! 1146 379 33.1%
7510 5 485 340 17 0 0 28 0 0 145 29.9% 7503 1 1033 223 21.6%
7505.01 2 865 153 17.7%
Source: 2000 US Census
Note: Table presents only those block groups that meet or exceed the minority EJ threshold population (50+ minority percentage or equal to/greater 7505.01 3 423 124 29.3%
than the county minority percentage plus 10 percent, representing “meaningfully greater”) for each respective county. 7507 3 5043 327 15.8%
. 0

Source: 2000 US Census
Note: Table presents only those block groups that meet or exceed the minority EJ threshold population (50+ minority percentage or equal tolgreater
than the county minority percentage plus 10 percent, representing “meaningfully greater”) for each respective county.
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Montgomery County contains 5.4 percent low-income
population. This means that block groups meeting the
EJ threshold are either 50 percent low-income or at least
15.4 percent low-income. Frederick County contains 4.4
percent low-income population. This means that block
groups meeting the E]J threshold are either 50 percent
low-income or at least 14.4 percent low-income. Table
IV-14 lists the study area block groups that meet or
exceed the EJ thresholds for low-income populations.

Of the 109 blocks within the study area, only 61 block
groups are located within the 1,000-foot impact analysis
buffer area for the highway and transitway alignments.
Of the 61 block groups, Table IV-15 lists the 21 block
groups that meet or exceed the E]J thresholds for minority
populations. Only one block group located within the
impact analysis area met the EJ threshold for low-income
populations. This block group, 7507.03, met the first
and second low-income threshold calculation with

15.8 percent of its population being low-income. Block
groups within the impact analysis area meeting the EJ
thresholds are also shown in Figure IV-7.

These EJ areas are comprised of residential develop-
ments, neighborhoods, and communities. The block
groups that met the minority EJ threshold are located
adjacent to the corridor between 1-370 and MD

124 in Montgomery County and north of MD 80

in Frederick County. Although targeted EJ outreach
activities were not completed for the purposes of this
analysis, residential developments, neighborhoods and
communities that are located within the block groups
that meet or exceed the E]J thresholds, and that would
be directly impacted, are identified as potential EJ areas.
The potential impacts on these EJ areas are discussed by
impact category in the following section.

Method for Assessing EJ Impacts

Executive Order 12898 requires federal agencies to
identify and address, “disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects of

its programs, policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-income populations.” To comply
with the order, the project team considered the location
and severity of potential effects on minority

Table IV-15: Block Groups within Impact
Analysis Area that Met EJ Thresholds for
Minority and/or Low-Income Populations

MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Census Tract Block Group
7007.05 2
7007.05 3
7007.05 4
7008.16 1
7008.16 2
7007.14 1
7008.05 1
7008.05 2
7007.12 1
7007.06 1
7007.06 2
7008.08 1
7008.18 1

Census Tract Block Group

7510 4
7510 5
7504 3
7505.02 4
7505.01 7
7507 3
7507 4*
7508 6

*Also met EJ threshold for low-income populations

and low-income populations within the study area and
determined whether the effects were disproportionately
high in relation to other areas in the corridor.

The assessment of disproportionate effects was based
on a comparison between affected and non-affected (or
less-affected) areas, and determined whether impacts
fall predominantly or more severely on minority and
low-income communities. The EJ analysis is intended
to identify any adverse effects that disproportionately
occur to minority and/or low-income populations as
well as any situations in which proposed mitigation
may be inadequate to fully address the adverse effects to
minority and/or low-income communities.

EJ Impacts and Mitigation

Alternative 1: No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative includes only general
highway maintenance, and operational and signage
improvements. The No-Build Alternative is not
consistent with adopted land use plans and current
development patterns which have already occurred

in response to the potential highway and transit
improvements within the corridor. The No-Build
Alternative would have an adverse impact on future
traffic conditions and transportation access throughout
the corridor. The No-Build Alternative would not
address the congestion and safety hazards along 1-270
and US 15, particularly at the existing interchanges,
that are expected to occur with the growth anticipated
in the corridor by the year 2030. Other than the above,
the No-Build Alternative is not expected to have direct
impacts on EJ areas.

Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B

Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B were analyzed for potential
impacts in the following categories on EJ populations
within 1,000 feet of the highway and transitway
alignments:

* Displacements and relocations

* Community cohesion and access
* Economic activity

* Visual conditions

* Noise and vibration

* Traffic and transportation

(G ]
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Effects on Displacements and Relocation in
EJ Areas

The EJ areas were assessed for potential property
acquisition and/or displacements of residential and
commercial buildings. The analysis used preliminary
right-of-way estimates, which was the same method
used to analyze the build alternatives in the 2002
DEIS. The engineering plan sheets in Appendix A
of this document identifies the locations of potential
displacements. If a build alternative is selected as the
preferred transportation improvement, the number of
actual displacements may vary from those presented as
a result of refinements in both the design and right-of-
way requirements and the use of retaining walls.

Highway Alignment

The highway alignment would potentially displace
residences (single-family homes, townhouses,
condominiums and apartment units) and businesses in
E]J areas. The 2002 DEIS noted the following potential
displacements in EJ areas: 119 residences under
Alternatives 3A/B and 4A/B; 120 residences under
Alternatives 5A/B; and 224 residences under Alternative
5C. Over 90 percent of these displacements would

have occurred within three EJ areas currently located
on both sides of [-270 in Gaithersburg: Brighton West,
Fireside, and London Derry/Montgomery Club. As
these alternatives may move forward, further design
refinements, including the use of retaining walls along
portions of the highway alignment, could largely reduce
the overall number of highway displacements in these
areas.

In comparison, Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B could

displace up to a total of 244 residences in EJ areas.

Potential displacements could be reduced by using

additional retaining walls and/or reducing shoulder
widths in the following EJ areas:

Montgomery County
* Census Tract 7008.16 — Block Group 1, Brighton

West, I-270 southbound, north of I-370 (Sheet
HWY 1, Appendix A). The highway widening
would displace (81) townhouse units within this EJ
area. Use of a 2,300-foot retaining wall and reduced
shoulder widths could reduce displacements to
approximately 10 residential units.

1-270/US 15 MULTI-MODAL CORRIDOR STUDY
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Figure IV-7: EJ Threshold Block Groups within 1,000-foot Highway & CCT Buffer
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* Census Tract 7007.14 — Block Group 1, London
Derry/Montgomery Club, I-270 northbound,
south of MD 117 (Sheet HWY 2, Appendix A).
The widening of I-270 and potential direct access
ramps to MD 117 would displace up to 150
apartments within this EJ area. Construction of a
1,700-foot retaining wall could lower the number
of displacements to 61 units. The project could
preserve all residential units if it eliminated the
ramps at MD 117 and reduced the shoulder widths
along 1-270.

* Census Tract 7007.06 — Block Group 2, Caulfield
(Sheet HWY 2, Appendix A). The highway
widening would displace one residence, located off
of Game Preserve Road near I-270 southbound, but
could preserve it by constructing a retaining wall.
However, the transitway alignment would displace
this residence under all scenarios.

Frederick County

* Census Tract 7510 — Block Group 4, Princeton
Court Apartments, [-270 southbound, south of
the I-70 interchange along Fox Croft Drive (Sheet
HWY 11, Appendix A). The widening of I-270,
the construction of an auxiliary lane connecting I-70
and MD 85, and the acceleration ramp lane from
I-70 would displace up to 12 apartment units within
one building in this E] area. Construction of a 500-
foot long (minimum length) retaining wall could
preserve these apartment units. The design and cost
of this retaining wall will be investigated in later
stages of the project. An additional business would
be displaced in the Harding Farm community, I-270
southbound, south of Shockley Drive.

Although the overall number of potential displacements
has been reduced since the 2002 DEIS, the displaced
residences would still be concentrated in two E]J areas
(Brighton West and London Derry/Montgomery Club)
located on either side of I-270 between 1-370 and MD
117 in Montgomery County. The number of potential
property displacements in minority and low-income
communities compared to the number of potential
property displacements in non-EJ areas along the
corridor suggests a disproportionately high or adverse

impact because many minority communities border
[-270 on both sides.

The design refinements and retaining walls for the
highway alignment are potential mitigation measures.
The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Act) provides
assistance for people affected by federally funded
projects. People whose real property is acquired, or who
move as a result of projects receiving federal funds, will
be treated fairly and equitably and will receive assistance
in moving from the property they occupy.

Transitway Alignment

The transitway alignment is generally located on vacant
and undeveloped land that Montgomery County has
reserved for the transitway alignment in its Master
Plan. The reserved Master Plan alignment minimizes
the potential number of displacements. However, the
transitway alignment would displace one residence
located in the Caulfield community off of Game
Preserve Road (Sheet TRAN 4, Appendix A). A
potential O&M site in this same census tract would
displace up to four additional residences in this area.
The final location of an O&M facility for the transitway
has not yet been identified, and this site may not be
chosen.

Effects on Community Cohesion and Access
in EJ Areas

Community cohesion refers to stability, interdependence
and social interaction among persons or groups in

a community. In some instances, the construction

of a transportation facility could have an effect on
community cohesion by increasing the amount of
physical separation (barriers) between parts of an
established community or by creating physical or
psychological isolation of residents from one another.
As noted previously, the widening along I-270 under
Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B would displace residences
in the Brighton West, Fireside, London Derry/
Montgomery Club, and Caulfield communities, which
are located in EJ areas in Montgomery County, and the
Princeton Court Apartments located near the Foxcroft
IT subdivision that is located in Frederick County.

The proposed highway alternatives, without additional
mitigation measures, would displace a large number of
residences along I-270 and remove some open space,

especially for those residences that border the roadway.

The highway improvements are proposed along the
edges of the affected communities and, therefore,

would not split any communities or separate residents
from reasonable access to any community facilities and
services. Although existing I-270 and US 15 are physical
barriers to vehicle and pedestrian movements between
communities located on either side of the highways,
relationships still could occur among neighbors living on
the same side of the highway. By displacing residences in
EJ areas on both sides of I-270, Alternatives 6A/B and
7A/B could remove some residents from other residents
located on the same side of [-270 and possibly disrupt
social interactions and community cohesion. Further
coordination with potentially affected residents would
identify the extent of effects to social interactions and
community cohesion.

Homes generally border 1-270 along their backyards.
For the most part, this condition will continue.
However, in some locations, the highway alternatives
will remove the existing residences closest to [-270

and expose the newly widened highway to other
residences that were previously shielded by the displaced
residences. Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B would not
change existing access by motor vehicles, bicycles,

and walking, into or within neighborhoods and to
community facilities or services. In general, Alternatives
6A/B and 7A/B would ease travel for residents by
providing open access areas and direct access ramps

for interchanges. The proposed interchanges would
enhance access to and from residential and business
developments along and beyond the corridor, all of
which are within easy vehicle access of the highway.

The transitway would improve access to and from the
King Farm, Orchard Pond and Caulfield communities
and other destinations by increasing travel options.

The transitway would offer three stations in EJ areas
(East Gaither, West Gaither, and Metropolitan Grove
stations) that would increase access to employment areas

for EJ populations.
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Effects on Economic Activity in EJ Areas

The I-270/US 15 project would support economic
development and improve access throughout the
corridor while remaining as community-friendly as
possible. Workers would benefit from reduced travel
times and improved connections since they can access

a wider geographic area for jobs in the same amount

of travel time. The project would benefit even those
users who cannot or choose not to pay toll charges.
Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B would keep existing general
purpose travel lanes and the transitway alignment
would provide improved public transit access in the
corridor. This improved access will encourage greater
economic development and evenly distribute benefits to
surrounding communities.

The project analyzed potential economic effects on a
broader (regional) geographic scale rather than on a
site-specific level. The highway alignment is expected
to support economic development by improving
accessibility to employment areas. Alternative

7A/B tends to increase accessibility and economic
development potential better than Alternative 6A/B
although the differences are slight.

If Alternative 6A/B or 7A/B is selected as the preferred
transportation improvement, later phases of the project
should consider, in greater detail, the following items
related to EJ populations:

* The potential for increased housing costs in
historically minority/low-income neighborhoods in
or near the City of Frederick as a result of improved
access with the highway improvements.

* The extent that low-income people use and benefit
from the ETL Alternatives. If general purpose lanes
become congested due to more travelers choosing
not to pay the toll, this might burden low-income
populations with longer commutes or not allow
them to enjoy the full benefits of the added roadway
capacity (considering that low-income people might

be less capable/willing to pay the ETL tolls).

The transitway alignment is expected to support
economic development by improving access to
employment areas. This increased access through
transit will be especially beneficial for those persons
who do not drive or own a car. The neighborhoods
and communities near the proposed transit stations are

1-270/US 15 MULTI-MODAL CORRIDOR STUDY
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King Farm Reserved Transitway

expected to benefit from increased access to jobs and
other destinations. They include King Farm, Orchard
Pond, Caulfield, Middlebrook, and The Colony

condominiums.

In general, proximity to rail is shown to benefit property
values due to the increased transit access. This conclusion
was based on several measures of property value such as
sales prices of single-family homes, apartment rents, and
median home value. The benefits of increased property
values occur within a reasonable walking distance from
the station, generally one-quarter mile to one-half mile.
Beyond this distance, the effect of nearby rail transit on
property values was negligible /mpacts of Rail Transit on
Property Values, located on the web at http://www.apta.
com/research/info/briefings/documents/diaz.pdf)

If the transitway alternative is selected as the preferred
transportation improvement, later phases of the project
should consider, in greater detail, the potential for
property values to increase near stations along the
transitway alignment. This could be an advantage for
property owners in E]J areas who are willing to move but a
potentially large issue if there are any low-income renters
in the vicinity of the stations or owners who want to stay
and cannot afford the higher property taxes.

Effects on Visual Conditions in EJ Areas
Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B would increase the visual
presence of the highway with additional lane(s),
retaining walls (recommended for minimizing potential
displacements), and noise barriers (for noise reduction).
Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B are expected to have similar
visual effects although Alternative 7A/B consists of two
additional lanes between MD 121 and north of MD 80

in Frederick County, rather than the one additional lane
under Alternative 6 A/B.

Residents are likely accustomed to the traffic and view of
existing [-270. Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B would add
new visual elements in the form of retaining walls and
noise barriers. The new retaining walls and noise barriers
will vary in length and height, and the effects would be
site-specific. The retaining walls and noise barriers would
be visible from the vehicles traveling along the highway.
However, the EJ areas on either side of I-270, between
[-370 and Muddy Branch Road, generally have two- and
three-story townhouse, apartment and condominium
properties with some wooded areas along the highway.
The wooded areas would partially screen the view of the
new retaining walls and noise barriers from residences.
After mitigation, minor visual effects are expected on
residential land uses in E] areas.

The transitway alignment will have moderate visual
effects since it would travel mostly at ground level. The
potential transit station sites would have the greatest
degree of visual effect on E]J areas. These station

sites will use land within several new and emerging
communities. The East and West Gaither Stations and
the Metropolitan Grove Station would add new visual
elements and public activity centers within EJ areas.

Two of the six potential O&M facility sites, the PEPCO
and Police Impound Lot sites, are located in EJ areas
near Metropolitan Grove. Potential O&M sites are also
located in the Caulfield community. These sites are
generally surrounded by wooded areas, which lessen the
potential for visual intrusion on surrounding areas.

Using appropriate mitigation techniques, minimal visual
effects on all areas, including EJ areas, are expected

to occur from the transitway facilities as these would

be designed to be as visually compatible with the
surrounding areas, as possible.

Effects of Noise and Vibration in EJ Areas

Highway Alignment

Several residential properties within EJ areas are located
near [-270 and US 15 and are predicted to experience
increased noise levels as a result of the proposed highway
improvements included in Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B.

The following EJ areas are anticipated to require noise
abatement:

Montgomery County

* Census Tract 7007.14 — Block Group 1, London
Derry and Stratford Mews, I-270 northbound, south
of MD 117 (Sheet HWY 2, Appendix A). Two noise
receptors (H-4 and H-5) located adjacent to these
areas indicate a noise impact. The area meets SHA’s
criteria for a noise barrier that would provide lower
noise levels at 51 residences.

Frederick County
* Census Tract 7510 — Block Group 4, Princeton

Court Apartments, [-270 southbound, south of the
I-70 interchange along Fox Croft Drive (Sheet HWY
11, Appendix A). Two noise receptors (H-31 and
H-32) located adjacent to these communities indicate
a noise impact. The area meets SHA’s criteria for a
noise barrier that would provide lower noise levels at
37 residences.

* Census Tract 7505.02-Block Group 4, Linden Hills,
US 15 southbound, south of US 40 (Sheet HWY 12,
Appendix A). One receptor (H-36) located adjacent
to this area indicates a noise impact. The area meets
SHA’s criteria for a noise barrier that would provide
lower noise levels at 13 residences.

* Census Tract 7505.01 — Block Group 7, Waterford
and Rock Creek Estates, US 15 southbound, south
of Rosemont Avenue (Sheet HWY 13, Appendix
A). One receptor (H-38A) located adjacent to this
area indicates a noise impact. The area meets SHA’s
criteria for a noise barrier that would provide lower
noise levels at 47 residences.

* Census Tract 7507 — Block Groups 3 and 4,
Applegate, US 15 southbound, south of Opposumtown
Pike (Sheet HWY 13, Appendix A). One receptor
(H-44) located adjacent to this area indicates a noise
impact. The area meets SHA’s criteria for a noise
barrier that would provide lower noise levels at 29
residences.

* Census Tract 7508 — Block Group 6, Spring Valley,
US 15 northbound, south of Motter Avenue (Sheet
HWY 13, Appendix A). One receptor (H-45) located

adjacent to this area indicates a noise impact.
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The area meets SHA’s criteria for a noise barrier that
would provide lower noise levels at 31 residences.

Transitway Alignment

The transitway alignment travels along the border of
The Colony condominiums, an EJ area, located in
Census Tract 7008.18 - Block Group 1 (Sheet TRAN 5,
Appendix A). A noise receptor (T-20) located adjacent
to this area indicates the need for a noise barrier to lower
the projected noise levels to within acceptable levels. A
proposed noise barrier, 1,700 feet long and 3V% feet high,
would protect 24 residences.

Potential Mitigation Measures

Potential noise effects from the project would occur
throughout the corridor. However, noise barriers could
reduce adverse noise effects from the project. Noise
abatement measures will be provided where feasible and
reasonable. After mitigation, no further noise impacts are
anticipated on EJ areas from the highway or transitway
alignments or associated facilities. Therefore, the extent
of the projected impacts to the EJ areas identified would
not be considered a “disproportionately high and adverse
impact” under the EJ guidelines.

Effects on Traffic and Transportation in
EJ Areas

All residents in the corridor, including those who live in
EJ areas, can expect to benefit from the project through
improved transportation access and a modest reduction
in traffic on local roads with the provision of more public
transportation to the area.

Highway Alignment

Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B include improvements to
existing interchanges, construction of new interchanges,
and construction of access roads in several locations that
will improve traffic, transportation access, and safety. The
access improvements would benefit all travelers within
the corridor including those who live and work in EJ
areas. Of the total 10 interchange improvement locations,
the following four are located in EJ areas: the I-270/
Middlebrook Road and I-270/MD 118 interchanges

in Montgomery County and the I-270/MD 85 and

US 15/]efferson Street/US 340 interchanges in Frederick
County. No new interchanges would be located in EJ
areas.
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Effects from construction activities will be temporary.
During various stages of construction, the hauling of
construction debris, excavation, and building materials
will generate additional traffic. Construction will be
restricted to the designated station sites, construction
staging areas, and alignment sections.

Transitway Alignment

Residents and employees in the corridor can expect
transportation benefits from the project. With the
transitway, area residents will have improved access
throughout the corridor and the surrounding area can
expect a modest reduction in traffic on local roads with the
provision of more public transportation to the area.

Mitigation Measures

Standard traffic control devices would manage vehicle
movements at intersections and near transitway stations.
Gates or flashing signals and audio signals, such as horns,
would be considered. A temporary fence will be used

to shield construction activities and equipment from
residences and limit pedestrian and vehicular movements
to prevent accidents.

Appropriate signage will be used to notify travelers of road
closures and detours. Road access would be restored as
soon as possible, following completion of work in an area.
Emergency vehicle access will be maintained at all times.

Maintenance of traffic and construction staging will

be planned, coordinated with local jurisdictions, and
scheduled to minimize traffic delays and interruptions to
the maximum extent possible. Maintenance of traffic plans
for I-270, US 15, and adjacent state and local roads will

be developed during the final design phase and refined
prior to construction. After mitigation, minor traffic or
transportation effects on adjacent communities, including
the EJ areas, are expected from the highway or transitway

alignments or associated facilities.

Conclusion

The potential effects to land use, community facilities and
services, air, noise, public health and safety, visual effects,
and traffic and transportation with regard to EJ areas are
comparable to other locations throughout the corridor.
The extent of the proposed impacts for these resource
topics would not be considered a “disproportionately
high and adverse impact” under the EJ guidelines.

However, the number of property displacements and
potential adverse effects to community cohesion in EJ
areas before minimization options are included, when
compared to non-EJ areas along the corridor, suggests a
disproportionately high or adverse impact as a result of the
proposed transportation improvements.

Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B follow existing I-270 and
include relatively equal widening on both sides of the
roadway for the entire length of the project. The highway
design is similar in other areas along the corridor but
results in more adverse effects between [-370 and MD
117 (in Brighton West, Fireside and London Derry/
Montgomery Club developments and/or communities)
due to the physical nearness and density of the residences
to the highway. The widening of I-270 in this area would
have unavoidable adverse effects to E] areas on both

sides of the roadway. Given that the corridor widening is
relatively equal on both sides of the existing roadway, the
potential impacts to adjacent EJ areas will be generally
distributed equally on both sides, with no intent to have
greater impacts to one side of the roadway and avoid
impacts to the other side. The larger number of potential
displacements in these EJ areas (compared to other areas
along the corridor) partially reflects the uncertainty

of the design of the retaining walls at this stage in the
project development process. Additional investigation of
retaining walls may further reduce the number of potential
displacements in these E]J areas.

Actual E] populations have not been identified at this
time. The analysis identified those census block groups
where the minority or low-income populations meet
the EJ threshold and where EJ populations might be

impacted.

The identification of a disproportionately high and
adverse effect on EJ populations does not preclude a
project from moving forward. FHWA’s Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
income Populations (December 2, 1998) indicates that a
disproportionately high and adverse effect may be carried
out under the following conditions:

* Programs, policies, and activities that will have
disproportionately high and adverse effects on
minority populations or low-income populations will
be carried out only if further mitigation measures
or alternatives that would avoid or reduce the

disproportionately high and adverse effects are not
practicable. In determining whether a mitigation
measure or an alternative is “practicable,” the social,
economic (including costs) and environmental effects
of avoiding or mitigating the adverse effects will be
taken into account.

* Respective programs, policies or activities that
have the potential for disproportionately high and
adverse effects on populations protected by Title VI
(“protected populations”) will be carried out only if:

(1) A substantial need for the program, policy
or activity exists, based on the overall public
interest; and

(2) Alternatives that would have less adverse effects
on protected populations have either:

(a) adverse social, economic, environmental,
or human health impacts that are more
severe; or

(b) would involve increased costs of an
extraordinary magnitude.

Public Involvement

The project team contacted public and private social
service agencies, community action and religious
organizations, schools and libraries to request additional
information to supplement census data on the locations
of E] populations. The project team assumed that these
organizations offer existing, targeted, local community
outreach programs and possess knowledge of specific
locations of EJ populations.

The project team identified community locations on

a base map with census tracts that showed higher than
county averages for minority and low-income populations.
The project team sent correspondence requesting
assistance in identifying locations of EJ populations to
those entities located within census tracts that exhibited
higher than county averages for minority and low-income
populations. In addition, religious organizations and
schools located within census tracts that exhibited higher
than countywide averages for minority and low-income
populations received correspondence and a newsletter
explaining the project and offering them the opportunity
to meet and discuss the [-270/US 15 project with the
project team.
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Public involvement has been integrated throughout

this project planning study. The purposes of the public
involvement process are to reach out to all populations
that would be directly and indirectly affected by the
project, including minority and low income populations,
to provide information and to generate input on the
project. Advertisements for all of the public information
meetings held for this project were advertised in:

e The Baltimore Sun

* The Washington Post

* The Montgomery Gazette

* The Montgomery Journal

* The Afro-American (Washington, DC)
* E[ Montgomery

* The Asian Fortune

* The Washington Jewish Weekly

e The Frederick News Post

* The Frederick Gazette

Notices were also distributed to a mailing list that
included all property owners and residents within and
slightly beyond the study area. This includes churches,
elected officials, community associations, and businesses.

Additional outreach since the 2002 DEIS included
meetings with the homeowners/civic associations of the
Fox Chapel community (August 25, 2003), the Brighton
West community (April 20, 2006) and attending the
Asian Spring New Year Celebration (February 17, 2007)
and the Annual Latino Festival de Frederick (September
28, 2008) both located in Frederick County. Chapter VII
in this document summarizes the outreach meetings. The
project mailing list has also been expanded to encompass a
wider area and includes all census block groups identified
for the study area. The list includes a 1¥2-mile corridor
surrounding the transitway alignment and continues east

of I-270 to include addresses on both sides of MD 355.

If a build alternative is selected as the preferred for
transportation improvements, SHA will coordinate with
the affected communities to develop a mitigation program
tailored, to the extent practical, to meet the needs of EJ
areas prior to final project approval. SHA will reassess the
preliminary conclusions of this analysis based on input
from the public involvement program. The project team
will continue to involve minority and low-income
populations in the project planning process during later
stages of the project.
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Chapter IV — Environmental Resources and Consequences

C. Economic Environment

Transportation and the economy are closely linked.
Citizens and stakeholders make choices regarding where
they work, live, or conduct business based on the ability
to access those locations. Therefore, an important
relationship exists between the level of economic
productivity and the quality of transportation services
and facilities in a given region. This section discusses
how the proposed improvements included in the I-270/
US 15 Multi-Modal Corridor study would impact that
relationship.

Current Economic Profile of the

Project Area

The I-270/US 15 Corridor is one of the premier
economic regions in Maryland. Frederick and
Montgomery Counties account for 21.8 percent of all
jobs in Maryland [(US Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS),
2004]. Many of those jobs are located directly along the
[-270/US 15 and CCT alignments, with the highest
concentrations in central Montgomery County.

Workers in the corridor are also well-paid compared
with the rest of the state. Although they account

for 21.8 percent of jobs in Maryland, workers in
Montgomery and Frederick counties actually take home
over a quarter (25.4 percent) of the state’s total wages.
Median annual household income figures reinforce this
finding. According to the US Census Bureau, the 2006
median annual household income for Maryland was
$65,144, compared to the median annual household
income in Frederick County of $74,029 and in
Montgomery County of $87,624.

Montgomery County

The Montgomery County economy is led by three
industries: professional and business services; education
and health services; and trade, transportation and
utility-related industries. These three industries make
up over half of the county’s total employment. Within
that employment base, the best paying industries are
professional and business services, and education and
health services whose employees earn over 40 percent of
the county’s total payroll (BLS).

Montgomery County’s portion of the I-270/US 15
corridor has become the favored location for many
high-tech businesses, especially biotechnology and
information technology firms. Montgomery County
leads the state in the number of high-tech firms. Over
one-fifth of all the state’s high-tech businesses, 2,530
establishments, were located in Montgomery County
in 2002. Within Montgomery County, the Rockville-
Gaithersburg-Germantown portion of the I-270/US 15
Corridor has the highest concentration of high-tech
employers.

In the recent past, Montgomery County has seen some
very minor decreases in employment, losing 1,198 jobs
countywide from 2001 to 2004 (a minus 0.1 percent
change). Nonetheless, some sectors continued to see
employment increases in the county with education and
health services and the construction industry leading the
way in hiring.

Frederick County

The Frederick County economy is led by four key
industries: education and health services; trade,
transportation and utilities; professional and business
services; and construction. Together, these four
industries account for well over half of the county’s
employees and 63.8 percent of the county’s earn