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IV.  SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT  
 

A. CITIZEN AND INTEREST GROUP OUTREACH 

 
 This section summarizes the major areas of controversy and support for the 

project.  It also reflects the concerns and positions taken in general by elected officials, 

commenting agencies, and citizens. 

 

1. Mainline Alternate Issues – Introduced or Remaining – Post Hearing  
 

 
 The Alternates Public Workshop and the Location/Design Public Hearing 

generated awareness within the community and resulted in several interest groups forming to 

support their desires for the project direction and results.  These groups were each provided the 

opportunity to have their positions on the project heard and evaluated by the Study Team.  

Members of the Team, on numerous occasions, met with the Project Focus Group, Local Elected 

Officials, North College Park Business Association, individual property owners, community 

associations and stakeholders to discuss the details of the study and its progress.  At these 

meetings major project issues were discussed, most of which had either existed prior to the 

Public Hearing or had arisen after further evaluation since the hearing.  The following describes 

the major issues faced and attempted resolutions by the Study Team throughout the project: 

 
 Width of the Outside Curb Lane – The width of the outside curb lane has been a 

topic of much discussion by the Study Team, the Focus Group, the business community and the 

bicycle groups.  As indicated in the Public Hearing summary discussed later in this section, the 

testimony was split between those for the wider lane and those against it.  SHA has determined 

that bicyclists have the right of access onto US 1 and the wider outside lane safely 

accommodates them.  If a smaller lane width were provided, the lane could not be striped, 

potentially adding to driver and bicyclist confusion and safety hazards. 

 
 Placement of the Median and Median Breaks - The Study Team has discussed and 

evaluated the comments and concerns received on the topic of the median (presented as part of 
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the Four-Lane Divided Alternate) throughout the study process, ranging from changes of travel 

patterns, access to businesses, emergency vehicle movements, aesthetics, and safety.  Many of 

the issues that have been raised in this study were also raised in other SHA studies that included 

options for introducing a divided highway.  Many miles of divided highway have been 

implemented throughout the State of Maryland without many of these issues continuing to be a 

challenge.  The Study Team has thoroughly evaluated these issues in relation to the safety and 

efficiency benefits of adding a median and has found no permanent adverse consequences.    

 

 Property Impacts – Following the preliminary alternates development and 

evaluation, twenty-two (22) businesses were identified for displacement.  The Study Team 

focused on reducing these impacts by revising the typical section in specific areas, altering the 

outside landscaping to a two-foot paver panel down from three-foot lawn panel, and introducing 

slight alignment shifts and small sections of retaining walls.  With these refinements, the number 

of business displacements was reduced to 16 (two of which are abandoned properties) for the 

Four-Lane Divided Alternate and 10 (two of which are abandoned) for the Five-Lane Undivided 

Alternate.  The Study Team continues to investigate the potential for further savings and these 

efforts will again intensify in the design phase. 

 

 Utility Relocation – Relocation of existing above ground utilities has been a major 

project issue from the onset of the study.  To accommodate the relocation of utilities above 

ground, an additional three feet was included in the typical sections for both of the build 

alternates.  In response to Prince George’s County and the City of College Park expressing an 

interest in relocating the utilities underground, the SHA procured an engineer’s estimate from an 

independent expert early in Stage II of the Study.  This estimate revealed that the cost to locate 

the utilities underground would be $45 to $50 million.  SHA agreed to participate in the 

underground relocation of the utilities only to the level of funding required to relocate the 

utilities above ground (the above ground utility relocation was estimated at $15 to $20 million 

 

 Access Consolidation/Management – A key feature of the TSM/TDM Alternate 

included in each of the build alternates is the consolidation of access points along the corridor.  

There are more than 125 distinct access points along north and southbound US 1, some as long 
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as 150 feet.  Moreover, many businesses have multiple access points along a very short US 1 

frontage.  Instead of a full access management plan, the Study Team focused on consolidating 

access points for each business and in some cases shifted a property’s access to a side street, as 

recommended by the FHWA.  Through this effort, the number of access points was reduced from 

125 to 88.  

 

2. Focus Group 

 

 The US 1 Focus Group was comprised of representatives from local businesses, 

residents, elected officials, and state and local government representatives.  The Focus Group 

was formed in October 1998 with 20 members.  Membership has remained fairly constant over 

the course of the study process. 

 

 The first Focus Group meeting was held on October 14, 1998.  Since then, the 

Focus Group has met regularly every 6-8 weeks and has provided input into every phase of the 

Project Planning process, starting with the project goals. The Focus Group made significant 

contributions to the development of each of the alternates and particularly helped the Study 

Team accurately define the reconstruction alternates. Their input helped to shape the 

development of the typical sections, location of median breaks for the Four Lane Divided 

Alternate, access consolidation, bus pull-off areas, the discussion on the 14-foot versus 16-foot 

curb lane, and perhaps most intensely, the centerline shifts and typical section modifications to 

reduce impacts to businesses along the corridor.  Other studies that were conducted at the Focus 

Group’s request include a reversible lane study. The Focus Group was also responsible for 

communicating the progress of the study to the local citizens and businesses that were not 

directly involved with the study.  Focus Group members also assisted in the preparation and 

conduct of the Alternates Workshop in November 1999. 

 

3. Business Outreach 

 

 The Study Team worked very closely with the business community along US 1 

throughout the entire course of the study.  The US 1 corridor is lined with businesses on both 
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sides of the roadway, and therefore the business community is a large stakeholder in the study.  

Besides having a significant presence on the Focus Group, many of the area businesses also 

formed a coalition that represented the general interests of the entire business community.   

 

 Business community workshops were held on June 12 and June 13, 2000 to 

discuss the overall study, develop the alternates, identify individual impacts to properties, and 

receive comments and suggestions to improve the concepts.  The businesses along the entire 

study area were divided into two groups – those north of MD 193 to the Capital Beltway 

(improvements north of the Beltway are to be done by others) and those south of MD 193 to 

College Avenue.  At the business community workshops for these two groups, the businesses 

were further divided into several smaller groups to facilitate better discussion and understanding 

of the proposed alternates.  Each of the smaller groups had a facilitator from the Study Team.  

Prior to the business community workshops, Study Team members distributed flyers to 

individual businesses, informing them of the meetings and requesting their participation.  The 

meetings were also advertised in the local newspapers.  

 

 Study Team members also met with several individual business owners who had 

concerns over impacts to their properties.  The Study Team also replied to correspondence from 

the business owners or their representatives seeking clarification on the Study and providing 

information to the business owners. Although the business community represents the group that 

is most directly impacted (land takings, parking and on-site structure impacts), the Study Team 

also has reached out to the residential communities for whom US 1 is their means to access their 

homes. 

 

  Due to the amount of impact to the commercial areas located in the 

northern end of the study area, namely at the intersection of Cherry Hill Road and US 1, the 

property owners and business proprietors formed the North College Park Business Association 

(NCPBA).  This group was established to provide a means for them to be recognized as a 

collective interest group.  Throughout the duration of the Study, the Team met with the NCPBA 

to discuss the design considerations and modifications that provide the greatest balance between 

meeting the Project goals and minimizing impacts to their properties and business functions. 
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B. FOCUS GROUP AND LOCAL BUSINESS MEETING MINUTES 

 

 Following the public comments and SHA responses is the collection of Minutes 

from the Focus Group Meetings and Local Business Meetings held throughout the duration of 

the Study.  The following is a summary of the Focus Group meeting minutes: 

 

March 2, 1999 
 

• Addressed specific signal timing and roadway operation concerns 
• Addresses access management 

 
April 13, 1999 
 

• Addressed specific signal timing and roadway operation concerns 
• Addressed planning efforts 
• Separated into two work groups to discuss issues north and south of MD 193 

 
May 27, 1999 
 

• Presented tentative project timeline 
• Discussed comments from last meeting 
• Discussed current and future traffic and traffic planning 

 
September 27, 1999 
 

• Addressed development ideas for University-owned area 
• City of College Park Community Center selected as Alternates Public Workshop location 
• Discussed special effort to contact business community 
• Viewed latest alternatives mapping 

 
October 8, 1999 
 

• Discussed advertising for Alternates Public Workshop 
• Reviewed alternatives mapping 

 
July 20, 2000 
 

• Informed of new Project Manager 
• Updates on business community meetings 
• Discussed centerline shift, Cherry Hill Road interchange, access management, and 

TSM/TDM 
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August 1, 2000 
 

• Business community meeting 
• Discussed bicycle access, safety, and appropriateness 
• Discussed business community's role in project  

 
August 29, 2000 
 

• Summarized past meetings with City Council, business community, and council members 
• Discussed alignment shift study 
• Postponed public hearing until early Spring 2001 

 
October 17, 2000 
 

• Discussed providing audio broadcast of meetings on a local cable channel and decided to 
ensure regular website updates 

• Presented three alignment shift scenarios and outlined engineering approach 
• Discussed reversible lanes 
• Discussed preliminary utility relocation estimates and access control 

 
December 11, 2000 

• Update on engineering refinements 
• Presentation of typical section modifications and shifted alignment 
• Presented new 4-lane Divided Alternate mapping with discussion of impact 

minimizations 
• Presented refined version of Cherry Hill Road Full Bridge Interchange Option 
• Cost estimates would be provided as soon as possible 

 
January 9, 2001 

• An update on the project was provided for the Lakeland Civic Association 
• Questions on safety and operations were raised and addressed by the Study Team 
• Attendees asked that the roadway be improved without impacts to adjacent properties 

 
February 8, 2001 

• Concerns were addressed about access from US 1 to Berwyn House Road and that the 
signal at Navahoe Street needs to be relocated to Berwyn House 

• The Study Team agreed to investigate the traffic and operations of such a shift 
 
March 1, 2001 

• A presentation of the US 1 Sector Plan by Reggie Baxter from M-NCPPC 
• The Sector Plan recommends the 4-lane divided reconstruction of US 1 
• An update on the development of the Environmental Document (description of the 

evolution of the alternates, impacts to businesses and existing environment, and 
coordination with agencies) 
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• Relevant sections of the draft document will be shared with members of the Focus Group 
as they are reviewed by SHA and FHWA. 

 
June 28, 2001 

• Review of engineering refinement studies 
• An overview of the Draft Environmental Assessment 
• Discussion on the upcoming Public Hearing 
• Concerns were raised by the Focus Group regarding the access management plan 
• It was announced that some of the volunteer fire agencies in the region were planning to 

register their opposition to the location of a medina strip on US 1 
• It was announced that several smaller studies addressing sidewalks, utilities, and access 

pint profiles were being preformed by SHA for the corridor 
 
January 28, 2002 

• Summary of Team Recommendation Meeting 
• Discussion of new Half Bridge Interchange Option and new IKEA interchange 

configurations 
• Request to investigate a “Florida-T” intersection at Cherry Hill Road 
• Concerns were raised about the safety of the median and bike lanes associated with the 4-

lane divided alternate 
 
February 14, 2002 

• Presentation from an IKEA representative 
• Summary of feedback and comments from the Public Hearing 
• Update on study progress and engineering refinements and introduction of Half Bridge 

Interchange Option at Cherry Hill Road 
• Discussion on improvements to Edgewood road to raise level-of-service 

 
February 20, 2003 
 

• Business community meeting 
• Introduced and familiarized members with latest developments 
• Addressed Cheery Hill road and Edgewood Road intersections 

 
February 21, 2003 
 

• Addressed study progress 
• Follow-up on Cherry Hill Road intersection improvement 
• Discussed traffic concerns 

 
July 8, 2003 
 

• Addressed study progress 
• Addressed Cherry Hill Road and Edgewood Road intersections 
• Discussed feedback from previous meetings 
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• Discussed schedule and next steps 
 
May 10, 2004 
 

• Presented new direction and schedule for remainder of the project 
• Autoville Drive alignments retained for detailed consideration 
• Discussed all intersection and interchange options  
• Discussed development effects 

 

C. PUBLIC MEETINGS 

 

 The following section provides a summary of the formal public involvement 

meetings held by SHA.   

 

1. Alternates Public Workshop 

 

The Preliminary Alternates for US 1 were presented at an Alternates Public 

Workshop held on November 4, 1999 at the College Park Community Center.  The goals of the 

workshop was to present the preliminary alternates developed for this study and receive input 

from the public concerning support for or opposition to each alternate.  Attendees were generally 

supportive of the need for vehicular and pedestrian accommodations and although there was 

vibrant community input for all of the alternates presented, there was no clear preference for a 

specific alternate.  Several participants questioned the safety of accommodating bicyclists on 

US 1.  Other issues included concerns for proposed impacts, access to and from businesses and 

the number of business displacements.  The Study Team received overwhelming interest for the 

Cherry Hill Road Full Bridge Interchange Option.  

 

2. Location/Design Public Hearing 

 

 Approximately 170 people attended the Public Hearing on June 27, 2001.  

Seventy (70) individuals provided formal testimony.  The comments collected, summarized 

below, were assessed over the following months to determine which improvement options were 
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favored by the community.  This information was then utilized by the Study Team to make a 

recommendation to the SHA Administrator. 

 

Summary of Testimony and SHA Response 

• Support for and against bike lanes – SHA noted that bike lanes are incorporated as part 

of the typical section to improve accessibility and service for alternative modes of 

transportation 

• Favorable reaction on the need for improved pedestrian safety – SHA noted that 5-foot 

sidewalks are incorporated to provide improved accessibility and safety.  Further, improved 

signal timing and pedestrian crossing facilities have been included  

• Concerns that congestion issues are not being adequately addressed – SHA noted that 

congestion relief is not a central goal of this project. Capacity improvements are only 

proposed at the Cherry Hill Road intersection.  Additionally, the wider travel lanes and other 

improvements will help improve traffic operations and safety  

• Access management, parking and internal circulation were all issues concerning property 

owners and customers – Access consolidation is a necessary component in the project’s goal 

to improve safety in the corridor, however SHA maintains that every attempt will be made 

during the design phase of the project to avoid impacts to property   

• Concerns over property relocation, displacement and business disruption – SHA 

maintains that every attempt will be made during the design phase of the project to avoid 

impacts to property.  If impacts are imminent, on-site relocation (signs, parking, etc.) will be 

provided where possible and/or owners will be provided fair market value for their property 

and relocation assistance 

• Cost of underground vs. above ground relocation of utilities – Relocating utilities 

underground is cost prohibitive.  SHA expressed their willingness to pay a portion of the cost 

to underground utilities up to the amount estimated to relocate utilities above ground. 

• Most attendees favorably supported the safety and capacity improvements provided by 

the proposed Cherry Hill Interchange – SHA noted that additional engineering refinements 

and agency approval of the Cherry Hill Road Interchange Alternate were still required prior 

to a selection.  
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• Public preference for the 4-lane or 5-lane alternates was equally divided - SHA noted that 

additional engineering refinements and agency approval of the Alternates were still required 

prior to a selection.  The Study Team will continue to meet with the project Focus Group for 

their insight and recommendations for the remainder of the study.  

 

 A project brochure mailed to local residents and business owners and provided for 

attendees at the Public Hearing, contained all relevant information regarding the proposed 

alternates and SHA policies.  Each brochure also included a prepaid postage comment card to 

give all interested parties an opportunity to express their opinions regarding the project.  Each 

letter, comment card or other form of written communication received in response to the public 

hearing is reproduced in the Citizen Correspondence section followed by SHA’s response at the 

end of this document. 

 

3. Public Information Meeting 

 

An Informational Workshop was held on June 23, 2004 to present the latest 

options developed to improve the intersection of US 1/Cherry Hill Road.  The following 

summarizes the comments received at this meeting: 

 

Summary of Comments Received 

• Most residents within the Autoville Drive community did not support the Autoville Drive 

Options 

• Business owners tended to favor the Mainline No-Build, Cherry Hill Road At-Grade No-

Build and Autoville No-Build or Autoville Drive Option C 

• Concerns were raised regarding property impacts and displacements 

• Many still support the Full-Bridge Interchange Option 
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V.  COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 
 

 This section includes letters, comment cards, and other correspondence 

documenting the involvement of the public, elected officials, resource, review, and permitting 

agencies throughout the study.   The correspondence is grouped accordingly: 

 

A.       ELECTED OFFICIALS CORRESPONDENCE 

B. AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE 

C. CORRESPONDENCE FROM THE PUBLIC 
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