
Environmental
Assessment 

SHA Project Number PG391A16 

MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study 
From North of the U.S. 301/MD 5 Interchange to 

North of the I-95/I-495 Interchange 

Prince George’s County, Maryland 

April 2012 

prepared by: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 





 Summary
 



  

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

   
   

    
   
    
   

  
 
 
 

 
  
  

 
 

 

 
 

 

MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study 	 Environmental Assessment

SUMMARY 
A. Administrative Action 
( ) Environmental Impact Statement 
(X) Environmental Assessment 

( ) Finding of No Significant Impact 

( ) Section 4(f) Evaluation
 

B. Additional Information 
Additional information pertaining to this project may be obtained by contacting either: 

Mr. Bruce M. Grey	     Ms. Keilyn Perez 
Deputy Director     Area Engineer 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering Federal Highway Administration 
State Highway Administration   Delmar Division 
707 North Calvert Street City Crescent Building 
Mailstop C-301 10 South Howard Street, Suite 2450 
Baltimore, Maryland  21202 Baltimore, Maryland  21201 
Hours: 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. Hours: 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. 
Phone: (410) 545-8500 Phone: (410) 779-7141 

C. Description of Proposed Action/Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study from north of the US 301 interchange to 
north of the I-95/I-495 interchange with MD 5 is to: 
•	 facilitate safe and efficient traffic flow, 
•	 provide cost-effective transportation infrastructure, 
•	 serve and support existing and future traffic demand, land use planning, and development 

efforts, and 
•	 enhance and facilitate transit services. 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Maryland State Highway Administration 
(SHA) are the lead agencies for the project.  

Study-area improvements are needed to accommodate future traffic volumes generated by 
planned development along MD 5 and at the development centers at each end of the corridor. 
Drivers experience traffic congestion along the MD 5 corridor during the peak commuter 
periods, especially in the southern portion of the corridor which includes signalized intersections 
and only four through-travel lanes (two lanes per direction).  Areas adjacent to the southern 
portion of the corridor and points south have experienced some of the greatest levels of 
population growth in all of Maryland, and anticipated growth and development in these areas are 
expected to contribute to increased traffic volumes.  SHA forecasts that these increases will 
result in greater levels of congestion along the entire MD 5 corridor and will increase the 
potential for high crash rates. Upgrades along the MD 5 corridor would help improve traffic 
operations and safety and support proposed land use and development patterns throughout the 
area. 
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D. Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
The MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study has evaluated alternatives for improvements to a 
segment of MD 5 that is approximately 10 miles long.  The corridor extends from just north of 
the convergence of MD 5 with US 301 near Brandywine, to the intersection of MD 5 with Auth 
Road just north of the I-95/I-495 interchange. The project would widen this segment of MD 5 
and/or provide priced and non-priced-managed lanes, and options for replacing intersections at 
Surratts Road and Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road with grade-separated 
interchanges.  The alternatives retained for detailed study (ARDS) consist of six mainline 
alternatives and four interchange options (two options at each of two locations).  

A Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was signed in 1988 for improvements in the 
MD 5 corridor. The improvements proposed in that document were constructed as funding 
became available.  Improvements completed or underway associated with that project include: 
•	 reconfiguration of the I-95/I-495 ramp with improved access to the MD 5 Branch Avenue 

Metro station, 
•	 addition of a lane in each direction from I-95/I-495 to MD 223, 
•	 conversion of three at-grade signals into grade-separated interchanges (Manchester Drive, 

Allentown Road, and Woodyard Road), and 
•	 addition of a lane at the paired signalized intersections at Brandywine Road and MD 373. 

Alternative 3, as proposed with the current study, contains the remaining improvements 
associated with the previous FEIS.  Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 8 reflect concepts based on an 
updated analysis of transportation needs and Prince George’s County Transportation planning 
documents.   

Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study include the following: 
•	 Alternative 1 –  No-Build; 
•	 Alternative 3 – MD 5 upgrade south of MD 223 only:  Widen MD 5 with one additional 

12-foot wide through-lane and a 12-foot wide shoulder to the inside and convert 
remaining at-grade intersections to grade-separated interchanges; 

•	 Alternative 4 – MD 5 upgrade entire corridor:  Incorporate all improvements from 
Alternative 3, add a fourth 12-foot wide through-lane and a 12-foot wide shoulder in each 
direction north of MD 223, and provide a direct-access ramp onto the proposed Metro 
Access Road; 

•	 Alternative 5 – Two new reversible price-managed lanes in the MD 5 median: Convert 
remaining at-grade intersections to grade-separated interchanges; provide direct access 
ramps to/from price-managed lanes at MD 223 and I-95/I-495 interchange; provide a 
direct access ramp onto proposed Metro Access Road; 

•	 Alternative 6 – MD 5 upgrade of the entire corridor with two price-managed 
lanes: Construct one additional lane in the median as a price-managed lane and convert 
one existing general purpose lane into the second price-managed lane north of MD 223; 
convert the remaining at-grade intersections to grade-separated interchanges; construct 
direct access ramps to/from price-managed lanes at MD 223 and I-95/I-495 interchange; 
provide a direct access ramp onto proposed Metro Access Road; 
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•	 Alternative 8 – One additional inside lane along the entire corridor designated as a High 
Occupany Vehicle (HOV) lane: Convert the remaining at-grade intersections to grade-
separated interchanges; provide direct-access ramps to/from the HOV lane at MD 223, 
and provide a direct-access ramp onto proposed Metro Access Road; 

•	 Surratts Road Interchange Option A – A grade-separated, modified diamond interchange 
with Surratts Road bridging MD 5: Remove the existing “S” curve on Surratts Road, 
shift Surratts Road north of existing intersection; provide second entrance to Southern 
Maryland Hospital Center;  

•	 Surratts Road Interchange Option B – Diamond interchange with Surratts Road bridging 
MD 5: Construct an interchange at the existing intersection, remove the existing “S” 
curve on Surratts Road, and provide second entrance to the Southern Maryland Hospital 
Center; 

•	 Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road Interchange Option A – Modified 
diamond grade-separated interchange between two existing unsignalized intersections of 
Moores Road and Earnshaw Drive with MD 5: Provide a bridge over MD 5 at 
interchange; and 

•	 Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road Interchange Option B – Same 
interchange proposed as for Option A:  Construct two-way service roads parallel to MD 5 
between Moores Road and Earnshaw Drive.  Build a bridge over MD 5 to connect the 
two service roads. 

E. Summary of Environmental Impacts 
A comparative summary of environmental impacts associated with the No-Build Alternative and 
the five mainline alternatives and four interchange options is described below (Table S-1): 

•	 The build alternatives and interchange options would have no adverse impacts on 
community facilities or services.  

•	 For the build alternatives, residential displacements would range up to seven and business 
displacements would range up to two.  Under the interchange options, residential and 
commercial displacements would range up to one.  

•	 No historic standing structures would be affected by the build alternatives or interchange 
options. 

•	 No archeological resource sites would be affected by the build alternatives or interchange 
options. 

•	 The build alternatives would directly impact 17.6 to 89.7 acres of prime farmland soils. 
The interchange options would impact a maximum of 12.1 additional acres of prime 
farmland soils. 

•	 The build alternatives would directly impact 4.3 to 10.7 acres of wetlands, 12,087 to 
20,153 linear feet of waterways, and 14.9 to 20.4 acres of floodplains.  The interchange 
options would impact an additional 0.2 to 2.6 acres of wetlands, 1,994 to 3,866 linear feet 
of waterways, and 0.7 to 9.2 acres of floodplain. 

•	 The build alternatives would directly impact 51.8 to 73.5 acres of tree-canopy cover. 
The interchange options would impact an additional 11.4 to 32.8 acres of tree-canopy 
cover. 
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•	 The build alternatives would result in 16.2 to 79.0 acres of new impervious surfaces.  The 
interchange options would add 3.8 to 9.6 acres of new impervious surfaces. 

•	 Sixteen potential hazardous materials sites could be affected by the build alternatives and 
interchange options. Depending on the amount of property acquired, further 
investigations of some or all of these sites could be required before acquisition. 

•	 The build alternatives and interchange options would not exceed the State/National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

•	 As a result of the build alternatives, a number of noise sensitive areas (NSAs) would 
experience build year noise levels that approach or exceed the FHWA noise abatement 
criteria for the intended land use. Noise impacts would occur in 13 NSAs under 
Alternative 3, 37 NSAs under Alternative 4; 36 NSAs under Alternative 5; 37 NSAs 
under Alternative 6; and 37 NSAs under Alternative 8. 

•	 The feasibility and reasonableness criteria for consideration of noise abatement measures 
are met at 7 NSAs with Alternative 3; 17 NSAs with Alternative 4; 15 NSAs with 
Alternative 5; 16 NSAs with Alternative 6; and 17 NSAs with Alternative 8. 

•	 None of the build alternatives or interchange options would have a disproportionately 
high or adverse impact on minority or low-income populations.  

•	 Indirect and cumulative impacts on environmental resources are likely to occur with this 
project. Indirect impacts would include both beneficial and negative effects on 
communities and businesses, and deleterious effects on natural resources and habitats. 
However, no growth-inducing effects or other effects related to induced changes in land 
use, population density, or growth rate would result from the MD 5 project. 
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Table S-1: Summary of Impacts. 

Resources No-
Build Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 8 

Surratts 
Road 

Interchange 
– Option A  

Surratts 
Road 

Interchange 
– Option B 

Moores Rd./ 
Earnshaw 
Dr./ Burch 

Hill Rd. 
Interchange – 

Option A 

Moores Rd./ 
Earnshaw 
Dr./ Burch 

Hill Rd. 
Interchange – 

Option B 
Socio-Economic Environment 
1. Displacements
  Residential  (No.) 0 0 0 7 2 0 1 1 0 0 
  Business (No.) 0 0 2 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 
2. Total Number of Properties 
Affected 0 56 187 209 186 198 29 31 28 35 

3. Right-of-Way Required (acres)
  Residential 0 9.1 16.2 21.1 19.6 16.3 4.2 4.2 20.2 12.1
  Commercial/Industrial 0 1.4 15.9 16.7 16.3 16.9 9.9 9.7 0.1 0.9
  Agricultural 0 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0 0 5.6 7.5 
  Parkland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  US Government 0 0 8.3 9.6 9.3 8.7 0 0 0 0 
Total Right-of-way Required 0 27.6 61.7 71.2 69.0 65.1 20.5 20.4 25.9 25.6 
Natural Environment 
1. Prime Farmland Soils (acres) 0 17.6 85.6 89.2 89.7 88.3 0 <0.01 4.9 12.1 
2. Wetlands (acres) 0 4.3 9.1 10. 7 10.4 9.7 0.2 0.3 0.2 2.6 
3. Stream (linear feet)1 0 12,087 18,010 20,153 19,520 18,183 2,715 3,410 1,994 3,866 
4. Impervious Surface (acres) 0 16.2 30.3 79.0 51.1 32.7 6.0 9.6 5.3 3.8 
5. 100-yr Floodplain (acres) 0 14.9 19.8 20.3 20.4 20.1 4.6 4.6 0.7 9.2 
6. Forest (acres) 0 51.8 65.6 73.5 70.7 65.7 11.6 11.4 26.0 32.8 
7. Number of NSAs Exceeding 
Abatement Criteria2 NA 13 37 36 37 37 NA NA NA NA 

8. Number of NSAs where noise 
barriers are warranted, feasible, 
and reasonable 

NA 7 18 16 17 18 NA NA NA NA 

Cost Estimates 

1. Construction (millions) 0 $206-
$226 

$660-
$730 

$930-
$1,028 

$989-
$1,093 

$745-
$825 

$94- 
$104 

$102- 
$112 

$75- 
$83 

$86- 
$95 

1 Total stream impacts include all perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral channels, and unclassified culverts.
 
2 The Noise Analysis for each alternative included the Surratts Road and Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road interchange options. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

The following Environmental Assessment Form is a requirement of the Maryland Environmental 
Policy Act and Maryland Department of Transportation Order 11.01.06.02. Its use is in keeping 
with the provisions of 1500.4(k) and 1506.2 and 1506.6 of the Council of Environmental Quality 
Regulations, effective July 31, 1979, which recommend that federal, state and local procedures 
be integrated into a single process to reduce duplication. 

The checklist identifies specific areas of the natural and social-economic environment that have 
been considered while preparing this Environmental Assessment (EA).  The reviewer can refer to 
the appropriate section of the document, as indicated in the “Comment” column of the form, for 
a description of specific characteristics of the natural or social-economic environment within the 
proposed project area. It will also highlight any potential impacts, beneficial or adverse, that the 
action may incur.  The “No” column indicates that during the scoping and early coordination 
processes, a specific area of the environment was not identified to be within the project area or 
would not be impacted by the proposed alternatives. 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study from 

North of the US 301/MD 5 Interchange to North of the I-95/I-495 Interchange at Auth 


Road/MD 5 in Prince George’s County 

Project # PG391A16
 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM Yes No Comments 

A. Land Use Considerations 

1. Will the action be within the 100-year flood plain? X See Section III.E.4 

2. Will the action require a permit for construction or 
alteration within the 50-year flood plain? X 

3. Will the action require a permit for dredging, filling, 
draining or alteration of a wetland? X See Section III.E.3(c) 

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

5. Will the action occur on slopes exceeding 15%? X 

6. Will the action require a grading plan or a sediment 
control permit? X See Section III.E.3(b) 

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

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

9. Will the action require a permit for airport construction? X 

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

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

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

13. Will the action affect the use of an archeological or 
historical site or structure? X See Section III.D 

B. Water Use Considerations 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 
14. Will the action require a permit for the change of the 

course, current, or cross-section of a stream or other 
body of water? 

15. Will the action require the construction, alteration, or 
removal of a dam, reservoir, or waterway obstruction? 

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

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

Yes 

X 

X 

No 

X 

X 

Comments 

See Section III.E.3(b) 

See Section III.E.3(b) 

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

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

X 

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

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

X 

See Section III.E.3(a-c) 

22. If so, will the discharge affect ambient water quality 
parameters and/or require a discharge permit? X See Section III.E.3(c) 

C. Air Use Considerations 

23. Will the action result in any discharge into the air? X See Section III.F 

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

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

X See Section III.F 

See Section III.G.3 

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

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

D. Plants and Animals 

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

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

X 

X 

See Section III.E.6 

See Section III.E.5 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM Yes No Comments 
30. Will the action require a permit for the use of pesticides, 

herbicides or other biological, chemical, or radiological 
control agents? 

X 

E. Socio-Economic 

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

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

X 

X 

See Section III.A.4 

See Section III.A.4 

33. Will the action alter land values? X See Section III.C 

34. Will the action affect traffic flow and volume? X See Section I.D 

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

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

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

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

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

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

See Section III.C.2 

40. Will the action discourage present sources of tax 
revenue from remaining in the area, or affirmatively 
encourage them to relocation elsewhere? 

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

X 

X 

E. Other Considerations 

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

43. Could the action be eliminated without deleterious 
affects to the public health, safety, welfare, or the 
natural environment? 

X 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM Yes No Comments 

44. Will the action be of statewide significance? X 

45. Are there any other plans or actions (federal, state, 
county, or private) that, in conjunction with the subject 
action could result in a cumulative or synergistic impact 
on public health, safety, welfare, or environment? 

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

47. This agency will develop a complete environmental 
affects report on the proposed action. 

X 

X 

X 

See Section III.I 

See Environmental Assessment 
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I. PURPOSE AND NEED 
A. Project Location and Description 

The Maryland SHA is proposing highway improvements along a segment of MD 5 (Branch 
Avenue) in Prince George’s County. The segment extends for approximately 10 miles, 
beginning just north of the convergence of MD 5 with US 301 near Brandywine and continuing 
to the intersection of MD 5 with Auth Road just north of the I-95/ I-495 (Capital Beltway) 
Interchange (Figure I-1).  The project is referred to as the MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study. 

MD 5 is a six-lane divided highway with full access control in the northern half of the project 
corridor from the MD 223 (Woodyard Road) interchange to the Capital Beltway interchange. 
Access is provided at six grade-separated interchanges or ramp connections (MD 223, Malcolm 
and Schultz Roads, Coventry Way, Old Alexander Ferry Road, MD 337/Allentown Road, and 
Linda and Deer Pond Lanes). MD 5 is a four-lane divided highway with limited access control 
in the southern half of the project corridor from the US 301/MD 5 interchange to the MD 223 
interchange.  Access points are provided at three at-grade signalized intersections (MD 373, 
Brandywine Road, and Surratts Road) and two unsignalized intersections (Burch Hill 
Road/Earnshaw Drive and Moores Road).  Within the project corridor, MD 5 is functionally 
classified under the Federal Functional Classification System as an Urban Freeway/Expressway 
north of MD 373 and as a Rural Other Principal Arterial south of MD 373.  

The MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study is evaluating alternatives for widening this segment of 
MD 5 and/or providing managed lanes, and options for constructing grade-separated 
interchanges to replace selected at-grade intersections.   

B. Project Background 
MD 5 within its project limits has been the focus of several transportation studies over the past 
25 years. A Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was completed in 1988, that 
evaluated improvements to MD 5 from north of I-95 to south of US 301.  The selected action 
proposed the reconstruction of MD 5 as a multi-lane facility with the addition of one lane in each 
direction on the median side (to provide a total of six lanes), and the construction of up to six 
new interchanges to replace major at-grade intersections.  The improvements proposed in that 
document were constructed as funding became available.  Improvements completed or underway 
associated with that project include: 
•	 reconfiguration of the I-95/I-495 ramp with improved access to the MD 5 Branch Avenue 

Metro station, 
•	 addition of a lane in each direction from I-95/I-495 to MD 223, 
•	 conversion of three at-grade signals into grade-separated interchanges (Manchester Drive, 

Allentown Road, and Woodyard Road), and 
•	 addition of a lane at the paired signalized intersections at Brandywine Road and MD 373. 

No improvements were implemented in the southern section of the corridor south of MD 223, 
which remains a four-lane divided section with limited access controls.  Alternative 3, as 
proposed with the current study, contains the remaining improvements associated with the 
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previous FEIS. Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 8 reflect concepts based on an updated analysis of 
transportation needs and Prince George’s County Transportation planning documents.   

The FEIS also identified the need to construct an interchange at the MD 5/MD 373/MD 381 
intersections; this breakout project (referred to as the MD 5/Brandywine Road/MD 373 
Interchange project) is currently in final design. 

The MD 5 corridor has also been included in the US 301 Southern Corridor Transportation 
Studies. In 1993, then Governor William Donald Schaefer and Transportation Secretary 
O. James Lighthizer appointed a diverse 75-member task force to the study and developed a 
comprehensive package of transportation recommendations to address transportation problems 
related to land use, growth, economic development, and environmental issues along the US 301 
corridor from the Governor Nice Bridge over the Potomac River to US 50 near Bowie.  In 1996, 
the Task Force issued recommendations for further detailed study to address transportation, land 
use economic development, and environmental issues along US 301 and MD 5.  In 1997, a 
planning strategy was developed for the analysis of the Task Force recommendations.  MD 5 was 
included as a sub-corridor as part of the US 301 Southern Corridor portion of the project; 
however, no preferred transportation alternatives were identified and no formal 
recommendations were promoted by SHA for the Southern Corridor prior to the cessation of 
those studies. In June 2005, the MD 5 corridor was separated from the US 301 Corridor project 
through the Logical Termini report. 

The current study proposes to reinvestigate possible transportation solutions for the MD 5 
corridor based on an updated assessment of transportation needs.  The current study corridor 
extends from just north of its interchange with US 301 to north of the I-95/ I-495 interchange.  In 
order to maintain the integrity of the interstate system, the study must also consider the potential 
impacts to I-95/I-495 when improving traffic operations along northbound MD 5. 

C. Purpose of the Project 
The purpose of the MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study is to facilitate safe and efficient traffic 
flow while providing cost-effective transportation infrastructure to serve and support existing 
and future traffic demand, land use planning, and development efforts, while enhancing and 
facilitating transit services.   

D. Need for the Project 
Currently, drivers experience traffic congestion along the MD 5 corridor during AM and PM 
peak commuter periods, especially in the southern portion of the corridor which includes signal-
controlled intersections and four through travel lanes (two lanes per direction).  Areas adjacent to 
the southern portion of the corridor and points south in Prince George’s County, and the 
Southern Maryland region (including Charles, Calvert, and St. Mary’s Counties) have 
experienced some of the highest levels of population growth in Maryland over the past 25 years 
(61 percent to 156 percent), and are forecasted to continue to grow at levels faster than those of 
the state as a whole. The anticipated growth and development south of the project corridor is 
expected to contribute to increasing traffic volumes and congestion along the entire MD 5 
corridor by 2030. 
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1. Existing and Future Traffic Conditions 
Average Weekday Daily Traffic (ADT) in 2008 ranged from 63,200 to 126,300 vehicles per day 
with the section from MD 337 to I-95/I-495 having the highest volumes (Table I-1). Traffic 
volumes generally increase along MD 5 moving from south to north as traffic accesses MD 5 to 
travel to I-95/495 and Washington, D.C.  The volumes are projected to increase to a range of 
75,200 to 149,700 by the year 2030, as residential, employment, and commercial growth in the 
corridor and Southern Maryland continues. 

Table I-1: MD 5 Existing (2008) and Forecasted (2030) Average Weekday Daily Traffic 
MD 5 Sections/Intersections 2008 Daily Volume 

(Range) 
2030 No-Build Daily Volume 

(Range) 
US 301/MD 5 Interchange at T.B. to 
MD 223 

63,200 – 79,900 75,200 – 101,500 

MD 223 to MD 337 108,000 – 124,200 130,100 – 148,400 
MD 337 to I-95/I-495 120,000 – 126,300 143,100 – 149,700 

A Level of Service (LOS) analysis for 2008 and 2030 was performed for at-grade intersections 
along MD 5. LOS is a measure of the congestion experienced by drivers, and ranges from 
LOS A (free flow with little or no congestion) to LOS F (failure with stop and go conditions). 
LOS is normally computed for the peak periods of a typical day, with LOS D (approaching 
unstable flow) or better generally considered acceptable for highways in urban and suburban 
areas. At LOS E, volumes are near the capacity of the highway.  LOS F represents conditions in 
which there are operational breakdowns with stop and go traffic and extremely long delays at 
signalized intersections. 

In 2008, all five of the at-grade intersections along MD 5 operated at a LOS F during the AM or 
PM peak hours, with volume to capacity (V/C) ratios ranging from 1.00 to 1.23.  These findings 
match observations in the field as queues along MD 5 at these signalized intersections are 
common during rush hours, particularly northbound (NB) in the morning and southbound (SB) in 
the evening (Table I-2). 
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Table I-2: MD 5 Existing (2008) & Forecasted (2030) LOS Analyses Results 

Intersection 
Existing 

Condition 
Existing V/C 

Ratio 

Alternative 1 
No Build 

LOS 

Alternative 1 
No Build 
V/C Ratio 

All Build 
Alternatives 

3, 4, 5, 6 and 8 
Year 2008 Year 2008 Year 2030 Year 2030 Year 2030 
AM (PM) AM(PM) AM (PM) AM (PM) AM (PM) 

Accokeek Rd 

M
D

 5
 

(MD 373) F (F) 1.10 (1.00) * * * 
Brandywine 
Rd (MD 381) F (E) 

1.23 (0.97) 
* * * 

Moores Rd F (D) 1.19 (0.88) F (F) 1.47 (1.36) ° 
Burch Hill 
Rd/Earnshaw 
Dr F (E) 

1.23 (0.93) 
F (F) 1.66 (1.37) ° 

Surratts Rd F(D) 1.13 (0.83) F (F) 1.42 (1.19) ° 
* Grade separated interchange proposed as part of the MD 5/Brandywine Road/MD 373 Interchange project 
° Grade separated interchange proposed under MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study alternative 

By 2030, the intersections will continue to fail during the AM and PM peak hours.  In addition, 
the V/C ratios of these intersections range from 1.19 to 1.66 which equate to longer queues and 
side street delays.  Under the MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study, all remaining at-grade 
intersections would be converted to grade-separated interchanges, to reduce delay and queuing. 

In June 2010, the SHA conducted a Traffic Sensitivity Analysis to determine how the forecasted 
traffic data would change based on updated modeling prepared by the Metropolitan Washington 
Council of Government (MWCOG).  The new Regional Transportation Model [MWCOG Round 
7.2A (MWCOG 2009a and 2009b in Section V. References)] shows that projected traffic 
volumes are reduced by approximately 10 percent from the original modeled volumes.  This 
sensitivity analysis showed that the original traffic volumes developed for the MD 5 Corridor 
Transportation Study are useable for estimated traffic volumes through 2030. 

2. Traffic Safety 
The updated crash history for the MD 5 Corridor from 2008 to 2010 shows a total of 635 crashes 
and seven fatalities. These numbers are generally less than but consistent with the comparable 
weighted statewide average crash and fatality rates for similar types of roadways.  Rear end 
collisions ( 49 percent) were the most frequent type of collision on MD 5, and are prevalent 
during stop-and-go conditions, such as at signalized intersections along highways.  Other 
collisions were substantially higher than respective statewide averages (Table I-3), and as a 
collection of collisions types not otherwise listed in the table, are not predictive of traffic flow 
conditions or patterns. 
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 Table I-3: 2008 – 2010 Crash Data on MD 5 from US 301 to Auth Road 
Category 2008 2009 2010 Total Study Rate 

(%) 
Statewide 
Rate (%) 

Fatalities 5 2 0 7 0.6 0.7 
Total 

Accidents 231 
209 195 635 58.8 81.2 

Opposite 
Direction 7 

4 3 14 1.3 1.3 

Rear End 116 99 90 305 28.2 34.5 
Sideswipe 29 32 28 89 8.2 9.2 
Left Turn 6 4 6 16 1.5 3.6 

Angle 11 8 15 34 3.1 6.9 
Pedestrian 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.9 

Parked 
Vehicle 1 

0 1 2 0.2 0.9 

Fixed Object 45 34 37 116 10.7 15.0 
Other 16 28 15 59 5.5* 3.0 
Truck 

Related 
25 17 17 59 5.5 6.2 

* = Substantially higher than statewide rate 

3. Intermodal Connectivity 
Transit services along the MD 5 corridor include bus service, a park and ride lot, and Metrorail 
service. Patrons of these transit routes deal with many of the same congestion and safety issues 
as those using personal vehicles because they share the same facility.  SHA is committed to 
working with the area’s transportation agencies to develop alternatives which will take advantage 
of or enhance current intermodal resources and capabilities.  Such alternatives could include 
transit improvements as part of larger transportation improvement packages. All build 
alternatives are designed to allow Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) use either along the median shoulder 
(Alternatives 3 and 4) or within the managed lanes (Alternatives 5, 6 and 8). 
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II. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
A. Alternatives Presented at the Alternatives Public Workshop 

SHA considered a full range of alternatives during the initial planning stages of the project.  At 
the June 15, 2006 Alternatives Public Workshop, SHA presented seven build alternatives, the 
No-Build Alternative, and four interchange options to the public.  Five build alternatives 
(Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 8), the No-Build Alternative (Alternative 1), and all interchange 
options were retained for detailed study.  Two build alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 7) were 
dropped from further consideration.  Descriptions of the alternatives dropped from further 
consideration, and the reasons they were dropped, are provided below. 

Alternative 2 – Transportation Systems Management (TSM) 
The TSM Alternative consists of a series of improvements throughout the MD 5 corridor to 
address the areas of greatest need at specific locations or segments of the roadway.  TSM 
improvements can generally be implemented with relatively low costs and impacts.  These 
improvements include the following:  
•	 Combine acceleration and deceleration lanes into auxiliary lanes northbound and 

southbound between MD 223 and Coventry Way, 
•	 Construct two-lane southbound exit ramps at Coventry Way and MD 223 (Woodyard 

Road), 
•	 Construct two-lane northbound entry ramp at MD 223, 
•	 Allow inside shoulder use to provide enhanced bus service, 
•	 Construct four-way continuous flow intersection at Surratts Road, 
•	 Add four through lanes at Burch Hill/Earnshaw signalized intersection, and 
•	 Consider Park and Ride and transit. 

Alternative 2 was dropped from further consideration because it did not fully meet the project 
Purpose and Need as a stand-alone alternative.  Alternative 2 would not eliminate the at-grade 
intersections at Surratts Road, Burch Hill Road/Earnshaw Drive or Moores Road, which are 
primary factors contributing to traffic congestion during peak travel periods. Alternative 2 does, 
however, contain design elements that could be incorporated into the alternatives retained for 
detailed study, including inside shoulder use to provide enhanced bus service for the non-
managed lane alternatives as well as Park and Ride and transit considerations.    

Alternative 7 – Movable Barrier Express Toll Lane (ETL) 
Alternative 7 would convert the remaining at-grade intersections in the project area to grade-
separated interchanges. During the morning hours, this alternative would provide one additional 
northbound ETL north of MD 223and convert of one existing general purpose lane to an ETL. 
Southbound traffic would continue to have access to three general purpose lanes.   

In the evening, this alternative would provide one additional southbound ETL and convert one 
existing general purpose lane to an ETL.  Northbound traffic would continue to have access to 
three general purpose lanes. The transition from the morning period to the evening period would 
be made with a movable barrier.  South of MD 223, one reversible ETL would be added in the 
median. 
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Alternative 7 was dropped from further consideration because it did not provide a benefit over 
the other managed lane alternatives.  This alternative had a number of drawbacks including the 
need for a movable barrier machine, machine operator, and variable lane indicators, increased 
maintenance costs, and the amount of time required to move five miles of barrier each day. 

B. Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
The alternatives retained for detailed study (ARDS) consist of six mainline alternatives and four 
interchange options, two at each of two different locations.  A brief description of the MD 5 
alternatives and interchange options is provided below, and each is depicted in Appendix A. 

A system preservation/breakout project is currently under development, which includes the ramp 
improvements at I-95/I-495 and MD 5 southbound and closes the right in/right configuration 
from MD 5 onto Linda Lane and would include capacity improvements at the intersection of 
Allentown Road and Old Branch Avenue. Since that project is currently in design and is not 
funded for construction, the improvement to convey the redirected traffic south to Allentown 
Road to access MD 5 are shown in these ARDS.  These improvements will add a lane of 
pavement to all approaches to the intersection of Old Branch Avenue and Allentown Road, 
except for westbound Allentown Road, and through the interchange connecting eastbound 
Allentown Road to northbound MD 5.  Both the Linda Lane closure and Allentown Road 
improvements are shown on the alternatives mapping. 

Alternative 1 – No-Build 
Alternative 1 includes minor short-term improvements that would occur as part of normal 
maintenance and safety projects.  This alternative serves as the baseline for comparing potential 
impacts and benefits associated with the build alternatives.  

Alternative 3 – Expressway Upgrade South of MD 223 
Alternative 3 would convert the remaining at-grade intersections into grade-separated 
interchanges and widen MD 5 with one additional 12-foot through lane and 12-foot shoulder to 
the inside in each direction.  The wider shoulder south of MD 223 could accommodate buses and 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) operations. The mainline MD 5 widening would occur south of MD 
223 only. However, the intersection improvements noted above would be made to Allentown 
Road, at the intersections with Old Branch Avenue and at the MD 5 ramp terminals, to address 
increased traffic resulting from the Linda Lane closure.   

Alternative 4 – Expressway Upgrade Entire Corridor 
Alternative 4 would incorporate all of the improvements from Alternative 3 and add a fourth 12-
foot through lane and 12-foot shoulder in each direction from north of MD 223 (Woodyard 
Road) to the Capital Beltway.  The shoulder could accommodate buses and Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT) operations. This alternative would also provide a direct-access ramp onto the proposed 
Metro Access Road.  The intersection capacity improvements noted above at Allentown Road 
are included. 

Alternative 5 – Two Reversible Price-Managed Lanes 
Alternative 5 would provide two new reversible price-managed lanes in the MD 5 median, with 
access allowed only at select locations.  Buses would be allowed to travel in the price-managed 
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lanes at no cost. This alternative would also convert the remaining at-grade intersections into 
grade-separated interchanges and provide direct-access ramps to and from the price-managed 
lanes at MD 223 (Woodyard Road) and the Capital Beltway.  At MD 223, ramps would be 
provided to and from the north, with access to the commuter parking lot. This alternative would 
also provide a direct-access ramp onto the proposed Metro Access Road.  The intersection 
capacity improvements noted above at Allentown Road are included. 

Alternative 6 – One to Two Price-Managed Lanes 
Alternative 6 north of MD 223 would provide one additional price-managed lane in each 
direction and convert one existing general-purpose lane in each direction to a price-managed 
lane, resulting in two general-purpose and two price-managed lanes in each direction.  South of 
MD 223, this alternative would provide one additional price-managed lane in each direction and 
keep the two existing lanes in each direction as general-purpose lanes.  Buses would be allowed 
to travel in the price-managed lanes at no cost.  This alternative would also convert remaining at-
grade intersections into grade-separated interchanges and provide direct-access ramps to and 
from the price-managed lanes at MD 223 (Woodyard Road) and the Capital Beltway.  At 
MD 223, ramps would be provided to and from the north, with access to the commuter parking 
lot. This alternative would also provide a direct-access ramp onto the proposed Metro Access 
Road. The intersection capacity improvements noted above at Allentown Road are included. 

Alternative 8 – Non-Price-Managed Lanes (HOV) 
Alternative 8 would widen MD 5 with one additional lane to the inside in each direction along 
the whole corridor, with the additional lane designated as a Non-Price-Managed Lane (High 
Occupancy Vehicle, or HOV) which could accommodate buses and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
operations. This alternative would also provide direct-access ramps to and from the non-price-
managed lanes at MD 223 (Woodyard Road). At this location, ramps would be provided to and 
from the north, with access to the commuter parking lot. This alternative would also provide a 
direct-access ramp onto the proposed Metro Access Road. The intersection capacity 
improvements noted above at Allentown Road are included. 

Surratts Road Interchange – Option A 
This option would create a grade-separated interchange at MD 5 and Surratts Road, with Surratts 
Road bridging over MD 5.  The intersection of Surratts Road and MD 5 is currently an at-grade 
intersection with traffic signals. Option A would be a Modified Diamond Interchange with ramps 
for each movement to and from MD 5.  Surratts Road would be slightly shifted to the north of 
the existing intersection. Other improvements would include removing the existing “S” curve on 
Surratts Road and providing a second entrance to the Southern Maryland Hospital Center. 

Surratts Road Interchange – Option B 
Option B would be a Diamond Interchange, with Surratts Road bridging over MD 5.  The bridge 
would be placed where the existing intersection is located.  Ramps would be included for each 
movement to and from MD 5. This interchange is proposed at the existing intersection and would 
require construction of a temporary intersection while the structure is built.  Other improvements 
would include removing the existing “S” curve on Surratts Road and providing a second entrance 
to the Southern Maryland Hospital Center. 
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Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road/Moores Road Interchange – Option A 
Option A would create a modified diamond interchange between the two existing unsignalized 
intersections of Moores Road and Earnshaw Drive with MD 5.  Currently, Moores Road and 
Earnshaw Drive are both at-grade intersections with MD 5.  The new interchange would include 
a bridge over MD 5, with ramps to access all directions of MD 5. 

Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road/Moores Road Interchange – Option B 
Option B also proposes a grade-separated interchange between the two existing unsignalized 
intersections, as described in Option A; however, two-way service roads would be constructed 
parallel to MD 5 along both northbound and southbound roadways between Moores Road and 
Earnshaw Drive. A bridge would be built over MD 5 connecting the two service roads, and 
drivers would use the service roads and bridge to access both directions along MD 5. 
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III. EXISTING ENVIRONMENT AND IMPACTS 
This section describes the existing conditions in the study-area and the potential impacts of the 
proposed improvements to MD 5.  The categories presented affect environmental disciplines 
identified in the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 23 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) Part 771, “Environmental Impact and Related Procedures,” and all other appropriate 
federal, state, and local laws. 

A. Social Characteristics 
A socio-economic inventory and community effects analysis were prepared as part of the MD 5 
Corridor Transportation Study and are summarized in the following narrative.  For additional 
details, refer to the Community Effects Assessment Technical Report (CEA) (SHA 2011c in 
Section V. References). At the time the CEA was completed, Census 2010 data was not available 
for the study-area; however, the updated Census 2010 data is now available, and is included in 
this EA discussion. Because of changes in the way that Census 2010 was conducted and the 
elimination of the long form from the Census, data on income, poverty, and disability is not 
available for Census 2010. Therefore, data from Census 2000 was used for these sections.  A 
study-area that is much larger than the 380-acre project area was defined for the analysis in 
recognition that socioeconomic and land-use impacts would extend beyond the physical limits of 
the project. The study-area encompasses approximately 41,475 acres and is roughly bounded by 
the Capital Beltway and Pennsylvania Avenue to the north; Woodyard, Rosaryville, Frank 
Tippett, and Cherry Tree Crossing Roads to the east; Gardner Road and the Charles County line 
to the south; and Bock, Steed, Piscataway, and Danville Roads to the west (Figure III-1). 

The CEA identified communities, community facilities, and commercial and industrial facilities 
within the study-area. SHA compiled and evaluated census-tract data on population, ethnicity, 
economics, and other demographics available through the U.S. Census Bureau’s Census 2000 
and Census 2010. The census tracts that encompass the study-area are depicted on Figures III-1 
(Census 2000) and III-2 (Census 2010). 

1. Population and Housing 
Table III-1 shows population statistics for the state of Maryland, Prince George’s County, and 
the study-area in 2010.  According to the most recent Census data, approximately 11 percent of 
the population in the study-area is over age 65, a percentage between those of the state (12.2 
percent) and the county (9.4 percent).  The percentage of persons within the study-area who have 
one or more disabilities is 26.7, a percentage similar to those of Prince George’s County (27.4 
percent) and the state (28.0 percent).  Persons with disabilities and persons age 65 and above are 
fairly evenly distributed throughout the study-area.  Approximately 4.2 percent of the study
area’s population is considered below the poverty level, a percentage lower than those of the 
state (8.5 percent) and the county (7.7 percent).  Median household income for the study-area 
($66,557) is considerably higher than that of the state ($52,868) and the county ($55,256).  The 
study-area’s population is composed primarily of persons classified as African-American (78.8 
percent). 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

Table III-1:  Population Characteristics, 2000 and 2010  
Characteristic Maryland Prince 

George’s Co. 
Study-Area 

Total Population2 5,773,552 863,420 97,553 
Projected Population for 
20302 

6,729,500 981,550 n/a 

Percent Male / Percent 
Female2 

48.4/51.6 47.7/52.3 47.5/52.5 

Percent of Population 65 
Years and Older2 

12.2 9.4 11.0 

Percent of Population in 
Poverty3 

8.5 7.7 4.2 

Median Household Income3 $52,868 $55,256 $66,557 4 

Percent of Population with 
One or More Disabilities1 

28.0 27.4 26.7 

Race2 

White 58.2 19.2 12.6 

Black 29.4 64.5 78.8 

American Indian 0.4 0.5 0.4 
Asian/Pacific 
Islander 

5.5 4.1 2.4 

Other 3.6 8.5 3.1 

Two or More Races 2.8 3.2 2.7 

Percent of Population of 
Hispanic Origin2, 5 

8.2 14.9 5.8 

Percent Minority2 49.9 95.7 93.2 
1Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000
2Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010
3Poverty and Income data based on 1999 census sample data 

4Average of median incomes for census tracts after they were weighted by population
5Hispanic populations can be of any race 

Table III-2 provides housing statistics for the State of Maryland and Prince George’s County. 
Information on housing characteristics for the study-area has not been included due to changes in 
the geography of census-tract boundaries that occurred between 2000 and 2010; however, the 
rate of increase in the number of housing units in Prince George’s County, Sub-Region V, is 
expected to greatly exceed the countywide rate (Maryland-National Capital Parks and Planning 
Commission (M-NCPPC) 2007).  From 2005 to 2030, housing units are projected to increase by 
47 percent in Sub-Region V. 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

Table III-2:  Housing Trends 

Jurisdiction Households 
in 2000 

Households 
in 2010 

Percent 
change 

from 2000 
to 2010 

Housing 
Units in 

2000 

Housing 
Units in 

2010 

Percent 
change from 
2000 to 2010 

Maryland 1,980,859 2,156,411 8.9 2,145,283 2,378,814 10.9 
Prince 

George’s 
County 

286,610 304,042 6.1 302,378 328,182 8.5 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 and Census 2010 

Displacements and Property Acquisitions 

Tables III-3 and III-4 provide a summary of displacements and right-of-way (ROW) impacts 
for each alternative and interchange option.  Of all build alternatives, Alternative 5 would require 
the most residential (7) and business (2) displacements, and the most total ROW acquisition 
(71.2 acres). Alternative 3 requires no displacements and the least ROW acquisition (27.6 
acres).  Surratts Road Interchange Option A would require one residential and one business 
displacement, and Option B would require one residential displacement.  The Burch Hill 
Interchange options would require no displacements.  The majority of the property impacts 
would be narrow strip takes along the proposed roadway alignments; however several larger 
areas would also be needed to accommodate stormwater management (SWM) and environmental 
site design (ESD) requirements.   

Table III-3:  Displacement/Right-of-Way Impacts by Alternative 
Alt 1 No-

Build Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 8 

Total Number of Properties 
Affected 0 56 187 209 186 198 

Residential Displacements 0 0 0 7 2 0 
Business Displacements 0 0 2 2 2 2 
Residential ROW Acres 
Required 0 9.1 16.2 21.1 19.6 16.3 

Commercial ROW Acres 
Required 0 1.4 15.9 16.7 16.3 16.9 

Industrial ROW Acres 
Required 0 0 0 0 0 0 

US Government ROW Acres 
Required 0 0 8.3 9.6 9.3 8.7 

Agricultural ROW Acres 
Required 0 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 

Parkland ROW Acres 
Required 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total ROW Acres Required 0 27.6 61.7 71.2 69.0 65.1 
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Table III-4: Displacement/Right-of-Way Impacts by Interchange Option 
Surratts 
Road-

Option A 

Surratts 
Road – 

Option B 

Moores/ 
Earnshaw/ Burch 

Hill -Option A 

Moores/ 
Earnshaw/ Burch 

Hill -Option B 
Total Number of Properties 
Affected 29 31 28 35 

Residential Displacements 1 1 0 0 
Business Displacements 1 0 0 0 
Residential ROW Acres 
Required 4.2 4.2 20.2 12.1 

Commercial ROW Acres 
Required 9.9 9.7 0.1 0.9 

Industrial ROW Acres 0 0 0 0 
Agricultural ROW Acres 
Required 0 0 5.6 7.5 

Parkland ROW Acres 
Required 0 0 0 0 

Total ROW Acres Required 20.5 20.4 25.9 25.6 

Title VI Statement and Uniform Relocation Assistance 

It is the policy of the SHA 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, or physical or mental handicap in all 
SHA projects funded in whole or in part by the FHWA.  The SHA will not discriminate in 
highway planning, highway design, highway construction, right-of-way acquisitions, or 
provision of relocation advisory assistance.  This policy has been incorporated in all levels of the 
highway planning process in order that proper consideration may be given to the social, 
economic, and environmental effects of all highway projects.  Alleged discriminatory actions 
should be addressed for investigation to the Equal Opportunity Section of the SHA, to the 
attention of Ms. Sharon Holmes, Deputy Director, Office of Equal Opportunity, 707 North 
Calvert Street, Mail Stop M-LL3, Baltimore, Maryland 21202. 

Property owners affected by displacement would receive relocation assistance in accordance 
with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
revised June 10, 2005 as amended (Appendix B). This act requires that the project shall not 
proceed into any phase that would cause the relocation of any persons or proceed with any 
construction project until it has furnished assurances that all displaced persons would be 
satisfactorily relocated to comparable decent, safe, and sanitary housing within their financial 
means, or that such housing is in place and has been made available to the displaced person. 
Payments for cost of moving are also provided. 

The SHA Equal Opportunity program also addresses Executive Order (EO) 13166 (originally 
issued on August 11, 2000) to ensure that people with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) have 
meaningful access to programs, services, and benefits.  The LEP criterion is defined as one who 
does not speak English as a primary language and has limited ability to read, speak, write, or 
understand English.  The goal of this EO is to improve or provide meaningful access to federally 
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conducted and federally assisted programs and activities for persons with LEP, as well as to 
ensure that LEP individuals receive appropriate language services.  Information obtained from 
Census 2000, the M-NCPPC Planning Department, and planning studies conducted for this and 
other SHA projects that share portions of the current study-area identified no concentrations of 
people with LEP within the study-area. 

Effects on Seniors and Persons with Disabilities 

None of the alternatives currently under consideration are expected to have direct impacts on 
seniors or persons with disabilities.  The project would have no impact on senior centers or 
assisted living facilities, or their access.  All new sidewalks and pedestrian facilities would be 
designed in accordance with applicable Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.    

2. Environmental Justice 
Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, was signed on February 11, 1994.  The EO requires 
the assessment of disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects 
on minority and/or low-income populations resulting from proposed federal actions.  The EO 
reaffirms the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes and 
emphasizes the incorporation of those provisions into existing planning and environmental 
processes. 

“Minority” is defined as a person identified as: 
•	 African-American (a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa); 
•	 Hispanic (a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or 

other Spanish-culture origin, regardless of race); 
•	 Asian-American (a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, 

South East Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands); or 
•	 American Indian and Alaska Native (a person having origins in any of the original 

peoples of North America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal 
affiliation or community recognition). 

“Low income” is defined as a person whose median household income is at or below the income 
level set by the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) poverty guidelines.  The 
poverty guidelines issued by DHHS are abstracted from the original poverty thresholds updated 
each year by the United States Census Bureau. 

Methods 

Identification of minority or low-income populations was based on U.S. Census data and other 
information sources identified below.  Baseline demographic information at the census-tract 
level was obtained from Census 2000 for low-income populations and 2010 for minority 
populations. Statistics for the census tracts were compared to average statistics for the study-
area to indicate potential concentrations of minority and/or low-income populations (Figure 
III-3). In accordance with SHA’s Environmental Justice (EJ) Guidelines, SHA initially looked 
for individual census tracts with a percentage of minorities “meaningfully greater” than the 
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study-area average. “Meaningfully greater” is defined as any census tract with a minority 
population 10 percent or greater than the study-area average.  For low-income populations, SHA 
defined “meaningfully greater” as “any census tract with a percentage of persons living in 
poverty, 5 percent or greater than the study-area average.” 

Since census data alone is not sufficient to identify minority and/or low-income communities, it 
was supplemented with information from other sources (e.g., inquiries to the County Planning 
Department and the SHA District-3 Right-of-Way Office, Environmental Planning Division, and 
Office of Equal Opportunity). 

Findings 

Minority Populations 

As identified through U.S. Census 2010 data and summarized in Table III-1, the total 
percentage of the study-area minority population (93.2 percent) is slightly lower than that of the 
county as a whole (95.7 percent). Both the study-area and the county have meaningfully greater 
minority populations than the state as a whole (49.9 percent).  Based on 2010 Census Data, 
within the study-area, two census tracts have minority populations meaningfully greater than the 
study-area average and are considered EJ communities (8014.09 at 105.0 percent, and 8014.07 at 
103.0 percent). Since Hispanic populations can be of any race, members of those populations 
may be counted more than once and data may indicate a minority population that exceeds 100 
percent.  See Figure III-3 for the location of EJ communities within the study-area.  

Low-Income Populations 

As summarized in Table III-1, the median household income for the study-area ($66,557) was 
more than $11,000 higher than that of the county ($55,256) and more than $13,000 higher than 
that of the state ($52,868). As mentioned previously, economic data in the EA is based on 
Census 2000 data, as the Census 2010 did not survey economic data.  Four census tracts have 
median household incomes $10,000 below the study-area average:  Census Tracts 8011.04 
($44,310), 8014.02 ($56,094), 8017.01 ($49,493), and 8019.04 ($51,366).  Three of these census 
tracts are also below the state and county median household income:  Census Tracts 8011.04, 
8017.01, and 8019.04. The locations of these census tracts (which were based on the 2000 
Census) can be found on Figure III-1. 

The percentage of individuals living in poverty within the study-area (4.2 percent) was lower 
than in the county (7.7 percent) and the state (8.5 percent).  Two census tracts within the study-
area have a meaningfully greater number of persons living in poverty than the study-area: Census 
Tracts 8017.01 (9.1 percent) and 8019.04 (10 percent).  These census tracts are therefore 
identified as containing potential low-income populations. 

Based on census data and contacts with government, special interest, school, and community 
groups, SHA identified four census tracts with minority or low-income populations: 8014.07, 
8014.09, 8017.01, and 8019.04. 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

Impacts 

The proposed widening of MD 5 is relatively consistent throughout the corridor, and interchange 
improvements would facilitate safer movement through the study-area.  The project would have 
a positive impact on the entire community, including minority and/or low-income communities, 
by creating a safer, more efficient transportation corridor.  

One EJ community is directly adjacent to the project area – Census Tract 8019.04.  Alternative 5 
would result in five residential relocations along Deer Pond Lane in Census Tract 8019.04. 
Although Alternative 5 would impact five residences along Deer Pond Lane, it would not result 
in a disproportionately high or adverse impact to the EJ community, which for the purposes of 
this study is defined as the entire census tract.  This census tract extends from Middleton Lane to 
the east, Allentown Road to the west and south, and I-95/I-495 to the north, and includes areas 
on both sides of MD 5. The proposed relocations would not affect any community amenities or 
services, and because the residential relocations occur immediately adjacent to MD 5, they 
would not divide the rest of the community.  No other Alternatives would result in displacements 
within this census tract. 

SHA sent out 13 letters to the owners of properties identified as potential residential and business 
displacements throughout the project area on October 20, 2009.  The letter invited the property 
owners to attend a meeting on November 19, 2009, at the New Chapel Baptist Church, 5601 Old 
Branch Avenue, in Temple Hills, to present their questions and concerns.  A Spanish interpreter 
was provided. No invited property owners in the EJ communities attended the meeting. Only the 
franchise owner and a corporate representative from the 7-Eleven store located on Surratts Road 
(opposite the Southern Maryland Hospital Center) attended the meeting.  

As the project moves forward, SHA will continue its outreach to the affected EJ community to 
inform residents of the project’s status and provide opportunities for comment.  Documentation 
of the outreach efforts to the entire corridor, including EJ communities, is included in Section IV 
Comments and Coordination. 

3. Public Participation 
SHA has initiated outreach strategies for the MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study.  As described 
in the previous paragraph, those strategies have included targeted outreach to residents and 
business owners that may be displaced by one or more of the project alternatives.  An 
Alternatives Public Workshop was held on June 15, 2006, to provide residents and community 
members the opportunity to review and comment on the conceptual design of the proposed 
roadway. The meeting was attended by 120 people, most of whom were concerned about 
congestion and traffic problems along MD 5.  More than 100 people attended an Open House 
that was held on February 24, 2009, at Surrattsville High School.  Many of the attendees 
expressed the conviction that something must be done to improve traffic operations on MD 5. 
Documentation of the outreach efforts is included in Section IV: Comments and Coordination. 
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4. Neighborhoods 
The study-area is composed of a number of communities and neighborhoods of different sizes, 
including (see Figure III-4): 

Camp Springs 
Oxon Hill-Glassmanor 
Andrews Air Force Base 
Clinton 

Piscataway 
Friendly 
Tippett 
Henson Creek 

Rosaryville 
The Heights 
Brandywine 

Brandywine, the largest community, is also a county planning area that occupies the southeast 
portion of the study-area.  With the exception of Brandywine, communities within the study-area 
consist of residential subdivisions of various ages, the majority of which contain single-family 
detached homes.  The study-area is in transition from a relatively sparsely populated rural area to 
a more densely developed suburban section of the Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Area.  New 
residents will increasingly require facilities and services that greatly exceed those currently 
available. Section III.A.6 and Figures III-5A through III-5F include an inventory of current 
community facilities. 

The northern portion of the study-area is characterized by urban-fringe development and includes 
commercial properties along MD 5 surrounded by older residential neighborhoods.  The area is 
densely developed with little undeveloped land remaining.  Developed land near the Capital 
Beltway and developing areas to the south are included in this area.  Neighborhoods that lie 
within this portion of the study-area include Henson Creek and The Heights.  Henson Creek 
contains a mix of land uses and environments of varying characteristics.  The Heights is located 
along the District of Columbia’s southern boundary and includes all land inside the Beltway, 
south of Suitland Parkway. The municipality of Morningside and the neighborhoods of Camp 
Springs, Temple Hills, and Oxon-Hill Glassmanor are located within The Heights.  Henson 
Creek and The Heights are included in the Sub-Region VII Master Plan area.  

The southern portion of the study-area is more rural in character, with a forested landscape and 
farmlands and fields that are relatively uncommon throughout the rest of the study-area. 
Forested lands are sporadically interspersed with older, established subdivisions that alternate 
with newer, more expansive developments or tracts recently cleared for newer subdivisions.  

The Sub-Region V Master Plan area includes land in southern and southwestern Prince George’s 
County, which is generally bounded by the Potomac River, Tinkers Creek, Andrews Air Force 
Base (AAFB), Piscataway Creek, the CSX (Popes Creek) railroad line, Mattawoman Creek, and 
the Charles County line.  The communities of Brandywine, Piscataway, Tippett, and Clinton lie 
within this sub-region and the study-area. 

The Sub-Region VI Master Plan covers nearly one-third of Prince George’s County, most of 
which has been designated for rural preservation.  More than half the county’s designated 
historic sites and resources and its regionally important environmental assets are located in this 
rural area located primarily east of US 301.  According to the Sub-Region VI Master Plan, 
AAFB and a portion of the Rosaryville community are located in this sub-region and within the 
project study-area. 
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Impacts 

Roadway effects on neighborhoods and communities typically fall into three categories: 
community cohesion, access and mobility, and quality of life.  Overall, each of the build 
alternatives would increase roadway capacity, reduce delays and congestion, and enhance safety 
and efficiency in the study-area.  The project would result in no change in the landscape or 
natural setting of the study-area and is consistent with the general planning vision of the region.  

The No-Build Alternative would result in no displacements or ROW acquisitions and would 
have no direct effects on neighborhoods or communities.  Under this alternative, traffic 
congestion is expected to increase in the project area, resulting in decreased mobility and quality 
of life. 

MD 5 itself serves as a point of separation between existing communities along the corridor. 
Since all the mainline alternatives propose widening within the current alignment of MD 5, none 
of the build alternatives would cause new divisions of community cohesion, accessibility or 
mobility in the existing neighborhoods with one exception: a group of six residences on Deer 
Pond Lane, located just south of the I-95/495. These residences would be impacted by the 
construction of a new access ramp to I-95/495 proposed in Alternative 5 (the two reversible 
price-managed lanes in the median alternative).  The access ramp would displace five of the six 
residences between MD 5 and Deer Pond Lane. This is an isolated group of homes adjacent to a 
larger community of over 50 homes on Manchester Drive.  The loss of these residences would 
have a negative impact on cohesion for the Deer Pond Lane community if that alternative is 
advanced to construction.  The larger adjacent community would not be affected.   

Although the mainline build alternatives would move the roadway closer to residential areas in 
several locations, the impacts would not result in a loss of community cohesion or accessibility 
or cause community isolation, since the connections between the communities on both sides of 
MD 5 would be maintained and improved.  For all build alternatives, access would be 
maintained to the businesses, community facilities, and residences. 

Impacts from the interchange options at Surratts Road and Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill 
Road/Moores Road are localized to the neighborhoods and communities surrounding each 
proposed interchange. Surratts Road Interchange Option A would create a grade-separated 
interchange with MD 5 and straighten Surratts Road on the east side of MD 5.  This interchange 
would allow easier access to MD 5 from Surratts Road and create a second entrance into the 
Southern Maryland Hospital Center located in the southeastern quadrant of this intersection.  The 
grade-separated interchange would also allow easier hospital access for emergency services 
providers. This option would move the intersection of Fox Run Drive and Surratts Road to the 
east approximately 100 feet, resulting in a small increase in drive time and one residential 
displacement, which is not part of a larger residential development.  No other residences would 
be displaced.  Option A would also result in the displacement of the 7-Eleven convenience store 
on Surratts Road, a resource to the local community.  Although the impact would inconvenience 
local residents, the overall impact would be minor and SHA anticipates no change in community 
cohesion. 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

Surratts Road Interchange Option B is similar to Option A, with the exception that Surratts Road 
and Fox Run Drive would stay on existing alignment.  Option B would result in one residential 
displacement, which is not part of a larger residential development.  No other residences would 
be impacted and SHA anticipates no change in community cohesion.  

Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road/Moores Road Interchange Option A would create a new grade-
separated interchange between the two existing at-grade intersections at Moores Road and Burch 
Hill Road. Cul-de-sacs would be created at Moores Road, Burch Hill Road, and Earnshaw 
Drive, which would alter access to MD 5 and across MD 5 from these roads.  With this option, 
access to MD 5 from the western side of the highway would require residents to take Moores 
Road or Burch Hill Road to Brandywine Road, and travel north to the Surratts Road Interchange; 
or travel south on Brandywine Road to its intersection with MD 5.  To reach this area from 
MD 5, residents would reverse course.  Both scenarios would cause a nominal increase in travel 
distance and time (0.5 – two miles and one - three minutes), but would create a safer and more 
efficient movement of traffic.  On the eastern side of MD 5, residents would need to access 
MD 5 from Crestwood Avenue to the new interchange to go north or south on MD 5.  

The cul-de-sac created at Burch Hill Road would also eliminate direct access from MD 5 into a 
nursery/landscaping business (Ed’s Plant World) located in the southwestern quadrant of Burch 
Hill Road and MD 5.  The county has a proposed project, A-65 Old Fort Road Extended, which 
may be built to link the new interchange to Brandywine Road or Burch Hill Road and would 
reduce travel time and distance to the business. 

Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road/Moores Road Interchange Option A would alter community 
cohesion and accessibility, although no community would be completely cut off from the 
surrounding neighborhoods. These impacts are balanced against the anticipated safety 
improvements of the grade-separated interchange, and the likely improvements in traffic flow.   

Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road/Moores Road Interchange Option B would create service roads 
on both sides of MD 5, between Moores Road and Burch Hill Road.  A bridge over MD 5 would 
link the two service roads. This option would allow right-turn only access to MD 5 from the 
eastern and western sides of the study-area and allow access across MD 5 with a nominal 
increase in travel distance and time (less than 1 mile and one - two minutes).  Community 
cohesion and accessibility would be maintained under this option, while safety would also be 
improved. 

5. Aesthetics and Visual Quality 
The degree to which study-area aesthetics and visual quality may be impacted depends upon the 
alternative selected. The No-Build Alternative and the widening of MD 5 within the median 
would have no impact on the study-area aesthetics and visual character since the geometry and 
elevation of the proposed roadway are consistent with existing conditions.  Impacts on visual and 
aesthetic resources would result from the addition of two grade-separated interchanges and new 
ROW acquisitions.  

With all of the build alternatives, a large amount of land is needed for ESD to capture and treat 
stormwater runoff from the additional pavement proposed under this project.  Several larger 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

stormwater ponds are proposed along the corridor and can be seen on the alternative maps 
(Appendix A) as the LOD “bumps out” in a round shape, away from MD 5.  In many cases, 
these facilities are located in forested areas south of Woodyard Road.  There may be visual 
impacts if forest is removed to place SWM facilities near residential areas; however, SHA would 
look for opportunities to incorporate landscaping or retain some trees in those areas.  

Alternatives 5 and 6 would add direct access ramps at the Capital Beltway, providing access to 
and from the proposed price-managed lanes.  However, these areas already include nearby 
ramps, and the new ramps would be consistent with the existing visual environment.  At the 
Woodyard Road interchange, new ramps would be added for Alternatives 5, 6, and 8; however 
these would be at-grade and also consistent with the existing visual environment. 

Surratts Road Interchange Option A would provide new ramps and move Surratts Road to a new 
location north of the current roadway, changing the appearance of the surrounding land. The 
closest residence to the new ramps is located in the northwest quadrant and would be 280 feet 
from the new ramp. At this point, the ramp would be elevated 15.4 feet. Nearby residents would 
be unable to see portions of these new ramps, which would be obscured from view by forested 
areas.  The new interchange alignment would cause greater impacts on adjacent neighborhoods 
and communities due to additional ramps and the widening of MD 5. Although the visual 
environment would change under this alternative, the changes would be consistent with the 
surrounding area. 

Surratts Road Interchange Option B would provide new ramps and a new entrance to the 
Southern Maryland Hospital Center and change the appearance of the surrounding land.  The 
closest residence is located 280 feet from the new ramp, in the northwest quadrant of the study-
area. At this point, the ramp would be elevated 14.4 feet.  Nearby residents would be unable to 
see portions of these new ramps, which would be obscured from view by forested areas.  This 
new interchange alignment would cause greater visual impacts on adjacent neighborhoods and 
communities due to the additional ramps and the widening of MD 5.  Although the visual 
environment would change under this alternative, the changes would be consistent with the 
surrounding area. 

Burch Hill Interchange Option A would provide a grade-separated interchange at a location 
where none currently exists.  Although the current land use would not change, it would add a 
new visual element.  The residence closest to the new ramps is in the northeast quadrant of the 
study-area and would be 170 feet from the ramp, at an elevation of 34.3 feet.  Nearby residents 
would be unable to see the majority of these new ramps, which would be obscured from view by 
forested areas. Any area not obscured by the trees would be visible from the front or side of the 
houses. This new interchange alignment would cause greater visual impacts on adjacent 
neighborhoods and communities due to the additional ramps and the widening of MD 5. 
Although the visual environment would change under this alternative, the changes would be 
consistent with the surrounding area. 

Burch Hill Option B would create service roads that are closer to the residential neighborhoods 
than existing MD 5.  The closest residence is located in the northeast quadrant and would be 230 
feet from the new elevated service road.  At this point, the service road would be elevated  17.5 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

feet. Nearby residents would be unable to see the majority of these new ramps, which would be 
obscured from view by forested areas. Any area not obscured by the trees would be visible from 
the side of the houses. This new interchange alignment would cause greater visual impacts on 
adjacent neighborhoods and communities due to the additional ramps and the widening of MD 5. 
Although the visual environment would change under this alternative, the changes would be 
consistent with the surrounding area. 

All build alternatives would affect the aesthetics and visual quality of the study-area to some 
degree, and each would incorporate landscaping into the final design to offset those visual 
impacts.  The landscaping would help soften the appearance of the transportation improvements, 
the new structures, and any necessary retaining walls.  The project would be designed to reflect 
or enhance the current appearance of the surrounding area as much as possible.  In addition, SHA 
would consider nearby residences when installing street lights.  As the project design is refined, 
aesthetic treatments would be incorporated to maintain or enhance the compatibility of the 
proposed improvements with the surrounding community. 

6. Community Facilities and Services 
Community facilities and services were identified and inventoried through a combination of 
online resources (Dowling Web Design 2005; M-NCPPC 2007) and field reconnaissance.  The 
location of these facilities and services is illustrated in Figures III-5A to III-5F. Table III-5 
(following the figures) provides a key to the community facilities and services depicted on the 
figures. 
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Table III-5:  Listing of Community Facilities (associated with Figures III-5A-F) 
# NAME # NAME 

1 St. Phillips School 64 Broadview Baptist Church 
2 Branch Avenue Metro 65 Bethel Bible Church 
3 Greater Refuge Church 66 Church of Christ-Oxon Hill 

4 Library 67 Unity Presbyterian Church-Camp 
Springs 

Post Office 68 Bethany Christian Church 
6 Clinton Volunteer Fire Department 69 Ebenezer AME Church 
7 Clinton United Methodist Church 70 Allentown Baptist Church 
8 United Church Academy 71 Clinton United Presbyterian Church 
9 New Horizon 72 Clinton Christian Assembly 

Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 73 St. John’s Catholic Church 
11 Southern Maryland Hospital Center 74 Christ Episcopal Church of Clinton 
12 Brethren Baptist Church 75 Antioch Baptist Church 
13 Christian Love Church 76 Clinton Baptist Church 
14 Post Office 77 Camp Springs Community Church 

Post Office 78 Cheltenham Church of God 
16 Allenwood Elementary School 79 Brandywine Episcopal Church 
17 Middleton Valley Elementary School 80 Union Bethel AME Church 
18 Thurgood G. Marshall Middle School 81 Apostolic Faith Church 
19 Princeton Elementary School 82 Adams Inspirational AME Church 

Crossland High School 83 Bladensburg Baptist Church 
21 Avalon Elementary School 84 Berean Baptist Church 
22 James Ryder Randall Elementary School 85 Bible Lighthouse Missionary Church 
23 Francis T. Evans Elementary School 86 Bible Prayer Time Faith, Inc. 
24 Clinton Grove Elementary School 87 Brandywine Bible Church 

Tanglewood Special Education Center 88 Nativity Episcopal Church 
26 Waldon Woods Elementary School 89 Center of Praise & Worship 

27 Regional Institute for Children and 
Adolescents 90 Christ Temple Church 

28 Gwynn Park Middle School 91 Christian Science Church 
29 Gwynn Park High School 92 Church of the Great Commission 

Surrattsville High School 93 Hope Lutheran Church 
31 Stephen Decatur Middle School 94 Independent Baptist Church 
32 Aylor-Brinkley 95 Little Rock Baptist Church 
33 Central Michigan University 96 Lords Church & Christian Center 
34 Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University 97 Love & Faith World Outreach 

Strayer College 98 Maryland Gospel Assembly Church 
36 Grace Brethren Christian Schools 99 Mt. Ennon Baptist Church 
37 Progressive Christian Academy 100 National Church of God 
38 Henson Valley Montessori School 101 New Chapel Baptist Church 
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# NAME # NAME 
39 Independent Baptist School 102 New Horizon Baptist Church 
40 Saint John's School 103 New Life Christian Church 
41 Clinton Community Chapel 104 None Suffer Lack Church 
42 Community of Hope Church 105 Oblation Baptist Church 
43 Davies Memorial Unitarian Church 106 Outreach Christian Center 

44 First Baptist Church-Camp Springs 107 Power of the Resurrection Baptist 
Church 

45 Evangel Assembly of God 108 Progressive Baptist Church 
46 Fellowship Baptist Church 109 Rising Star Church 
47 First New Horizon Baptist Church 110 Shepherd’s House Church of God 
48 First United Pentecostal Church 111 Upper Marlboro Apostolic Church 
49 Gospel Deliverance Christian Church 112 Spiritual Guidance Church 
50 Gospel Missionary Baptist Church 113 Victory Christian Ministries 
51 Grace Assembly Church 114 Way of Life Church of Christ 
52 Greater Refuge Church of God 115 Way of Life Church of Christ 
53 Greater Refuge Church of God 116 Words of Life Christian Church 
54 Greater Revelation Baptist Church 117 Chapel 1 
55 Silver Hill Congregation Jehovah’s Witnesses 118 Chapel 3 
56 Jerusalem AME Church 119 Woodyard Crossing 
57 Joshua Christian Center 120 Clinton Park Shopping Center 
58 Kingdom of God Ministries 121 Allentown Outlet Mall 
59 Highway Church of Jesus 122 Branch Avenue Plaza 
60 Kirkland Memorial Second Church 123 Brandywine Commerce Center 
61 St. Phillip’s Church 124 Brandywine 301 Industrial Park 
62 Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints 125 Triangle Industrial Park 
63 Bells United Methodist Church 

Emergency Services and Law Enforcement 

Four emergency services departments serve the study-area: the Clinton Volunteer Fire 
Department, Brandywine Volunteer Fire Department, Silver Hill Volunteer Fire Department, and 
Ritchie Volunteer Fire Department.  Two police departments also respond within the study-area: 
the District IV Police Station and the District V Police Station. 

SHA requested comments on the project and its possible effects on response times from the 
emergency services and law enforcement facilities that serve the area and sent letters to Police 
Chief Roberto L. Hylton, Prince George’s County Police; Acting Fire Chief Eugene A. Jones; 
and Prince George’s County Fire/EMS. Chief Hylton stated that any of the proposed 
improvements would enhance the ability of the police to respond to calls and asked that his 
office be notified in advance of any road closures due to construction so he could inform 
personnel. Acting Chief Jones stated that, during construction, transport times would increase, 
but when the improvements were completed they would improve traffic flow and decrease 
response times for emergency vehicles.  He also stated that adequate access must be maintained 

III-24
 



   

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

  
  

 

 
 

MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

near Southern Maryland Hospital Center.  Chief Jones also sent a letter stating that the Prince 
George’s County Fire/Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Department is in support of 
Alternative 8. Letters from both organizations are included in Section IV Comments and 
Coordination. 

Impacts 

None of the proposed build alternatives, interchange options, or the No-Build Alternative would 
directly impact community facilities or services.  Temporary impacts on traffic operations would 
affect all community facilities and services as a result of construction activities associated with 
each of the build alternatives.  However, these temporary impacts would be partially offset by a 
Maintenance of Traffic plan developed prior to construction, and the long-term benefits of 
reduced traffic congestion, and safer, more efficient travel. 

B. Economic Environment 
The following information is summarized from the MD 5 Community Effects Analysis Technical 
Report (SHA 2011c in Section V. References). This section examines the employment 
characteristics, industries, commuting modes, travel times, and tax base of Prince George’s 
County. Regional characteristics refer to the county as a whole, whereas local characteristics are 
limited to the study-area.  All data in the Economic Environment Section relies on Census 2000 
data as the data included in this section is not available from Census 2010.  

1. Employment Characteristics 
Employment by industry among the civilian population in the county and state is summarized in 
Table III-6. Education, health, and social services industries employ the greatest number of 
workers in the county (20 percent) and the state (20.9 percent).  Overall, the employment 
characteristics between the state and county are similar.  

Employment by industry for study-area residents is summarized in Table III-7. Local 
employment characteristics were generally consistent with the county as a whole.  Within the 
study-area, public administration is the largest employment industry (21.9 percent).  Within 
individual census tracts, the public administration, and educational, health, and social services 
industries are the two highest employment industries.  
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Table III-6:  Employment Characteristics for the State and County 
Industry Maryland Prince George’s County 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and 
Hunting, Mining 16,178 0.6 635 0.2 

Construction 181,280 6.9 23,612 5.9 
Manufacturing 189,327 7.3 13,695 3.4 
Wholesale Trade 72,621 2.8 8,119 2.0 
Retail Trade 273,339 10.5 37,447 9.4 
Transportation and Warehousing, 
Utilities 127,294 4.9 26,753 6.7 

Information 103,351 4.0 20,297 5.1 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, 
Rental and Leasing 186,159 7.1 24,058 6.0 

Professional, Scientific, 
Management, Administrative, 
Waste Management Services 

323,834 12.4 50,505 12.6 

Educational, Health and Social 
Services 538,350 20.6 79,934 20.0 

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, 
Accommodation, Food Services 177,341 6.8 25,779 6.5 

Public Administration 273,959 10.5 63,450 15.9 
Other 145,424 5.6 25,071 6.3 
Total 2,608,457 100 399,355 100 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 

Table III-7:  Employment Characteristics for the MD 5 Study-Area 
Industry Study-Area 

Number Percent 
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting, Mining 107 0.2 
Construction 2,365 5.2 
Manufacturing 1,488 3.3 
Wholesale Trade 801 1.8 
Retail Trade 3,789 8.4 
Transportation and Warehousing, Utilities 3,754 8.3 
Information 1,967 4.4 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental and Leasing 2,489 5.5 
Professional, Scientific, Management, 
Administrative, Waste Management Services 5,131 11.4 

Educational, Health and Social Services  8,269 18.4 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation, 
Food Services 2,290 5.1 

Public Administration 9,886 21.9 
Other 2,714 6.0 
Total 45,050 100 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 
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Commutation data from Census 2000 indicates that county residents are much more likely to 
travel outside the county for work than are residents of most other counties throughout 
Maryland. Only 39 percent of the county’s employed residents worked within the county 
(Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) 2006), one of the lowest among all Maryland 
counties. Of the commuters that traveled outside the county, 52 percent worked in Washington, 
D.C., 19 percent worked in Virginia (primarily Arlington and Fairfax Counties), 17 percent 
worked in Montgomery County, nine percent worked in the Baltimore region, and three percent 
worked elsewhere. In addition, only 53 percent of workers employed within the county were 
residents.  

Available travel time data give some indication of the relative importance of local employment 
to area residents. Workers residing in the study-area have a longer commute time than the 
county and state average. Although 42.5 percent of workers in the study-area commute 40 
minutes or more to work, only 37.7 percent of workers in the county commute the same length of 
time. 

The No-Build Alternative would have no direct impact on local employment characteristics. 
Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 8 would require the displacement of two businesses, Clinton Square and 
Young’s Auto Repair. As previously discussed, Surratts Interchange Options A and B would 
require one additional business displacement, a 7-11 convenience store; however, these options 
would facilitate safer, faster travel through the interchange and would improve access to 
Southern Maryland Hospital Center.  Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road 
Interchange Option B would eliminate direct access from MD 5 to Ed’s Plant World at the 
intersection of Burch Hill Road and MD 5.  Although customers of this business would need to 
travel farther to gain access to the garden center, Option B would permit them to access the 
business from the planned service road on the eastern side of MD 5.  Impacts on businesses as a 
result of the build alternatives are relatively minor in comparison to the size of the project.  The 
Capital Beltway and Woodyard Road direct-access ramps would have no direct impact on study-
area businesses or employment.  

The No-Build Alternative would have no direct impact on regional employment characteristics. 
Construction of the build alternatives would have no direct impact on the regional economy, but 
may cause indirect effects over the course of the project.  Such indirect impacts would arise from 
the easing of congestion on MD 5.  Decreased congestion, resulting in decreased travel time, 
could benefit the regional economy by enabling workers and delivery vehicles to travel through 
the corridor more quickly.  These indirect effects may enhance the increased future employment 
that is forecast for the region. 

2. Tax Base 
The real-property tax rate for Prince George’s County is $0.96 per $100 of assessed value.  The 
tax rate was capped under the 1978 amendment to the County Charter known as Tax Reform 
Initiative (TRIM).  Under TRIM, the real-property tax rate remains constant, and real property 
tax revenue adjusts only through changes in assessed values of property.  The county estimated 
$705.3 million in total revenue from property tax for fiscal year 2010.  
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Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 8, as well as Surratts Interchange Options A and B, would require 
residential and/or business displacements.  All displacements would result in a loss of property-
tax revenue and reduce the tax base by converting commercial or residential property to 
transportation uses. The reduction in revenue would be minor in comparison to the size of the 
project and the improved roadway system within the study-area could encourage additional 
commercial and residential growth. 

C. Land Use 
1. Existing and Future Land Use 

Existing land use within the study-area was examined according to the MDP 2002 Land 
Use/Land Cover for Maryland. The predominant existing land use within the 42,144-acre study-
area is undeveloped land, primarily forested (44.6 percent) and agricultural (10.9 percent), with 
some open urban land (2.7 percent).  AAFB, located in the northeastern section of the study-area, 
accounts for most of the open urban land.  The next highest land use category is residential 
development (25.8 percent), which is concentrated in the northern portion of the study-area. 
Commercial and industrial lands are concentrated along either side of MD 5 and other major 
roadways. 

Land use in the study-area over the next two decades will be shaped by comprehensive planning 
and zoning. The study-area is located within 10 Planning Areas and three Sub-Regions of Prince 
George’s County (Sub-Regions V, VI, and VII). Each Sub-Region has an existing Master Plan 
or one under development that builds upon and refines the general vision identified in the County 
Master Plan. 

According to the 2002 Prince George’s County General Plan, future growth in the northern 
section of the study-area above Allentown Road will involve infill and redevelopment for 
commercial/employment and high-density residential uses.  Future growth in the portion of the 
study-area south of Allentown Road will primarily consist of low-density residential and 
employment uses and will result in considerable growth as new development continues to 
increase in this area.  Section III-I contains a detailed discussion of existing and future land use. 

2. Impacts on Land Use 
Direct changes to current or future land use within the study-area as a result of this project would 
be minor.  Although some forested land would be converted to transportation uses, the project is 
entirely consistent with the Prince George’s County General Plan and Sub-Region Master Plans 
for the study-area.  All development and zoning proposals submitted to the Planning Board are 
evaluated by the Prince George’s County Transportation Planning Section for potential impacts 
on future traffic and transportation facilities (M-NCPPC 2002a).  The evaluation considers future 
transportation improvements only when funding has been approved for construction. 
Consequently, any pending future residential/commercial development projects would not 
depend upon the MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study for approval.  

3. Compliance with Smart Growth Initiatives 
In 1997, the Maryland General Assembly passed five pieces of legislation collectively known as 
the Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation Initiative.  Smart Growth directs the state to 

III-28
 



 

   

 

 

 

  
 

  

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study 	 Environmental Assessment

target programs and funding to support established communities and locally designated growth 
areas and to protect rural areas. A component of the Smart-Growth Priority Funding Areas Act 
provides a geographic focus for the state’s investments in growth-related infrastructure by 
requiring all counties to identify and map the Priority Funding Areas (PFAs) that meet the 
requirements of the legislation.  The remaining components complement this geographic focus 
by targeting specific state resources to preserve land outside the PFAs, encouraging growth 
inside PFAs, and ensuring that existing communities continue to provide a high quality of life for 
their residents.  One large PFA occupying the area north of Burch Hill Road and Earnshaw Drive 
encompasses approximately 80 percent of the MD 5 corridor (Figure III-6). The portion of 
MD 5 from the Burch Hill Road and Earnshaw Drive intersections to the MD 373 and MD 381 
intersections is not encompassed by a PFA.  However, a PFA corresponding to the Brandywine 
area is located immediately south and east of the project’s southern terminus. 

With the exception of the southern portion of the MD 5 project corridor, the study-area is located 
within a PFA and is consistent with Smart-Growth criteria.  SHA has coordinated with MDP to 
confirm that the origin and destination modeling supports that the project serves to connect PFAs 
in both the northern and southern portions of the study area.  SHA will continue to coordinate 
with MDP to ensure project compliance with Smart-Growth Initiatives once a Preferred 
Alternative is designated. 

4. Livability Principles and Sustainability 
As part of its Every Day Counts initiative, FHWA has established six guiding principles of the 
livability initiative.  Departments of Transportation are encouraged to be mindful of the 
following principles during project planning. 

•	 Provide more transportation choices – Develop safe, reliable and economical 
transportation choices to decrease household transportation costs, reduce our dependence on 
oil, improve air quality, and promote public health. 

•	 Promote equitable, affordable housing – Expand location- and energy-efficient housing 
choices for people of all ages, incomes, races, and ethnicities to increase mobility and lower 
the combined cost of housing and transportation.  

•	 Enhance economic competitiveness - Improve economic competitiveness of neighborhoods 
by giving people reliable access to employment centers, educational opportunities, services 
and other basic needs. 

•	 Supporting existing communities - Target federal funding toward existing communities 
through transit-oriented mixed- use development and land recycling to revitalize 
communities, reduce public works costs, and safeguard rural landscapes.  

•	 Coordinate policies and leverage investment - Align federal policies and funding to 
remove barriers to collaboration, leverage funding and increase the effectiveness of 
programs to plan for future growth. 

•	 Value communities and neighborhoods - Enhance the unique characteristics of all 
communities by investing in healthy, safe, and walkable neighborhoods, whether rural, 
urban, or suburban. 

In early 2009, an intermodal working group was formed to start shaping the U.S. Department of 
Transportation’s (USDOT) vision of livability. Initial steps included the identification of all 

III-29
 



CRAIN

INDIAN HEAD HWY

POPLAR HILL RD

BE
NS

VI
LL

E
RD

MARLBORO PIKE

BRYAN POINT

WESTPHALIA

MA
TT

AW 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

MILL HILL RD

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

OM
AN

 B
EA

NT
OW

N 
RD

 
 

  

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

D    
   

  
     

 
 
  

 

. 

Study Area
Project Location 
Priority Funding Area 

Path: O:\Projects\P-922E_F\GIS\Mapping\EA\2011\Fi

§̈¦594 §̈¦59

?½ 

K² 

AÌ 

?¼ 

AÈ 

A© 

?½ 

K² 

AÔ 
HWY 

BRANCH AVE 

PENNSYLVANIA AVE 

ACCOKEEK RD 

SUITLAND PKWY 

PIS
CA

TA
WAY

RD TH
RIFT

RD 

ALLENTOWN RD 

TEMPLE HILL RD 

WOODYA
RD RD 

FLORAL PARK RD 

SURRATTS RD 

BOCK RD 

BRINKLEY RD 

INDIAN
HEAD

HIGHWAY 

DYSON RD 

GARDNER RD 

OL
D

BR
AN

CH
RD

 

RD 

BR
AN

DY
W

IN
E 

RD
 

DANVILLE RD 

RD 

STEED RD 

ROSARYVILLE RD 

FARMINGTON RD 

FR
AN

K T
IPP

ET
T R

D 

AUTH RD 

DO
W

ER
 H

OU
SE

 R
D 

DANGERFIELD
RD 

CH
ER

RY
TR

EE
CR

OS
SIN

G RDEARNSHAW DR 

OLD ALEXANDRIA
FERRY RD 

BURCH HILL RD 

COVENTRY
WAY 

MOORES RD 

OLD
WASH

INGTO
N R

BRANDYWINE RD 
Wash

ington D.C.
Mary

lan
d 

Charles CountyPrince George's County 

MD 5 Environmental Assessment
Prince George's County, Maryland 

Priority Funding Areas 
1 in = 8,000 ft FIGURE III-6 

gIII6_PFA.mxd 

III-30 



   

 

  
 

 
 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

existing programs and authorities within the USDOT that already supported livability, and 
drafting possible changes to these programs that would allow the USDOT to make livability a 
priority and to make real improvements in the lives of American citizens. 

In June 2009, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, USDOT, and the EPA 
united to form the Partnership for Sustainable Communities, an unprecedented agreement to 
coordinate federal housing, transportation, and environmental investments, protect public health 
and the environment, promote equitable development, and help address the challenges of climate 
change. The three agencies are working together to coordinate federal policies, programs, and 
resources to help urban, suburban, and rural areas and regions build more sustainable 
communities, to make those communities the style of development in the United States, and to 
remove policy or other barriers that have kept Americans from doing so.  

a. Effects on Livability Principles and Sustainability 

The purpose of the MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study is to facilitate safe and efficient traffic 
flow while providing cost-effective transportation infrastructure to serve and support existing 
and future traffic demand, land use planning, and development efforts, while enhancing and 
facilitating transit services. The proposed project would improve economic competitiveness of 
the surrounding communities by providing transportation solutions to ensure more reliable and 
timely access to employment centers, educational opportunities, services and other basic needs 
throughout the MD 5 study area, while also supporting existing communities by accommodating 
Bus Rapid Transit operations throughout the corridor, thereby providing more safe, reliable and 
economical transportation choices to decrease household transportation costs and promote public 
health. The MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study would support the effectiveness of programs to 
plan for future growth by providing transportation infrastructure improvements to connect 
existing PFAs. SHA has worked extensively with the Prince George’s County officials to 
include design features that address local and regional transportation needs with respect to the 
development and revitalization trends and setting of the adjacent communities.  

All of the mainline build alternatives would widen MD 5 to provide improved capacity and 
traffic operations throughout the MD 5 corridor, while also converting the existing at-grade 
intersections to grade-separated interchanges.  Alternatives 3 and 4 would provide a 12-foot 
shoulder designed to accommodate buses and Bus Rapid Transit operations.  Alternative 5 would 
provide two new price-managed lanes in the MD 5 median, while Alternative 6 would provide 
one additional price-managed lane in each direction.  Both Alternatives 5 and 6 would allow 
buses to travel in the price-managed lanes at no cost, providing enhanced transportation options 
and timely, more reliable service.  Alternative 8 would widen MD 5 with one additional lane, 
with the new lane being designed as a non-price-managed HOV lane, which could accommodate 
buses or Bus Rapid Transit operations. Alternatives 4 through 8 would also provide a direct 
access ramp onto the proposed Metro Access Road, providing enhanced access to transit. 
Because MD 5 is a controlled access highway, no sidewalks or pedestrian facilities will be 
incorporated into the design. 

The design elements of each alternative were developed to ensure that the project is consistent 
with the growth elements of the Prince George’s County Approved General Plan (M-NCPPC 
2002b), the three Sub-Region Master Plans (Sub-Regions V, VI, and VII), and other approved 
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plans. Each of these plans calls for the MD 5 corridor to be upgraded to a fully access controlled 
highway with grade-separated interchanges as a means to achieve its future land use goals.  The 
project would address the needs identified in the land use plans by alleviating the predicted 
traffic congestion throughout the study area. 

The proposed improvements would support the Livability Initiative by helping to provide more 
transportation choices, enhancing economic competitiveness through reliable and timely 
transportation options, and by supporting existing communities that are located in the Prince 
George’s County’s Developing Tier and PFAs.  While not specifically addressing all of guiding 
principles of the Livability Initiative, the proposed alternatives would indirectly support them by 
providing important transportation infrastructure and addressing local and regional transportation 
needs. None of the MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study alternatives would be inconsistent with 
the FHWA’s Livability Initiative. 

D. Cultural Resources 
Identification and evaluation of historic architectural and archaeological resources was 
conducted in accordance with federal and state laws, which protect important cultural resources. 
Background research and field surveys were conducted to facilitate identification of cultural 
resources. An Area of Potential Effect (APE) was delineated in which to identify resources and 
evaluate the potential impacts of those resources.   

All cultural resources identified during the architectural and archaeological surveys were 
evaluated for their eligibility to be included on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 
The NRHP criteria evaluates the significance of properties based on their integrity, and 
determine if those properties are associated with broad patterns of our history (Criterion A); or 
are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B); or that embody the 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction representing the work of a 
master, or have artistic value (Criterion C); or that yield information important in prehistory or 
history (Criterion D) (36 CFR 60.4, and National Register Bulletin No. 15).   

1. Historic Standing Structures  
“Historic standing structures” refers to any above-ground building, structure, district, or object 
that contributes to our cultural past.  When these resources meet the criteria for listing in the 
NRHP, they are historic properties that must be considered under the requirements of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.  

The following historic standing structures were previously determined eligible for listing in the
 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and are located adjacent to the APE: 

Marlow/Huntt Store (PG:85A-14) 

J. Eli Huntt Casket Shop (PG:85A-15) 
J. Eli Huntt House (PG:85A-17) 
T.B. “Colored” School (PG:85A-26) 

The locations of these structures are indicated on Figure III-7. 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

These four NRHP eligible properties are located within the APE for the Brandywine Road 
intersection with MD 5 breakout project, and are outside of the APE for the MD 5 corridor 
project. 

Impacts 

The Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for the 
State of Maryland, concurred on October 15, 2009 that no historic properties would be affected 
by the proposed improvements.  In response to revised limits of disturbance (LOD)  associated 
with ESD changes, SHA submitted a revised APE to MHT on April 20, 2011, again 
recommending that there would be no historic structures affected.  MHT concurred with this 
finding on May 19, 2011. No historic structures would be affected by the build alternatives.  See 
Section IV Comments and Coordination (pages IV-60 to IV-66) for this correspondence.   

2. Archaeological Resources 
Archaeological resources relate to evidences of past human occupation that can be used to 
reconstruct the lifeways of past peoples. These include sites, artifacts, environmental and all 
other relevant information, as well as the contexts in which they occur.  All archaeological 
(prehistoric and historic) sites must be evaluated for their eligibility for the NRHP by the MHT. 

There is one previously identified archaeological site located within the APE (Surratts Site 
18PR315) as well as high archeological potential for both prehistoric and historic era sites within 
undeveloped portions of the APE near streams, historic road alignments, and previously 
identified sites.  A Phase I investigation was completed, and revealed a limited number of 
artifacts at the previously identified Surratts Site, as well as extensive disturbance resulting from 
the recent construction of a housing development.  No new sites were discovered within the 
remaining undeveloped portions of the APE.  This site was recommended as not eligible for the 
NRHP on October 1, 2009. 

Impacts 

The MHT concurred on October 15, 2009 that the Surratts Site does not warrant additional 
survey work and is not eligible for listing on the NRHP.  In response to LOD revisions 
associated with ESD changes, SHA submitted a revised APE to MHT on April 20, 2011, again 
recommending that there would be no archeological resources affected.  MHT concurred with 
this finding on May 19, 2011. No archeological resource sites would be affected by the build 
alternatives. See Section IV Comments and Coordination for this correspondence. 

E. Natural Environment 
The additional detail regarding the following information is presented in the Natural 
Environmental Technical Report (SHA 2011f in Section V. References). The No-Build 
Alternative is not expected to result in any impacts to natural environmental resources. 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

1. Topography and Geology 
The study-area is located within the Atlantic Coastal Plain Province and lies within the Western 
Shore Uplands Region. Most of the study-area is in the Waldorf Upland Plain District of the 
Region, which consists mainly of sands and gravels of the Pliocene age.  The Piscataway stream 
valley is in the Potomac Estuary and Lowlands District of the Region, which contains mixed 
fluvial, estuarine, and marginal marine sands, silts, and clays, with some fine to medium pebbles 
(Reger and Cleaves, 2008). Topography within the study-area consists of gentle to moderate 
slopes. The highest elevations are in the northern portion of the study-area and the lowest are 
along Piscataway Creek toward the southern project terminus. 

Impacts 

No direct impacts to topography are expected for any of the MD 5 mainline widening 
alternatives.  Excavation and grading associated with each of the grade-separated interchange 
options may affect micro-topography at local levels.  However, any alterations in surface or 
groundwater drainage are expected to be minimal and offset by proposed SWM facilities. 

2. Soils 
The study-area contains hydric soils, prime farmland soils, and Maryland farmland soils of 
statewide importance. 

Impacts 

Direct impacts to soils within the study-area by the build alternatives and interchange options are 
summarized in Table III-8. In general, most of the direct impacts to soils would occur where 
land grading is necessary for construction. Most of the planned improvements are to areas that 
have already been disturbed, such as the MD 5 ROW, and existing interchanges and 
intersections. 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

Table III-8:  Direct Impacts (acres) to Hydric, Highly Erodible, and Farmland Soils 

Mainline 
Alternatives 

Alt 3 
Upgrade 

South of MD 
223 

Alt 4 
Upgrade 

Entire 
Corridor 

Alt 5 Rev. 
Price-

Managed 
Lanes 

Alt 6 One to 
Two Price-
Managed 

Lanes 

Alt 8 
HOV 

Hydric 21.5 26.6 31.8 31.2 26.8 
Highly Erodible 67.9 103.0 112.8 112.4 103.6 
Prime Farmland 17.6 85.6 89.2 89.7 88.3 
Farmland of 
Statewide Importance 42.5 93.4 102.2 99.2 95.8 

Interchange Options Surratts Rd 
Option A 

Surratts Rd 
Option B 

Moores/ 
Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option A 

Moores/ 
Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option B 

Hydric 5.9 5.9 1.6 7.1 
Highly Erodible 29.0 28.3 35.3 37.9 
Prime Farmland 0 <0.1 4.9 12.1 
Farmland of 
Statewide Importance 5.9 5.8 15.2 18.2 

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Strategies 

As the MD 5 project advances to more detailed design, existing soils will be evaluated for 
compatibility with roadway construction.  Factors such as erodibility and steep slopes may be a 
limiting factor for construction.  In addition, a Sediment and Erosion Control Plan would be 
developed during the final design stage in accordance with Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE) guidelines.  

The purpose of the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) is to minimize the extent to which 
federally funded projects contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland 
to nonagricultural use. To comply with the FPPA, a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form 
AD-1006 was completed and submitted to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
office in Prince George’s County on October 7, 2009.  The NRCS responded on November 6, 
2009, providing information on the acreage and usage of farmland in the vicinity of the project. 
Coordination with the NRCS was re-initiated in November of 2011, to address changes in the 
LOD associated with ESD modifications. The NRCS responded on February 9, 2012, indicating 
that they determined that the MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study area has been identified as 
urbanized area (UA) on the US Census Bureau mapping, and therefore the FPPA does not apply. 
See Section IV Comments and Coordination (pages IV-67 to IV-74 for this correspondence). 
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3. Aquatic Resources 
b. Groundwater and Hydrogeology 

Within the study-area, groundwater sources are found in the Patuxent, Patapsco, and Magothy 
aquifers, which are Coastal Plain aquifers of the Chesapeake Group.  The Aquia aquifer is also 
found within the study-area, but is not used as a water source in this area.  The Coastal Plain 
aquifers are generally confined and the study-area is not located within any aquifer recharge 
areas (Prince George’s County 2008; Water Resource Management Advisory Committee 2004). 
According to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 3 aquifer mapping, no 
designated sole source aquifers are located within or around the study-area (EPA Virtual 
Aquifer). 

Water levels in the confined aquifers of southern Maryland, including those in the project area, 
have decreased in the last 50 years.  In 2004, it was determined that portions of several aquifers 
in southern Maryland were reaching levels low enough to cause MDE to prohibit additional 
withdrawals by major water users.  These aquifers are the Magothy, Patapsco, and Aquia.  All 
three aquifers are found in the study-area, but only the Magothy is considered to be of concern in 
this area (Prince George’s County 2008; Water Resource Management Advisory Committee 
2004). 

Two wells are located near the study-area.  Both wells are used by commercial properties and are 
not used for public water supply.  The MDE has not established a wellhead protection zone for 
either well (MDE personal communication, December 9, 2008). 

Impacts 

In general, construction activities associated with any of the build alternatives may result in 
changes to groundwater quantity or quality.  A large increase in the amount of impervious 
surfaces could affect groundwater quantity by reducing infiltration of surface runoff into the soils 
and groundwater resources. However, the water source aquifers within the study-area are 
confined, reducing the potential for the project to affect the groundwater that is being used as a 
water source by water supply wells. An approved SWM plan would be implemented to avoid 
and minimize any potential impacts to groundwater quantity and quality, utilizing the latest ESD 
techniques to replicate natural drainage patterns using non-structural practices.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Strategies 

New SWM facilities would be designed to infiltrate runoff to maintain recharge levels to stream 
and wetland hydrology. In addition, SWM facilities can capture and filter contaminants from 
stormwater runoff before they infiltrate groundwater. 
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c. Water Quality 
The study-area is located within the Potomac River Upper Tidal and Piscataway Creek 
watersheds; approximately 70 percent of the project study-area is in the Piscataway Creek 
watershed (see Figure III-8). All of the first through fourth order streams within both of these 
watersheds are listed as Category 5 Waters (impaired) on the Integrated List of Impaired Surface 
Water [303(d) list] (MDE 2010). Within the MD 5 project area, these waterways had low scores 
on the benthic and fish assessments, although the type of pollutant was “unknown” and no total 
maximum daily loads had been set.  All streams within the study-area have also been designated 
as Use I-P waters. Use I-P waters are to be of sufficient quality to support water contact 
recreation, protection of aquatic life, and public water supply, and all have an in-stream work 
restriction of March 1 through June 15, inclusive, during any year (DNR 2009). 

The Potomac River Upper Tidal and Piscataway Creek watersheds have been designated as 
Tier I Biodiversity Ranking watersheds, meaning that these watersheds are considered essential 
strongholds for one or more state-listed, threatened, or endangered aquatic species (DNR 2009). 
Additionally, two mainstem segments of Piscataway Creek (Piscataway Creek 1 and 2) have 
been designated as High Quality (Tier II) Waters (MDE 2010).  Tier II Waters are stream 
segments in which water quality is above the minimum requirements specified by water quality 
standards for their designated use.  Piscataway Creek 1 is located in the vicinity of the MD 5 
project study-area. 

Water quality data for the Upper Tidal Potomac River and the Piscataway Creek has been 
collected by the Maryland Biological Stream Survey and Maryland Stream Waders Volunteer 
Monitoring Program.  Water quality data was compiled and assessed for 29 stream sampling 
stations located upstream and downstream of the study-area, generally within 0.5 mile of the 
project.  This data showed that water quality, aquatic habitat, and living resources in all the 
waterways in the study-area have been impacted by development and land use practices, and are 
typical of sub-watersheds in developed suburban areas throughout the Potomac River and 
Piscataway Creek watersheds. 

Impacts 

Construction activities associated with each of the build alternatives at and around waterway 
crossings could cause permanent water quality impacts through alteration of the stream channel, 
which could result in the alteration of hydrology at the site.  Such hydrological changes may 
destabilize the channel and stream banks, increase erosion and sediment loads in the stream, and 
affect water quality and aquatic habitats that support macroinvertebrates and fish.  Temporary 
impacts to water quality during construction may occur due to dewatering, erosion, or vegetation 
removal.   

An increase in impervious surfaces may potentially result in indirect effects on water quality and 
aquatic biota. For the build-alternatives, the increase in impervious surfaces would range from 
16.2 acres for Alternative 3, to 79.0 acres for Alternative 5.  The Surratts Road options would 
add 6.0 to 9.6 acres, and the Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road options would add 
3.8 to 5.3 acres of impervious surface area.  
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

Many indicators of stream quality or relative health decline when impervious cover exceeds 10 
percent, and severe degradation is expected when imperviousness exceeds 25 percent (Center for 
Watershed Protection 2003).  The project would primarily affect streams in the Piscataway Creek 
watershed which has a land area of 43,579 acres.  Imperviousness was 16.7 percent in the 
Piscataway Creek watershed as of 1994 (DNR 1998), and has undoubtedly increased since that 
time based on recent growth rates and land use changes (see Section III.I.1).   

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

Aquatic resource water quality would be protected by use of the Use I-P in-stream work 
restriction, which protects the spawning and nursery periods of migratory fish, and strict 
adherence to approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plans and other best management practices 
(BMPs) that meet the conditions of the Maryland Stormwater Act of 2007 (MDE 2007).  This act 
promotes the use of ESD techniques in place of traditional SWM practices.  The goal of ESD is 
to utilize innovative non-structural techniques to optimize the conservation of natural drainage 
features, minimize impervious surfaces, and slow down runoff rates to maintain discharge timing 
and increase infiltration and evapotranspiration.  The use of appropriate ESD techniques with an 
effective Erosion and Sediment Control Plan would help to reduce the risk of surface water and 
groundwater contamination, and minimize the deleterious effects of increased impervious 
surfaces on aquatic resources.  A SWM/ESD plan would be developed for the selected 
alternative.  A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Notice of Intent form would 
also be submitted to MDE.  As the project advances to more detailed phases of design, other 
specific strategies to avoid and minimize direct and indirect impacts to streams in the study-area 
would be explored. 

d. “Waters of the United States,” including Wetlands 
A wetland identification and delineation was conducted from February through June of 2009, 
and November 2010 through January 2011.  Sixty-six wetlands and 84 waterways were 
identified within the study-area (their locations are shown on the alternatives mapping in 
Appendix A).  Of the delineated wetlands, the most common Cowardin habitat classification 
types were palustrine emergent (PEM) and palustrine forested (PFO) habitat.  Many wetlands 
supported more than one type of habitat. Of the delineated waterways, 20 were perennial 
streams, 15 were intermittent streams, and 49 were ephemeral channels with a hydrological 
connection to another waterway or wetland.  

Impacts 

Direct impacts to waterways (linear feet) and wetlands (acres) by each of the build alternatives 
and interchange options are summarized in Tables III-9 and III-10, respectively.  Alternative 3 
would impact 12,087 linear feet of stream, in addition to 1,780 linear feet of culverted channel. 
The total impact to all non-culverted waterways is similar in magnitude among Alternatives 4, 5, 
6, and 8, ranging from 18,010 linear feet (Alternative 4) to 20,153 linear feet (Alternative 5). 
These four alternatives would affect an additional 4,585 to 5,385 linear feet of culverted 
channels. More than 50 percent of the total impacts to non-culverted channels would be 
associated with ephemeral channels for any of the build alternatives involving upgrades to the 
entire MD 5 corridor (Alternatives 4 through 8).  Surratts Road Interchange Options A or B 
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would add 2,715 to 3,410 linear feet of non-culverted stream impacts to any of the build 
alternatives.  The Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road Interchange Options A and B 
would impact an additional 1,994 and 3,866 linear feet, respectively, of non-culverted channels, 
although some of the impacted streams would also be affected by the mainline alternatives.  

Impacts to palustrine wetlands from the build alternatives would range between 4.3 acres 
(Alternative 3) to 10.7 acres (Alternative 5).  The Surratts Road Options A and B would impact 
an additional 0.2 to 0.3 acre of palustrine wetland, respectively.  The Moores Road/Earnshaw 
Drive/Burch Hill Road would impact 0.2 to 2.6 acres of palustrine wetland, respectively. 

Depending on the alternative, approximately 35 to 55 percent of the wetland impacts, and 55 to 
65 percent of the stream impacts are attributable to large bump-out areas identified for potential 
SWM facilities, which are generally located in low-lying areas where wetlands and streams are 
present. Avoidance and minimization of wetland and stream impacts would be analyzed during 
the design phase of the SWM facilities. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

Direct impacts to wetlands and waterways would be regulated under Section 404 permitting by 
the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  SHA will coordinate with MDE and the USACE to 
verify the jurisdictional boundaries and classifications of “Waters of the U.S.”, and determine the 
amount, nature, and location of wetland and stream mitigation during stage III of project 
planning, after a preferred alternative has been identified and impacts are further refined.  The 
amount and type of mitigation required for unavoidable direct impacts would be based on 
wetland replacement ratios stipulated in the Maryland Compensatory Mitigation Guidance 
developed by the Interagency Mitigation Task Force and Code of Maryland Regulations 
(COMAR). The mitigation goal would be to replace, preserve, and enhance functions within the 
same watershed that were lost due to the impacts associated with the project.   

Preliminary design measures have already been implemented to avoid and minimize surface 
water impacts.  These measures include using the existing MD 5 median for widening the 
roadway to the extent possible, constructing retaining walls to minimize overall section widths, 
using 2:1 slopes in sensitive areas, and reducing clear-zone areas by using guardrails to minimize 
section widths. 

BMPs for erosion and sediment control would minimize short-term impacts of sediment and 
pollutant discharges on streams. Direct construction impacts to aquatic resources would be 
minimized by instream work restrictions. Generally, no instream work is permitted in Use I 
streams from March 1 through June 15, inclusive, during any year.  Long-term impacts  on 
aquatic habitats and water quality would be minimized through the development and application 
of a SWM plan in accordance with the Maryland Stormwater Act of 2007 (MDE 2007).  This 
SWM approach encourages SHA to implement ESD to the maximum extent practicable, through 
the use of nonstructural best management practices and other better site-design techniques. 
These practices would provide treatments for quantity and quality of stormwater runoff before it 
is discharged into receiving waters.  During the final design phases of the project, culverts would 
be sized to maintain the geomorphic stability of the stream channels as bankfull and flood-prone 
elevations are evaluated. 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment 

Table III-9:  Direct Impacts (linear feet/sq. feet) to Delineated Waterways 
Waterway Number 

Cowardin 
Classification 

Alt 3 Upgrade South 
of MD 223 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 4 Upgrade Entire 
Corridor 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 5 Reversible 
Price-Managed 

Lanes 
Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 6 One to Two 
Price-Managed 

Lanes 
Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 8 HOV 
Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Surratts Rd 
Option A 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Surratts Rd 
Option B 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Moores/Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option A 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Moores/Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option B 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 
Potomac River Upper Tidal Subwatershed 02140201-0797 (Henson Creek) 

Henson Creek Perennial - - 77.3* 115.5* - - - - -
WW 1 Perennial 

(R2UB1) - - 534.9 (7,128.3) 
356.2* 

515.8 (6,977.8) 
355.5* - - - - -

WW 2 Perennial (R2UB1)/ 
Ephemeral - 0 (0) 

4.5 (9.0) 
125.8 (613.7) 
180.9 (361.8) 

0 (0) 
139.2 (278.4) 

0 (0) 
4.4 (8.9) - - - -

WW 4 Ephemeral - - 87.9 (351.4) - - - - -
WW 6 Ephemeral - - 134.7 (134.7) 66.5 (66.5) - - - - -
WW 7 Ephemeral - 18.2 (18.2) 8.0 (8.0) 22.0 (22.0) 18.2 (18.2) - - - -
WW 8 Ephemeral - - 42.1 (42.1) 

53.2* 
42.1 (42.1) 

53.2* - - - - -

WW 9 Perennial 
(R2UB1) - - 114.9 (387.5) 114.9 (387.5) - - - - -

WW 11 Ephemeral - - 239.5 (479.1) 105.7 (211.4) - - - - -
WW 12 Ephemeral - 52.5 (104.9) 

188.9* 
124.7 (249.4) 

188.9* 
62.3 (124.7) 

188.9* 
66.1 (132.2) 

188.9* - - - -

WW 13 Perennial 
(R2UB1) - - 428.1 (5,026.6) 435.0 (5,065.5) - - - - -

WW 14 Ephemeral - 13.1* 236.1 (118.1) 
124.0* 

236.1 (118.1) 
124.0* 13.1* - - - -

WW 14b Ephemeral - - 9.8 (24.6) 9.8 (24.6) - - - - -
WW 15 Ephemeral - 397.0 (397.0) 397.0 (397.0) 397.0 (397.0) 397.0 (397.0) - - - -
WW 16 Ephemeral - 843.6 (2,952.5) 843.6 (2,952.5) 843.6 (2,952.5) 843.6 (2,952.5) - - - -
WW 17 Intermittent 

(R4SB5)/ 
Ephemeral 

- 158.1 (1,098.9) 
326.1* 

265.6 (1,410.0) 
326.1* 

160.8 (1,102.4) 
326.1* 

158.1 (1,098.9) 
326.1* - - - -

WW 18 Ephemeral - 19.5 (29.3) 90.8 (136.1) 59.1 (88.6) 121.3 (182.0) - - - -
WW 19 Intermittent 

(R4SB5) - 123.7 (576.0) 111.4 (545.9) 123.7 (576.0) 123.7 (576.0) - - - -

WW 20 Ephemeral - 175.8 (1,884.9) 175.8 (1,884.9) 175.8 (1,884.9) 175.8 (1,884.9) - - - -
WW 21 Ephemeral - 560.0 (1,680.1) 560 (1,680.1) 512.8 (1,538.4) 560.0 (1,680.1) - - - -

Piscataway Creek Subwatershed 02140203-0800 Watershed (Meetinghouse Branch and Paynes Branch) 
WW 22 Ephemeral - 606.4 (1,819.3) 218.5 (655.4) 218.5 (655.4) 218.5 (655.4) - - - -
WW 24 

(Meeting-house 
Branch) 

Perennial 
(R2UB1) - 543.9 (10,716.8) 

243.4* 
634.3 (12,528.8) 

243.4* 
618.4 (12,235.1) 

243.4* 
624.2 (12,332.3) 

243.4* - - - -

WW 25 Intermittent 
(R4SB5) - 53.6 (107.3) 76.3 (152.7) 70.5 (141.0) 76.0 (152.0) - - - -

WW 26 Perennial 
(R2UB1) - 3.8 (15.1) 3.8 (15.1) 3.8 (15.1) 3.8 (15.1) - - - -

WW 27 Ephemeral - 247.9 (247.9) 247.9 (247.9) 247.9 (247.9) 247.9 (247.9) - - - -
WW 28 Intermittent 

(R4SB5) - 340.0 (1,360.0) 
211.4* 

336.6 (1,346.4) 
211.4* 

354.3 (1,416.9) 
211.4* 

335.7 (1,342.8) 
211.4* - - - -

WW 29 Ephemeral - 137.5 (275.0) 137.5 (275.0) 137.5 (275.0) 137.5 (275.0) - - - -
WW 30 Perennial 

(R2UB1) - 138.6 (1,834.6) 
177.8* 

171.1 (2,218.2) 
177.8* 

162.8 (2,128.5) 
200.8* 

138.6 (1,834.6) 
177.8* - - - -
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment 

Waterway Number 
Cowardin 

Classification 

Alt 3 Upgrade South 
of MD 223 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 4 Upgrade Entire 
Corridor 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 5 Reversible 
Price-Managed 

Lanes 
Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 6 One to Two 
Price-Managed 

Lanes 
Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 8 HOV 
Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Surratts Rd 
Option A 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Surratts Rd 
Option B 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Moores/Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option A 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Moores/Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option B 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 
WW 32 Ephemeral - 15.3 (306.1) 15.3 (306.1) 15.3 (306.1) 15.3 (306.1) - - - -
WW 33 Ephemeral - 198.3 (594.9) 198.3 (594.9) 198.3 (594.9) 198.3 (594.9) - -
WW 34 Ephemeral/ 

Perennial (R2UB1) -
355.9 (889.7) 
54.3 (135.8) 

127.1* 

355.9 (889.7) 
54.3 (135.8) 

127.1* 

355.9 (889.7) 
54.3 (135.8) 

127.1* 

355.9 (889.7) 
54.3 (135.8) 

127.1* 
- - - -

Piscataway Creek Subwatershed 02140203-0802 Watershed (Pea Hill Branch) 
WW 35 Perennial 

(R2UB1) - 134.1 (996.2) 
381.3* 

134.9 (1,008.4) 
381.3* 

139.0 (1,036.4) 
381.3* 

109.6 (821.2) 
381.3* - - - -

WW 36 Ephemeral - 46.2 (1,066.9) 
790.7* 

60.7 (1,220.1) 
787.9* 

60.7 (1,220.1) 
785.7* 

33.4 (824.8) 
664.5* - - - -

WW 37 Ephemeral - 211.9 (635.7) 210.2 (630.7) 213.0 (639.1) 496.7 (1,490.0) - - - -
WW 38 

(Pea Hill Branch) 
Perennial 
(R2UB3) - 60.9 (843.8) 

136.6* 
74.8 (1,007.9) 

136.6* 
84.7 (1,125.3) 

136.6* 
61.1 (842.2) 

136.6* - - - -

WW 62 Intermittent 
(R4SB5) - 25.0 (75.0) 49.8 (149.3) 64.4 (193.1) 25.4 (76.1) - - - -

Piscataway Creek Subwatershed 02140203-0803 Watershed (Piscataway Creek Mainstem) 
WW 39 Ephemeral - 443.5 (933.6) 

355.2* 
421.2 (929.1) 

355.2* 
457.8 (987.4) 

355.2* 
542.1 (1,201.0) 

355.2* - - - -

WW 40 Perennial 
(R2UB1) 

321.3 (5,186.3) 
512.1* 

321.3 (5,186.3) 
512.1* 

321.3 (5,186.3) 
512.1* 

321.3 (5,186.3) 
512.1* 

321.3 (5,186.3) 
512.1* 

374.1 (6,012.6) 
461.9* 

438.5 (7,145.3) 
476.4* - -

WW 41 Perennial 
(R2UB5) 

502.7 (1,897.9) 
224* 

502.7 (1,897.9) 
224* 

502.7 (1,897.9) 
224* 

502.7 (1,897.9) 
224* 

502.7 (1,897.9) 
224* 

601.1 (2,193.1) 
224.0* 

601.1 (2,193.1) 
224.0* - -

WW 42 Ephemeral 57.2 (171.6) 57.2 (171.6) 57.2 (171.6) 57.2 (171.6) 57.2 (171.6) 57.2 (171.5) 57.2 (171.5) - -
WW 43 Intermittent 

(R4SB)/ Ephemeral 
1,024.7 (3,074.2) 

185 (92.5) 
1,024.7 (3,074.2) 

185 (92.5) 
1,024.7 (3,074.2) 

185 (92.5) 
1,024.7 (3,074.2) 

185 (92.5) 
1,024.7 (3,074.2) 

185 (92.5) 
1,024.7 (3,074.2) 

69.4 (34.7) 
1,024.7 (3,074.2) 

70.1 (35.1) - -

WW 44 Perennial 
(R2UB1) - - - - - 10.8 (64.8) 6.2 (38.2) - -

WW 45 Perennial 
(R2UB1) - - - - - 323.7 (2,893.7) 

142.5* 
317.4 (2,721.7) 

142.5* - -

WW 46 Ephemeral - - - - - 23.7 (91.9) 23.7 (91.9) - -
WW 47 Intermittent 

(R4SB3)/Perennial 
(R2UB1) 

96.2 (144.3) 
61.4 (92.1) 

96.2 (144.3) 
61.4 (92.1) 

96.2 (144.3) 
61.4 (92.1) 

96.2 (144.3) 
61.4 (92.1) 

96.2 (144.3) 
61.4 (92.1) - - - -

WW 48 Ephemeral 45.7 (22.9) 45.7 (22.9) 45.7 (22.9) 45.7 (22.9) 45.7 (22.9) - - - -
WW 49 Ephemeral 292.5 (585) 292.5 (585.0) 292.5 (585.0) 292.5 (585.0) 292.5 (585.0) - - - -
WW 50 

(Piscataway Creek) 
Perennial 
(R2UB3) 377.8 (15,730.5) 377.8 (15,730.5) 377.8 (15,730.5) 377.8 (15,730.5) 377.8 (15,730.5) - - - 192.1 (7,265.8) 

WW 51 Perennial 
(R2UB1) 1,130.3 (3,390.9) 1,130.3 (3,390.9) 1,130.3 (3,390.9) 1,130.3 (3,390.9) 1,130.3 (3,390.9) - - 20.8 (62.4) 1,130.3 (3,391.0) 

WW 52 Ephemeral/ 
Intermittent 

(R4SB5) 

189.4 (189.4) 
155.7 (155.7) 

189.4 (189.4) 
155.7 (155.7) 

189.4 (189.4) 
155.7 (155.7) 

189.4 (189.4) 
155.7 (155.7) 

189.4 (189.4) 
155.7 (155.7) - - - 189.4 (189.4) 

155.7 (155.7) 

WW 53 Intermittent 
(R4SB5)/ 

Ephemeral 

35.4 (35.4) 
125.4 (376.2) 

35.4 (35.4) 
125.4 (376.2) 

35.4 (35.4) 
125.4 (376.2) 

35.4 (35.4) 
125.4 (376.2) 

35.4 (35.4) 
125.4 (376.2) - - 9.9 (9.9) 

0 (0) 
35.4 (35.4) 

0 (0) 

WW 54 Intermittent 
(R4SB5) - - - - - - - - 6.4 (12.7) 

41.0* 
WW 55 Ephemeral - - - - - - - - 61.4 (184.1) 
WW 56 Ephemeral 232.6 (232.6) 232.6 (232.6) 232.6 (232.6) 232.6 (232.6) 232.6 (232.6) 232.6 (232.6) 232.6 (232.6) 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment 

Waterway Number 
Cowardin 

Classification 

Alt 3 Upgrade South 
of MD 223 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 4 Upgrade Entire 
Corridor 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 5 Reversible 
Price-Managed 

Lanes 
Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 6 One to Two 
Price-Managed 

Lanes 
Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 8 HOV 
Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Surratts Rd 
Option A 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Surratts Rd 
Option B 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Moores/Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option A 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Moores/Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option B 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 
WW 57 Perennial 

(R2UB1) 
162.0 (486.0) 

406.6* 
162.0 (486.0) 

406.6* 
162.0 (486.0) 

406.6* 
162.0 (486.0) 

406.6* 
162.0 (486.0) 

406.6* - - 434.5 (1,673.3) 
177.4* 

412.0 (1,237.2) 
231.6* 

WW 58 Intermittent 
(R4SB) 126.4 (252.8) 126.4 (252.8) 126.4 (252.8) 126.4 (252.8) 126.4 (252.8) - - 97.1 (194.1) 126.4 (252.9) 

WW 59 Intermittent 
(R4SB) 875.0 (1,312.5) 875.0 (1,312.5) 875.0 (1,312.5) 875.0 (1,312.5) 875.0 (1,312.5) - - - -

WW 60 Ephemeral 76.1 (152.2) 29.2 (58.3) 29.2 (58.3) 29.2 (58.3) 29.2 (58.3) - - 213.9 (427.9) 135.7 (271.5) 
WW 63 Intermittent 

(R4SB)/Ephemeral - - - - - - - - -

WW 64 Intermittent 
(R4SB)/Ephemeral 

36.5 (91.3) 
227.4 (568.5) 

36.5 (91.3) 
227.4 (568.5) 

36.5 (91.3) 
227.4 (568.5) 

36.5 (91.3) 
227.4 (568.5) 

36.5 (91.3) 
227.4 (568.5) 

0 (0) 
203.6 (509.1) 

36.5 (91.2) 
227.4 (568.5) - -

WW 65 Perennial 
(R2UB1) 

80.5 (736.0) 
344.2* 

80.5 (736.0) 
344.2* 

80.5 (736.0) 
344.2* 

80.5 (736.0) 
344.2* 

80.5 (736.0) 
344.2* - 89.3 (1,060.1) 

204.9* - -

WW 66 Intermittent 
(R4SB5)/Ephemeral 

214.4 (428.8) 
86.1 (172.2) 

214.4 (428.8) 
86.1 (172.2) 

214.4 (428.8) 
86.1 (172.2) 

214.4 (428.8) 
86.1 (172.2) 

214.4 (428.8) 
86.1 (172.2) - 214.4 (428.8) 

86.1 (172.3) - -

WW 67 Ephemeral 1,188.5 (2,377.0) 1,188.5 (2,377.0) 1,188.5 (2,377.0) 1,188.5 (2,377.0) 1,188.5 (2,377.0) - 985.4 (1,970.8) 1,188.5 (2,377.0) 

WW 68 Ephemeral 2,145.4 (2,145.4) 
62.7* 

2,145.4 (2,145.4) 
62.7* 

2,145.4 (2,145.4) 
62.7* 

2,145.4 (2,145.4) 
62.7* 

2,145.4 (2,145.4) 
62.7* - - - -

WW 69 Ephemeral 27.3 (54.6) 27.3 (54.6) 27.3 (54.6) 27.3 (54.6) 27.3 (54.6) 27.6 (55.2) 27.3 (54.7) - -
WW 70 Ephemeral 570.2 (1,140.4) 570.2 (1,140.4) 570.2 (1,140.4) 570.2 (1,140.4) 570.2 (1,140.4) - 190.0 (380.0) - -

WW 71 Ephemeral 109.3 (164.0) 
230.2* 

109.3 (164.0) 
230.2* 

109.3 (164.0) 
230.2* 

109.3 (164.0) 
230.2* 

109.3 (164.0) 
230.2* - - - -

WW 74 
Ephemeral/ 
Intermittent 

(R4SB5) 

932.4 (2,331.1) 
80.4 (201.1) 

932.4 (2,331.1) 
80.4 (201.1) 

932.4 (2,331.1) 
80.4 (201.1) 

932.4 (2,331.1) 
80.4 (201.1) 

932.4 (2,331.1) 
80.4 (201.1) - - - -

WW 75 Ephemeral 26.6 (79.8) 26.6 (79.8) 26.6 (79.8) 26.6 (79.8) 26.6 (79.8) - - - -
WW 76 Ephemeral 27.9 (27.9) 27.9 (27.9) 27.9 (27.9) 27.9 (27.9) 27.9 (27.9) - - - -
WW 77 Ephemeral - - - - -

WW 78 Perennial 
(R2SB3) 55.9 (83.9) 55.8 (83.8) 55.8 (83.8) 55.8 (83.8) 55.8 (83.8) - - - -

WW 79 Ephemeral 33.5 (67.0) 33.5 (67.0) 33.5 (67.0) 33.5 (67.0) 33.5 (67.0) - - - -

WW 80 
Ephemeral/ 
Intermittent 

(R2UB1) 

53.9 (107.8) 
0 (0) 

53.9 (107.8) 
0 (0) 

53.9 (107.8) 
0 (0) 

53.9 (107.8) 
0 (0) 

53.9 (107.8) 
0 (0) - - - -

WW 80a Ephemeral 12.4 (24.8) 12.4 (24.8) 12.4 (24.8) 12.4 (24.8) 12.4 (24.8) - - - -
WW 80b Ephemeral 17.6 (35.2) 17.6 (35.2) 17.6 (35.2) 17.6 (35.2) 17.6 (35.2) - - - -
WW 81 Ephemeral 5.7 (5.7) 5.7 (5.7) 5.7 (5.7) 5.7 (5.7) 5.7 (5.7) - - - -
WW 82 Ephemeral 39.6 (79.2) 39.6 (79.2) 39.6 (79.2) 39.6 (79.2) 39.6 (79.2) - - - -

WW 83 
Ephemeral/ 
Intermittent 
(R2UB1) 

41.6 (62.4) 
1.4 (2.1) 

41.6 (62.4) 
1.4 (2.0) 

41.6 (62.4) 
1.4 (2.0) 

41.6 (62.4) 
1.4 (2.0) 

41.6 (62.4) 
1.4 (2.0) - - - -

WW 84 Ephemeral - - - - - - - - -

WW 85 Perennial 
(R2UB3) - - - - - - - - -

* Culverted channel 
** Total Culverted Channels includes all culverted channels, regardless of classification, plus undelineated culverted waterways 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment 

Cowardin Classification Alt 3 Upgrade South 
of MD 223 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 4 Upgrade Entire 
Corridor 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 5 Reversible 
Price-Managed 

Lanes 
Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 6 One to Two 
Price-Managed 

Lanes 
Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Alt 8 HOV 
Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Surratts Rd 
Option A 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Surratts Rd 
Option B 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Moores/Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option A 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 

Moores/Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option B 

Lin. ft. (sq. ft.) 
Total Perennial Streams 2,691.9 (27,603.6) 3,627.4 (42,145.8) 4,968.7 (57,673.8) 4,820.5 (56,710.5) 3,683.4 (43,584.7) 1,309.7 (11,164.2) 1,452.5 (13,158.4) 455.3 (1,735.7) 1,734.4 (11,894.0) 
Total Intermittent Streams 2,646.1 (5,698.2) 3,346.5 (8,915.3) 3,485.8 (9,302.4) 3,419.8 (9,127.5) 3,365.0 (8,943.9) 1,024.7 (3,074.2) 1,275.6 (3,594.2) 107 (204) 323.9 (456.7) 
Total Ephemeral Streams 6,749.3 (11,265.4) 11,036.4 (25,016.5) 11,698.8 (25,740.2) 11,279.3 (24,736.3) 11,134.4 (24,912.1) 381.5 (862.4) 681.8 (1,474.0) 1,431.9 (2,631.3) 1,807.6 (3,254.6) 
Total Perennial, Intermittent, and 
Ephemeral Streams 12,087.3 (44,567.2) 18,010.3 (76,077.6) 20,153.3 (92,716.4) 19,519.6 (90,574.3) 18,182.8 (77,440.7) 2,715.2 (15,100.8) 3,409.9 (18,226.6) 1,994.2 (4,571.0) 3,865.9 (15,605.3) 

Total Culverted Channels** 1,779.8 (--) 4,731.4 (--) 5,326.2 (--) 5,384.5 (--) 4,585.2 (--) 828.4 (--) 1,047.8 (--) 177.4 (--) 272.6 (--) 
Grand Total for All Channel Types 13,867.1 (--) 22,741.7 (--) 25,479.5 (--) 24,904.1 (--) 22,768.0 (--) 3,543.6 (--) 4,457.7 (--) 2,171.6 (--) 4,138.5 (--) 

* Culverted channel
 
** Total Culverted Channels includes all culverted channels, regardless of classification, plus undelineated culverted waterways. 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment 

Table III-10:  Direct Impacts (acres) to Delineated Wetlands 
Wetland 
Number 

Cowardin 
Classification 

Alt 3 Upgrade South 
of MD 223 

Alt 4 Upgrade Entire 
Corridor 

Alt 5 Reversible 
Price-Managed 

Lanes 

Alt 6 One to Two 
Price-Managed 

Lanes 

Alt 8 HOV Surratts Rd 
Option A 

Surratts Rd 
Option B 

Moores/Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option A 

Moores/Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option B 

Potomac River Upper Tidal Subwatershed 02140201-0797 (Henson Creek) 
WET 1 PEM1 - <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 -

-

- -
WET 4 PEM1* -

-

0.1 <0.1 -

-

-

-

-
WET 6 PEM1/POW* - -  0.2 0.2 - -

-

- -
WET 7 PEM1* - 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.5 -

-

- -
WET 8 PFO1 -

-

<0.1 <0.1 -

-

-

-

-
WET 9 PFO1 -

-

0.2 0.2 -

-

-

-

-
WET 11 PFO1 -

-

0.3 0.3 -

-

-

-

-
WET 12 PEM1/POW* - 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 -

-

- -
WET 13 PEM1/POW* - 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 -

-

- -
WET 14 PFO1 - 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 -

-

- -
WET 15 PEM1/POW* - 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 -

-

- -
WET 18 PEM1 - <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.1 -

-

- --
Piscataway Creek Subwatershed 02140203-0800 Watershed (Meetinghouse Branch and Paynes Branch) 

WET 16 PEM1* - 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 -

-

- -
WET 19** POW* - 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.3 -

-

- -
WET 20 PEM1/PFO1 - 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 -

-

- -
WET 21 PEM1 - <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 -

-

- -
WET 22 PFO1/PEM1 - 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 -

-

- -
WET 23** PEM1 - 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3 -

-

- -
WET 24 POW* - 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 -

-

- -
WET 25 PEM1 - <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 -

-

- -
WET 26 PEM1* - 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 -

-

- -
WET 27 PEM1/POW - 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 -

-

- -
WET 28 PEM1/POW* - 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 - - - -
WET 49 PEM1 - 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 -

-

- -
WET 52** PFO1 - 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.5 -

-

- --
Piscataway Creek Subwatershed 02140203-0803 Watershed (Piscataway Creek Mainstem) 

WET 29 PEM1 -

-

<0.1 <0.1 <0.1 - - - -
WET 30 PFO1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 -

-

WET 31 PEM1* 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 -

-

WET 32 PEM1 -

- - - -

<0.1 <0.1 -

-

WET 34 PEM1 -

- - - -

<0.1 -

-

-
WET 35 PEM1/PSS1 -

- - - - -

0.1 -

-

WET 36 PEM1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 -- - -

-

WET 37 PFO1 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 - - - 0.4 
WET 38 PFO1 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 - - - 0.3 
WET 39 PFO1 -

- - - - -

-

-

<0.1 
WET 40 PFO1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 - - <0.1 <0.1 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment 

Wetland 
Number 

Cowardin 
Classification 

Alt 3 Upgrade South 
of MD 223 

Alt 4 Upgrade Entire 
Corridor 

Alt 5 Reversible 
Price-Managed 

Lanes 

Alt 6 One to Two 
Price-Managed 

Lanes 

Alt 8 HOV Surratts Rd 
Option A 

Surratts Rd 
Option B 

Moores/Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option A 

Moores/Earnshaw/ 
Burch Hill 
Option B 

WET 41 PFO1 -

- - - - -

-

-

<0.1 
WET 42 PEM1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 - - <0.1 0.1 
WET 43 PEM1* -

- - - - -

- 0.1 <0.1 
WET 44 PFO1 -

- - - - -

- <0.1 -
WET 45 PEM1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 - - 0.1 0.1 
WET 46 PEM1 -

- -

- - <0.1 <0.1 
WET 47 PFO1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 -

-

- -
WET 51 PFO1 -

- -

- - <0.1 --
WET 53 PFO1 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 - - -  1.6 
WET 54 PEM1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 - - -  <0.1 
WET 55 PEM1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 - - -  <0.1 
WET 56 PEM1 -

- -

- - <0.1 0.1 
WET 57 PEM1/PFO1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 - - -

-

WET 58 PFO1/PEM1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 - - -

-

WET 59 PFO1 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 - - -

-

WET 60 PFO1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 - - -

-

WET 62 PEM1/PFO1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 - - -

-

WET 63 PEM1/PFO1 -

- - - -

0.1 0.1 -

-

WET 64 PFO1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 - - -

-

WET 65 PFO1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 - - -

-

WET 66 PEM1/PSS1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 - - -

-

Total PFO 3.5 4.4 5.1 5.1 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 
Total PEM or POW 0.8 4.7 5.6 5.3 5.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3 
Total Wetlands 4.3 9.1 10.7 10.4 9.7 0.2 0.3 0.2 2.6 

* Stormwater facility
 
**The extent of these wetlands was not fully delineated, due to access restrictions on Andrew’s Air Force base.  Therefore, the impact numbers only reflect the portion of the wetlands systems that were delineated.
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

4. Floodplains 
There are four areas of Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designated 100-Year 
floodplains within the study-area. From north to south, they are associated with Henson Creek, 
Meetinghouse Branch, an unnamed tributary of Piscataway Creek at the MD5/Surratts Road 
interchange, and Piscataway Creek (Figure III-8). 

Floodplains provide important functions that are vital to the natural environment and human 
safety, including flood storage, pollutant attenuation, wildlife habitat, recreational opportunities, 
open space, and groundwater recharge.  For the most part, development within the study-area 
floodplains has been minimized through land ownership or special designation.  Consequently, 
they retain all of the potential functions discussed above and have a high value in the landscape. 

Impacts 

Each of the build alternatives would impact floodplains to some degree. Table III-11 
summarizes the maximum potential floodplain encroachment for each build alternative. Potential 
impacts would occur primarily at the existing stream crossings.  Floodplain impacts would range 
from 14.9 acres to 20.4 acres for the build alternatives. An additional 0.7 to 9.2 acres of impact 
to floodplain would be added for the interchange options.  

Table III-11:  Direct Impacts to 100-Year Floodplains 

Alternative or Option Impact 
(acres) Affected Stream(s) 

Alt 3 - Upgrade South of MD 223 14.9 Piscataway Creek, unnamed tributary to 
Piscataway Creek 

Alt 4 - Upgrade Entire Corridor 19.8 Meetinghouse Branch, unnamed tributary to 
Piscataway Creek, Piscataway Creek 

Alt 5 - Two-Lane Reversible Price-
Managed Lanes 

20.3 Henson Creek, Meetinghouse Branch, 
unnamed tributary to Piscataway Creek, 
Piscataway Creek 

Alt 6 - One to Two Price-Managed Lanes 20.4 Henson Creek, Meetinghouse Branch, 
unnamed tributary to Piscataway Creek, 
Piscataway Creek 

Alt 8 - HOV 20.1 Meetinghouse Branch, unnamed tributary to 
Piscataway Creek, Piscataway Creek 

Surratts Rd Interchange Option A 4.6 Unnamed tributary to Piscataway Creek 
Surratts Rd Interchange Option B 4.6 Unnamed tributary to Piscataway Creek 
Moores Rd/Earnshaw Dr/Burch Hill Rd 
Interchange Option A 

0.7 Piscataway Creek 

Moores Rd/Earnshaw Dr/Burch Hill Rd 
Interchange Option B 

9.2 Piscataway Creek 

Approximately 80 percent of the floodplain impacts are attributable to large bump-out areas 
identified for potential SWM facilities, which are generally located in low-lying areas where 
floodplains are most common. 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

In general, stream crossings and associated floodplains cannot be completely avoided because 
most of the proposed improvements would involve existing roadway crossings of these 
floodplains. Floodplain impacts will be re-evaluated as the project progresses to more detailed 
design phases, at which time avoidance and minimization measures will be identified and 
evaluated. An MDE Non-tidal Wetlands and Waterways Construction Permit would require 
hydrologic and hydraulic studies on the final alignment to assess effects of any proposed 
roadway fill on floodplain elevations. Any adverse effects would be avoided through adherence 
to the approved permit. 

5. Vegetation and Wildlife 
The northern portion of the MD 5 corridor above MD 223 is surrounded by intensely developed 
land, including residential, commercial, and institutional uses.  Vegetation is typical of urban and 
suburban landscaping except along riparian zones of perennial streams.  The southern portion of 
the corridor is less intensively developed with some scattered deciduous and mixed forest stands, 
but is still predominantly a suburban area.  Existing forested areas primarily consist of mixed 
oak/hickory, mixed deciduous, and stands dominated by Virginia Pine, tulip tree, or red maple. 

The study-area was surveyed for specimen trees, which are defined as trees having a diameter of 
30 inches or greater, measured 4.5 feet above the ground, or a diameter 75 percent or more of the 
diameter of the current state champion tree.  A total of 112 specimen trees were identified in and 
immediately adjacent to the study-area (Figure III-9). 

The study-area was also reviewed for forest stands (Figure III-10) and potential habitat for bird 
species that are considered Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS; Figure III-11).  The largest 
area of potential FIDS habitat, which is large contiguous stands of forest, lies within the study-
area in Piscataway Creek Stream Valley Park.   

The study-area contains wildlife typical of urban-suburban settings.  Mammals in the study-area 
include typical edge-dwelling species and species adapted to disturbed habitats such as whitetail 
deer, opossums, and raccoons.  Typical avian species include songbirds and small birds of prey. 
Several of the potential avian species within the study-area include forest interior dwelling 
species, particularly at the area of Piscataway Stream Valley Park.  Other vertebrates common to 
the study-area include reptiles and amphibians, such as frogs, painted and snapping turtles, and 
snakes such as the eastern ratsnake and eastern gartersnake.   

Impacts 

The build alternatives would convert varying amounts of forest, old field, and 
commercial/industrial land uses into transportation land uses.  Existing wildlife habitat within the 
project area is currently small and fragmented, typical of disturbed and developed land. 
Consequently, project impacts on wildlife through habitat loss or conversion are anticipated to be 
minor. 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

Conversion of existing terrestrial land cover types to transportation alternatives would result in 
the clearing of vegetative cover and replacement of existing vegetative surfaces with impervious 
surfaces. Impacts to forested canopy would range from 51.8 to 73.5 acres depending on the 
build alternative. The Surratts Road Interchange Options would affect an additional 11.4 to 
11.6 acres, and the Burch Hill Road Interchange Options would affect an additional 26.0 to 
32.8 acres of canopy cover. Impacts to potential FIDS habitat ranges from 20.3 to 20.7 acres for 
the build alternatives. The Surratts Road Option B would affect less than 0.1 acre.  Option A 
would not have any additional impact to potential FIDS habitat.  The Moores Road/Earnshaw 
Drive/Burch Hill Road Options would impact an additional 8.9 to 11.9 acres of potential FIDS 
habitat. Nearly all the FIDS impacts would be to edges, the outermost 300 feet, of patches, 
rather than to forest interior habitats.  Impacts to tree canopy cover and potential FIDS habitat 
are summarized in Table III-12. 

Table III-12:  Direct Impacts to Tree Canopy Cover and Potential FIDS Habitat 

Alternative or Option Canopy Cover 
(acres) 

FIDS Habitat 
(acres) 

Alt 3 - Upgrade South of MD 223 51.8 20.3 
Alt 4 - Upgrade Entire Corridor 65.6 20.7 
Alt 5 - Two-Lane Reversible Price-Managed Lanes 73.5 20.7 
Alt 6 - One to Two Price-Managed Lanes 70.7 20.7 
Alt 8 - HOV 65.7 20.7 
Surratts Rd Interchange Option A 11.6 0.0 
Surratts Rd Interchange Option B 11.4 <0.1 
Moores Rd/Earnshaw Dr/Burch Hill Rd Interchange  
Option A 26.0 8.9 

Moores Rd/Earnshaw Dr/Burch Hill Rd Interchange  
Option B 32.8 11.9 

The build alternatives that would upgrade the entire MD 5 corridor (Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 8) 
would result in the loss of 30 to 43 specimen trees.  These alternatives would also affect the 
Critical Root Zone (CRZ), the area of roots that must be maintained/protected for optimum tree 
survival) of an additional 30 to 34 specimen trees within the study-area.  The Surratts Road 
Options would directly impact three to four additional specimen trees, while the Moores 
Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road Options would directly impact an additional seven to 
nine specimen trees. 

Depending on the alternative, approximately 70 to 80 percent of the tree canopy impacts, and 70 
to 75 percent of FIDS impacts are attributable to large bump-out areas identified for potential 
SWM facilities, which are generally located in undeveloped areas where forests are present. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MD DNR) provides guidelines and 
recommendations to avoid and minimize impacts to forests and potential FIDS habitat.  These 
include limiting roadway construction to non-forested areas, minimizing fragmentation of large, 
wide forests (greater than 50 acres and wider than 300 feet), limiting impacts to the edges in high 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

quality forests, and limiting the forest edge-to-area ratio.  Additional measures to avoid impacts 
to FIDS in particular include not removing or disturbing forest habitat during April to August 
(the breeding season for most FIDS), maintaining forest habitat as close as possible to the road, 
maintaining canopy closure wherever possible, and maintaining grass height at least 10 inches 
during the April to August breeding season. These guidelines would be incorporated into the 
project design as it progresses to the extent practicable.  

The principle means of avoiding direct and indirect impacts on specimen trees is through the 
adjustment of proposed alignments and limits of disturbance to avoid individual trees and reduce 
CRZ encroachment.  The feasibility of avoidance and minimization strategies will be evaluated 
on a case by case basis as the project progresses to more advanced design phases. 

After all avoidance and prudent minimization efforts have been considered, acreage of cleared 
forest cover would need to be replaced at a 1:1 mitigation ratio within a year of project 
completion in accordance with the Maryland Reforestation Law.  Reforestation sites within the 
same county or watershed would be given the first priority.  Reforestation should be 
concentrated in riparian zones that lack adequate forested buffers and in open areas within or 
adjacent to existing FIDS habitat.  If local reforestation sites cannot be identified, SHA would be 
required to deposit $4,356 per cleared acre into the Reforestation Fund.   

6. Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species 
The MD DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
were contacted to determine if any rare, threatened or endangered species are located within the 
study-area. No federally-listed rare, threatened, or endangered species are known to occur within 
the study-area, except for the occasional transient individual.  Two state threatened fish species 
have been recorded in Piscataway Creek, the American brook lamprey (Lampetra appendix) and 
comely shiner (Notropis amoenus). Piscatway Creek watershed streams also support rosyside 
dace (Clinostomus funduloides) and least brook lamprey (L. aepyptera) that, although not listed, 
are considered species in Greatest Conservation Need (GCN) in the state. Copies of the agency 
correspondence are included in Section IV Comments and Coordination. 

Impacts 

The state-listed threatened and GCN species should be adequately protected by the Use I in-
stream work restriction period of March 1 through June 15, and strict adherence to an approved 
sediment and erosion control plan and associated BMPs.  No direct impacts are anticipated.   

7. Green Infrastructure 
Green infrastructure (GI) is a network of forests, wetlands, and other undeveloped lands that 
provide a broad range of ecological services and marketable goods (DNR 2003).  The MD DNR 
has identified and delineated hubs, corridors, and gaps to help set priorities for strategic land 
conservation. Green infrastructure within and surrounding the project area is shown on 
Figure III-12. The largest hub area within the study-area is roughly associated with Piscataway 
Creek and its tributaries in the vicinity of Earnshaw Drive.  A GI corridor is located further south 
along the east side of MD 5, in the vicinity of Brandywine. 
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Impacts 

The build alternatives would impact 25.3 to 26.4 acres of GI hub, and 3.1 acres of GI corridor. 
The Surratts Road Interchange Options would affect an additional 5.1 to 5.6 acres of hub, and the 
Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road Interchange Options would affect an additional 
9.6 to 18.5 acres of hub. Please see Table III-13 for a summary of impacts to GI. 

Table III-13:  Direct Impacts (acres) to Green Infrastructure Hubs and Corridors 

Alternative or Option GI Hubs 
(acres) 

GI Corridors 
(acres) 

Alt 3 - Upgrade South of MD 223 25.3 3.1 
Alt 4 - Upgrade Entire Corridor 26.4 3.1 
Alt 5 - Two-Lane Reversible Price-Managed Lanes 26.4 3.1 
Alt 6 - One to Two Price-Managed Lanes 26.4 3.1 
Alt 8 - HOV 26.4 3.1 
Surratts Rd Interchange Option A 5.1 0 
Surratts Rd Interchange Option B 5.6 0 
Moores Rd/Earnshaw Dr/Burch Hill Rd Interchange Option A 9.6 0 
Moores Rd/Earnshaw Dr/Burch Hill Rd Interchange Option B 18.5 0 

Depending on the alternative, approximately 80 to 85 percent of the GI hub, and 85 to 90 percent 
of the GI corridor impacts are attributable to large bump-out areas identified for potential SWM 
facilities, which are generally located in undeveloped areas where GI hubs and corridors are 
present. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

Avoidance and minimization strategies for GI would be the same as those described for tree 
canopy cover and FIDS in Section III.E.5, with an emphasis on preservation of existing hubs and 
corridors. Gaps are disturbed lands that create corridor breaks or reduce forest interior habitat in 
the GI network.  The restoration of GI gaps can result in multiple ecological benefits, and SHA 
would consider restoring gaps to maximize the ecological benefits of the project mitigation 
package. 
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F. Air Quality 
The project-level air quality analysis was conducted in accordance with the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), FHWA, and SHA guidelines.  Refer to the Air Quality Technical 
Report  (SHA 2011a in Section V. References) for details on the technical analysis and its 
components.   

The EPA has established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for seven 
pollutants, five of which are considered pollutants of concern for transportation air quality 
analyses. Two of them (ozone and nitrogen dioxide) are considered only as “regional 
pollutants,” whereas the other three must be considered at the project level.  Those three 
pollutants are: carbon monoxide (CO), “coarse” particulate matter of 10 microns or less in size 
(PM10), and “fine” particulate matter of 2.5 microns or less in size (PM2.5). CO impacts are 
typically analyzed as the accepted indicator of vehicle-generated air pollution.  In addition, EPA 
has identified 21 toxic air pollutants that the agency considers to have mobile source origins. 
These pollutants are referred to collectively as “Mobile Source Air Toxics” or MSATs.  Six out 
of the 21 MSATs are considered by EPA to be transportation’s “priority toxics,” although that 
list is subject to change in the future.  The six priority MSATs are: benzene, acrolein, 
formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, acetaldehyde, and diesel exhaust.   

Prince George’s County is currently listed by the EPA as a non-attainment area for ozone and 
PM2.5, a maintenance area for CO, and not in non-attainment for nitrogen dioxide and PM10. 

1. Carbon Monoxide Screening Analysis 
A CO micro-scale analysis was performed for this project given that Prince George's County is 
listed as a "maintenance" area for CO.  Typically signalized intersections with a future build 
condition level of service (LOS) of D, E, or F would be a trigger for micro-scale analysis.  The 
existing signal at Surratts Road and MD 5 would become an overpass in every build alternative. 
However, a signal would be added to allow a left turn lane movement onto Surratts Road from 
MD 5 in both the northbound and southbound directions.  Thus, the emissions associated with 
idling at these two signals have been modeled in the future build conditions (Surratts Road 
Options A and B). 

The future build traffic data does not show any of the improved signalized intersections 
operating with a Future Build LOS of 'D' or lower within the project area.  However, given the 
status of the county as a maintenance area for CO, a micro-scale evaluation was performed at the 
Surratt’s Road intersection. Additionally, an analysis of CO emissions adjacent to the free flow 
sections of the roadway containing the highest traffic volume was also performed to demonstrate 
due diligence analysis. 

The CO modeling analyses for the project area evaluated traffic conditions for the existing 
roadways in Base Year 2008 and for the No-Build and Build Alternatives in the Design Year 
2030. The analyses indicate that the eight-hour concentration of CO at each of the analyzed sites 
within the project area would be less than the NAAQS 1-hour standard (35 ppm – parts per 
million) and 8-hour standard (9.0 ppm) under existing roadway conditions and under all of the 
study alternatives. 
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The maximum calculated eight-hour CO concentrations at project intersections for each scenario 
are as follows: 

2.7 ppm for the Existing Roadway 
2.5 ppm for Alternative 1 No Build 
2.2 ppm for Alternative 3: Expressway Upgrade South of MD 223 
2.2 ppm for Alternative 4: Expressway Upgrade Entire Corridor 
2.2 ppm for Alternative 5: Two Reversible Price-Managed Lanes 
2.2 ppm for Alternative 6: One to Two Price-Managed Lanes 
2.2 ppm for Alternative 8: Non Price-Managed Lanes (HOV) 

A background value of 3.0 ppm in the project area was provided by MDE staff for use in this 
analysis. Please note that the calculated concentrations (with the 8-hour persistence factor 
applied) all fall below the background concentration of 3.0 ppm.  Therefore, the actual eight-
hour CO level would be equal to the background levels at all locations within the project area. 

Free-flow analysis of the mainline indicates slightly elevated build condition CO emissions 
concentrations relative to those at the signalized ramps.  However, 8-hour free-flow emissions 
levels all fall below the background concentration of 3.0 ppm, similar to the levels calculated at 
the intersections. 

No exceedance has been noted for either the 1-hour or 8-hour emissions standards, as shown in 
Tables III-14 through III-16. As such, based on the improved traffic flow for the re-designed 
roadway coupled with emissions reductions through EPA-mandated fuel and vehicle inspection 
programs, it can be assumed that the project would not substantially impact air quality for CO 
nor would it cause or contribute to an exceedance of the NAAQS for CO. 

Table III-14:  Queuing Analysis – Surratts Road Interchange Option A 
Receptor 2030 

Alternative 3 
2030 

Alternative 4 
2030 

Alternative 5 
2030 

Alternative 6 
2030 

Alternative 8 
1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 

1 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 
2 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 
3 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 
4 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
5 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
6 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
7 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 
8 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
9 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
10 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
11 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
12 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
13 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 
14 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 
15 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 
16 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
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Table III-14:  Continued 
Receptor 2030 

Alternative 3 
2030 

Alternative 4 
2030 

Alternative 5 
2030 

Alternative 6 
2030 

Alternative 8 
1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 

17 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 
18 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
19 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
20 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
21 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 
22 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 
23 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 
24 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
25 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
26 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 
27 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
28 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
29 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 
30 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 
31 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 
32 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 
33 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
34 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
35 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
36 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
37 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
38 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
39 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
40 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Maximum 
Value 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 

Table III-15:  Queuing Analysis – Surratts Road Interchange Option B 
Receptor 2030 

Alternative 3 
2030 

Alternative 4 
2030 

Alternative 5 
2030 

Alternative 6 
2030 

Alternative 8 
1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 

1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
2 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
3 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
4 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 
5 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 
6 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
7 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
8 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
9 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
10 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
11 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
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Table III-15:  Continued 
Receptor 2030 

Alternative 3 
2030 

Alternative 4 
2030 

Alternative 5 
2030 

Alternative 6 
2030 

Alternative 8 
1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 

12 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
13 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
14 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
15 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
16 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
17 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
18 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
19 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
20 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
21 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
22 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
23 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
24 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
25 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
26 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 
27 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 
28 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
29 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
30 3.2 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 
31 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
32 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
33 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
34 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
35 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
36 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
37 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
38 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
39 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
40 3.2 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Maximum 
Value 3.2 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 
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Table III-16:  Free-Flow Analysis 

Receptor 
2008 Existing 2030 No-Build 2030 

Alternative 3 
2030 

Alternative 4 
2030 

Alternative 5 
2030 

Alternative 6 
2030 

Alternative 8 
1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 

NB1 3.6 3.0 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.0 3.4 3.0 3.4 3.0 3.5 3.0 
NB2 3.4 3.0 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.3 3.0 
NB3 3.3 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.3 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 
NB4 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.2 3.0 
SB1 3.6 3.0 3.4 3.0 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.0 3.4 3.0 3.4 3.0 3.5 3.0 
SB2 3.5 3.0 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.0 3.4 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.4 3.0 
SB3 3.3 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.3 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 
SB4 3.3 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0 

Maximum 
Value 3.6 3.0 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.0 
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2. PM2.5 Conformity 
The preliminary Air Quality PM2.5 Report serves to evaluate the local and regional air quality 
effects for all proposed project alternatives and provides a qualitative assessment of potential 
PM2.5 impacts associated with the project. 

Table III-17 provides a summary of available traffic information used in this analysis.  Annual 
Average Daily Traffic (AADT) reported in the table is for the highest-volume segment of the 
roadway, located in the northern portion between Allentown Road and I-95/I-495, including the 
Linda Lane shifted traffic. Changes to traffic volumes over time reflect growth and development 
in the surrounding area. 

Table III-17:  AADT and Truck Percentages 

Alternative 2015 
AADT 

2015 
Diesel 
Truck 

Percentage 
(%) 

Diesel 
Trucks 

2030 
AADT 

2030 
Diesel 
Truck 

Percentage 
(%) 

Diesel 
Trucks 

Alternative 1: No-Build 136,500 8 10,920 149,700 8 11,976 
Alternative 3: Expressway 
Upgrade South of MD 223 140,300 8 11,224 153,700 8 12,296 

Alternative 4: Expressway 
Upgrade Entire Corridor 144,700 8 11,576 159,100 8 12,728 

Alternative 5: Two 
Reversible Price-Managed 
Lanes 

144,700 8 11,576 159,100 8 12,728 

Alternative 6: One to Two 
Price-Managed Lanes 144,700 8 11,576 137,415 8 10,993 

Alternative 8: Non Price-
Managed Lanes (HOV) 142,100 8 11,368 154,800 8 12,384 

The Linda Lane/Deerpond Lane to I-95 interchange segment of the roadway has the highest 
AADT volumes for the corridor in the No-Build Alternative.  This same roadway segment 
consistently ranks in the top two highest segments for AADT in the Build Alternatives (the 
highest volumes occur between the Allentown Road Interchange and the Old Alexander Ferry 
Road access point). The difference in AADT between the two highest volume segments is less 
than one percent of overall AADT and does not represent a substantial deviation. 

The traffic data indicates that truck percentages south of MD 223 are predicted to be 11 percent 
of total AADT. North of MD 223 the truck percentage is predicted to be eight percent of total 
AADT. Although there are higher truck percentages in the southern portion of the project area, 
the difference in percentage is off-set by the substantially lower traffic volumes south of 
MD 223. Therefore, the selected roadway segment between Allentown Road and I-95/ 
I-495, including the Linda Lane shifted traffic (as reflected in Table III-17) is appropriate for 
use as the worst-case project roadway section as it provides the highest volume of truck traffic in 
the corridor. 
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The projected traffic indicates no increase in truck percentages between the Existing, Interim, 
and No-Build conditions. Additionally, there is no change in the ratio of gasoline-powered vs. 
diesel-powered truck ratios between the Existing, Interim, and Design Year.  From this data it 
can be concluded that although growth is anticipated in the regional demand models, there will 
not be a substantial change in heavy truck user demand.  This could be attributed to a variety of 
factors, most notably the lack of increased manufacturing or other development linked to 
increased use of diesel trucks in the vicinity of the project area.  Additionally, alternative routes 
for heavy trucks (and other vehicles) are not attractive to motorists utilizing this corridor since 
similar or worse congestion issues exist on alternative routes during peak-hour travel times. 
Traffic currently using the alternative routes is anticipated to maintain its off-facility route 
preferences due to route familiarity and safety concerns regarding a high-speed facility such as 
MD 5. 

The MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study is located in Prince George’s County, which is in the 
Washington, DC-MD-VA PM2.5 nonattainment area that was designated a nonattainment for 
PM2.5 on January 5, 2005 by the EPA. This designation became effective on April 5, 2005, 90 
days after EPA’s published action in the Federal Register.  Transportation conformity for the 
PM2.5 standards applied on April 5, 2006, after the one-year grace period provided by the Clean 
Air Act. 

Projects that require hotspot analysis for PM2.5 are those projects that are Projects of Air Quality 
Concern as enumerated in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1): 

(i) 	 New highway projects that have a significant number of diesel vehicles, and expanded 
highway projects that have a significant increase in the number of diesel vehicles; 

(ii) Projects affecting intersections that are at LOS D, E, or F with a significant number of 
diesel vehicles, or those that will change to Level-of-Service D, E, or F because of 
increased traffic volumes from a significant number of diesel vehicles related to the 
project; 

(iii) New bus and rail terminals and transfer points that have a significant number of diesel 
vehicles congregating at a single location; 

(iv) Expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points that significantly increase the 
number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location; and 

(v)	 Projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites which are identified in the 
PM10 or PM2.5 applicable implementation plan or implementation plan submission, as 
appropriate, as sites of violation or possible violation. 

As discussed in the examples to the preamble to the March 10, 2006 Final Rule for PM2.5 and 
PM2.5 Hot-Spot Analyses in Project-Level Transportation Conformity Determinations 
(71FR12491), for projects involving the expansion of an existing highway, 40 CFR 
93.123(b)(1)(i) has been interpreted as applying only to projects that would involve a significant 
increase in the number of diesel transit buses and diesel trucks on the existing facility.  This has 
been further clarified in a proposed rule amendment which stated: “EPA is proposing to clarify 
this provision as “New highway projects that have a significant number of diesel vehicles, and 
expanded projects that have a significant increase in the number of diesel vehicles.” 
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SHA has prepared the following analysis of the proposed improvements: 

•	 The projected 2030 No-Build and Build AADT for MD 5 represent the unconstrained 
user demand.  Based on regional travel demand models, travel demand forecasts were 
developed for the No-Build and Build conditions in the MD 5 Transportation Corridor 
Study project area. The differences in AADT between the Build and No-Build were not 
found to be substantial for several reasons. With the lack of functionally comparable 
parallel facilities to draw traffic from, and with capacity constraints remaining at either 
end of the project area (I-95 to the north and the US 301/MD 5 interchange to the south) 
that serve to constrain traffic on the Build section, AADT is anticipated to remain 
relatively unchanged. The capacity improvements along this section of MD 5 are 
designed to accommodate future peak period demand within the project area.  They are 
not anticipated to induce traffic in the uncongested off-peak periods.   

This lack of a “significant increase” between No-Build and Build volumes is further 
supported by the following: 

o	 Users will take the shortest origin-destination path.  In addition, unfamiliarity 
with the local alternative routes and conditions will encourage drivers to remain 
on MD 5 despite the level of congestion and delay. 

o	 During peak traffic periods, diversion from what is the shortest path of travel 
between origin/destination points to alternative routes would not be attractive to 
the majority of drivers.  Traffic conditions on alternative routes would be as bad 
or worse than conditions occurring on MD 5 during peak travel periods, with the 
additional inconvenience of substantial congestion, slower speeds, and numerous 
traffic lights, all of which would increase travel time.  During off-peak periods, 
MD 5 would be equally attractive to users for either the No-Build or Build 
alternatives. 

o	 Trucks, which are the primary emitter of mobile source PM2.5, will tend to stay on 
MD 5 since alternative routes would require frequent stop/start conditions due to 
traffic signals, and may not have sufficient clearance, grading or curve design to 
suit these larger vehicles.  Similarly, other users primarily travelling other routes 
in the No-Build condition will tend to remain on these alternative routes for local 
trip use for reasons unrelated to congestion, such as route familiarity and 
avoidance of aggressive driving associated with limited access facilities such as is 
proposed for the Build Alternatives. 

o	 With the proposed changes to the MD 5 corridor, roadway safety would improve; 
however, the roadway would continue to be congested during peak periods even 
though the length and time of the congestion would be reduced. 

•	 Barring the introduction of substantial truck land use generators to the traffic influence 
area (e.g., sizable increases to industrial employment projections adjacent to the project 
corridor, which would be reflected in the traffic data), truck percentages would remain 
unchanged between the No-Build and Build conditions.  As previously indicated, Build 
improvements would add capacity to MD 5 and relieve peak-period congestion.  A large 
volume of truck traffic on MD 5 occurs during off-peak periods, where the addition of 
peak period capacity would have no bearing on truck travel route selection.  Current truck 
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traffic origin-destination patterns will dictate future patterns, unless changes are made to 
policy or there is a substantial influx in truck use generators.  Neither of these conditions 
has been assumed by the approved Regional transportation model developed by the 
MWCOG.  The MWCOG Regional transportation model shows consistent truck 
percentages between the No-Build and Build conditions, supporting this assertion.  This 
analysis was refined with the project-level traffic model results for this study. 

•	 The project does not meet the criteria set forth in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(ii), as amended, to 
be considered a project of air quality concern because it affects intersections that would 
not “change to LOS D, E, or F because of increased traffic volumes from a substantial 
increase in number of diesel vehicles related to the project.”  The project would only 
require physical changes to signalized intersections at Surratts Road, and these changes 
would enhance the operation and safety of the intersection, improving intersection 
operations from a LOS F in the 2030 No Build condition to a predicted LOS B in the 
Build condition. Given the LOS summary data provided by SHA’s Travel Forecasting 
Division, it can be assumed that these safety improvements would not adversely affect 
LOS. Additionally, two closely spaced signalized at-grade intersections in the southern 
portion of the project corridor are being replaced with grade-separated interchanges in a 
separate break-out project (MD 5/Brandywine Road/MD 373 Interchange Project) that 
will improve traffic flow through the corridor.  In summary, five at-grade intersections 
would be replaced by three limited access interchanges, improving LOS through the 
corridor. 

•	 The project proposes to accommodate express bus lanes in the inside lanes of the design 
alternatives.  This feature does not adversely affect PM2.5 issues associated with the 
project given that the volume of buses is inconsequential relative to overall traffic 
volumes and their location would be at a substantial distance from abutting sensitive land 
use. Additionally, these buses would not incorporate new transfer points or terminals for 
diesel vehicles nor would they cause a substantial number of diesel vehicles to 
congregate at a single location. The origin and destination of these buses is outside of the 
project area.  The presence of these express buses would also serve to improve level-of
service through the corridor by eliminating utilization of the facility by low-occupancy 
vehicles. 

•	 Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act and the Federal Conformity Rule require that 
transportation plans and programs conform to the intent of the state implementation plan 
(SIP) through a regional emissions analysis in PM2.5 nonattainment areas.  The 2010 
update to the National Capital Region Constrained Long Range Transportation Plan 
(CLRP) and the 2011-2016 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
have been determined to conform to the intent of the SIP.  The CLRP is a comprehensive 
plan of transportation projects and strategies that the Transportation Planning Board 
realistically anticipates can be implemented over the next 30 years.  The TIP is a 6-year 
program that describes the time-frame for the federal funds to be obligated to state and 
local projects. Both the 2010 update to the CLRP and the 2011-2016 TIP were adopted 
by the National Capital Regional Transportation Planning Board (TPB) on November 17, 
2010. Thus there is a currently conforming transportation plan and TIP in accordance 
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with 40 CFR 93.114. The current conformity determination is consistent with the final 
conformity rule found in 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93.  The MD 5 Corridor Transportation 
Study was included in the regional emissions analysis.  There have been no substantial 
changes in the project’s design concept or scope from that used in the conformity 
analysis.  Therefore, the project comes from a conforming plan and program in 
accordance with 40 CFR 93.115.  Conformity to the purposes of the SIP means that the 
transportation activity would not cause new air quality violations, worsen existing 
violations, or delay timely attainment of the relevant national ambient air quality 
standards (NAAQS or “standards”). 

Based on the preceding preliminary review and analysis, the MD 5 Corridor Transportation 
Study should meet the Clean Air Act and 40 CFR 93.109 requirements.  These requirements are 
met for particulate matter without a project-level hot-spot analysis, since the project should not 
be found to be a project of air quality concern as defined under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1). Since 
the project should meet the Clean Air Act and 40 CFR 93.109 requirements, the project should 
not cause or contribute to a new violation of the PM2.5 NAAQS, or increase the frequency or 
severity of a violation. 

3. Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis 
The MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study is considering the alternatives and interchange options 
as described in Section II.B. FHWA Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents 
requires analysis of Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) under specific conditions.  The EPA has 
designated six prioritized MSATs, which are known or probable carcinogens or can cause 
chronic respiratory effects. The six prioritized MSATs are: Benzene; Acrolein; Formaldehyde; 
1,3-Butadiene, Acetaldehyde; and Diesel Exhaust (Diesel Exhaust Gases and Diesel Particulate 
Matter. Within approximately half of the project corridor (south of Woodyard Road), the 
additional travel lane is fully accommodated in the median and therefore does not bring 
additional vehicles closer to air sensitive receptors.  More importantly, despite projected ADT 
volumes in excess of 150,000 vehicles, the proposed improvements do not add substantial 
capacity to an urbanized highway. Therefore, this project would be considered in the category, 
“Projects with Low Potential MSAT Effects”, as described in the referenced guidance. 
Projects in this category may require a qualitative MSAT analysis. 

The MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study project would not result in any meaningful changes in 
traffic volumes, vehicle mix, or any other factor that would cause an increase in emissions 
impacts.  As such, FHWA has determined that this project would generate minimal air quality 
impacts for the Clean Air Act criteria pollutants and has not been linked with any special MSAT 
concerns. However, since the previously prepared environmental studies for the MD 5 Corridor 
Transportation Study did not include a discussion of MSAT, a qualitative MSAT analysis is 
necessary. 

Included herein is a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of this project. 
However, available technical tools do not enable us to predict the project-specific health impacts 
of the emission changes associated with the Build Alternative.  Due to these limitations, the 
following discussion is included in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22(b)) 
regarding incomplete or unavailable information: 
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Evaluating the environmental and health impacts from MSATs on a proposed highway 
project would involve several key elements, including emissions modeling, dispersion 
modeling in order to estimate ambient concentrations resulting from the estimated emissions, 
exposure modeling in order to estimate human exposure to the estimated concentrations, and 
then final determination of health impacts based on the estimated exposure.  Each of these 
steps is encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more 
complete determination of the MSAT health impacts of this project. 

The EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor vehicles are not sensitive to key 
variables determining emissions of MSATs in the context of highway projects.  The tools to 
predict how MSATs disperse are also limited.  Even if emission levels and concentrations of 
MSATs could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in current techniques for exposure 
assessment and risk analysis preclude reaching meaningful conclusions about project-specific 
health impacts.  Research into the health impacts of MSATs is ongoing.  For different 
emission types, there are a variety of studies that show that some either are statistically 
associated with adverse health outcomes through epidemiological studies (frequently based 
on emissions levels found in occupational settings) or that animals demonstrate adverse 
health outcomes when exposed to large doses.  The EPA is in the process of assessing the 
risks of various kinds of exposures to these pollutants. 

As discussed above, technical shortcomings of emissions and dispersion models and uncertain 
science with respect to health effects prevent meaningful or reliable estimates of MSAT 
emissions and effects of this project.  However, even though reliable methods do not exist to 
accurately estimate the health impacts of MSATs at the project level, it is possible to 
qualitatively assess the levels of future MSAT emissions under the project.  Although a 
qualitative analysis cannot identify and measure health impacts from MSATs, it can give a basis 
for identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT emissions - if any - from 
the Build Alternative. 

For each alternative (No-Build and Build), the amount of MSATs emitted would be proportional 
to the vehicle miles traveled, or VMT.  Although the traffic data provided by SHA does not 
indicate a substantial difference between the Build traffic volumes (ADT) and truck percentages 
and the No-Build traffic volumes (ADT) and truck percentages, the VMT within the entire study-
area for the Build Alternative may be slightly greater than that of the No-Build, because the 
Build Alternative would reduce congestion and increase efficiency of the roadway, and may 
serve to attract additional trips from elsewhere in the transportation network.  This slight increase 
in VMT may lead to slightly higher MSAT emissions along the MD 5 Corridor Transportation 
Study project corridor for the Build Alternative.  The emissions increase due to increased VMT 
is offset by lower MSAT emission rates due to increased speeds, since according to EPA's 
MOBILE6 emissions model, emissions of all of the priority MSATs, except for diesel particulate 
matter, decrease as speed increases.  The extent to which these speed-related emissions decreases 
would offset VMT-related emissions increases cannot be reliably projected due to the inherent 
deficiencies of technical models. 

III-67
 



   

 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

The additional lanes of the Build Alternative would be shifted towards the median and would 
therefore not move traffic closer to nearby homes and businesses; however, there is a slight 
increase in total vehicles under the Build condition.  Therefore, there may be localized areas 
where ambient concentrations of MSATs could be higher under the Build Alternative than the 
No-Build Alternative. However, as discussed above, the magnitude and the duration of these 
potential increases compared to the No-Build alternative cannot be accurately quantified due to 
the inherent deficiencies of current models. 

In summary, given the relatively minor increase in ADT between the No-Build and Build 
conditions, the localized level of MSAT emissions for the Build Alternative could be higher 
relative to the No Build Alternative, but this could be offset due to increases in speeds and 
reductions in congestion (which are associated with lower MSAT emissions).  Also, MSATs 
would be lower in other locations where traffic shifts away from them due to dispersion of total 
vehicles over an increased number of travel lanes. Furthermore, at the project location and 
regionally, MSAT concentrations will decrease in future years due to EPA's vehicle emission 
and fuel regulations. Refer to the following graph. 
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G. Noise 
A project-level traffic noise analysis has been completed for the MD 5 Corridor Transportation 
Study in accordance with FHWA and SHA guidelines, including Title 23 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 772 (23 CFR 772), Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and 
Construction Noise, and the FHWA report FHWA-HEP-10-025, Highway Traffic Noise: 
Analysis and Abatement Guidance. The SHA Highway Noise Policy (July 2011) and Highway 
Noise Policy Implementation Guidelines (August 2011) also provides guidance for the evaluation 
of highway traffic noise impacts and criteria for consideration of noise abatement measures for 
communities adjacent to the study area.  Refer to the MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Type I 
Noise Analysis Report (SHA 2011g in Section V. References) for details on the technical analysis 
and its components.   

The MD 5 project is classified as a Type I noise analysis, because it proposes the physical 
alteration of an existing highway which would substantially change either the horizontal or 
vertical alignment, or increase the number of through-traffic lanes.  FHWA regulations require 
the evaluation of highway traffic noise impacts and consideration of abatement when certain 
highway improvements are being proposed.  The purpose of the Type I noise analysis is to 
predict worst-case existing no-build and build alternative traffic noise levels, and to determine 
where noise barriers are warranted, feasible and reasonable within the project area.  

1. Noise Abatement Criteria 
Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for various land activity categories have been established by 
FHWA in 23 CFR 772. These categories and criteria are presented in Table III-18. The NAC 
establish noise levels and impact criteria for each land use type.  The A-weighted hourly 
equivalent sound level (Leq) is the descriptor used most frequently in highway noise analyses. 
The A-weighted decibel scale dB(A) is generally used in assessing community noise exposure 
because this scale closely approximates the frequency response of the human ear.  SHA has 
defined impact criteria at one (1) dB(A) less than the FHWA’s NAC for each category. 

A total of 75 Noise Sensitive Areas (NSAs) were identified within the study area, based on the 
land use activity categories in Table III-18 (see Appendix A, Alternatives Mapping).  Thirty-
two (32) NSAs were determined to be Category B (residential), six (6) were Category C (areas 
such as parks or active sports areas), 14 were Category D (involving interior activities), and 23 
were Category E (exterior developed lands that are sensitive to noise).   

The determination of traffic noise impacts is based on the relationship between the ambient noise 
levels, the predicted future loudest-hour traffic noise levels, and the NAC for each land use in the 
project area. 
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Table III-18:  FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria 

Activity 
Category 

Activity 
Criteria1 

Leq(h)2 

Maryland 
SHA 

Approach 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Location Description of Activity Category 

A 57 56 Exterior 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 
significance and serve an important public need and 
where the preservation of those qualities is essential if 
the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose. 

B 67 66 Exterior Residential 

C 67 66 Exterior 

Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, 
campgrounds, cemeteries, daycare centers, hospitals, 
libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of 
worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or 
nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios, recording 
studios, recreation areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools, 
television studios, trails, and trail crossings. 

D 52 51 Interior 

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, 
medical facilities, places of worship, public meeting 
rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio 
studios, recording studios, schools, and television 
studios. 

E 72 71 Exterior 
Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other 
developed lands, properties or activities not included in 
A-D or F. 

F - - -

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, 
industrial, logging maintenance facilities, 
manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities, 
shipyards, utilities (water resources, water treatment, 
electrical), and warehousing. 

G -- -- -- Undeveloped lands that are not permitted 

1 The Leq(h) Activity Criteria values are for impact determination only, and are not design standards for noise abatement measures. 
2 The equivalent steady-state sound level which in a stated period of time contains the same acoustic energy as the time-varying sound level 
during the same time period, with Leq(h) being the hourly value of Leq. 
3 Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category. 

2. Evaluation Methodology and Impact Analysis 
All impact analyses were performed in conformance with 23 CFR Part 772, Procedures for 
Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, the FHWA report FHWA-HEP
10-025, Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement Guidance, and the SHA’s Highway 
Noise Policy (July 2011), and Highway Noise Policy Implementation Guidelines (August 2011). 
Each NSA was analyzed to determine potential impacts from each of the project alternatives.  

Prediction modeling was performed to assess projected 2030 design year noise levels for each of 
the proposed alternatives to determine if noise abatement is warranted. All prediction modeling 
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was performed using FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model v2.5 (TNM).  The TNM seeks to simulate 
the noise environment by considering variable inputs for traffic (including cars, medium trucks, 
heavy trucks, buses, and motorcycles), variable inputs of traffic speed for each vehicle type, 
variable inputs for roadway design, (including roadway width, horizontal and vertical 
alignment), variable inputs for terrain lines and propagation features (such as building rows, 
ground zones, and tree zones), and inclusion of traffic control measures including stop lights and 
stop signs. 

An area was determined to be impacted if projected 2030 design year noise levels approach or 
exceed the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria for the intended land use, or if the predicted noise 
levels constituted a substantial increase (exceed existing noise levels by 10 dB(A) or more).   

3. Results 
Based on the findings of the analysis, noise impacts would occur in 13 NSAs under Alternative 
3, 37 NSAs under Alternative 4; 36 NSAs under Alternative 5; 37 NSAs under Alternative 6; 
and 37 NSAs under Alternative 8. These impacted NSAs were therefore considered for noise 
abatement. Predicted future noise levels for each Alternative are shown in Table III-19. 

A maximum of 37 NSAs would be impacted under the build alternatives.  Barrier analysis was 
determined to be warranted at 24 of these NSAs, as indicated on Table III-20. The remaining 
13 impacted NSAs do not warrant barrier analysis because they are Category E land uses 
(commercial) that lack frequent exterior usage, or a Category C land use (Piscataway Creek 
Stream Valley Park) that has no current or planned outdoor use. 

At each of the 24 locations where barrier analysis was warranted, optimized noise barriers were 
designed in conformance with SHA design goals, and evaluated for feasibility and 
reasonableness in accordance with SHA standards. 

Table III-19:  Predicted Future Noise Levels by Alternative 

NSA Receptor Existing 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
1 

(No Build) 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
3 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
4 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
5 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
6 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
8 

dB(A) 

01-B 
01a 69 69 67 67 67 67 67 

01b 63 63 68 68 68 68 68 

01c 63 62 68 68 68 68 68 

02-D 02a 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 

03-B 
03a 66 67 68 68 68 68 68 

03b 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 

03c 63 64 63 63 63 63 63 

04-E 04a 68 69 69 69 69 69 69 

05-C 
05a 60 61 64 64 64 64 64 

05b 55 56 59 59 59 59 59 

06-B 
06a 65 66 69 69 69 69 69 

06b 53 54 58 58 58 58 58 
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NSA Receptor Existing 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
1 

(No Build) 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
3 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
4 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
5 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
6 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
8 

dB(A) 

06c 60 61 65 65 65 65 65 

07-B 

(BHA 
Option) 

07a 45 46 51 51 51 51 51 

07b 49 50 58 58 58 58 58 

07c 52 53 55 55 55 55 55 

07d 59 60 58 58 58 58 58 

07e 59 60 68 68 68 68 68 

07f 54 55 64 64 64 64 64 

07g 58 59 67 67 67 67 67 

07h 58 60 66 66 66 66 66 

07i 66 68 71 71 71 71 71 

07j 55 56 62 62 62 62 62 

07k 54 56 60 60 60 60 60 

07l 57 59 62 62 62 62 62 

07m 51 53 58 58 58 58 58 

07-B 

(BHB 
Option) 

07a 45 46 49 49 49 49 49 

07b 49 50 53 53 53 53 53 

07c 52 53 54 54 54 54 54 

07d 59 60 58 58 58 58 58 

07e 59 60 66 66 66 66 66 

07f 54 55 64 64 64 64 64 

07g 58 59 66 66 66 66 66 

07h 58 60 66 66 66 66 66 

07i 66 68 72 72 72 72 72 

07j 55 56 60 60 60 60 60 

07k 54 56 61 61 61 61 61 

07l 57 59 63 63 63 63 63 

07m 51 53 60 60 60 60 60 

08-B 08a 48 48 54 54 54 54 54 

09-E 09a 70 69 73 73 73 73 73 

10-C 
10a 63 63 68 68 68 68 68 

10b 62 61 66 66 66 66 66 

11-E 11a 64 66 70 70 70 70 70 

12-B 

12a 61 62 64 64 64 64 64 

12b 70 71 72 72 72 72 72 

12c 53 54 58 58 58 58 58 

12d 67 68 72 72 72 72 72 

12e 47 49 57 57 57 57 57 

12f 61 62 66 66 66 66 66 

12g 60 61 65 65 65 65 65 
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NSA Receptor Existing 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
1 

(No Build) 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
3 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
4 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
5 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
6 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
8 

dB(A) 

12h 66 67 69 69 69 69 69 

12i 56 57 63 63 63 63 63 

12j 61 62 66 66 66 66 66 

12k 59 60 64 64 64 64 64 

12l 65 66 69 69 69 69 69 

12m 63 64 67 67 67 67 67 

12n 63 64 68 68 68 68 68 

12o 66 67 70 70 70 70 70 

12p 55 57 61 61 61 61 61 

13-B 

13a 72 73 74 74 74 74 74 

13b 74 75 76 76 76 76 76 

13c 71 72 73 73 73 73 73 

13d 62 63 66 66 66 66 66 

13e 63 65 67 67 67 67 67 

13f 63 64 66 66 66 66 66 

13g 63 64 66 66 66 66 66 

14-E 14a 63 64 65 65 65 65 65 

15-C 15a 63 64 65 65 65 65 65 

16-E 16a 63 64 65 65 65 65 65 

17-D 17a 63 64 65 65 65 65 65 

18-E 
18a 65 66 * 68 68 68 68 

18b 64 65 * 67 67 67 67 

19-B 

19a 64 65 * 71 70 70 71 

19b 69 69 * 74 72 72 74 

19c 68 68 * 75 73 73 75 

19d 73 74 * 79 ** ** ** 

19e 55 56 * 63 64 64 63 

19f 57 58 * 66 66 66 66 

19g 58 60 * 65 64 64 65 

20-D 20a 61 62 * 68 66 66 68 

21-E 21a 72 73 * 76 75 76 75 

22-E 22a 72 73 * 76 76 76 76 

23-B 23a 62 63 * 66 66 66 66 

24-E 
24a 72 73 * 75 75 75 75 

24b 60 62 * 65 65 65 65 

25-E 25a 61 62 * 65 65 65 65 

26-D 26a 66 67 * 70 70 70 70 

27-E 
27a 68 69 * 71 71 71 71 

27b 63 64 * 67 67 67 67 
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NSA Receptor Existing 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
1 

(No Build) 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
3 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
4 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
5 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
6 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
8 

dB(A) 

28-D 28a 71 72 * 75 75 75 75 

29-E 29a 73 74 * 76 76 76 76 

30-B 

30a 59 60 * 62 62 62 62 

30b 58 59 * 61 61 61 61 

30c 57 58 * 62 62 62 62 

30d 57 58 * 63 63 63 63 

30e 58 59 * 65 65 65 65 

31-B 

31a 69 70 * 75 75 75 75 

31b 57 58 * 61 61 61 61 

31c 71 72 * 76 76 76 76 

31d 61 62 * 66 66 66 66 

31e 69 70 * 73 73 73 73 

31f 63 64 * 70 70 70 70 

31g 66 67 * 72 72 72 72 

31h 66 67 * 73 73 73 73 

31i 64 66 * 71 71 71 71 

31j 64 66 * 71 71 71 71 

31k 63 66 * 71 71 71 71 

31l 62 65 * 67 67 67 67 

32-C 32a 56 57 * 60 60 60 60 

33-D 33a 62 63 * 66 66 66 66 

34-B 
34a 59 60 * 62 62 62 62 

34b 59 60 * 62 62 62 62 

34c 57 58 * 59 59 59 59 

35-B 
35a 76 76 * 77 ** 77 77 

35b 76 76 * 77 ** 77 77 

36-D 36a 67 68 * 68 68 68 68 

37-B 

37a 71 72 * 74 74 74 74 

37b 67 68 * 70 70 70 70 

37c 63 64 * 66 66 66 66 

37d 65 66 * 68 68 68 68 

37e 67 68 * 70 70 70 70 

37f 61 62 * 63 63 63 63 

38-B 
38a 60 61 * 60 60 60 60 

38b 59 61 * 57 57 57 57 

39-E 39a 66 67 * 68 67 67 68 

40-B 
40a 66 67 * 67 66 66 67 

40b 69 70 * 70 69 69 70 

40c 64 66 * 67 65 65 67 
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NSA Receptor Existing 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
1 

(No Build) 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
3 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
4 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
5 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
6 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
8 

dB(A) 

40d 66 67 * 67 67 67 67 

40e 61 62 * 62 61 61 62 

40f 62 64 * 64 61 61 64 

41-B 41a 60 61 * 62 61 61 62 

42-D 42a 73 74 * 73 73 73 73 

43-B 

43a 71 72 * 74 74 74 74 

43b 72 73 * 75 75 75 75 

43c 64 65 * 68 68 68 68 

43d 59 60 * 60 60 60 60 

44-D 44a 74 77 * 77 77 77 77 

45-D 45a 75 77 * 78 78 78 78 

46-B 
46a 63 64 * 65 65 65 65 

46b 74 75 * 76 76 76 76 

46c 68 69 * 71 71 71 71 

47-D 47a 68 69 * 71 71 71 71 

48-D 48a 70 71 * 72 72 72 72 

49-B 49a 64 65 * 67 67 67 67 

50-E 50a 71 73 * 72 72 72 72 

51-D 51a 73 75 * 74 74 74 74 

52-E 52a 67 68 * 69 69 69 69 

53-D 53a 68 69 * 70 70 70 70 

54-E 54a 58 59 * 61 61 61 61 

55-E 55a 70 71 * 73 73 73 73 

56-B 

56a 66 67 * 72 72 72 72 

56b 69 70 * 73 73 73 73 

56c 64 65 * 68 68 68 68 

56d 63 64 * 69 69 69 69 

57-C 
57a 60 61 * 63 63 63 63 

57b 60 61 * 64 64 64 64 

58-B 

58a 59 60 * 66 66 66 66 

58b 71 72 * 76 76 76 76 

58c 66 67 * 73 73 73 73 

58d 70 72 * 75 75 75 75 

58e 70 71 * 74 74 74 74 

58f 69 70 * 73 73 73 73 

58g 66 67 * 70 70 70 70 

58h 59 60 * 64 64 64 64 

58i 59 60 * 67 67 67 67 

58j 60 61 * 63 63 63 63 
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NSA Receptor Existing 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
1 

(No Build) 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
3 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
4 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
5 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
6 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
8 

dB(A) 

58k 56 57 * 59 59 59 59 

59-E 59a 66 68 * 71 71 71 71 

60-B 

60a 65 67 * 70 70 70 70 

60b 69 72 * 75 75 75 75 

60c 64 66 * 70 70 70 70 

60d 63 64 * 66 66 66 66 

60e 57 58 * 63 63 63 63 

61-E 61a 71 72 * 75 75 75 75 

62-E 62a 71 72 * 72 72 72 72 

63-E 63a 67 68 * 71 71 71 71 

64-E 

64a 63 64 65 65 65 65 65 

64b 63 65 65 65 65 65 65 

64c 65 67 68 68 68 68 68 

64d 66 69 69 69 69 69 69 

65-B 
65a 74 75 76 76 76 76 76 

65b 66 68 71 71 71 71 71 

65c 65 66 64 64 64 64 64 

66-B 
66a 57 59 64 64 64 64 64 

66b 59 61 66 66 66 66 66 

66c 56 58 61 61 61 61 61 

67-B 

67a 58 58 62 62 62 62 62 

67b 52 53 58 58 58 58 58 

67c 54 55 55 55 55 55 55 

67d 57 58 63 63 63 63 63 

67e 59 60 65 65 65 65 65 

68-B 
68a 61 62 65 65 65 65 65 

68b 65 66 71 71 71 71 71 

68c 61 59 64 64 64 64 64 

69-B 

69a 57 58 65 65 65 65 65 

69b 55 56 63 63 63 63 63 

69c 54 55 61 61 61 61 61 

69d 50 50 59 59 59 59 59 

70-C 70a 64 65 68 68 68 68 68 

71-B 
71a 57 58 63 63 63 63 63 

71b 57 59 62 62 62 62 62 

72-B 
72a 64 66 68 68 68 68 68 

72b 60 62 65 65 65 65 65 

73-E 73a 66 66 66 66 66 66 66 

74-B 74a 62 62 64 64 64 64 64 
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NSA Receptor Existing 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
1 

(No Build) 
dB(A) 

Alternative 
3 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
4 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
5 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
6 

dB(A) 

Alternative 
8 

dB(A) 

75a 63 62 64 64 64 64 64 

75b 60 60 61 61 61 61 61 

75-B 75c 58 58 59 59 59 59 59 

75d 60 59 60 60 60 60 60 

75e 59 59 60 60 60 60 60 
* Alternative 3 only covers the portion south of Woodyard Road; therefore this NSA was not impacted
 
** Noise level was not calculated because potential receptors would be displaced under this alternative. 

Note: The levels for NSA 31-B are italicized because this data is tentative and based on the 2009 study.  There was insufficient data to conduct
 
an updated barrier analysis due not being granted access to Joint Base Andrews during the study.
 

Table III-20:  NSA Impact Assessment and Barrier Warrants 
NSA Land Use 

Activity 
Category 

Impact Determination of 
Future Noise Levels 

Traffic 
Noise 
Impact 

Exterior 
Noise Use of 
Sufficient 
Frequency 
and 
Duration 
[For C and E 
only] 

Barrier 
Analysis 
Warranted 

NSA 
Requiring 
Barrier 
Analysis 

Notes 

Approach 
or Exceed 
Noise 
Abatement 
Criteria 
(NAC) 

Result in 
Substantial 
Increase over 
Existing 

01-B B Y N 9 9 01-B  

02-D D N N 8 N 8
03-B B Y N 9 9 03-B  

04-E E N N 8 N 8
05-C C N N 8 Y 8
06-B B Y N 9 9 06-B  

07-B B Y N 9 9 07-B 1 

08-B B N N 8 8
09-E E Y N 9 N 8
10-C C Y N 9 Y 9 10-C  

11-E E N N 8 Y 8
12-B B Y N 9 9 12-B 2 

13-B B Y N 9 9 13-B 2 

14-E E N N 8 N 8
15-C C N N 8 Y 8
16-E E N N 8 N 8
17-D D N N 8 N 8
18-E E N N 8 N 8
19-B B Y N 9 9 19-B 3 

20-D D N N 8 N 8
21-E E Y N 9 N 8
22-E E Y N 9 N 8
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NSA Land Use 
Activity 
Category 

Impact Determination of 
Future Noise Levels 

Traffic 
Noise 
Impact 

Exterior 
Noise Use of 
Sufficient 
Frequency 
and 
Duration 
[For C and E 
only] 

Barrier 
Analysis 
Warranted 

NSA 
Requiring 
Barrier 
Analysis 

Notes 

Approach 
or Exceed 
Noise 
Abatement 
Criteria 
(NAC) 

Result in 
Substantial 
Increase over 
Existing 

23-B B Y N 9 9 23-B  

24-E E Y N 9 N 8
25-E E N N 8 N 8
26-D D N N 8 N 8
27-E E Y N 9 N 8
28-D D N N 8 N 8
29-E E Y N 9 N 8
30-B B N N 8 8
31-B B Y N 9 9 31-B 4 

32-C C N N 8 Y 8
33-D D N N 8 N 8
34-B B N N 8 8
35-B B Y N 9 9 35-B  

36-D D N N 8 N 8
37-B B Y N 9 9 37-B  

38-B B N N 8 8
39-E E N N 8 N 8
40-B B Y N 9 9 40-B 5 

41-B B N N 8 8
42-D D N N 8 N 8
43-B B Y N 9 9 43-B  

44-D D N N 8 N 8
45-D D Y N 9 N 9 45-D 6 

46-B B Y N 9 9 46-B 6 

47-D D N N 8 N 8
48-D D N N 8 N 8
49-B B Y N 9 9 49-B  

50-E E Y N 9 N 8
51-D D N N 8 N 8
52-E E Y N 8 N 8
53-D D N N 8 N 8
54-E E Y N 8 N 8
55-E E Y N 9 N 8
56-B B Y N 9 9 56-B 7 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

NSA Land Use 
Activity 
Category 

Impact Determination of 
Future Noise Levels 

Traffic 
Noise 
Impact 

Exterior 
Noise Use of 
Sufficient 
Frequency 
and 
Duration 
[For C and E 
only] 

Barrier 
Analysis 
Warranted 

NSA 
Requiring 
Barrier 
Analysis 

Notes 

Approach 
or Exceed 
Noise 
Abatement 
Criteria 
(NAC) 

Result in 
Substantial 
Increase over 
Existing 

57-C C N N 8 Y 8 7 

58-B B Y N 9 9 58-B 7 

59-E E Y N 9 N 8
60-B B Y N 9 9 60-B  

61-E E Y N 9 N 8
62-E E Y N 9 N 8
63-E E Y N 9 N 8
64-E E N N 8 Y 8
65-B B Y N 9 9 65-B 8 

66-B B Y N 9 9 66-B 8 

67-B B N N 8 8
68-B B Y N 9 9 68-B  

69-B B N N 8 8
70-C C Y N 9 N 8
71-B B N N 8 8
72-B B Y N 9 9 72-B  

73-E E N N 8 N 8
74-B B N N 8 8
75-B B N N 8 8

1. NSA 07-B is impacted and warrants a barrier analysis under both Option A and B for the Burch Hill Road Interchange. 
However, each option requires a different barrier analysis due to substantial changes in the roadway geometry 

2. Both NSAs 12-B and 13-B were studied together during the barrier analysis. 
3. NSA 19-B is impacted and warrants a barrier analysis under Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 8. However, Alt 4 and 8 require a 

different barrier analysis than what is needed for Alt 5 and 6 due to substantial changes in the roadway geometry. 
4. Due to access restrictions for NSA 31-B, located on Joint Base Andrews, SHA was unable to conduct an accurate barrier 

analysis. 
5. NSA 40-B is impacted and warrants a barrier analysis under Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 8. However, Alt 4 and 8 require a 

different barrier analysis than what is needed for Alt 5 and 6 due to substantial changes in the roadway geometry. 
6. Both NSAs 45-D and 46-B were studied together during the barrier analysis. 
7. Both NSAs 56-B and 58-B were studied together during the barrier analysis.  NSA 57-C was also investigated for 

benefits, since it lies between the two NSAs. 
8. Both NSA 65-B and 66-B were studied together during the barrier analysis. 

4. Noise Abatement 
According to the SHA Highway Noise Policy (July 2011), decisions concerning the provision of 
sound barriers will be made after evaluation of the feasibility and reasonableness criteria.  The 
determination of sound barrier feasibility is dependent upon the relationship of the highway to 
the adjacent community: elevations of the highway and of the development, whether a barrier of 
reasonable height can provide desirable noise reduction to first row residences, available ROW 
constructability, and safety are considered.  A reasonableness determination is based upon a 
combination of social, economic and environmental factors associated with the proposed noise 
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abatement.  These factors include the viewpoints of benefited property owners and residents, the 
number of benefited residences, the proposed acoustical effectiveness of the abatement, and the 
cost effectiveness of the proposed abatement.   

Feasibility of noise abatement is defined as the engineering and acoustical ability to safely 
provide effective noise reduction.  The following criteria will be used in determining if noise 
abatement is feasible: 
•	 A modeled reduction of projected noise levels by at least 5 dB(A) at 50 percent of 

impacted sites, in any given noise sensitive area.  Reduction of noise levels may be 
limited in areas where external noise sources exist, such as aircraft flight paths.  

•	 Noise abatement may not be feasible in areas where driveway access needs to be 
maintained, where local street access exists, or if pedestrian access would be restricted. 

•	 Noise abatement measures that would create adverse safety conditions, such as limiting 
sight distance or reduction of a vehicle recovery area, will not be considered feasible. 

•	 A Site Constraint Assessment may be conducted when additional engineered elements, 
such as extensive fill or excavation, substantial utility relocations, major drainage system 
implementation, or the introduction of structural elements are required.  This assessment 
is not required for every project, and is generally reserved for application during final 
design where required on a case-by-case basis.  The assessment may include alternative 
engineering solutions to avoid or minimize the additional cost elements.  

A reasonableness decision is based upon a combination of social, economic and environmental 
factors.  Noise abatement will be considered reasonable if the following criteria are met:  
•	 if less than 50 percent of benefited residents in the NSA oppose the noise barrier,  
•	 if at least 50 percent of impacted and benefited residences receive at least a 7 dB(A) 

reduction from the proposed abatement, 
•	 if the area of wall provided per benefited residence is equal to or less than 2,700 square 

feet, 
•	 when NSAs with square footage per residence between 2,700  and 3,700 square feet 

within a common noise environment are averaged and result in an average value per 
benefited residence of less than 2,700 square feet,  and 

•	 when higher absolute noise levels are  predicted (i.e., future noise levels reach 75 dB(A) 
or above within the subject NSA), the allowable square footage for the subject noise 
barrier can exceed 2,700 up to a maximum of 3,700 square feet, if required.   

A review of noise barriers designs found that all feasibility and reasonableness criteria were met 
for 15 barriers, at 13 separate areas (some areas had more than one barrier option).  The proposed 
barriers would provide traffic noise abatement to 18 separate NSAs. The proposed barrier 
locations are depicted on Figure III-13, tiles 1 through 11. The technical criteria used to 
determine barrier feasibility and reasonableness are summarized on Table III-20. 

Despite meeting the impact warrants for barrier analysis, a barrier at NSA 70-C was not 
evaluated because there are no existing or planned outdoor uses associated with this NSA.  Seven 
(7) other barriers were found to not satisfy the necessary merits, including: a barrier at NSA-01B 
that was not reasonable because it exceeded the square-foot per benefited residence limits; a 
barrier at NSA 03-B that was not feasible due to direct driveway access requirements; a barrier at 
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NSA 06-B that was not reasonable because it exceeded the square-foot per benefited residence 
limits; a barrier at NSA 23-B that was not feasible due to traffic influence from local roads; a 
barrier at NSA 40-B under Alternatives 5 and 6, that was not reasonable because it exceeded the 
square-foot per benefited residence limits (under Alternatives 3 and 4 this limit would not be 
exceeded, and the barrier was reasonable); a barrier at NSA 49-B, that was not reasonable 
because it exceeded the square-foot per benefited residence limits; and a barrier at NSA 72-B 
that was not reasonable because it exceeded the square-foot per benefited residence limits . 
Additionally, due to access restrictions for NSA 31-B, located on AAFB, SHA was unable to 
conduct an accurate barrier analysis.  This area will need to be investigated further in any 
subsequent reevaluations and/or during final design.   

A discussion of the proposed impacts and barriers, by Alternative, is provided below.  For 
additional information on each barrier, please refer to Tables III-21 and III-22, and Figure 
III-13, Tiles 1 through 11. 

Alternative 1 – No-Build Alternative 
No abatement consideration has been investigated for the No Build alternative as this serves as a 
baseline for future project development. 

A comparison of the modeled results determined that the future predicted No Build noise levels 
were an average of 1 dB(A) higher than the Existing Worst Case noise levels throughout the 
corridor. 

Alternative 3 – Expressway Upgrade South of MD 223 
It should be noted that because Alternative 3 only proposes improvements south of MD 223, 
only 29 of the 75 NSAs were studied for this alternative.  The projected 2030 Build noise levels 
would approach or exceed the NAC for 13 of the 29 NSAs identified along this alternative 
(NSAs 01-B, 03-B, 06-B, 07-B, 09-E, 10-C, 12-B, 13-B, 65-B, 66-B, 68-B, 70-C, and 72-B). 

Five (5) noise barriers were found to be feasible and reasonable.  These barriers would provide 

noise abatement to seven (7) NSAs.  These include three separate barriers along NSAs 07-B,
 
10-C, and 68-B, and two combined barriers along NSAs 12-B and 13-B, and NSAs 65-B and 

66-B. The noise barrier at NSA 07-B includes two separate designs, one that considers the 

design elements associated with the Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road Interchange 

Option A, and one that considers the design elements presented in Option B.   


The remaining impacted NSAs were not recommended for a barrier because either the noise
 
barrier did not meets feasibility and reasonableness criteria, or the impacted NSA was a Category 

E land use with no exterior use. 


Alternative 4 – Expressway Upgrade Entire Corridor
 
The projected 2030 Build noise levels would approach or exceed the established NAC for 37 of 

the 75 NSAs identified along this alternative (NSAs 01-B, 03-B, 06-B, 07-B, 09-E, 10-C, 12-B, 

13-B, 19-B, 21-E, 22-E, 23-B, 24-E, 27-E, 29-E, 31-B, 35-B, 37-B, 40-B, 43-B, 45-D, 46-B, 

49-B, 50-E, 55-E, 56-B, 58-B, 59-E, 60-B, 61-E, 62-E, 63-E, 65-B, 66-B, 68-B, 70-C, and 72-B). 
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Thirteen barriers were found to be feasible and reasonable.  These barriers would provide noise 
abatement to 18 NSAs.  These include 10 separate barriers along NSAs 07-B, 10-C, 19-B, 35-B, 
37-B, 40-B, 43-B, 46-B, 60-B, and 68-B. Three combined barriers were also found to be 
feasible and reasonable: one along NSAs 12-B and 13-B, another barrier along NSAs 56-B, 
57-C, and 58-B, and the third one along NSAs 65-B and 66-B.  The noise barrier at NSA 07-B 
includes two separate designs, one that considers the design elements associated with the Moores 
Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road Interchange Option A, and one that considers the design 
elements presented in Option B.   

The remaining impacted NSAs were not recommended for a barrier because either the noise 
barrier did not meet feasibility and reasonableness criteria, or the impacted NSA was a 
Category E land use with no exterior use. 

Alternative 5 – Two Reversible Price-Managed Lanes 
The projected 2030 Build noise levels would approach or exceed the established NAC for 36 of 
the 74 NSAs identified along this alternative (NSAs 01-B, 03-B, 06-B, 07-B, 09-E, 10-C, 12-B, 
13-B, 19-B, 21-E, 22-E, 23-B, 24-E, 27-E, 29-E, 31-B, 37-B, 40-B, 43-B, 45-D, 46-B, 49-B, 
50-E, 55-E, 56-B, 58-B, 59-E, 60-B, 61-E, 62-E, 63-E, 65-B, 66-B, 68-B, 70-C, and 72-B).  The 
reason there is one less NSA impact under Alternative 5 is that proposed property acquisitions 
along Deer Pond Lane would eliminate the residential receptors at NSA 35-B.  Only Alternative 
5 proposes the relocation of these homes.  

Eleven barriers were found to be feasible and reasonable.  These barriers would provide noise 

abatement to 16 NSAs.  These include eight separate barriers along NSAs 07-B, 10-C, 19-B, 

37-B, 43-B, 46-B, 60-B, and 68-B. Three combined barriers were also found to be feasible and 

reasonable: one along NSAs 12-B and 13-B, another barrier along NSAs 56-B, 57-C, and 58-B, 

and the third one along NSAs 65-B and 66-B.  The noise barrier at NSA 07-B includes two 

separate designs, one that considers the design elements associated with the Moores
 
Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road Interchange Option A, and one that considers the design 

elements presented in Option B. 


The remaining impacted NSAs were not recommended for a barrier because either the noise
 
barrier did not meet feasibility and reasonableness criteria, or the impacted NSA was a Category 

E land use with no exterior use. 


Alternative 6 – One to Two Price-Managed Lanes
 
The projected 2030 Build noise levels would approach or exceed the established NAC for 37 of 

the 75 NSAs identified along this alternative (NSAs 01-B, 03-B, 06-B, 07-B, 09-E, 10-C, 12-B, 

13-B, 19-B, 21-E, 22-E, 23-B, 24-E, 27-E, 29-E, 31-B, 35-B, 37-B, 40-B, 43-B, 45-D, 46-B, 

49-B, 50-E, 55-E, 56-B, 58-B, 59-E, 60-B, 61-E, 62-E, 63-E, 65-B, 66-B, 68-B, 70-C, and 72-B).  


Twelve barriers were found to be feasible and reasonable.  These barriers would provide noise 
abatement to 17 NSAs.  These include nine separate barriers along NSAs 07-B, 10-C, 19-B, 
35-B, 37-B, 43-B, 46-B, 60-B, and 68-B. Three combined barriers were also found to be feasible 
and reasonable: one along NSAs 12-B and 13-B, another barrier along NSAs 56-B, 57-C, and 
58-B, and the third one along NSAs 65-B and 66-B.  The noise barrier at NSA 07-B includes two 
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separate designs, one that considers the design elements associated with the Moores
 
Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road Interchange Option A, and one that considers the design 

elements presented in Option B. 


The remaining impacted NSAs were not recommended for a barrier because either the noise
 
barrier did not meet feasibility and reasonableness criteria, or the impacted NSA was a Category 

E land use with no exterior use. 


Alternative 8 – Non- Price- Managed Lanes (HOV)
 
The projected 2030 Build noise levels would approach or exceed the established NAC for 37 of 

the 75 NSAs identified along this alternative (NSAs 01-B, 03-B, 06-B, 07-B, 09-E, 10-C, 12-B, 

13-B, 19-B, 21-E, 22-E, 23-B, 24-E, 27-E, 29-E, 31-B, 35-B, 37-B, 40-B, 43-B, 45-D, 46-B, 

49-B, 50-E, 55-E, 56-B, 58-B, 59-E, 60-B, 61-E, 62-E, 63-E, 65-B, 66-B, 68-B, 70-C, and 72-B).   


Thirteen barriers were found to be feasible and reasonable.  These barriers would provide noise 
abatement to 18 NSAs.  These include ten separate barriers along NSAs 07-B, 10-C, 19-B, 35-B, 
37-B, 40-B, 43-B, 46-B, 60-B, and 68-B. Three combined barriers were also found to be feasible 
and reasonable: one along NSAs 12-B and 13-B, another barrier along NSAs 56-B, 57-C, and 
58-B, and the third one along NSAs 65-B and 66-B.  The noise barrier at NSA 07-B includes two 
separate designs, one that considers the design elements associated with the Moores 
Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road Interchange Option A, and one that considers the design 
elements presented in Option B. 

The remaining impacted NSAs were not recommended for a barrier because either the noise 
barrier did not meet feasibility and reasonableness criteria, or the impacted NSA was a Category 
E or C land use with no exterior use. 
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Table III-21:  Summary of Barriers that Meet Technical Eligibility Criteria 
Barrier Name 
Based on NSA 

Number of 
NSAs per 
Barrier 

Alternative 
3 4 5 6 8 

07-B 1 9 9 9 9 9
10-C 1 9 9 9 9 9

12-B 13-B 2 9 9 9 9 9
19-B 1 8 9 9 9 9
35-B 1 8 9 8 9 9
37-B 1 8 9 9 9 9
40-B 1 8 9 8 8 9
43-B 1 8 9 9 9 9

45-D 46-B 2 8 9 9 9 9
56-B (57-C) 58-B 3 8 9 9 9 9

60-B 1 8 9 9 9 9
65-B 66-B 2 9 9 9 9 9

68-B 1 9 9 9 9 9
Number of Barriers 5 13 11 12 13 

Total Barrier Square-
Footage 

245,280 498,190 449,330 467,720 498,190 

Number of NSAs 
Protected 

7 18 16 17 18 

Total Number of 
Benefits 

142 272 256 262 272 

• NSA 31-B was excluded from this tableper previous discussions. 
• Alternatives 3 only pertains to the portion of the corridor south of MD 223.  Therefore, only five of the 13 barriers are 

applicable. 
• In Alternative 5, NSA 35-B is no longer noise sensitive due to proposed house takes. 
• NSA 40-B in both Alternative 5 and 6 failed cost reasonableness. 

9NSA qualified for a Noise Barrier 
8 NSA did not qualify for a sound barrier 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment 

Table III-22:  Barrier Feasibility and Reasonableness Checklist 
Barrier Name based on 
NSA 01-B 03-B 06-B 07-B 07-B 10-C 12-B_13-B 19-B 19-B 23-B 31-B 35-B 37-B 40-B 40-B 43-B 45-D_46-B 49-B 56-B (57-C) 

58-B 60-B 65-B_66-B 68-B 72-B 

Number of NSAs per 
barrier 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 2 1 1 
Analysis applies to the 
following 
alternatives/options 

3,4,5,6,8 3,4,5,6,8 3,4,5,6,8 3,4,5,6,8 
BHA 

3,4,5,6,8 
BHB 

3,4,5,6,8 3,4,5,6,8 4,8 5,6 4,5,6,8 4,5,6,8 4,6,8 4,5,6,8 4,8 5,6 4,5,6,8 4,5,6,8 4,5,6,8 4,5,6,8 4,5,6,8 3,4,5,6,8 3,4,5,6,8 3,4,5,6,8 

Feasibility (Acoustic) 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 8 Note 1 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
Provides Effective 
Abatement 
[min. 5-dB(A) noise 
reduction 
at 50% of impacted sites] 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y ? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Non-highway noise sources 
do not limit effectiveness Y ? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N ? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Feasibility (Safety & 
Access) 9 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 8 Note 1 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
No Access Issues Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N ? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
No Safety or Maintenance 
Issues Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y ? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Feasibility (Site 
Constraints) 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 Note 1 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
Constructible given 
drainage 
topography, utilities, etc. 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y ? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Reasonableness  
 (Viewpoints) 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 Note 1 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
<50% of Benefited 
Residences 
OPPOSE the noise 
abatement 
[TRUE until proven 
otherwise] 

TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 

Reasonableness  
(Design Goal) 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 Note 1 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
Provides Reasonable 
Abatement 
[≥ 50% of Benefiting 
IMPACTED Residences 
receive 
min. 7-dB(A) noise 
reduction] 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y ? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Reasonableness  
(Cost Effectiveness) 8 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 Note 1 9 9 9 8 9 9 8 9 9 9 9 8
≤ Square Footage 
Threshold N N Y Y Y Y Y Y ? Y Y N N Y Y N Y Y Y Y N 
≤ 3700 SF-p-r 
[Common Noise 
Environment (CNE)] 

? Y 

Barrier Area (SF) 15,522 9,432 41,990 41,700 19,030 109,820 22,450 21,370 ? 18,390 34,950 29,390 28,730 11,340 25,860 14,060 100,670 9,860 53,160 21,280 21,260 
Total Number of Benefited 
Residences 3 2 16 16 8 74 10 8 ? 6 23 8 6 5 13 2 60 5 30 14 2 
Square Footage per 
Benefited 
Residence (SF-p-r) 

5,174 4,716 2,624 2,606 2,379 1,484 2,245 2,671 ? 3,065 1,520 3,674 4,788 2,268 1,989 7,030 1,678 1,972 1,772 1,520 10,630 

Higher Absolute Noise 
Levels 
75-dB(A) Impacts 

N N N N N Y Y N ? Y N N N Y Y N Y Y Y N N 

Square Footage Threshold 
[< 75 dB(A): 2700 SF-p-r; 
≥75 dB(A): 3700 SF-p-r] 

2,700 2,700 2,700 2,700 2,700 3,700 3,700 2,700 ? 3,700 2,700 2,700 2,700 3,700 3,700 2,700 3,700 3,700 3,700 2,700 2,700 

Eligible for Square Foot 
Averaging within CNE N N Y Y Y Y Y Y ? Y Y Y N Y Y N Y Y Y Y N 

Meets Technical 
Eligibility Criteria 07-B 07-B 10-C 12-B_13-B 19-B 19-B ? 35-B 37-B 40-B 43-B 45-D_46-B 56-B (57-C) 

58-B 60-B 65-B_66-B 68-B 

BHA = Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road Interchange Option A;  BHB = Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road Interchange Option B; TBD = To Be Determined,at a meeting with the affected owners - has not yet occurred 
Note 1: NSA 31-B is located on AAFB. Access to the base was not permitted during this analysis and visual evidence (from the shoulder) suggests that the residences are partially protected by berms and the available topography for modeling was out of date.  Therefore, a barrier analysis could not be conducted at this NSA.  In the 
2009 study a barrier to protect this area met the feasibility and reasonableness criteria. Those values were excluded from this table due their potential uncertainty, since the area was reconstructed after the original analysis.  This area will need to be investigated further in any subsequent reevaluations and/or during final design. 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

H. Hazardous Materials 
To identify and account for the municipal, industrial, and residual waste materials within the 
project corridor, an Initial Site Assessment was conducted for the study-area.  The following 
narrative is a summary of this assessment.  For details, please refer to the Initial Site Assessment 
(SHA 20011e in Section V. References). 

1. Existing Conditions and Impacts 
A total of 92 sites with potential hazardous materials were identified within and surrounding the 
study-area. Sixteen of these sites are recommended for further investigation.  Among the build 
alternatives, Alternatives 5 and 6 would affect the highest number of sites warranting further 
investigation (12) and Alternative 3 would affect the lowest number of sites warranting further 
investigation (zero). 

2. Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Depending on the area required for acquisition, further investigations of up to 16 sites may be 
required prior to acquisition activities. Twelve properties would be completely displaced by one 
or more build alternatives and options (Table III-23). Consequently, a Phase I Preliminary Site 
Investigation (PSI) and an asbestos and lead-based paint inspection of their structures is 
recommended prior to any deconstruction.  Nine of the properties contain a residential home and 
three contain a commercial business (auto repair shop, convenience store) or shopping complex. 

Table III-23:  Properties Recommended for PSI and/or Building Inspection 

Property Name Property Address Alternative within which 
Property is Affected 

Residential Home 5501 Deer Pond Lane Alternative 5 
Residential Home 5505 Deer Pond Lane Alternative 5 
Residential Home 5509 Deer Pond Lane Alternative 5 
Residential Home 5513 Deer Pond Lane Alternative 5 
Residential Home 5517 Deer Pond Lane Alternative 5 

7-11 Convenience Store 10175 Fox Run Drive Surratts Road Option A 
Residential Home 6800 Friendship Court Alternatives 5 and 6 
Residential Home 6903 Friendship Court Alternatives 5 and 6 

Clinton Square 6415-6455 Old Alexandria Ferry Road Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 8 
Young’s Auto Repair 7807 Old Alexandria Ferry Road Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 8 

BN Enterprise property 7508 Surratts Road Surratts Road Option A 
Residential Home 7517 Surratts Road Surratts Road Option B 

Of the four sites from which partial ROW may be required, two (Clinton Transmission; and BP 
Gas Station) are recommended for limited soil sampling along the limit of disturbance; and two 
(Kirkland Memorial Church of God; and BP gas station) are recommended for ground-
penetrating radar surveys. Should contaminated soil be present within any of these sites, 
excavation and proper removal/disposal of the material would be required.  An additional site 
(Southern Maryland Hospital Center) is recommended for further coordination based on a large 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

number of current and historic underground storage tanks on the property, and large construction 
impacts associated with Surratts Road Options A and B. 

Additionally, several existing overpasses of MD 5 along the corridor may require widening 
and/or additional support piers as part of the project construction.  The existing overpasses 
spanning Allentown Road and Coventry Road are located within close proximity of properties 
documented with current or former underground storage tanks, leaking underground storage 
tanks and/or documented soil and groundwater contamination.  Due to the close proximity of the 
overpasses to these sites of concern, groundwater sampling should be considered if the 
groundwater tables would be encountered during any overpass enhancements.  The groundwater 
sampling should be analyzed for volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds associated with 
petroleum products.  

I. Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) Analysis  
The following information is summarized from the Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analysis 
(SHA 2011d in Section V. References). 

1. ICE Analysis Objective and Scoping 
An ICE Analysis was conducted in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality regulations [40 CFR 1508.25(c)], and SHA 
guidelines (SHA 2007), which require that the indirect and cumulative effects of a project be 
evaluated along with direct impacts.   

Indirect Impacts are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but 
are still reasonably foreseeable.  Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other 
effects related to induced changes in the patterns of land use, population density or growth rate, 
and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems.   

Cumulative Impacts are defined as impacts on the environment that result from the incremental 
impact of the action when added to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such actions.  ICE 
scoping involved identifying environmental resources in the project area and ICE issues for 
consideration, such as data availability, geographic boundaries and time frames for analysis. 

Resources and Methodology 

In order to determine which environmental resources to consider in the ICE analysis, resources 
that would be directly impacted by the proposed alternatives were identified. Any resources that 
may experience indirect effects were also considered in the ICE analysis. Table III-24 
summarizes the resources analyzed, the rationale for their inclusion in the analysis, and their 
representative sub-boundaries.  These sub-boundaries were used to form the overall ICE 
boundary. 

The ICE analysis methodology is summarized in Table III-25. The table describes the 
socioeconomic, cultural, and natural environmental resources that were incorporated into the ICE 
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MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study Environmental Assessment

analysis and identifies the data sources that were used to determine the indirect and cumulative 
effects. 

Geographic Boundary 

Using the environmental resources that would be affected by direct and indirect impacts of the 
project as a guide, multiple resource boundaries were reviewed to determine appropriate ICE 
sub-boundaries that would be used to create a single ICE boundary. These sub-boundaries 
included the area of traffic influence and traffic analysis zones, census tracts, county planning 
areas, and watersheds. The ICE area is approximately 92 square miles in size and is located 
within Prince George’s County; not extending into Washington D.C., Montgomery County or 
Charles County (Figure III-14). 

Table III-24:  Summary of Potential ICE Resources 
Resource Incorporation 

into ICE 
Rationale Representative Sub-

Boundary 
Socioeconomic Resources 

Community (cohesion, 
linkages, services, labor) 

Yes Direct and/or indirect 
effects 

Area of Traffic Influence; 
Census Tracts; Planning 

Areas 
Cultural Resources 

Historic Structures No No direct and/or indirect 
effects 

--

Archeological Sites No No direct and/or indirect 
effects 

--

Natural Environmental Resources 
Wetlands Yes Direct and/or indirect 

effects 
Watersheds 

Surface Waters/Streams Yes Direct and/or indirect 
effects 

Watersheds 

Groundwater Yes Potential for indirect 
effects 

Watersheds 

Floodplains Yes Direct and/or indirect 
effects 

Watersheds 

Prime Farmland Soil Yes Direct and/or indirect 
effects 

Watersheds 

Forests Yes Direct and/or indirect 
effects 

Planning Areas 

Rare, Threatened, and 
Endangered Species 

No No direct and/or indirect 
effects 

--

Time Frame 

A period of 60 years, from 1970 to 2030, was selected to represent the ICE time frame.  This 
time frame was chosen after reviewing historical events that took place within the study-area, 
changes in population growth, availability of data, and the design year of the project.  Based on 
population trends, development activity, and the general lack of available data prior to 1970, 
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1970 was chosen as the past time frame.  The year 2000 was selected as the present time frame 
based on available census and land use data.  Because Census 2010 data was not available at the 
time the ICE was prepared, the analysis was completed using the Census 2000 data.  When the 
Census 2010 data did become available, it was determined that the changes in the data were not 
significant enough to warrant a re-analysis,  and therefore the present time frame did not change 
for this analysis.  The future time frame was determined from the project’s design year, 2030, 
and was evaluated based on available projections of land use and population.  In addition, 
population and employment projections are available through 2030, allowing a more accurate 
depiction of future conditions within the ICE boundary. 

Table III-25:  ICE Methodology 
Resource Data Data Sources Analysis Methodology 

Socioeconomic Resources 
Community 
(cohesion, 
linkages, services) 

Aerial photos; 
historic maps; census 
records; land use 
maps 

Maryland-National Capital Park 
and Planning Commission (M
NCPPC); Maryland Department 
of Planning (MDP); U.S. Census 
data 

Overlay historic aerial 
photographs; analyze trends 
in population and housing 
growth; availability of 
services 

Natural Environmental Resources 
Surface Water/ 
Floodplains 

Stream quality 
records; stream 
mapping; aerial 
photos; NPDES 
permit data 

Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources (MD DNR); U.S. 
Geological Survey; U.S. 
Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA); Maryland 
Department of the Environment 
(MDE); M-NCPPC; Federal 
Emergency Management 
Agency 

Impervious surface trend 
analysis; analysis of in-
stream flow and discharge; 
quality comparison 

Groundwater Historic records; well 
data; land use data 

EPA; MDE; M-NCPPC; MDP 
Maryland Geological Survey 

Quality comparisons among 
wells over time; trend 
analysis of land use; review 
of potential effects to 
aquifers 

Wetlands/Aquatic 
Habitat 

Large-scale wetlands 
maps; land use maps; 
macroinvertebrate 
data 

National Wetlands Inventory; 
MD DNR mapping; U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers; MDE, EPA; 
MD DNR Maryland Biological 
Stream Survey 

Trends analysis of wetland 
acreage; land uses 
comparison using overlays; 
water quality trends analysis 

Farmlands USDA Soil Surveys; 
land use data; land 
use plans 

MDP; Montgomery and Prince 
George’s County Soil 
Conservation Districts; M
NCPPC 

Land use trends 

Forests Current and historic 
aerial photographs; 
land use data; land 
use plans 

Natural Resources Conservation 
Service; MDP; M-NCPPC; MD 
DNR 

Land use trends 
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Land Use Summary 

In order to evaluate the potential effects of the proposed transportation alternatives, it is useful to 
identify the pattern, intensity, and pace of development in the area.  Past, present and future land 
uses within the ICE Analysis boundary were evaluated. 

Table III-26 summarizes trends in land use/land cover throughout Prince George’s County from 
1973 (land use data prior to 1973 was not readily available) to 2020 (land use predictions beyond 
2020 were not available). The county is 318,779 acres (498 square miles) in size. In 2000, the 
county consisted of 40 percent forest, 13.6 percent agriculture, and 44 percent developed land. 
From 1973 to 2000, total developed land increased by 47.8 percent (43,357 acres), while total 
resource land declined by 15.9 percent (48,418 acres).  Institutional/open urban land exhibited 
the largest increase (15,346 acres), and forest and agriculture declined by 28,751 acres and 
20,037 acres, respectively.  From 2000 to 2020, developed land is forecast to increase 13.4 
percent compared to 47.8 percent from 1973 to 2000.  The largest increase would be low-density 
residential, from 22,604 acres to 42,840 acres.  From 2000 to 2020, forest is forecast to decline 
14,491 acres, whereas agricultural lands are forecast to increase by 1,634 acres. 
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Table III-26:  Prince George’s County Land Use / Land Cover, 1973 – 2020 

Land Use 1973 
(acres) 

1973% of 
Total 
Land 

2000 
(acres) 

2000% of 
Total 
Land 

2020 
(acres) 

2020% of 
Total 
Land 

1973-
2000 

Change 
(acres) 

1973-
2000 % 
Change 

2000-
2020 

Change 
(acres) 

2000-
2020 % 
Change 

Low Density 
Residential 11,470 3.7% 22,604 7.4% 42,840 13.8% 10,912 95.1% 20,236 89.5% 

Medium/High 
Density Residential 45,926 14.8% 59,162 19.4% 71,992 23.2% 13,200 28.7% 12,830 22.8% 

Commercial / 
Industrial 13,451 4.3% 17,092 5.6% 20,641 6.7% 3,611 27.1% 3,549 20.8% 

Institutional / 
Open Urban 19,927 6.4% 35,273 11.6% 19,649 6.3% 15,346 77.0% -15,624 -44.3% 

Total Development 90,774 29.3% 134,131 44.0% 152,122 49.1% 43,357 47.8% 17,991 13.4% 
Agriculture 61,406 19.8% 41,369 13.6% 43,003 13.9% -20,037 -32.6% 1,634 3.9% 
Forest 150,775 48.6% 122,024 40.0% 107,533 34.7% -28,751 -19.1% -14,491 -11.9% 
Extractive/Barren 3,976 1.3% 4,749 1.6% 4,232 1.4% 773 19.4% -517 -10.9% 
Wetland 3,172 1.0% 2,769 0.9% 3,147 1.0% -403 -12.7% 378 13.7% 
Total Resources 219,329 70.7% 170,911 56.0% 157,915 50.9% -48,418 -15.9% -12,996 -7.6% 
Total Land 310,104 100% 305,041 100% 310,037 100% -5,063 -1.6% 5,966 2.0% 
Water 8,675 - 13,738 -  8,747 -  5,063 58.4% -4,991 -36.3% 
Total 318,779 -- 318,779 -- 318,779 -- 0 0% 0 0% 

Source: MDP, 2001; MDP Land Use Layers, 1973 and 2002 
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Past and Present Land Use 

As mentioned previously, 1973 land use data was used to represent the past timeframe, because 
1970 data was not readily available.  Similarly, 2002 land use data was used to represent the 
present timeframe because it represents the most recent readily available land use data available. 
Past (1973) and present (2002) land use within the ICE boundary is summarized in Table III-27, 
and illustrated in Figures III-15 and III-16, respectively. The predominant land uses in 1973 
were forest (56.9 percent), agriculture (16.6 percent), medium/high density residential (12.7 
percent), and institutional/urban 8.0 percent).  In 1973, 25.8 percent of the ICE area consisted of 
developed land and 74.2 percent consisted of resource land.  Developed land, primarily 
commercial/industrial and medium/high-density residential, was most concentrated north of I
495 and immediately to the west of AAFB.  Forest and agricultural lands were most predominant 
south of Piscataway Road, although one area of forest and agriculture also existed in the western 
half of the ICE area between Allentown Road and MD 223. 

Table III-27:  Land Use / Land Cover within the ICE boundary, 1973 – 2002 

Land Use 1973 
(acres) 

1973 
% of Total 
Land 

2002 
(acres) 

2002 
% of Total 
Land 

1973-2002 
Change 
(acres) 

1973-2002 
Change 
(percent) 

Low Density 
Residential 1,418 2.4% 3,672 6.2% 2,254 158.9% 

Medium/High Density 
Residential 7,492 12.7% 10,064 17.1% 2,572 34.3% 

Commercial / 
Industrial 1,544 2.6% 2,297 3.9% 753 48.7% 

Institutional / 
Open Urban 4,711 8.0% 5,901 10.0% 1,191 25.3% 

Total Development 15,165 25.8% 21,934 37.3% 6,769 44.6% 
Agriculture 9,769 16.6% 7,503 12.7% -2,266 -23.2% 
Forest 33,497 56.9% 28,047 47.6% -5,449 -16.3% 
Extractive/Barren 435 0.7% 1,269 2.2% 834 192.0% 
Wetland 0 0% 15 <0.1% 15 -
Total Resources 43,701 74.2% 36,834 62.7% -6,867 -15.7% 
Water 42 - 114 - 72 173.6% 
Total 58,907 -- 58,882 -- -25 <0.1% 

Source: Source:  MDP Land Use Layers, 1973 and 2002 

From 1973 to 2002, developed land increased 44.6 percent (6,769 acres).  The absolute increase 
was greatest for medium/high density residential (2,572 acres), whereas the greatest percent 
increase occurred in low density residential (158.9 percent).  This growth was most apparent 
around Floral Park Road and MD 373 in the area west of MD 5 and Brandywine.  Considerable 
residential growth also occurred south of MD 373 around Piscataway, Clinton, and Rosaryville. 
Resource land declined 15.7 percent (6,867 acres) from 1973 to 2002.  Forest and agriculture 
declined by 5,499 acres and 2,266 acres, respectively. Conversion of resource land to developed 
land was most prevalent west of MD 5 between the Capital Beltway and MD 223, and 
surrounding the communities of Clinton, Brandywine, and Rosaryville. 
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The growth in developed land within the ICE boundary reflected the growth trend throughout the 
metropolitan Washington region, when employment growth within the District of Columbia and 
Prince George’s County attracted new residents and fueled demand for new housing (MWCOG 
2007). Major roadway and institutional projects within that time period included the upgrade of 
MD 5 to a divided highway between US 301 and the Capital Beltway in 1975, the opening of the 
Southern Maryland Hospital Center in Clinton in 1977, the widening of the Capital Beltway 
from four to eight lanes in 1997, and the opening of the Branch Avenue Metro Station in 2001. 

At 4,346 acres in size, AAFB was and remains the single largest institutional use within the ICE 
boundary. Other large institutional areas include the Brandywine Communication Site (1,635 
acres) for which AAFB is responsible, the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center in 
Cheltenham (372 acres), and the Suitland Federal Center (226 acres). 

Future Land Use 

Future land use in the ICE area will be shaped by general land use recommendations contained in 
the Prince George’s County Approved General Plan (M-NCPPC 2002b), and specific land use 
and zoning recommendations in the smaller community-level master plans.   

The General Plan divides the county into broad growth areas, the Developed, Developing and 
Rural Tiers (Figure III-17), each with distinct growth management policies.  The extent and 
density of existing development is greatest in the Developed Tier and lowest in the Rural Tier. 
The Developed Tier currently contains approximately half of the county’s households and 
employment.  The area is characterized by high levels of impervious surface, severely impacted 
water resources, and small amounts of remaining forest cover.  According to the General Plan, 
33 percent of the county’s future residential growth will be directed to the Developed Tier, with 
future development consisting of medium to high density infill and redevelopment.  The 
Developing Tier consists of a patchwork of low to medium density residential subdivisions, 
employment parks, auto-oriented commercial centers, and some resource lands (farms and 
forests). The General Plan directs 66 percent of the county’s future residential growth to the 
Developing Tier. The Rural Tier contains most of the county’s remaining agricultural and forest 
land. Developed lands are primarily limited to gravel mining operations and widely dispersed 
large-lot residential sites. One percent of the county’s future residential growth will be directed 
to the Rural Tier.   

Each development tier is overlaid by designated Transportation Corridors and Metropolitan, 
Regional, and Community Centers.  The General Plan stresses intensive, transit-oriented 
development and/or redevelopment in existing and planned Centers and Corridors in the 
Developed and Developing Tiers.  The ICE boundary encompasses portions of two Corridors: 
all of the Branch Avenue Corridor except for the portion between Silver Hill Road and the 
District of Columbia boundary; and the Pennsylvania Avenue Corridor from Silver Hill Road to 
Dower House Road in the northeast portion of the ICE area. 
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Future land use and zoning in areas surrounding AAFB will also be guided by an Air Installation 
Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Study (M-NCPPC 2009a).  The study is a joint effort between 
the county and AAFB to ensure that land use and zoning in areas surrounding the base are 
compatible with military operations, particularly noise contours and accident potential associated 
with flight tracks. 

Population and Employment 

County-wide population and employment data from 1970 to 2030 was obtained from the MDP 
(MDP 2009). MWCOG data from 2000 to 2030 (MWCOG 2005a; 2005b) was used to analyze 
current and future trends within an area that closely corresponds to the ICE boundary. 

Table III-28 summarizes the 10-year growth rate in population for the county and the ICE area. 
The county-wide population increased at a rate of approximately 10 percent from 1980 to 2000. 
The population is expected to continue to grow from 2000 to 2030.  The projected rate of 
increase from 2000 to 2030 (22.5 percent) is similar to the rate of increase from 1970 to 2000 
(21.3 percent). The population in the ICE area increased at a rate of 7.5 percent from 1990 to 
2000. Future population growth is expected to increase at a rate of 9.4 percent from 2000 to 
2010, 2.3 percent from 2010 to 2020, and 13.5 percent from 2020 to 2030.  From 2000 to 2030, 
the population within the ICE boundary is forecast to increase by 27.0 percent.  

Table III-28:  Population Trends, 1970 − 2030 

Year Prince George’s 
County 

10-Year Rate of 
Change ICE Area 10-Year Rate of 

Change 
1970 660,567 -- NA --
1980 665,071 0.7% NA --
1990 728,553 9.5% 94,866 --
2000 801,515 10.0% 102,014 7.5% 
2010 883,750 10.3% 111,560 9.4% 
2020 950,250 7.5% 114,125 2.3% 
2030 981,550 3.3% 129,543 13.5% 

Sources: 1970-2030 County (MDP 2009); 1990 ICE Area (1990 US Census); 2010-2030 ICE Area (MWCOG 2005a) 

The population within the ICE area is forecast to increase by 27,537 people (27 percent) from 
2000 to 2030. However, there are differences in where the growth will occur (Table III-29). 
The population in the southern portion of the ICE area from MD 223 to the Charles County 
boundary is expected to grow by more than 17,000 people (76 percent).  Most of the growth will 
occur in the southwest quadrant of the ICE area.  The regions north of I-495 and between I-495 
and MD 223 are each expected to increase by approximately 5,000 people (11 to 15 percent).  In 
terms of land area, the portion north of I-495 is 4,985 acres, the portion between I-495 and 
MD 223 is 19,590 acres, and the portion south of MD 223 is 34,751 acres.  In both 2000 and 
2030, population density (people/acre) within the ICE boundary is greatest in the area north of 
I-495 (6.8 and 7.9 people/acre), intermediate from I-495 to MD 223 (2.3 and 2.6 people/acre), 
and lowest south of MD 223 (0.7 and 1.2 people/acre). 
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Table III-29: Future Population Growth within the ICE Area by Region, 2000 – 2030 
ICE Region 2000 2030 Change Percent Change 
North of I-495
   Population 33,945 39,192 5,226 15%
   People per acre 6.81 7.86 1.05 15% 
I-495 to MD 223
   Population 45,336 50,305 4,969 11%
   People per acre 2.31 2.57 0.26 11% 
South of MD 223
   Population 22,733 40,067 17,334 76%
   People per acre 0.65 1.15 0.50 77% 
Total ICE Area
   Population 102,014 129,543 27,527 27.0%
   People per acre 1.72 2.18 0.46 27.0% 

Source: MWCOG, 2005a 

Table III-30 summarizes the 10-year growth rate in employment for the county and the ICE 
area. County-wide employment increased at a rate of approximately 22 to 24 percent from 1970 
to 1990. Employment decreased slightly from 1990 to 2000, but is forecast to increase from 
2000 to 2030 at a much slower rate than prior to 1990.  Employment growth in the ICE area from 
2000 to 2030 is expected to greatly exceed the county-wide growth rate during the same period. 
Employment within the ICE boundary is forecast to grow 54 percent from 2000 to 2030, 
compared to 13.5 percent county-wide during the same period. 

Table III-30: Employment Trends, 1970 – 2030 

Year Prince George’s 
County 

10-Year Rate of 
Change ICE Area 10-Year Rate of 

Change 
1970 292,812 -- NA --
1980 362,356 23.7% NA --
1990 441,800 21.9% NA --
2000 431,120 -2.4% 49,751 --
2010 458,900 6.4% 57,471 15.5% 
2020 484,370 5.6% 65,494 14.0% 
2030 489,280 1.0% 76,610 17.0% 

Sources: 1970-2030 (MDP 2009); 2000-2030 ICE Area (MWCOG 2005b) 

Future Development in the ICE Boundary 

Table III-31 summarizes the size (acres), zoning, and the number and type of housing units, 
where applicable, for the largest (greater than 50 acres) developments within the ICE boundary. 
Most of the projects are residential subdivisions that are either planned or under construction. 
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Table III-31:  Largest (> 50 acres) Developments within the ICE Boundary 
Map 
ID No. 

Planning 
Area 

Case No. Project Name Description, Zoning, and Status Acres Attached 
Units 

Detached 
Units 

Multi-
Family 

Total 
Units 

1 76A 4-90037 Capital Gateway Preliminary plan of subdivision in Rural 
Residential zone; Status - Approved 

227.1 NA NA NA NA 

2 76A CSP-01015 Town Center at Camp 
Springs 

Conceptual site plan for Retail, Office, and 
Residential Core Area in Mixed-Use 
Transportation Zone; Status - Approved 

106.4 NA NA NA 2,500 

3 76B 5-0638- & 
5-0639-

Stonegate Estates 
Cluster 

Final plats of subdivision in Rural Residential 
zone; Status - Approved 

50.0 0 51 0 72 

4 81A 4-88223 Cheltenham Park 
Cluster 

Preliminary plan of subdivision in Rural 
Residential zone; Status - Approved 

70.0 NA NA NA 129 

5 81A DDS-504 Clinton Plaza Commercial Shopping Center; Status - Approved 64.1 NA NA NA NA 
6 81A 4-95117 Piscataway Creek 

Estates 
Preliminary plan of subdivision in Residential 
Estate zone; Status - Approved 

97.6 NA NA NA 92 

7 81A DSP-04074 Simmons Ridge Detailed site plan in Rural Residential zone; 
Status - Approved 

54.3 NA NA NA 85 

8 81A ROSP
3949/01 

Southern Maryland 
Health Campus 

Revised site plan in Reserved Open Space zone; 
Status - Approved 

61.1 NA NA NA NA 

9 81A DSP-03055 Timber Ridge Detailed site plan in Rural Residential and 
Residential Agricultural zones; Status 
Approved 

254.6 NA NA NA 289 

10 81A 4-03014 White Property Preliminary plan of subdivision in One-Family 
Detached Residential zone; Status - Approved 

91.8 0 112 0 112 

11 81B A-9967 Bevard East Final plats of subdivision in Residential Low 
Development zone; Status - Approved 

562.0 169 676 0 845 

12 81B 4-05049 Bevard North Retirement community in Residential Estate 
zone; Status - Approved 

275.8 270 197 351 818 

13 81B DSP-06036 Bevard West Detailed site plan in Residential Estate zone; 
Status - Approved 

410.5 0 240 0 240 

14 81B 4-03108 Branch Hill Preliminary plan of subdivision in Residential 
Estate zone; Status - Approved 

53.0 0 44 0 44 

15 81B DSP
93030/15 

Hillantrae Detailed site plan in Rural Residential zone; 
Status - Approved 

242.8 NA NA NA NA 

16 81B A-10009 Hyde Field Rezone from Employment and Institutional Area 
to Local Activity Center (Mixed Commercial, 
Service, and Residential) ; Status - Pending 

423.9 NA NA NA NA 

17 81B 5-0307_ Indian Ridge Final plats of subdivision in Residential 
Agricultural zone; Status - Approved 

133.0 NA NA NA 34 
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Map 
ID No. 

Planning 
Area 

Case No. Project Name Description, Zoning, and Status Acres Attached 
Units 

Detached 
Units 

Multi-
Family 

Total 
Units 

18 81B 4-02015 Meinhardt Property Preliminary plan of subdivision in Residential 
Agricultural zone; Status - Approved 

82.8 NA NA NA NA 

19 81B 4-92110 Parker Meadows Preliminary plan of subdivision in Rural 
Residential zone; Status - Approved 

242.8 NA NA NA NA 

20 81B 4-01049 Piscataway Estates Preliminary plan of subdivision in Residential 
Estate zone; Status - Approved 

95.3 NA NA NA NA 

21 81B 5-0211_ Rivergate Estates Final plats of subdivision in Residential Estate 
zone; Status - Approved 

95.1 NA NA NA 76 

22 81B DSP-01018 Rose Valley Cluster Detailed site plan in Rural Residential zone 84.8 NA NA NA 120 
23 81B 5-0302_ Steed Estates Preliminary plan of subdivision in Residential 

Estate zone; Status - Approved 
119.7 NA NA NA 91 

24 81B 4-03137 Thrift Manor Preliminary plan of subdivision in Residential 
Estate zone; Status - Approved 

54.3 0 35 0 35 

25 81B 4-04099 Wolfe Farm Preliminary plan of subdivision in Residential 
Estate and Residential Agricultural zones; Status 
- Approved 

333.6 0 156 0 156 

26 81B 4-04016 Woodburn Estates Preliminary plan of subdivision in Rural 
Residential zone; Status - Approved 

86.3 0 122 0 122 

27 85B SE-4194 A.H. Smith Property Special exemption for surface mining in Open 
Space zone; Status - Approved 

62.2 NA NA NA NA 

28 85B SE-4485 Bowie Pit (Phase VI) Special exemption for surface mining in Open 
Space zone; Status – Pending 

54.5 0 0 0 0 

29 85B S-07018 Brandywine Woods Conservation subdivision in Rural Residential 
zone – Status - Certified 

97.0 0 132 0 132 

30 85B V-02003 Keller’s Subdivision Vacation of subdivision in Rural Residential 
zone; Status - Approved 

57.5 NA NA NA 81 

31 85B 5-00096 PEPCO Brandywine 
Fly Ash Facility 

Six preliminary parcels in Open Space zone; 
Status - Approved 

225.4 NA NA NA 0 

32 85B SE-4556 Reeder Corporation Special exemption for surface mining in Open 
Space zone; Status - Pending 

103.8 NA NA NA NA 
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Figure III-18 shows the location of these projects by map ID number overlaid on MDP 
generalized zoning. The residential projects are most concentrated in the western and southwest 
portions of the ICE area, particularly along Piscataway, Thrift, and Brandywine Roads.  Another 
smaller concentration, along with several exemptions for surface mining, is located southeast of 
Brandywine in the vicinity of the Brandywine Road and North Keys Road.  As described in 
Section III.C, approval of these development projects is not dependent upon the MD 5 Corridor 
Transportation Study since future transportation projects must be funded for construction for 
consideration in the development review process.  If the county planning board determines that 
existing access to the proposed subdivision is inadequate or that the subdivision will generate 
traffic exceeding the minimum peak-hour service levels, the applicant would be required to 
provide the needed improvements or proffer a mitigation plan (i.e., trip reduction programs, or a 
pro rata share of the cost of improvements) as a condition of approval (M-NCPPC 2002a). 

Future development in the ICE area will continue according to the land use and zoning 
recommendations in county, sub-region, and sector plans.  According to the 2002 Prince 
George’s County General Plan, future growth in the Developed Tier will involve infill and 
redevelopment for commercial/employment and high-density residential uses.  Future growth in 
the Developing Tier primarily will consist of low-density residential and employment, with 
consequent loss of resource lands. Major growth is not expected in the Rural Tier areas, and will 
be limited to very low-density residential.   

Transportation Projects 

According to the current Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) Consolidated 
Transportation Program (MDOT 2009), major transportation projects within or adjacent to the 
ICE boundary that have been programmed for Fiscal Years 2009 to 2014 are listed below. 
Project locations are identified by the Map ID number on Figure III-19. 

Construction Program 

•	 Map ID 1A. MD 5, Branch Avenue – Widen existing MD 5 from four to six lanes for 1.07 
miles from north of MD 373 to US 301 (1.07 miles) - Completed in fall, 2011 

•	 Map ID 1B. MD 5, Branch Avenue – Reconstruct MD 5 and I-95/I-495 interchange to 
improve access to the Branch Avenue Metro Station – Project is currently on hold. 

Development and Evaluation Program 

•	 Map ID 2. MD 5, Branch Avenue – Construct a new interchange at MD 5, MD 373, and 
Brandywine Road Relocated 

•	 Map ID 3. Southern Maryland Transit Corridor Preservation Study – Planning analysis to 
identify and protect an alignment for future mass transit improvements, including light rail 
transit, in the US 301/MD 5 corridor from Waldorf to the Branch Avenue Metrorail Station 

•	 Map ID 4. US 301, Waldorf Area Project – Examine alternatives to upgrade and widen 
US 301 through Waldorf and/or construct an access controlled bypass of Waldorf from 
Turkey Hill Road / Washington Avenue in Charles County to north of the US 301/MD 5 
interchange in Prince George’s County; Project on Hold 
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•	 Map ID 5. I-95/I-495, Capital Beltway – Study to widen I-495 and determine the feasibility 
of managed lanes from the American Legion Bridge to the Woodrow Wilson Bridge (42.2 
miles); Project on hold 

•	 Map ID 6. MD 4, Pennsylvania Avenue – Construct a new interchange at MD 4 and 
Suitland Parkway 

•	 Map ID 7. MD 4, Pennsylvania Avenue – Upgrade existing MD 4 to a multi-lane freeway 
from MD 223 to I-95/I-495 (3.08 miles) 

•	 Map ID 8. MD 223, Piscataway Road – Reconstruct MD 223 from Steed Road to MD 5 

Not included among these are potential SHA Park & Ride facilities.  Prince George’s County has 
proposed widening some of its existing roads, as well as constructing several new roadways 
within the ICE boundary, in its community-level plans (M-NCPPC 2006; 2009a; 2009b; 2009c). 
Most of the new county roadways will be located in Sub-Region V between Clinton and 
Brandywine, and surrounding the future Brandywine Community Center.  The general location 
of new county roadways is shown on Figure III-19. The anticipated timeframe and alignments 
for these projects have yet to be determined, and some may not be constructed by the future 
timeframe of 2030.   

The direct effects of the SHA transportation projects on environmental resources are summarized 
in Table III-32. In general, the future transportation projects would benefit communities by 
enhancing traffic operations, access, and/or safety, and reducing congestion and travel time.  The 
transportation improvements would also increase imperviousness and potentially alter surface 
runoff and infiltration patterns at local levels.  Over time, these changes may affect groundwater 
and surface water quantity and/or quality, and exacerbate impairments in stream habitat and 
biotic communities. 
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Table III-32:  Direct Effects of Future Transportation Projects 

Resource 
MD 5 

(current 
project) 

MD 5 
Brandywine 
Widening1 

MD 5 
Brandywine 
Interchange1 

MD 5 
I-95/I-495 

Interchange2 

US 301 
Waldorf3 

I-95/I-495 
Widening4 

MD 4 
Widening/ 

Interchange5 

Displacements (number) 
Residential 8 2 2 5 10 - 108 NA 5 

Commercial/Industrial 3 1 1 0 1- 146 NA 7 

Historic/Archeological 0 0 0 0 4 - 6 NA 1/0 

Total 11 3 3 5 15-260 NA 13 

Right of Way Fee and Easement Required (acres) 
Residential 45.5 17.5 18.0 NA NA NA NA 
Commercial/Industrial 27.7 0.4 0.3 NA NA NA NA 
Park 0 0 0 0 NA NA 8.8 

Historic 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA 
Total 117.5 17.9 18.3 29.12 NA NA 50.1 

Natural Resources 
Wetlands (acres) 13.7 0 <0.1 <0.1 1.4 – 37.0 NA 1.3 

Streams (linear feet) 27,429 182 210 1,742 3,187 – 13,624 NA 1,770 

Floodplains (acres) 34.2 0 0 0 0 – 2.4 NA 0 

Prime Farmland Soils (acres) 101.8 0 1.3 0 NA NA NA 

Forest (acres) 118.0 0.3 21.6 15.7 NA NA 65.4 
New Impervious Surface 
(acres) 93.8 5.3 NA NA NA NA NA 

Note: Impacts represent the maximum among the alternatives under consideration for each project. 
NA = Data not available 

Sources: 

1 MD 5 Brandywine Community Effects Assessment and Natural Environmental Technical Report (July, 2008); 

2 SHA Project Planning Division Personal Communication, Karen Arnold (July 24, 2008); 

3 Preliminary impact matrix from U.S. 301 Waldorf Area Public Workshop (May 20, 2008); 

4 Impact information is out of date and project is on hold; 

5 MD 4/Suitland Parkway Interchange Draft Environmental Reevaluation (May 19, 2000)
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2.  Analysis 
This section summarizes the direct impacts of the proposed project, followed by a summary and 
evaluation of any indirect and cumulative effects for each category of environmental resource. 
The impacts and effects primarily were analyzed for the alternative and interchange options that 
would have the greatest direct environmental impacts on particular resources.  Consequently, the 
analysis was limited to considering the worst case scenario for implementing the project.  

This analysis indicates that the indirect effects would not induce changes in land use, population 
density, or growth rate. According to the Prince George’s County Approved General Plan 
(M-NCPPC, 2002), 99 percent of future growth will be directed to the county’s Developed and 
Developing Tiers, which encompass the MD 5 project.  The plan also designates the MD 5 
corridor for further residential and employment growth.  Therefore, the MD 5 project would not 
result in any indirect effects. 

While some future transportation projects are planned to connect with MD 5, none of the future 
projects are solely dependent upon the MD 5 project.  For a list and maps of future planned 
county road improvements, see the Approved Countywide Master Plan of Transportation 
(M-NCPPC 2009). 

a. Socioeconomic Impacts 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

The MD 5 mainline alternatives would displace two to seven residential and zero to two 
commercial properties, and the interchange options would displace up to one additional 
residential property and one commercial property (Table S-1). The ROW fee and easements 
required for MD 5 mainline alternatives range from 9.1 to 21.1 acres of residential properties and 
1.4 to 16.9 acres from commercial properties.  The interchange options would require an 
additional 4.2 to 20.2 acres of residential and 0.1 to 9.9 acres of commercial ROW fee and 
easements.  These property impacts are relatively moderate considering the 10-mile length of the 
project and extensive SWM requirements for this project.  The fact that a majority of the 
mainline improvements would be constructed in the existing median limits the number of 
displacements and ROW requirements. 

In general, community cohesion, isolation, and accessibility would not be affected, with the 
exception of one street (Deer Pond Lane) that would be impacted by the Capital Beltway ramps 
proposed in Alternative 5.  These ramps would displace five residences at one location along 
Deer Pond Lane and would have a negative impact on community cohesion in this particular 
area. Also, the Surratts Road Interchange Option A would result in the displacement of the 
7-Eleven convenience store on Surratts Road, which is a resource to the local community. 
Although the impact would inconvenience local residents, similar facilities are nearby and 
remain accessible by car. Thus, the overall impact would be minor and SHA anticipates no 
change in community cohesion. 

Visual impacts would result from each of the build alternatives through the introduction of 
additional pavement, stormwater facilities, service roads to connect to new interchanges, and 
new ramps.  Each of the Surratts Road and Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road 
interchange options would require new ramps and/or service roads.  In the case of the Moores 
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Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road Interchange Option A, a new grade-separated 
interchange would be constructed at a location where none currently exists. 

Overall, the project would enhance quality of life for area residents by providing reduced 
congestion, and safer, more-efficient travel, and would have only minor visual impacts, resulting 
from partial views of new roadway features (the majority of the proposed ramps and service 
roads would be obstructed by remaining forested areas, and only partially visible).  No 
significant adverse effects on community facilities and services are anticipated. 

Four Census Tracts within the study-area were identified as containing potential Environmental 
Justice populations. Of these, only Census Tract 8019.04 would be directly impacted by the 
project. Alternative 5 would result in five residential displacements along Deer Pond Lane in 
Census Tract 8019.04; however, no disproportionately high or adverse impacts on the 
community would result. SHA would continue its outreach to residents of the potentially 
affected portion of Deer Pond Lane to inform them of the project’s status and provide 
opportunities for comment. 

No major negative indirect effects on socioeconomic resources are anticipated as a result of any 
of the build alternatives.  The Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road options would 
change local access and travel patterns that may be viewed positively or negatively by particular 
residents, business owners, and patrons. However, these changes would also improve safety and 
traffic operations by managing access to MD 5.  The area surrounding the proposed interchange 
is currently zoned for low-density (one to two units per acre) residential development.  Since this 
development can occur with or without the interchange improvements, the interchange would not 
affect the future development pattern.  Over time, the project may indirectly improve quality of 
life and the regional economy by reducing congestion and travel time for residents, commuters, 
and delivery-related businesses.  The effects of the project alternatives on socioeconomic 
resources are discussed more fully in Sections III.A. and III.B. 

Cumulative Effects 

The county’s general plan designates MD 5 as a transportation and development corridor 
(M-NCPPC, 2002). The corridor includes several well established development centers and one 
planned center at Brandywine. The corridor and surrounding land use pattern is well established, 
although that pattern has been characterized by a high rate of residential growth due the area’s 
proximity to Washington D.C. and location in the county’s Developing Tier.  While the master 
plan and associated sub-region plans do not call for any major changes in the land use along the 
corridor, they do advocate continued residential and employment growth, particularly in the 
middle and southern portions of the corridor.  However, none of the planned development 
projects depends upon a MD 5 build alternative for access. 

Future growth in the ICE area and further south in Charles County will increase traffic volumes 
on MD 5 and connecting roads.  The MD 5 project and other transportation projects would 
reduce travel time and delays, and enhance safety by increasing capacity, limiting access, and 
promoting future expansion of mass transit options.  Thus, the MD 5 project combined with 
other future transportation projects listed in Table III-31 would provide an overall benefit to 
local communities by providing reduced congestion, and safer, more-efficient travel. 
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SHA conducted research to determine the project’s potential cumulative effects on EJ 
communities, using the Maryland Department of Taxation and Assessments’ Real Property 
Search Database. Research revealed that most houses between I-495 and AAFB were built after 
AAFB was constructed in 1945. The Capital Beltway was completed in 1964.  Some residences 
were constructed as early as 1960, after construction on the beltway had begun, and no 
disproportionately high or adverse cumulative impacts on EJ communities are anticipated from 
the MD 5 project plus other anticipated projects in the study-area. 

b. Natural Resources 
1. Wetlands 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The build alternatives would impact a maximum of 10.7 acres of wetlands, and the interchange 
options would impact up to 2.9 acres of wetlands, combined.  Direct impacts to wetlands would 
be regulated by the USACE and the MDE.  The required permitting process would identify 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation for unavoidable impacts to offset wetland losses.  After 
mitigation, direct impacts of the project on wetlands would be relatively minor. 

Indirect impacts to wetlands may result from roadway runoff, sedimentation, and alterations to 
hydrology. These impacts may lead to a decrease in the extent or quality of available wetland 
habitat, which may ultimately reduce the diversity of plant and wildlife species that occupy these 
habitats. 

Cumulative Effects 

An incremental adverse impact of the MD 5 project on wetlands, when added to past, present, 
and future actions would be associated with past and present land use practices and future 
development projects.  The rate of wetland loss as a result of development-related conversion to 
uplands has greatly declined during the past ICE time frame due to protective regulations enacted 
during the past 40 years. From 1991 through 2004, there was a relatively small net loss of 4.32 
acres of wetlands throughout the Potomac River Upper Tidal watershed, and a slight gain of 7.91 
acres within the Piscataway Creek watershed (Walbeck 2005).  Any wetland impacts associated 
with proposed public or private development would require permitting by the USACE and MDE, 
as well as review and approval by the county and M-NCPPC to ensure consistency with 
environmental protection guidelines.  Associated measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate 
impacts should minimize cumulative impacts to wetlands within the ICE area. 

2. Surface Waters/Streams 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The MD 5 mainline alternatives would impact a maximum of 20,153 linear feet of perennial, 
intermittent, and ephemeral streams, and 5,385 linear feet of culverted waterways.  The Surratts 
Road interchange options would impact a maximum of 3,410 linear feet of non-culverted 
streams, and 1,048 linear feet of culverted channels.  The Moores Road/Earnshaw Drive/Burch 
Hill Road interchange options would impact up to 3,866 linear feet of non-culverted streams, and 
273 linear feet of culverted channels. 
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Direct impacts would be associated with construction-related loss or alteration of aquatic 
habitats, soil compaction, sediment and erosion, accidental spills, and conversion of resource 
lands to transportation use. Impacts would be avoided and minimized through implementation of 
an approved erosion and sediment control plan, and SWM plan, utilizing ESD techniques to 
replicate natural drainage patterns.  Unavoidable impacts to surface waters would be mitigated as 
part of a joint permit by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and MDE.  Impacts would 
also be subject to county and M-NCPPC planning goals, policies, and related guidelines for 
regulatory review of proposed projects. After mitigation, direct impacts of the project on streams 
would be relatively minor. 

Indirect impacts of the MD 5 project would be associated with facility use following 
construction, including effects related to changes in facility-related run-off quality and quantity 
associated with changes in drainage patterns and imperviousness.  These changes may lead to 
increased erosive stream flows or reduced infiltration and stream base flows over time.   

Both indirect and direct project-related impacts could affect aquatic habitat and biota in the 
immediate project area, as well as upstream or downstream of the project.  Indirect impacts 
would be minimized through the development and application of approved erosion and sediment 
control plans and stormwater-related BMPs. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Some minor cumulative adverse effects on surface water are anticipated as a result of the MD 5 
project combined with other transportation and development projects within the ICE area. 
Within the ICE area and throughout the region, the relative health of surface waters has 
continued to decline due to past and current land use practices and development, despite existing 
regulations, plans and policies.  Of particular concern to surface waters are the interrelated 
effects of loss of native vegetative cover and increased stormwater flows, flooding, land surface 
and stream channel erosion, and sediment deposition during and after development.  These 
combined negative effects typically accompany increases in land surface imperviousness over 
time. 

An incremental adverse impact of the MD 5 project on surface waters, when added to past, 
present, and future actions, is likely to occur to the extent that existing resource lands are 
converted to developed land uses, with the associated increase in imperviousness over time. 
Most of the planned development would occur in the central and southern portions of the ICE 
area. Consequently, cumulative impacts would be greatest in the Mattawoman Creek watershed 
and southern portion of the Piscataway Creek watershed. 

Cumulative effects from the build alternatives would be minimized through strict compliance 
with SWM requirements.  Implementation of an approved sediment and erosion control plan 
during construction would limit the amount of sediment reaching waterways, and long-term 
SWM facilities would control runoff from new development.  Additionally, federal state, and 
local stormwater regulations require BMPs that would help improve the quality of stormwater 
runoff. 
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3. Groundwater 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The MD 5 project would have no direct impacts on groundwater resources.  Indirect effects to 
groundwater as a result of the proposed improvements may occur over time as a result of 
increased imperviousness, altered patterns of surface water flow, reduced infiltration, and 
increased contaminants in surface run-off that could impact groundwater and aquifers.  Indirect 
effects resulting from other planned development within the ICE boundary would occur 
regardless of implementation of any of the No-Build or build alternatives and are therefore 
independent of the MD 5 project.  Additionally, the majority of land within the ICE area is 
served, or will be served by a public water supply, and future planned development would have 
no impact on groundwater drinking supplies. 

Cumulative Effects 

There is potential for cumulative effects on groundwater resources within the ICE area as a result 
of development-related increases in stormwater runoff and decreased infiltration due to 
additional impervious surface. However, the incremental impact of the MD 5 project on 
groundwater quality, when added to past, present, and future actions, is expected to be minimal 
because there are no aquifer recharge areas within the ICE boundary.  Additionally, the SWM 
facilities constructed with any of the build alternatives would control groundwater pollution. 

Cumulative effects are more likely to affect quantity, as water levels in the confined aquifers of 
southern Maryland have declined over the last 50 years.  In 2004, it was determined that portions 
of several southern Maryland aquifers were reaching levels low enough to cause MDE to 
prohibit additional withdrawals by major water users.  Consequently, some cumulative adverse 
effects to groundwater quantity may occur as a result of continued residential and commercial 
development, particularly in the southern portion of the ICE area.  However, much of this area is 
currently, or will be served by a public water supply. 

Cumulative effects on the quality and quantity of groundwater resources would be minimized 
through existing anti-degradation laws and regulations.  Any effects to groundwater resources 
would be monitored by MDE under the regulation of the Safe Drinking Water Act.   

4. Floodplains 

Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The mainline alternatives would encroach on a maximum of 20.4 acres of floodplains, and the 
interchange options would encroach on a maximum of 13.8 acres, combined.  Direct impacts 
would primarily be associated with bridge and road construction at existing stream crossings. 
Actual impacts would be determined when structure designs have been completed, and 
coordination with MDE and the county would be required to ultimately determine impacts to 
regulated floodplains, as well as identify avoidance and minimization measures.  SHA would 
prepare a detailed hydrologic and hydraulic study for the selected alternative during final design. 
SWM would be provided and all hydraulic structures would be designed to accommodate the 
100-year flood. A floodplain finding, if required, would be presented in the final environmental 
document.  State and local authorization of construction in the 100-year floodplain would be 
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achieved through issuance of an approved nontidal wetlands and waterways permit, the 
permitting process, confirming that impacts have been minimized and no mitigation is required. 

Indirect impacts to floodplains may include sedimentation from bridge or roadway construction 
being conveyed outside the project area to streams that flow through the affected floodplains. 
An increase in imperviousness associated with a widened roadway profile through and the 
associated increase in impervious surface may alter local drainage patterns, resulting in increased 
runoff volumes during storm events that could erode adjacent floodplains.   

Cumulative Effects 

Disturbances in floodplains can reduce their capability to provide ecological services associated 
with flood control, maintenance of stream flow, stream bank and channel stabilization, and 
wildlife habitat. Loss of these services may result in increased flooding, erosion and 
sedimentation, and damage to channel morphology.  Most of these development-related 
disturbances occurred prior to the past ICE timeframe, and protective regulations enacted during 
the past 40 years have greatly reduced these impacts.  Existing floodplains within the ICE 
boundary are primarily located within areas that are already built-up or in areas protected from 
development through zoning, land use regulations, or ownership, such as existing parklands. 
The incremental impact of the MD 5 project on floodplains when added to past, present, and 
future actions is expected to be moderate, with adherence to existing controls and regulatory 
requirements. 

5. Prime Farmland 

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 

The MD 5 mainline alternatives could impact up to 89.7 acres of prime farmland soils, and the 
interchange options would impact an additional 12.1 acres, combined.  Most of the impacts 
would occur within the MD 5 ROW or at the proposed interchanges, and the impact would not 
represent a loss of existing or future agricultural land use.  In accordance with the Farmland 
Protection Policy Act (FPPA), the SHA has completed and submited a Farmland Conversion 
Impact Rating Form AD-1006 to the NRCS office in Prince George’s County.  

Approximately 33 percent of agricultural land has been converted to developed land county-wide 
during the past time frame (Table III-26). Additional loss of some scattered farmlands in the 
central portion of the ICE area is likely to occur due to future growth in the Developing Tier. 
However, most of the remaining farms in the ICE area and county-wide are located in the Rural 
Tier, and should be adequately protected from future development by zoning and land use plans 
(M-NCPPC, 2002). The Rural Tier occupies a relatively small portion of the ICE area in the 
southeast and southwest portions. An incremental adverse impact of the MD 5 project on 
farmlands when added to past, present, and future actions, is not anticipated in the Rural Tier. 

6. Forests 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Maximum potential direct impacts to tree canopy cover would be 73.5 acres for the mainline 
alternatives, and 44.4 acres for the interchange options, combined.  Impacted areas primarily 
consist of small, isolated stands of trees in or adjacent to residential or commercial 
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developments, and larger areas along MD 5 mainline and interchange ramps; primarily for 
constructing SWM facilities.  The project would have a minor impact on FIDS habitat, but this 
would be limited to forest edges and would not affect any interior habitats.  Impacts to forest 
land would be regulated under the Natural Resources Article Section 5-103, known as the 
Maryland Reforestation Law.  Under this law, any highway project that impacts at least one acre 
of forest requires a strict 1:1 mitigation ratio, if the highway project uses state funds. 

Indirect impacts on forests may include changes in surface drainage patterns, moisture regimes, 
and pollutants in runoff that could affect species composition and relative health of individual 
trees adjacent to the corridor ROW.  Additionally, disturbance and land conversion along the 
edges of forest stands may facilitate immigration, establishment, and/or spread of invasive plant 
species over time.  However, these indirect effects are expected to be minor because MD 5 is an 
established corridor with very little undisturbed, undeveloped land along its length.   

Cumulative Effects 

Approximately 19 percent of forest land has been converted to developed land county-wide 
during the past time frame (Table III-26). Additional loss of some scattered forest stands in the 
central portion of the ICE area is likely to occur due to future growth in the Developing Tier. 
Future impacts to forests as a result of non-transportation development would be regulated and 
minimized by the Maryland Forest Conservation Act of 1991 (FCA) and local non-regulatory 
environmental protection measures.  The FCA requires the preparation of a forest conservation 
plan for projects of 40,000 square feet and larger.  The FCA sets forth reforestation and a 
aforestation threshold percentages for any land undergoing development, and also protects high 
priority forests, such as large contiguous stands and riparian forests.   

Nevertheless, small amounts of isolated forested lands are likely to be lost as a result of some 
future development projects, and some adverse cumulative effects are likely to occur as a result 
of future growth and development.  An incremental adverse impact of the MD 5 project on 
forestlands, when added to past, present, and future actions, may occur as a result of continued 
loss of forest cover. However, impacts would be minimized by existing regulatory protective 
measures and strict development requirements requiring evaluation and protection of existing 
forest stands by the county and M-NCPPC.  Some cumulative effects on potential FIDS habitat 
are also anticipated.  Most FIDS habitat in the ICE area is located in existing stream valley parks 
and other public land that would afford additional protection and minimize future impacts. 

3. Conclusions 
Some degree of indirect and cumulative impacts on environmental resources are likely to occur 
within the ICE boundary in the future; however, no significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 
Indirect impacts would range from beneficial effects on communities and businesses, to 
deleterious effects on natural resources and habitats.  However, no growth-inducing effects or 
other effects related to induced changes in land use, population density, or growth rate would 
result from the MD 5 project. 

Continued growth in population, housing, and employment is forecast for much of the ICE area, 
consistent with the county-wide and sub-region master plans.  Growth will increase need and 
demand for community facilities and services, such as parks, schools, health and emergency 
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services, and utilities.  Nevertheless, marked cumulative impacts on community facilities and 
services are not expected based on a thorough review of future land-use changes proposed in the 
area master plans.  Indirect and cumulative effects of the MD 5 project combined with future 
transportation projects are likely to enhance quality of life and regional economy in the ICE area 
by reducing congestion and travel time and improving access and safety. 

Natural resources throughout the ICE area have been adversely affected by land-use changes and 
development in the past.  These impacts include quantitative effects such as loss of forest, 
agriculture, and other resource lands, and qualitative effects such as impaired water quality and 
health of aquatic resources. Adverse effects are likely to continue in the future, but to a much 
lesser extent than in the past, due to strengthened resource protection measures, existing zoning 
and land-use plans, and substantially lower rates of development forecast for the area. 

Throughout the ICE area, adverse indirect and cumulative impacts will be minimized to the 
extent that protective laws and guidelines are enforced and approved land-use plans and zoning 
regulations are adhered to.  These measures will facilitate avoidance of sensitive resources and 
provide for county acquisition of high-priority resource lands.  Any unavoidable impacts would 
be mitigated through existing protective guidelines and regulations.  Nevertheless, some adverse 
indirect and cumulative effects on natural environmental resources are anticipated, particularly in 
the southern half of the ICE area.  These impacts would be at least partially mitigated by county 
acquisition of resource lands, particularly contiguous forest stands, wetlands, floodplains and 
riparian zones, and RTE habitats. 

The county’s Developing Tier is expected to experience continued population growth and new 
development within designated growth areas, regardless of the improvements associated with 
this project.  The proposed improvements to MD 5 are consistent with objectives outlined in the 
Prince George’s County Approved General Plan and sub-region master plans relevant to the ICE 
area. 

In conclusion, direct impacts on environmental resources associated with the MD 5 project and 
other foreseeable projects would be regulated by applicable local, state, and federal laws 
requiring avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation.  In the future, some beneficial indirect and 
cumulative effects on socioeconomic resources are likely, as are some adverse indirect and 
cumulative effects on natural environmental resources.  However, impacts on resources resulting 
from future growth and development and from other transportation projects would occur 
independent of the planned improvements to MD 5. 
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IV. COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 
Coordination with regulatory agencies, environmental resource agencies, organizations, 
community associations, and the public has been an important component of the MD 5 Corridor 
Transportation Study. This section summarizes all inter-agency and public coordination efforts. 

Section IV.A includes summaries of streamlined process coordination related to agency feedback 
on the Purpose and Need and Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS), followed by and 
regulatory and general agency coordination. Section IV.B summarizes public comments and 
coordination. Copies of all listed correspondence and documentation are provided beginning on 
page IV-7. The correspondence is organized chronologically by topic, as presented in the 
following sections; Purpose and Need, ARDS, Regulatory Agency Coordination, and Project 
Scoping and Other Meetings. 

A. Streamlined Process Coordination 
1. Purpose and Need 

The Purpose and Need Statement for the MD 5 Corridor Transportation Study was presented to 
the agencies for review and comment in January 2006.  Seven agencies concurred without 
comment and four agencies concurred with comments provided.  Most of the comments 
encouraged greater consideration for mass transportation.  Table IV-1 provides a list of the 
agency correspondence regarding the statement of Purpose and Need. 

Table IV-1: Purpose and Need Coordination 
Correspondence To From Date 
Concurrence with No Comments on 
Purpose and Need 

SHA FWS 1/11/06 

Concurrence with No Comments on 
Purpose and Need 

SHA MPO 1/17/06 

Concurrence with Comments on 
Purpose and Need 

SHA NMFS 1/19/06 

Concurrence with Comments on 
Purpose and Need 

SHA EPA 2/14/06 

Concurrence with Comments on 
Purpose and Need 

SHA USACE 3/02/06 

Concurrence with Comments on 
Purpose and Need 

SHA MDP 3/02/06 

Concurrence with No Comments on 
Purpose and Need 

SHA FHWA 3/08/06 

Concurrence with Comments on 
Purpose and Need 

SHA MD DNR 3/09/06 

Concurrence with No Comments on 
Purpose and Need 

SHA MHT 3/09/06 

Concurrence with No Comment on 
Purpose and Need 

SHA MDE 8/14/09 
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2. Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
The Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) were presented to the agencies for review 
and comment in October 2006.  Seven agencies concurred without comments and two agencies 
concurred with minor comments primarily related to provision of mass transportation options. 
NMFS subsequently concurred after SHA revised the ARDS so that the median shoulder would 
be adequate for Bus Rapid Transit use. Table IV-2 provides a list of the agency correspondence 
regarding the ARDS. 

Table IV-2: Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study Coordination 
Correspondence To From Date 
Concurrence with No Comments on ARDS SHA MPO 11/10/06 
Concurrence with No Comments on ARDS SHA MPO 2/06/07 
Concurrence with No Comments on ARDS SHA FWS 11/13/06 
Comments on ARDS SHA M-NCPPC 11/28/06 
Concurrence with No Comments on ARDS SHA MHT 12/13/06 
No Concurrence on ARDS SHA NMFS 12/19/06 
Concurrence with No Comments on ARDS SHA NMFS 9/04/07 
Concurrence with No Comments on ARDS SHA MHT 1/05/07 
Concurrence with Comments on ARDS SHA MDP 1/19/07 
Concurrence with No Comments on ARDS SHA FHWA 1/30/07 
Concurrence with No Comments on ARDS SHA MD DNR 2/20/07 
Concurrence with Comments on ARDS SHA USACE 2/25/07 
Concurrence with No Comments on ARDS SHA EPA 3/05/07 
Concurrence with No Comments on ARDS SHA MDE 3/08/07 

3. Regulatory Agency Coordination 
SHA coordinated with regulatory agencies regarding potential project effects on rare, threatened, 
and endangered species, cultural resources, farmland impacts, schools, parks, wells and 
emergency services.  The associated regulatory agency correspondence is listed in Table IV-3. 

Table IV-3: Agency Correspondence 
Correspondence To From Date 
Park Information Response SHA M-NCPPC 1/31/06 
Public Schools Information Response SHA Prince George’s Co. Public 

Schools 
2/3/06 

Correspondence on APE and Resources 
Within (includes MHT concurrence) 

MHT SHA 9/19/06 

Letter of Eligibility (includes MHT 
concurrence with Eligibility Table) 

MHT SHA 4/18/08 

Letter on Effects (includes MHT 
Concurrence with Section 4(f) temporary 
use finding and no adverse effect of MD 
5 Brandywine project) 

MHT SHA 8/8/08 

Updated Letter on Effects (includes MHT 
Concurrence on “No properties or 
archeological resource sites affected”) 

MHT SHA 9/30/09 
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Correspondence To From Date 
Updated Letter of Effects for LOD 
changes associated with environmental 
site design (includes MHT Concurrence 
on “No Properties Affected”) 

MHT SHA 4/20/11 

Farmland Protection Policy Act Initial 
Coordination 

NRCS SHA 10/7/09 

Farmland Protection Policy Act Response SHA NRCS 11/6/09 
Farmland Protection Policy Act Update 
to include new LOD associated with 
Environmental Design 

NRCS SHA 11/16/11 

Farmland Protection Policy Act Update 
Response and Clearance 

SHA NRCS 2/9/12 

Wellhead Protection Information 
Response 

A.D. Marble & 
Company 

MDE 12/9/08 

Effects on Emergency Services SHA Prince George’s Co. Dept. 
of Fire/EMS 

5/21/09 

Effects on Emergency Services SHA Prince George’s Co. Dept. 
of Fire/EMS 

6/5/09 

Effects on Emergency Services SHA Prince George’s Co. Police 
Dept. 

5/27/09 

Federal Rare Species Response SHA USFWS 4/28/09 
State Rare Species Response SHA MD DNR - Wildlife & 

Heritage 
5/15/09 

State Updated Rare Species Response SHA MD DNR - Wildlife & 
Heritage 

6/23/09 

State Fisheries Response SHA MD DNR - Env. Review 
Unit 

6/12/09 

4. Project Scoping and Other Meetings 
Meetings were held with local, state, and federal agencies at critical points in the project 
planning process to keep the involved parties informed and solicit feedback.  These meetings are 
listed in Table IV-4.  Some meetings coincided with milestones such as the Purpose and Need 
field review and the Alternates Public Workshop, while others addressed specific topics such as 
mobility enhancements, transit service, and coordination with AAFB regarding the ARDS 
package and the effects of the Base Realignment and Closure Act (BRAC).  AAFB expressed 
concerns about closing Malcolm Road which was proposed as an option in the Transportation 
Systems Management/Transportation Demand Management alternative.  That option was 
subsequently dropped from consideration.  SHA will continue to coordinate with AAFB as the 
design for the project progresses. 
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Table IV-4: Project Scoping and Other Meetings 
Meeting Purpose Date Agencies in attendance 
Team Scoping 
Meeting 

Discuss the scope of the MD 5 Project 
Planning Study and to serve as a kick
off for partnering efforts for the study 

6/21/05 SHA, MdTA, FHWA, M
NCPPC, MDOT, Prince 
George’s County 
(DPW&T) 

Purpose and Need 
Field Review 

Discuss the project’s draft Purpose and 
Need, receive informal agency 
comments, discuss various project 
issues, and conduct a site visit 

2/21/06 SHA, FHWA, USACE, 
MDE, MDOT, MDP, 
MdTA, MTA, and Prince 
George’s County 

Conceptual 
Alternatives 
Agency Field 
Meeting 

Discuss the project’s conceptual 
alternatives, receive informal agency 
comments, and discuss ICE scoping 

4/14/06 USACE, SHA, FHWA, 
MD-DNR, MDE, MDP, 
MdTA, MHT, MTA, M
NCPPC, NMFS, FWS, 
DPW&T 

AAFB Meeting Brief AAFB staff on the current status 
of the project, Purpose and Need, 
preliminary conceptual alternatives, 
and next steps 

6/06/06 SHA, AAFB 

Prince George’s 
County BRAC 
Outreach 

Discuss BRAC effects on Prince 
George’s County, in relation to current 
and planned projects 

8/14/06 SHA, MDOT, M
NCPPC, MTA, 
MWCOG, DPW&T 

MDOT BRAC 
Outreach 

Discuss the MD 5 project, BRAC 
projects, and current and proposed 
projects surrounding AAFB. 

11/28/06 SHA, MDOT, MTA, 
AAFB, M-NCPPC, 
MWCOG, DPW&T 

Transit Meeting Discuss the existing and future transit 
needs of the MD 5 corridor and 
determine how these needs can be 
incorporated into the MD 5 Corridor 
Transportation Study 

6/19/06 SHA, MTA, Andrew’s 
Air Force Base (AAFB), 
MdTA, DPW&T, 
Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority 
(WMATA) 

Team Meeting Discuss alternatives presented at the 
Alternatives Public Workshop and to 
develop a recommendation for the 
Alternatives Retained for Detailed 
Study (ARDS) 

8/14/06 SHA, MDOT, DPW&T 

Director’s Review 
Meeting 

Discuss alternatives presented at the 
Alternatives Public Workshop and to 
determine the ARDS 

9/15/06 SHA, FHWA, MdTA, M
NCPPC, DPW&T 

Emergency 
Services Meeting 

Discuss the ARDS and solicit feedback 
on the alternatives from the Maryland 
State Police (MSP) and Prince 
George’s County Fire/EMS.  

12/19/06 SHA, MSP, Prince 
George’s County 
Fire/EMS 

Project 
Coordination 
Meeting - Prince 
George’s County 
(DPW&T) 

Brief Prince George’s County 
Department of Public Works 
(DPW&T) on the MD 5 Study 

1/08/07 SHA, DPW&T 
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Meeting Purpose Date Agencies in attendance 
Project 
Coordination 
Meeting - MTA 

Discuss coordination efforts between 
MTA and SHA for the MD 5 Corridor 
Study 

3/16/07 SHA, MTA 

Project 
Coordination 
Meeting - MTA 

Discuss the coordination efforts 
between SHA’s MD 5 Corridor 
Transportation Study and MTA’s 
Southern Maryland Transit Corridor 
Preservation (SMTCP) Study 

04/19/07 SHA, MTA 

Project 
Coordination 
Meeting - MTA 

Discuss continued coordination efforts 
between SHA’s MD 5 Corridor 
Transportation Study and MTA’s 
Southern Maryland Transit Corridor 
Preservation (SMTCP) Study 

3/10/08 SHA, MTA 

Team Meeting Update the team on the progress 6/01/09 SHA, MdTA, M-NCPPC, 
MTA 

Smart Growth Discussion of Origin/Destination study 
and confirmation that the project meets 
“connecting PFA” criteria 

7/31/09 SHA, MDP 

B. Public Involvement Coordination/Comments 
1. Public Workshop 

SHA held an Alternates Public Workshop on June 15, 2006, at Surrattsville High School, in 
Clinton. At the workshop, residents and other community representatives had an opportunity to 
ask questions and review and comment on the conceptual designs of the proposed alternatives. 
The meeting was attended by 120 people, most of whom were concerned about congestion and 
traffic problems along MD 5.  Below is a list of the types of public comments received at the 
2006 workshop: 
•	 Several individuals commented about the previous study, stating that nothing has 

changed since the late 1980s. 
•	 Several attendees asked about the status of the US 301 Waldorf Area Project plans for the 

T.B. area. 
•	 Some attendees stressed the importance of coordinating the MD 5 Project, the US 301 

Waldorf Project, and the Dyson Road/MD 373/MD 381 Interchange Projects to so that 
one project does not force alternatives on another project. 

•	 Many attendees expressed cooncerns about noise along MD 5. 
•	 Attendees indicated that the MD 223 intersection area is too congested, especially with 

the shopping center on one corner. 
•	 Drivers attempting to make left turns at Surratts Road into the hospital will turn right 

onto Surratts Road and make U-turns instead of waiting for a left-turn arrow at the 
stoplight. 

•	 Emergency response officials requested that SHA look into having an emergency-only 
median break at Earnshaw Drive/Burch Hill Road/Moores Road so emergency vehicles 
could access the neighborhood more directly. 

•	 Individuals identified MD 373/MD 381/Dyson Road as the biggest bottleneck on MD 5 
and stated that it is in need of an immediate fix. 
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•	 Attendees indicated that SHA needs to meet with the local Maryland State Police to 
discuss the alternatives.  An attendee asked if the mapping and alternatives would be 
available on the website. 

At this public workshop, SHA asked eight questions on a Comment Card to gather information 
about the public’s interest in the project and identify needs related to congestion management, 
including express toll lanes and HOV lanes. SHA used this information to help define and 
recommend the ARDS.  SHA received 94 responses, which are summarized in Table IV-5. 

Table IV-5. Summary of MD 5 Alternates Public Workshop Comment Cards 
Question Highest Response (percentage, %) and 

Answer 
Where do you live?  29 responses (31%): Location D

 (SW quadrant) 
If your travel time could be faster would you 
pay to use MD 5? 

68 responses (72%): No 

What alternative do you like the most? 33 responses (35%): Alternative 4 
What alternative do you like the least? 29 responses (31%): Alternative 7 
When using MD 5 where are you traveling? 49 responses (52%): Charles County 
If you do use transit, what mode do you use? 78 responses (83%): No 
Are you willing to participate in future 
surveys? 

31 responses (33%): Yes 

Do you use transit or ridesharing? 90 responses (96%): METRO 

As a result of public information from the workshop, five build alternatives (Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 
6, and 8), the No-Build Alternative (Alternative 1), and all interchange options were retained for 
detailed study. Two build alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 7) were dropped from further 
consideration. 

2. Open House 
More than 100 people attended an Open House on February 24, 2009, at Surrattsville High 
School. Many of the attendees expressed the conviction that something must be done to improve 
traffic operations on MD 5. The types of public comments received at the 2009 Open House 
included: 

•	 Some said that merging onto MD 5 from Manchester Drive is difficult and cars do not 
observe the speed limit in that area. 

•	 Attendees expressed general concern about lack of traffic enforcement in the corridor. 
•	 Attendees said that commuter traffic backs up for miles behind the lights at MD 373 and 

MD 381. 
•	 Some participants cited a need for light rail to ease gridlock on MD 5 and Woodyard 

Road and on Dower House and Rosaryville Road. 
•	 Some favored light rail from the Branch Avenue Metro along MD 5 to Waldorf. 

Individuals requested phasing the alternatives to work closer with the Maryland Transit 
Administration on light rail and park-and-ride efforts. 
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•	 A number of persons said they have been waiting since 1989 for an overpass at the 
Surratts Road and T.B. junction. 

•	 Participants want the MD 5/MD 373 overpass now. 
•	 Some asked that the US 301 overpass be included in study. 
•	 In general, most favored the mainline alternatives (Alternatives 3 and 4). 
•	 Some preferred Alternative 4. They believe it is the best alternative for building the 

maximum number of lanes in the shortest amount of time and omits managed lanes. 
•	 Several indicated that they did not like Alternatives 5, 6, and 8 (managed lanes) because 

they already pay enough in property taxes, and not all agreed with toll options. 
•	 The nursery located on the corner of Burch Hill Road and Branch Avenue favors Burch 

Hill Road Option B, which provides direct access to the nursery along the service road. . 
•	 Some individuals believed that the Burch Hill Road options have the least impact on the 

environment. 
•	 Participants said they preferred Surratts Road Option A because it disrupts route traffic 

the least, is better for the environment, and is less expensive. 
•	 Some asked SHA to consider a sound barrier between MD 5 and Center Drive. 
•	 One individual suggested that SHA create a plan that increases MD 5 south and north to 

four lanes and creates a ramp that accommodates traffic heading to Waldorf.  Direct 
access from the Beltway to dedicated lanes for Waldorf will eliminate stress for traffic on 
Woodyard/Surratts Road and Brandywine Road. 

3. Other Outreach 
SHA sent a letter, dated October 20, 2009, to each resident and business owner who might be 
displaced by one or more of the project alternatives.  The letter invited the recipients to a meeting 
with SHA to ask questions and express concerns. The meeting was held from 6:00 PM to 8:00 
PM on November 19, 2009, at the New Chapel Baptist Church, 5601 Old Branch Avenue, in 
Temple Hills.  Only the franchise owner and a corporate representative from the 7-Eleven store 
located on Surratts Road (opposite the Southern Maryland Hospital Center) attended the 
meeting.  The Surratts Road Interchange Options A and B were discussed with the 7-Eleven 
representatives. The representatives favored Surratts Road Interchange Option B as it did not 
directly impact or displace the store.  Their comments were noted by the team. 

Another comment was received by email after the meeting on November 23, 2009, from a 
potentially displaced residential owner on Deer Pond Lane.  He expressed concerns over traffic 
noise, particularly that of trucks decelerating to access the I-95/495 on-ramps.  A response email 
was sent on December 7, 2009 indicating that based on the current noise analysis being 
conducted, the subject property would qualify for a noise barrier under any of the proposed 
alternatives.  The updated noise analysis report prepared in December 2011 confirms that a noise 
barrier is warranted for the subject property under each of the build alternatives with the 
exception of Alternative 3 that does not propose improvements in this area, and Alternative 5 
which would result in the displacement of this and four other houses along Deer Pond Lane.  
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Alternative 5: Two-Lane Reversible Priced Managed Lanes
 

- New Priced Managed Lane
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MD 5 CORRIDOR TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

Alternative 6: One to Two Lane Priced Managed Lanes
 

- New Priced Managed Lane 

- Existing Lane Converted to Priced Managed Lane 
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Alternative 8: Non-Priced Managed Lanes
 

- New Non-Priced Managed Lane
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Revised: June 10, 2005 
State Highway Administration - Office of Real Estate 

SUMMARY OF THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF THE 
MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

All State Highway Administration projects utilizing Federal funds must comply with the 
provisions of the Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 
USC 4601) as amended by Title IV of the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), Public Law 105-117 in 1997, and Title 49 CFR 
Part 24 in 2005. State-funded projects must comply with Sections 12-112 and Subtitle 2, 
Sections 12-201 to 12-212, of the Real Property Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland.   

The State Highway Administration’s Office of Real Estate administers the Relocation 
Assistance Program for the Maryland Department of Transportation. 

The aforementioned Federal and State laws require that the State Highway 
Administration provide relocation assistance payments and advisory services to eligible persons 
who are displaced by a public project.  There are two categories of residential occupants:  180-
day owner-occupants and 90-day tenants and short-term owner-occupants.  Non-residential 
occupants may be businesses, farms or non-profit organizations. 

A displaced person that has owned and occupied a subject dwelling for at least 180 days 
prior to the initiation of negotiations for the property may receive a replacement housing 
payment of up to $22,500.  The replacement housing payment is composed of three parts: a 
purchase price differential; an increased mortgage interest differential; and reimbursement for 
incidental settlement expenses. 

The purchase price differential is the difference between the value paid by the State 
Highway Administration for the existing dwelling and the cost to the displaced owner of a 
comparable replacement dwelling, as determined by the State’s replacement housing study. 

The increased mortgage interest differential is a payment made to the owner at the time 
of settlement on the replacement dwelling to negate the effects of less favorable financing in the 
new situation. The payment is calculated by use of the “buy-down” mortgage method. 

Reimbursable incidental expenses are necessary and reasonable incidental costs that are 
incurred by the displaced person in purchasing a replacement dwelling, excluding pre-paid 
expenses such as real estate taxes and insurance.  The maximum reimbursable amount for these 
incidental expenses is based upon the cost of the comparable selected in the replacement housing 
study. 

A displaced person who has leased and occupied a subject dwelling for at least 90 days 
prior to the initiation of negotiations for the property may receive a replacement rental housing 
payment of up to $5,250.  The replacement rental housing payment is the difference between the 



 

    
 

 
  

 
 

 
  

  

 
 

 

 
  

    

 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 
 

  

 
  

 
   

monthly cost of housing for the subject dwelling, plus utilities, and the monthly cost of housing 
for a comparable replacement rental unit, plus utilities, over a period of 42 months.  Owner-
occupants of 90-179 days prior to the initiation of negotiations for the subject dwelling are 
eligible for the same replacement rental housing payments as tenants. 

As an alternative to renting, a displaced tenant-occupant may elect to apply the rental 
replacement housing eligibility amount toward the down payment needed to purchase a 
replacement dwelling. 

The comparable properties used in calculating any replacement housing payment 
eligibility must comply with all local standards for decent, safe and sanitary (DS&S) housing and 
be within the financial means of the displaced person. 

If affordable, comparable DS&S replacement housing cannot be provided within the 
statutory maximums of $22,500 for 180-day owner-occupants or $5,250 for 90-day tenants or 
short-term owners, the maximums may be exceeded on a case-by-case basis.  This may only be 
done after the completion and approval of a detailed study that documents the housing problem, 
explores the available replacement options and selects the most feasible and cost-effective 
alternative for implementation. 

In addition, eligible displaced residential occupants may be reimbursed for the expense of 
moving personal property up to a maximum distance of fifty (50) miles, using either an actual 
cost or fixed schedule method. 

Actual cost moves are based upon the lower of at least two commercial moving estimates 
and must be documented with receipted bills or invoices.  Other incidental moving expenses, 
such as utility reconnection charges, may also be paid in the same manner. 

As an alternative method, the fixed schedule move offers a lump sum, all-inclusive 
payment based upon the number of rooms to be moved.  Other incidental costs are not separately 
reimbursable with this method. 

Non-residential displaced persons such as businesses, farms or non-profit organizations 
may also receive reimbursement for the expense of relocating and re-establishing operations at a 
replacement site on either an actual cost or fixed payment basis. 

Under the actual cost method, a non-residential displaced person may receive 
reimbursement for necessary and reasonable expenses for moving its personal property, the loss 
of tangible personal property that is not moved, the cost of searching for a replacement site and a 
re-establishment allowance of up to $10,000. 

The actual reasonable moving expenses may be paid for a move by a commercial mover 
or for a self-move.  Payments for the actual reasonable expenses are limited to a 50-mile radius 
unless the State determines a longer distance is necessary.  The expenses claimed for actual cost 
moves must be supported by firm bids and receipted bills.  An inventory of the items to be 
moved must be prepared in all cases.  In self-moves, the State will negotiate an amount for 
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payment, usually lower than the lowest acceptable bid.  The allowable expenses of a self-move 
may include amounts paid for equipment hired, the cost of using the business vehicles or 
equipment, wages paid to persons who participate in the move, the cost of actual supervision of 
the move, replacement insurance for the personal property moved, costs of licenses or permits 
required and other related expenses. 

In addition to the actual moving expenses mentioned above, the displaced business is 
entitled to receive a payment for the actual direct losses of tangible personal property that the 
business is entitled to relocate but elects not to move.  These payments may only be made after 
an effort by the owner to sell the personal property involved.  The costs of the sale are also 
reimbursable moving expenses. 

If the business elects not to move or to discontinue the use of an item, the payment shall 
consist of the lesser of:  the fair market value of the item for continued use at the displacement 
site, less the proceeds from its sale; or the estimated cost of moving the item. 

If an item of personal property which is used as part of a business or farm operation is not 
moved and is promptly replaced with a substitute item that performs a comparable function at the 
replacement site, payment shall be the lesser of:  the cost of the substitute item, including 
installation costs at the replacement site, minus any proceeds from the sale or trade-in of the 
replaced item; or the estimated cost of moving and reinstalling the replaced item. 

In addition to the moving payments described above, a business may be eligible for a 
payment up to $10,000 for the actual reasonable and necessary expenses of re-establishing at the 
replacement site.  Generally, re-establishment expenses include certain repairs and improvements 
to the replacement site, increased operating costs, exterior signing, advertising the replacement 
location, and other fees paid to re-establish.  Receipted bills and other evidence of these expenses 
are required for payment.  The total maximum re-establishment payment eligibility is $10,000. 

In lieu of all moving payments described above, a business may elect to receive a fixed 
payment equal to the average annual net earnings of the business.  This payment shall not be less 
than $1,000 nor more than $20,000.  In order to be entitled to this payment, the State must 
determine that the business cannot be relocated without a substantial loss of its existing 
patronage; the business is not part of a commercial enterprise having more than three other 
establishments in the same or similar business that are not being acquired; and the business 
contributes materially to the income of a displaced owner during the two taxable years prior to 
the year of the displacement.  A business operated at the displacement site solely for the purpose 
of renting to others is not eligible.  Considerations in the State’s determination of loss of existing 
patronage are the type of business conducted by the displaced business and the nature of the 
clientele. The relative importance of the present and proposed locations to the displaced 
business and the availability of suitable replacement sites are also factors. 

In order to determine the amount of the “in lieu of” moving expense payment, the 
average annual net earnings of the business is to be one-half of the net earnings before taxes 
during the two taxable years immediately preceding the taxable year in which the business is 
relocated.  If the two taxable years are not representative, the State may use another two-year 
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period that would be more representative.  Average annual net earnings include any 
compensation paid by the business to the owner, owner’s spouse, or dependents during the 
period. Should a business be in operation less than two years, the owner of the business may still 
be eligible to receive the “in lieu of” payment.  In all cases, the owner of the business must 
provide information to support its net earnings, such as income tax returns, or certified financial 
statements, for the tax years in question. 

Displaced farms and non-profit organizations are also eligible for actual reasonable 
moving costs up to 50 miles, actual direct losses of tangible personal property, search costs up to 
$2,500 and re-establishment expenses up to $10,000 or a fixed payment “in lieu of” actual 
moving expenses of $1,000 to $20,000.  The State may determine that a displaced farm may be 
paid a minimum of $1,000 to a maximum of $20,000 based upon the net income of the farm, 
provided that the farm has been relocated or the partial acquisition caused a substantial change in 
the nature of the farm.  In some cases, payments “in lieu of” actual moving costs may be made to 
farm operations that are affected by a partial acquisition.  A non-profit organization is eligible to 
receive a fixed payment or an “in lieu of” actual moving cost payment, in the amount of $1,000 
to $20,000 based on gross annual revenues less administrative expenses. 

A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments available to displaced persons, 
businesses, farms and non-profit organizations is available in the brochure entitled, “Relocation 
Assistance – Your Rights and Benefits,” that will be distributed at the public hearing for this 
project and be given to all displaced persons. 

Federal and State laws require that the State Highway Administration shall not proceed 
with any phase of a project which will cause the relocation of any persons, or proceed with any 
construction project, until it has furnished satisfactory assurances that the above payments will 
be provided, and that all displaced persons will be satisfactorily relocated to comparable decent, 
safe and sanitary housing within their financial means, or that such housing is in place and has 
been made available to the displaced persons. 

In addition, the requirements of Public Law 105-117 provides that a person who is an 
alien and is not lawfully present in the United States shall not be eligible for relocation payments 
or other assistance under the Uniform Act.  It also directed all State displacing agencies that 
utilize Federal funds in their projects to implement procedures for compliance with this law in 
order to safeguard that funding.  To this end, displaced persons will be asked to certify to their 
citizenship or alien status prior to receiving payments or other benefits under the Relocation 
Assistance Program. 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS 

AAFB	 Andrews Air Force Base 
ADA 	 Americans with Disabilities Act 
AICUZ 	 Air Installation Compatible Use Zone 
ARDS 	 Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
AST 	 Aboveground Storage Tank 
BMP 	 Best Management Practice 
BRT	 Bus Rapid Transit 
CAAA 	 Clean Air Act Amendments 
CERCLA 	 Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act 
CERCLIS 	Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability  

Information System 
CFR 	 Code of Federal Regulations 
CO 	 Carbon Monoxide 
COR 	 Corrective Action Site 
CRZ	 Critical Root Zone 
CZM 	 Coastal Zone Management 
dBA 	 A-weighted equivalent decibel level 
DHHS 	 Department of Health and Human Services 
DNR 	 Department of Natural Resources 
DOI 	 U.S. Department of the Interior  
EJ 	 Environmental Justice 
EO 	 Executive Order 
EPA 	 United States Environmental Protection Agency 
ERRP 	 Environmental Restoration Program 
ESD 	 Environmental Site Design 
ETL 	 Express Toll Lane 
FCA 	 Maryland Forest Conservation Act 
FEIS 	 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
FEMA 	 Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FHWA 	 Federal Highway Administration 
FIDS 	 Forest Interior Dwelling Species 
FINDS 	 Facility Index System 
FPPA 	 Farmland Protection Policy Act 
GCN 	 Greatest Conservation Need 
GIS 	 Geographic Information System 
HOV 	 High Occupancy Vehicle 
ICE 	 Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Leq	 Hourly Equivalent A-weighted sound level 
LEP 	 Limited English Proficiency 
LOS 	 Level of Service 
LUST 	 Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
MD DNR 	 Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
MDE 	 Maryland Department of the Environment 
MDOT 	 Maryland Department of Transportation 
MDP 	 Maryland Department of Planning 



 

 
 

  
  
  

  

  
  
 

 
 

  
 
 

 

 
 
  
 

 
 

M-NCPPC Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
MOT Maintenance of Traffic 
MSATs Mobile Source Air Toxics 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAC Noise Abatement Criteria 
NB Northbound 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
NSA Noise Sensitive Area 
PEM Palustrine Emergent 
PFAs Priority Funding Areas 
PFO Palustrine Forested 
PM2.5 Particulate matter of 2.5 micrometers or smaller in size 
ppm parts per million 
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
ROW Right-Of-Way 
SB Southbound 
SHA Maryland State Highway Administration 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer 
SIP State Implementation Plan 
SWM Stormwater Management 
TIP Transportation Improvement Plan 
TNM Traffic Noise Model 
TRIM Tax Reform Initiative 
TSM Transportation Systems Management 
USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
UST Underground Storage Tank 
VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled 
WMA Wildlife Management Area 
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