




VI. COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

Summary of Public Involvement 

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

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) held an Alternatives Public 
Workshop on December 3, 1998 at Friendly High School in Fort Washington, MD.  The purpose 
of the workshop was to update the public about the progress of the project and to involve the 
public in the development of improvement alternatives.  The SHA presented concepts for public 
comment, and representatives from SHA, Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission (M-NCPPC), Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) and 
Prince George's County received comments and answered questions posed by those in 
attendance. Approximately 260 people attended the Public Workshop.  Following the 
Alternatives Public Workshop, SHA in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), reviewed both citizen and agency comments to determine the alternatives that should 
be studied in detail. Overall, there was nearly unanimous support for some type of improvement.  
A majority of attendees supported interchanges, but there was concern over the potential for 
induced traffic on side roads. Many wanted to see elements of the proposed 2020 transit network 
implemented, such as express bus service. Many provided input on specific operational 
problems occurring at the intersections and expressed concern about local access issues and 
proposed right of way effects. 

The SHA held an Informational Public Workshop on May 15, 2000 at Friendly High 
School in Fort Washington, MD.  The purpose of the workshop was to reacquaint the public with 
the need for the project and progress of the proposed Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
for potential environmental impacts, related projects and improvements.  Approximately 180 
people attended with 29 submitting written comments.  The majority of comments favored 
interchanges, but many expressed concern regarding environmental impacts and the potential for 
induced development.  Most attendees favored some form of mass transit improvements, mostly 
rail and enhanced bus service.  The comments appeared to be evenly split for and against HOV 
lanes. 

The SHA held a combined Location/Design Public Hearing on June 21, 2001 at Friendly 
High School. The purpose of the Public Hearing was to afford all interested persons the 
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opportunity to present their views regarding the proposed location and general design of the 
project alternatives, including the associated social, economic and natural environmental effects. 
Approximately 190 people attended with 27 providing oral testimony and 6 providing private 
testimony.  There were also 74 citizen comments and 14 agency comments submitted in writing. 
Some of the main themes the citizens presented were: 

• 	 A Lack of Support for HOV – for various reasons including:  the impacts of the 
"larger foot print", opposition to the concept of HOV, costs, concerns that HOV 
would only benefit Charles County residents at the expense of residents abutting MD 
210; 

• 	 Support for the purple line across the Woodrow Wilson Bridge; 

• 	 General support for the creation of interchanges consistent with Capacity Option 2; 

• 	 Overall concern about woodland impacts (particularly with the HOV); 

• 	 Need to more specifically address pedestrian & bicycle issues; 

• 	 Need to address transit access and bus stop locations; 

• 	 Concerns that any improvements are only being done to facilitate Charles County 
traffic; 

• 	 Noise issues in the northern portion of the corridor; 

• 	 A perception that the real "choke" point is north of the project area, at the Beltway – 
(The study team feels that improvements associated with the Woodrow Wilson 
Bridge reconstruction should alleviate this perception); and 

• 	 The citizens did not want this corridor to look like Branch Avenue (with large 
concrete walls supporting an elevated roadway). 

The SHA held a second Informational Public Workshop on September 26, 2002 at 
Friendly High School in Fort Washington, MD.  Approximately 153 people attended the 
workshop with 26 submitting written comments.  This workshop was held to acquaint the public 
with the progress of the study to date.  Since the Public Hearing, the study team had identified a 
preferred alternative, Alternative 5A Modified.  This alternative reflected the comments and 
concerns of the citizens and was a modification of an alternative that had been retained for 
detailed study. Displays showed the preferred alternative, alternatives previously considered, 
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potential environmental impacts, and other related projects.  Some of the main issues the citizens 
submitted were: 

• 	 Concern about proposed stormwater management areas and the potential that they 
could attract mosquitoes and West Nile virus. 

• 	 Concern about many themes within the Brookside Park Condominium community 
including pedestrian issues, bus access, security, playground maintenance and 
upgrade of roadways and parking lots as well as induced cut through traffic; 

• 	 Need to address residential and business entrance and driveway connections to 
proposed side roads; 

• 	 Support for sidewalks and bike lanes on the proposed side roads; 

• 	 Concern about the induced traffic placed on Broadview Road from the proposed 
elimination of the Old Palmer Road intersection with Old Fort Road North east to 
MD 210; 

• 	 A lack of Support for HOV – for various reasons including: the impact of the "larger 
foot print" opposition to the concept of HOV, costs, concerns that HOV would only 
benefit Charles County residents at the expense of residents abutting MD 210; 

• 	 Need to address transit access and bus stop locations; 

• 	 Some citizens support of rail on MD 210; 

• 	 Some citizens suggested postponing the Record of Decision on MD 210. 
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A. June 21, 2001 Location/Design Public Hearing Comments and SHA Responses 

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) held a combined Location/Design 
Public Hearing on June 21, 2001 at Friendly High School.  Mr. Charlie Watkins, District 
Engineer for SHA District 3, presided. The purpose of the combined Location/Design Public 
Hearing was to afford all interested persons the opportunity to present their views regarding the 
proposed location and general design of the project alternatives, including the associated social, 
economic and natural environmental effects.  Approximately 190 people attended with 33 
providing either oral public or oral private testimony (27 and six, respectively).  There were also 
74 citizen comments and 14 agency comments submitted in writing.   

A complete transcript of all comments made at the hearing is available for review at the 
Project Planning Division offices, State Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert Street, 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202. Written comments received subsequent to the Public Hearing, along 
with SHA responses are included in the Public Hearing Comments Section. The following are 
summaries of the testimony provided at the public hearing. 

Oral Public and Private Testimony 

Summary of Frequently Stated Citizen Comments during Oral Testimony 

Numerous speakers had similar comments on certain topics related to the MD 210 
Multi-Modal Study. Such frequently heard comments are summarized as follows with the names 
of the speakers providing the comment and SHA responses: 

1. Comment:  Opposed to High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes on MD 210 

Provided By:  Bonnie Bick, Jean Burgess, Sarah Cavitt, Joan  Creighton, Wesley Funk, 
Karen Hogue, Francis Holmes, Dick Krueger, Herbert Lavan, Paul Livingston, Mike 
McMertree, Scott Odell, Helen O’Leary, Dave Palmer, Edward Pickering, Lona Carlson-
Powell, John Schnitzline, Francine Shaw-Whitson, Jean Wiggins, Olatunde Babayale, 
Scott Odell 

SHA Response:  Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative.  Alternative 
5A Modified does not include HOV lanes on MD 210 or any widening of MD 210 other 
than that necessary to support auxiliary lanes at the proposed interchange locations 
(Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington Road, Swan 
Creek Road and Old Fort Road South) and at-grade intersection widening locations 
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(Farmington Road and MD 373).  With SHA-Selected Alternative 5A, the bridge 
abutments for proposed side road overpasses will be offset sufficiently from the edge of 
the roadway so as to not physically preclude the future addition of capacity on MD 210 in 
the form of rail, transit lanes or general use lanes.  However, any such future 
consideration of additional capacity would require a full project planning study. 

2. Comment:  Support Rail Along MD 210 

Provided by:  Jean Burgess, Wesley Funk, Karen Hogue, Herbert Lavan, Paul 
Livingston, Mike McMertree, Dave Palmer, Edward Pickering, Rafik Renear, Ann Smith, 
Olatunde Babayale, Scott Odell, Sethia Taylor 

SHA Response: An alternative that would provide rail along MD 210 was not developed 
for the MD 210 Multi-Modal study for two basic reasons.  First, a rail alternative, such as 
light rail either in the median or to the outside of MD 210, would not satisfy the purpose 
and need for the project. One of the primary needs identified along MD 210 was to 
reduce the substantial and growing delays for side road traffic attempting to access MD 
210 from adjacent communities.  During peak hours, vehicles from side roads 
intersecting MD 210 experience substantial queues and delays over several traffic signal 
cycle lengths to access MD 210.  Rail along MD 210 would exacerbate this concern since 
additional red or stop time would need to be allocated to the side road traffic signals to 
allow train passage, unless side road overpasses were also provided.  Such overpasses are 
proposed for six of the primary MD 210 intersections with SHA-Selected Alternative 5A 
Modified. These overpasses alone, with no further capacity enhancements to MD 210, 
such as general use lanes, HOV lanes or rail, allow MD 210 to operate satisfactorily 
through the design year 2020. Travel demand model analyses for the MD 210 Multi-
Modal study indicated that rapid transit along MD 210, in any form, would not result in a 
significant reduction to the volume of general through traffic on MD 210. 

Second, both the Southern Maryland Mass Transportation Alternatives Study, completed 
in 1996, and the U.S. 301 Corridor Study, completed in 1998, considered multiple rail 
corridor alternatives in or adjacent to the MD 210 corridor, and each recommended that 
rail in these corridors be dropped from further consideration because of the following:  

• 	 Rail would have had significantly higher capital and lower cost recovery than 
alternatives in the MD 5/U.S. 301 corridor that are being evaluated further. 

• 	 The Rosecroft/Piscataway/MD 210 corridor through which many of the 
alignments were to be located is not slated for dense enough level of development 
to support rail. 
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• 	 The rail corridors available would not have provided an efficient connection to the 
Metro system at any location, including the Branch Avenue Metro rail station. 

With SHA-Selected Alternative 5A, the bridge abutments for proposed side road 
overpasses will be offset sufficiently from the edge of the roadway so as to not physically 
preclude the future addition of capacity on MD 210 in the form of rail, transit lanes or 
general use lanes. 

3. 	Comment:  Support Option 2 (interchanges at six locations from Kerby Hill Road to Old 
Fort Road South) 

Provided by:  Sarah Cavitt, Francis Holmes, Dick Krueger, Mabel Meares, Mike 
McMertree, Helen O’Leary, Edward Pickering, Lona Carlson Powell 

SHA Response:  SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges 
proposed under Option 2.  The proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill 
Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and 
Old Fort Road South. At-grade intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-
Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

4. 	Comment:  Support the Purple Line (rail across the proposed Woodrow Wilson Bridge) 

Provided by:  Nicholas Austin, Bonnie Bick, Jean Burgess, Paul Livingston, Edward 
Pickering, Lona Carlson-Powell 

SHA Response:  The Purple Line is being addressed under two efforts being conducting 
separately from the MD 210 Multi-Modal study – the Capital Beltway Corridor 
Transportation Study and the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project. 

5. 	Comment: Support Enhanced Transit Service in the MD 210 corridor 

Provided by:  Nicholas Austin, Joan Creighton, Karen Hogue, Francine Shaw-Whitson, 
Gloria Fitzgerald 

SHA Response:  The MD 210 study team is working in coordination with Prince 
George's County, the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority and the Maryland Transit Administration to provide 
improvements to MD 210 that support and enhance transit operations however 
practicable within the purpose and need of the project. Representatives of these 
organizations have provided input throughout the study. The additional capacity and 
operational improvements that will result from the proposed interchanges and intersection 
improvements associated with the Selected Alternative will improve travel times for all 
bus routes traveling on or across MD 210. Improved travel times for transit vehicles 
promote increased ridership and reduced transit operating costs.  Each of the bus routes 
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and bus stops in the vicinity of MD 210 has been reevaluated in this study in terms of 
number of boardings, safety and accessibility.  Many of the existing bus stops in the 
vicinity of Wilson Bridge Drive, Kerby Hill Road and Palmer Road will be relocated, 
with some of the lesser used stops consolidated.  Several of the stops along the shoulder 
of MD 210 will be relocated with Alternative 5A Modified since they have become 
unsafe with the growth in traffic volumes along MD 210.  The relocation of several bus 
stops in the vicinity of the Brookside Park Condominiums and Wilson Towers 
Apartments will alleviate the necessity of patrons to make the dangerous crossing of MD 
210 on foot. Future transit service changes in this area will continue to be evaluated on 
an as-needed basis by the respective transit service agencies, independent of the MD 210 
project. 

6. Comment:  Opposed to High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes on MD 210 

Provided by:  Joan Creighton, Abe Dismoor, John Schnitzline, Francine Shaw-Whitson 

SHA Response:  As stated in Section II.D.6 – Alternatives Dropped From Consideration, 
at one point during the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study, the Maryland Department of 
Transportation included the MD 210 corridor as part of a statewide Value Pricing 
Feasibility Study, investigating high occupancy toll application in corridors that were 
considering HOV lanes. With the decision to not include HOV in the SHA-Selected 
Alternative for MD 210, HOT lane consideration on MD 210 has been dropped. 

Individual Oral Testimony 

1. Speaker: Nicholas Austin 

Comments: Intern with the Coalition for Smarter Growth.  Opposed to widening of MD 
210. Recommends converting an existing lane on MD 210 into a HOV lane, increase 
commuter bus service in the corridor, build purple rail line across the Woodrow Wilson 
Bridge and focus development in more pedestrian friendly communities. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comments 4 and 5. 

Conversion of an existing general use lane to HOV was not considered since 
unsatisfactory levels of service would result. 

The Smart Growth Areas Act was enacted in October 1997 with the intent to direct state 
funding for growth-related projects to areas designated as Priority Funding Areas 
(PFA's).  PFA's are existing communities and other areas designated for growth by local 
jurisdictions in accordance with the criteria outlined in the Smart Growth legislation.  The 
Smart Growth Areas Act directs development to existing towns, neighborhoods and 
business areas by directing State infrastructure improvements to those places.  Of the 
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approximately ten-mile long portion of MD 210 in the project area, all but 1.3 miles is 
within a PFA. The SHA-Selected Alternative includes numerous trail and sidewalk 
enhancements, including bike lanes and sidewalks on all proposed overpasses to enhance 
connectivity of communities on opposite sides of MD 210 and to existing shopping 
centers. 

2. Speaker: Olatunde Babayale 

Comments: President of the Tantallon South Civic Association.  Supports consideration 

of a rail system on MD 210.  Opposes HOV. 


SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comments 1 and 2. 


3. Speaker: Bonnie Bick 

Comments: Member of the Campaign to Reinvest in the Heart of Oxon Hill.  Supports a 
rail system on Woodrow Wilson Bridge and Smart Growth improvements.  Opposes 
HOV. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comments 1 and 4 and to comment 1 
under Individual Oral Testimony. 

4. Speaker:  Jean Burgess 

Comments: Supports a rail system along MD 210 and purple line on Wilson Bridge. 


Opposes HOV on MD 210. 


SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comments 1, 2 and 4. 


5. Speaker:  Sarah Cavitt 

Comments: Focus Group member.  Supports Option 2 along MD 210.  Opposes HOV on 

MD 210. 


SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 3. 


6. Speaker: Joan S. Creighton 

Comments: Concerned about future economic development and quality of life of Prince 
George’s County residents. Opposes HOV lanes, HOT lanes and interchanges on MD 
210. Proposes more bus transportation within the study area.  

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1, 5 and 6. 

Extensive coordination has taken place among SHA, Prince George’s County, the MD 
210 Focus Group and representatives of businesses, including shopping centers, in the 
corridor.  Specific design elements of the SHA-Selected Alternative have been refined, 
based on comments received through this coordination to optimize accessibility and 
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visibility to existing and planned business operations along MD 210.  The proposed 
interchange and intersection improvements associated with the SHA-Selected Alternative 
will substantially reduce delays for motorists accessing the shopping centers along MD 
210. Proposed overpasses will allow the local users to cross MD 210, as they do today, 
but without the long signal cycles because the northbound/southbound MD 210 traffic 
will no longer be factored into the timing.  Longer distance commuters will experience 
shorter delays as they exit and re-enter MD 210 to patronize the shopping facilities. 

7. Speaker:  Abe Dismoor 

Comments: HOT toll lane concerns. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 6. 

8. Speaker:  Gloria Fitzgerald 

Comments: Improvements are only making travel easier for Charles County residents. 
Support enhanced transit service. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 5. 

9. Speaker:  Kenneth Fulls 

Comments: Concerned about existing traffic and the need to divert to alternate routes to 
avoid congestion. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 6. 

Part of the purpose and need for the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study was to address the 
diversion of long distance through traffic onto secondary streets, which disrupts 
communities.  SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified will address this concern by 
reducing delays on mainline MD 210 and alleviating the desire to divert off of MD 210. 
Other planned projects, such as the Woodrow Wilson Bridge reconstruction project, 
which includes a new MD 210 interchange with Oxon Hill Road will provide additional 
congestion relief and keep through traffic on the major routes, such as MD 210 and the 
Capital Beltway, where such traffic is intended. 

10. Speaker:  Wesley Funk 

Comments: Supports a rail solution along MD 210 instead of HOV lanes.   

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 2. 

11. Speaker:  Karen Hogue 

Comments: Supports a rail system on Woodrow Wilson Bridge and along MD 210. 
Opposes HOV on MD 210. Environmental concerns; supports enhanced bus service. 
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SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1, 2 and 5. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement presented the environmental impact results of 
studies to address both National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers Section 404 Permit requirements.  NEPA focuses on environmental 
(socioeconomic and natural) analysis of alternatives, whereas the section 404 permit 
addresses specific impacts to wetlands and Waters of the U.S. in accordance with the 
Clean Water Act.  Additionally, the study has addressed Section 4(f) requirements of the 
U.S. Department of Transportation Act.  Impacts to woodlands would be regulated under 
the Maryland Forest Conservation Act and the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection 
Law, and the effects would be offset through reforestation requirements.   

12. Speaker:  Francis Holmes 

Comments: Concerns about air quality impacts.  Opposed to HOV lanes on MD 210. 
Supports interchanges within the project area.    

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 3. 

Air quality documentation for the project has been prepared in accordance with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
and SHA guidelines. Air quality modeling is based on the predicted carbon monoxide 
(CO) concentrations obtained using the EPA CAL3QHC dispersion model for the no 
build and build alternatives.  The results indicate there would be no violation of the 1
hour standard (35 ppm) and 8-hour standard (9 ppm) set forth in the State and National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards.   

13. Speaker:  Dion Johnson 

Comments: Member of the Greater Accokeek Civic Association and the Wilson Bridge 
Stakeholder Committee.  Supports a MD 210 underpass of MD 373 to promote 
community cohesion in the Accokeek area. 

SHA Response: Impacts to the existing level of community cohesion are not anticipated 
to be substantial as a result of proposed improvements to the MD 210/MD 373 
intersection with SHA Selected Alternative 5A Modified.  The character and function 
will change only slightly, as one additional lane in each direction on MD 210 will be 
provided, thus reducing overall vehicular delays and allowing a higher proportion of the 
traffic signal cycle to be green for MD 373 traffic crossing or turning onto MD 210. 
Well-delineated crosswalks across MD 210 and sidewalks along MD 373, within the 
limits of intersection widening, will be included in the design of the intersection. 
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A grade-separation at the intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 was not investigated since 
traffic analyses show that at-grade intersection improvements will provide adequate 
levels of service through the design year 2020. The cost of a grade separation, particular 
one that would take MD 210 below MD 373 at its current elevation, would be 
exponentially higher than the proposed at-grade improvement. 

14. Speaker: Dick Krueger 

Comments: Focus group member.  Supports Option 2; suggests HOV commitment of 
funds would be premature and ill advised.   

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 3. 

15. Speaker: Herbert Lavan 

Comments: Supports a rail solution along MD 210 instead of HOV lanes.   

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 2. 

16. Speaker: Paul Livingston 

Comments: Member of Boyone Association.  Supports a rail system, the purple line, on 
Woodrow Wilson Bridge and a feeder system along MD 210 as a future goal. Encourages 
infrastructure in place to support future rail expansion.  Opposes HOV on MD 210. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1, 2 and 4. 

17. Speaker: John Massey 

Comments: Want to see an option to improve the MD 210/MD 373 intersection that 
doesn’t further divide the community, such as a MD 210 underpass at MD 373.  Too 
much highway width makes pedestrian crossings difficult. 

SHA Response: Impacts to the existing level of community cohesion are not anticipated 
to be substantial as a result of proposed improvements to the MD 210/MD 373 
intersection with SHA Selected Alternative 5A Modified.  The character and function 
will change only slightly, as one additional lane in each direction on MD 210 will be 
provided, thus reducing overall vehicular delays and allowing a higher proportion of the 
traffic signal cycle to be green for MD 373 traffic crossing or turning onto MD 210. 
Well-delineated crosswalks across MD 210 and sidewalks along MD 373, within the 
limits of intersection widening, will be included in the design of the intersection. 

A grade-separation at the intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 was not investigated since 
traffic analyses show that at-grade intersection improvements will provide adequate 
levels of service through the design year 2020. The cost of a grade separation, particular 
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one that would take MD 210 below MD 373 at its current elevation, would be 
exponentially higher than the proposed at-grade improvement. 

18. Speaker: Mike McMertree 

Comments: Supports interchanges and a rail system along MD 210.  Opposes HOV on 
MD 210. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 2. 

19. Speaker: Mabel Meares 

Comments: As evidenced by other recent highway projects, interchanges cut businesses 
off visually from the highway and impair the visibility of surrounding scenery. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 3. 

Extensive coordination has taken place among SHA, Prince George’s County, the MD 
210 Focus Group and representatives of businesses, including shopping centers, in the 
corridor.  Specific design elements of the SHA-Selected Alternative have been refined, 
based on comments received through this coordination to optimize accessibility and 
visibility to existing and planned business operations along MD 210.  The proposed 
interchange and intersection improvements associated with the SHA-Selected Alternative 
will substantially reduce delays for motorists accessing the shopping centers along MD 
210. Proposed overpasses will allow the local users to cross MD 210, as they do today, 
but without the long signal cycles because the northbound/southbound MD 210 traffic 
will no longer be factored into the timing.  Longer distance commuters will experience 
shorter delays as they exit and re-enter MD 210 to patronize the shopping facilities. 

Coordination with landscape architects to develop context sensitive, aesthetically 
appealing designs has also been undertaken as part of the MD 210 Multi-Modal Study. 
Landscape plantings, noise abatement and structural façade treatments will be among the 
items considered in final design to improve the visual quality of the project.  

20. Speaker: Scott Odell 

Comments: Planning team is not listening to the strong support for light rail and 
opposition to HOV on MD 210.  Improvements at MD 373 need to maintain and promote 
cohesion in Accokeek. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 2. 

Impacts to the existing level of community cohesion are not anticipated to be substantial 
as a result of proposed improvements to the MD 210/MD 373 intersection with SHA 
Selected Alternative 5A Modified.  The character and function will change only slightly, 
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as one additional lane in each direction on MD 210 will be provided, thus reducing 
overall vehicular delays and allowing a higher proportion of the traffic signal cycle to be 
green for MD 373 traffic crossing or turning onto MD 210.  Well-delineated crosswalks 
across MD 210 and sidewalks along MD 373, within the limits of intersection widening, 
will be included in the design of the intersection. 

A grade-separation at the intersection of MD 210 and MD 373 was not investigated since 
traffic analyses show that at-grade intersection improvements will provide adequate 
levels of service through the design year 2020. The cost of a grade separation, particular 
one that would take MD 210 below MD 373 at its current elevation, would be 
exponentially higher than the proposed at-grade improvement. 

21. Speaker: Helen O’Leary 

Comments: Member of the MD 210 Focus Group and formerly of the citizen’s 
committee that drew up the Sub-region VII Master Plan. Supports Option 2; opposes 
HOV. Concerned about potential woodland impacts.     

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 3. 

Impacts to woodlands, even those within existing SHA right-of-way as is the case with 
most of the projected woodland impacts, would be regulated under the Maryland Forest 
Conservation Act and the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection Law.  The effects 
would be offset through reforestation requirements.   

22. Speaker: Dave Palmer 

Comments: Supports a rail solution along MD 210 instead of HOV lanes. Concerned 
that Old Fort Road North Interchange Option C will result in through traffic using local 
neighborhood streets in the northeast quadrant of the MD 210/Old Fort Road North 
interchange. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1 and 2. 

Traffic operations at the MD 210/Old Fort Road North intersection are such that peak 
hour traffic entering or crossing MD 210 from the side road often required several signal 
cycles to go through the intersection. The short auxiliary lanes and the close proximity of 
the service roads created high levels of congestion for the side road traffic.  Frustrated 
northbound drivers attempt to bypass this congestion using the service road running 
parallel to MD 210 onto Old Palmer Road.  By replacing the existing intersection with an 
interchange, consistent with the county master plan, traffic is projected to operate at an 
acceptable level of service (LOS B or better) in the design year 2020. The interchange 
will require the removal of the service road between Centennial Drive and Old Fort Road 
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North. It is expected that a slight increase in local traffic will occur using Broadview and 
Centennial Streets in lieu of the existing service road.  However, the increase should be 
drivers accessing local destinations and not through traffic, which was previously using 
the service road to bypass the congested MD 210/Old Fort Road North intersection. SHA 
and Prince George’s County will coordinate to determine existing maintenance and 
roadway conditions to see if improvements are needed to accommodate possible 
additional traffic on the county roads. 

23. Speaker: Edward Pickering 

Comments: Supports a rail system, the purple line, on Woodrow Wilson Bridge and 
along MD 210 as a long-term goal. Supports Option 2; opposes HOV on MD 210. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1, 2, 3 and 4. 

24. Speaker: Lona Carlson Powell 

Comments: Member of Greater Accokeek Civic Association.  Opposes HOV on Route 
210. Supports Option 2 improvements, Metro rail on Woodrow Wilson Bridge, and more 
effective transit in the Route 5/301 corridor.  Concerned about options proposed at MD 
210 and MD 373. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. 

Impacts to the existing level of community cohesion are not anticipated to be substantial 
as a result of proposed improvements to the MD 210/MD 373 intersection with SHA 
Selected Alternative 5A Modified.  The character and function will change only slightly, 
as one additional lane in each direction on MD 210 will be provided, thus reducing 
overall vehicular delays and allowing a higher proportion of the traffic signal cycle to be 
green for MD 373 traffic crossing or turning onto MD 210.  Well-delineated crosswalks 
across MD 210 and sidewalks along MD 373, within the limits of intersection widening, 
will be included in the design of the intersection. 

Separate project planning studies are underway, including the US 301 Northern Corridor 
and US 301 Southern Corridor studies, which are investigating improved transit measures 
in the Route 5/301 corridor. 

25. Speaker: Rafik Renear 

Comments: Member of the Civic Association, South Potomac Citizens Association of 
Fort Washington.  Supports a rail solution along MD 210.   

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 2. 
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26. Speaker: Michael Rose 

Comments: Concerned about sound barriers, pedestrian and bus access along MD 210 in 
the Wilson Bridge Drive area.   

SHA Response: Currently, bus service is provided by WMATA in the northern end of 
the study corridor (i.e., along MD 210 in the vicinity of Wilson Bridge Drive, Kerby Hill 
Road and Palmer Road). SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified would result in 
disruption to this service as a result of the proposed interchange ramps that would render 
many of the existing bus stops difficult or unsafe to access either for the buses, the 
patrons or both. Many of the existing bus stops in the vicinity of Wilson Bridge Drive, 
Kerby Hill Road and Palmer Road will be relocated, with some of the lesser used stops 
consolidated.  Several of the stops along the shoulder of MD 210 will be relocated with 
Alternative 5A Modified since they have become unsafe with the growth in traffic 
volumes along MD 210.  The relocation of several bus stops in the vicinity of the 
Brookside Park Condominiums and Wilson Towers Apartments will alleviate the 
necessity of patrons to make the dangerous crossing of MD 210 on foot.   

As part of the SHA-Selected Alternative, the traffic signal at Wilson Bridge Drive will be 
removed and the median will be closed, resulting in right-in, right-out movements only 
with MD 210.  Improvements will be made to the internal roadway network for the 
Brookside Condominiums and Wilson Towers Apartments to provide the full range of 
access to MD 210 at the Kerby Hill Road interchange.  The proposed two-way service 
road, using the existing access road alignment, will be designed to handle school and 
transit buses as well as emergency equipment.   

Receptor sites within Noise Sensitive Areas (NSA) were selected to represent the overall 
noise environment and to determine locations where residences may be impacted by 
traffic noise associated with a SHA Selected Alternative. Upon review of the results, 
SHA in collaboration with FHWA, directed that barriers meeting reasonableness and 
feasibility criteria along the entirety of any community abutting proposed 
interchange/intersection improvements, be included with the SHA Selected Alternative, 
and remain under consideration in final design.  Barriers along southbound MD 210 in 
the vicinity of the Brookside Park Condominiums and Wilson Towers Apartments meet 
the reasonableness and feasibility criteria. 

27. Speaker: John Schnitzline 

Comments: Concerned with HOV options, particularly Alternative 5B and any 
consideration of HOV 3; deforestation at Fort Washington Road with the proposed build 
alternatives. Would like the study team to consider replacing the proposed 
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Livingston/Palmer Road and Old Fort Road North interchanges with a combined 
interchange at a new location. Pedestrian needs should be considered.   

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Impacts to woodlands would be regulated under the Maryland Forest Conservation Act 
and the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection Law, and the effects would be offset 
through reforestation requirements.  Sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikes will be 
provided throughout all of the interchanges and intersection improvements to allow 
community access from either side of MD 210.  

Moving the southbound exit ramp to south of the interchange would decrease woodland 
impacts, but would be substantially more circuitous for the large volume of traffic 
oriented to the east side of MD 210 at this location.   

Consolidating the proposed Livingston/Palmer Road and Old Fort Road North 
interchanges into one location has not been considered since it is inconsistent with the 
master plan, would have substantial impacts to properties on the east and west sides of 
MD 210, and would place additional traffic on Livingston Road, which is counter to the 
project’s purpose and need. 

28. Speaker: Ann Smith 

Comments: Supports a rail solution along MD 210. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 2. 

29. Speaker: Sethia Taylor 

Comments: Supports a rail solution along MD 210. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 2. 

30. Speaker: Donna Warren 

Comments: Requests additional traffic studies on MD 210 since original counts did not 
take into account the opening of the Branch Avenue Metro Station, at which ridership has 
exceeded projections.  

SHA Response: Traffic counts and collection of different types of traffic data, such as 
signal timing and origin-destination surveys, have been updated throughout the MD 210 
Multi-Modal Study. Traffic volume counts have been updated since the opening of the 
Branch Avenue station. Regional travel demand models, maintained by the Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments, and refined in this study, have been used to make 
traffic projections in the MD 210 corridor.  These models have taken into account the 
Branch Avenue station. Although ridership at the Branch Avenue station has exceeded 
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initial expectations, the model’s predictions for the design year (2020) appear consistent 
with the current levels of ridership and pace of growth.  

31. Speaker: Tracy Hunt White 

Comments: Treasurer of River Vent Estates Homeowners Association.  In favor of 
improving MD 210, group does not have a position on which design is best.  Concerned 
about future economic development in local community.  

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 2. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement presented the environmental impact results of 
studies to address National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements.  NEPA 
focuses on environmental (socioeconomic and natural) analysis of alternatives. 
Additionally, the study has addressed Section 4(f) requirements of the U.S. Department 
of Transportation Act. 

Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA Selected Alternative; however, the proposed 
improvements will not preclude rail or any other studies/improvements in the future.  The 
SHA-Selected Alternative will support future economic development by enhancing 
accessibility to the numerous shopping centers in the project area and reducing travel 
times for commercial (as well as all other) traffic on MD 210. 

32. Speaker: Francine Shaw Whitson 

Comments: Opposes HOV lanes and interchanges on MD 210 because of community 
disruption; also concerned the HOV lanes may become HOT toll lanes.  Concerned about 
lack of multi-modal details in brochure.  Supports rail within Prince George’s County. 

SHA Response: See responses to frequently stated comments 1, 3, 4 and 5. 

The proposed interchanges associated with the SHA-Selected Alternative will have a 
positive effect on community cohesion in several ways.  First, vehicular delays will be 
reduced for traffic traveling from one side of MD 210 to the other.  Under current 
conditions, the MD 210 at-grade intersections operate at or beyond capacity, thus 
requiring several signal cycles to clear. In the attempt to maximize capacity, these signal 
cycles have been increased to 3.5-minutes, which is the maximum practicable cycle 
length for intersections of this type.  Delays of this magnitude discourage travel from one 
side of MD 210 to the other. Grade separated interchanges are needed at six intersection 
locations from Kerby Hill Road to Old Fort Road South to provide satisfactory levels of 
service through the design year 2020.  

Second, the six proposed interchanges associated with the SHA-Selected Alternative 
include bridges over MD 210 that will each accommodate safe and efficient pedestrian 
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and bicycle travel across MD 210. On-road bike lanes as well sidewalks behind the 
proposed curb will be included with each proposed overpass. 

33. Speaker: Jean Wiggins 

Comment: Opposes HOV lanes on MD 210. Concerned about lack of sidewalk and 
bike path details in brochure. 

SHA Response: See response to frequently stated comment 1. 

Proposed improvements include sidewalks and wider outside lanes for bikes throughout 
all of the interchanges to allow community access from either side of MD 210.  The 
current plans also show connections to Henson Creek Trail.  For bicyclists traveling north 
and south within the corridor there are several local roads that will be signed as 
alternative bike routes. Any intersections that are proposed to remain at-grade have been 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis for pedestrian/bicycle accommodation.  Coordination 
between SHA and community residents will be maintained throughout the project 
planning and design phases. In addition, bicycles will not be prohibited from using the 
outside shoulder of MD 210 as they do today. 

June 21, 2001 Location/Design Public Hearing Comments and SHA Responses 

Written Comments 

Summary of Frequently Written Citizen Comments 

Numerous writers had similar comments on certain topics related to the MD 210 Multi-
Modal Study. Such frequently written comments are summarized as follows with the names or 
number of writers providing the comment and SHA responses: 

1. Comment:  Opposed to High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes on MD 210 

Provided By: Forty-nine (49) of seventy-four (74) respondents opposed HOV along MD 
210. 

SHA Response:  Alternative 5A Modified is the SHA-Selected Alternative.  Alternative 
5A Modified does not include HOV lanes on MD 210 or any widening of MD 210 other 
than that necessary to support auxiliary lanes at the proposed interchange locations 
(Kerby Hill Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington Road, Swan 
Creek Road and Old Fort Road South) and at-grade intersection widening locations 
(Farmington Road and MD 373).  With SHA-Selected Alternative 5A, the bridge 
abutments for proposed side road overpasses will be offset sufficiently from the edge of 
the roadway so as to not physically preclude the future addition of capacity on MD 210 in 
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the form of rail, transit lanes or general use lanes.  However, any such future 
consideration of additional capacity would require a full project planning study. 

2. Comment:  Support Rail Along MD 210 

Provided by:  Twenty-seven (27) of seventy-four (74) respondents support rail along 
MD 210. 

SHA Response:  An alternative that would provide rail along MD 210 was not developed 
for the MD 210 Multi-Modal study for two basic reasons.  First, a rail alternative, such as 
light rail either in the median or to the outside of MD 210, would not satisfy the purpose 
and need for the project. One of the primary needs identified along MD 210 was to 
reduce the substantial and growing delays for side road traffic attempting to access MD 
210 from adjacent communities.  During peak hours, vehicles from side roads 
intersecting MD 210, experience substantial queues and delays over several traffic signal 
cycle lengths to access MD 210.  Rail along MD 210 would exacerbate this concern since 
additional stop or red time would need to be allocated to the side road traffic signals to 
allow train passage, unless side road overpasses were also provided.  Such overpasses are 
proposed for six of the primary MD 210 intersections with SHA-Selected Alternative 5A 
Modified. These overpasses alone, with no further capacity enhancements to MD 210, 
such as general use lanes, HOV lanes or rail, allow MD 210 to operate satisfactorily 
through the design year 2020. Travel demand model analyses for the MD 210 Multi-
Modal study indicated that rapid transit along MD 210, in any form, would not result in a 
significant reduction to the volume of general through traffic on MD 210. 

Second, both the Southern Maryland Mass Transportation Alternatives Study, completed 
in 1996, and the U.S. 301 Corridor Study, completed in 1998, considered multiple rail 
corridor alternatives in or adjacent to the MD 210 corridor, and each recommended that 
rail in these corridors be dropped from further consideration because of the following:  
• 	 Rail would have had significantly higher capital and lower cost recovery than 

alternatives in the MD 5/U.S. 301 corridor that are being evaluated further. 
• 	 The Rosecroft/Piscataway/MD 210 corridor through which many of the alignments 

were to be located is not slated for dense enough level of development to support rail. 
• 	 The rail corridors available would not have provided an efficient connection to the 

Metro system at any location, including the Branch Avenue Metro rail station. 

With SHA-Selected Alternative 5A, the bridge abutments for proposed side road 
overpasses will be offset sufficiently from the edge of the roadway so as to not physically 
preclude the future addition of capacity on MD 210 in the form of rail, transit lanes or 
general use lanes. 

VI-19 




3. 	Comment:  Support Option 2 (interchanges at six locations from Kerby Hill Road to Old 
Fort Road South) 

Provided by:  Charles Dais, Scott Ducar, Fred Gamble Jr., Toni Kaloz, Dan Lieman, 
Robert Patterson, Russell Peterson, Edward Pickering, Raymond Shanahan, David 
Turner, Fred and Rena Walzel, Raymond Yarnell 

SHA Response:  SHA-Selected Alternative 5A Modified includes all interchanges 
proposed under Option 2.  The proposed interchange locations are MD 210 at Kerby Hill 
Road, Palmer Road, Old Fort Road North, Fort Washington Road, Swan Creek Road and 
Old Fort Road South. At-grade intersection modifications are proposed with the SHA-
Selected Alternative at Wilson Bridge Drive, Farmington Road and MD 373. 

4. 	Comment: Support Enhanced Transit Service in the MD 210 corridor 

Provided by:  Isaac and Cynthia Brown, Joan Creighton, Serena Davis, John Gregg, 
Rhonda Hanson, Phil and Susan Jones, Edward Pickering, John Rittenhouse, Elizabeth 
Vance, Nancy Wagner  

SHA Response:  The MD 210 study team is working in coordination with Prince 
George's County, the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority and the Maryland Transit Administration to provide 
improvements to MD 210 that support and enhance transit operations however 
practicable within the purpose and need of the project. Representatives of these 
organizations have provided input throughout the study. The additional capacity and 
operational improvements that will result from the proposed interchanges and intersection 
improvements associated with the Selected Alternative will improve travel times for all 
bus routes traveling on or across MD 210. Improved travel times for transit vehicles 
promote increased ridership and reduced transit operating costs.  Each of the bus routes 
and bus stops in the vicinity of MD 210 has been reevaluated in this study in terms of 
number of boardings, safety and accessibility.  Many of the existing bus stops in the 
vicinity of Wilson Bridge Drive, Kerby Hill Road and Palmer Road will be relocated, 
with some of the lesser used stops consolidated.  Several of the stops along the shoulder 
of MD 210 will be relocated with Alternative 5A Modified since they have become 
unsafe with the growth in traffic volumes along MD 210.  The relocation of several bus 
stops in the vicinity of the Brookside Park Condominiums and Wilson Towers 
Apartments will alleviate the necessity of patrons to make the dangerous crossing of MD 
210 on foot. Future transit service changes in this area will continue to be evaluated on 
an as-needed basis by the respective transit service agencies, independent of the MD 210 
project. 
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In lieu of copying all SHA response letters, the following is a sample copy of the SHA 
response letter sent in July 2001 to all respondents who submitted written comments.  The 
mailing list of all respondents is also included. 
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July 2001 

Name 
Street Address 
Town, State, Zip Code 

Dear Respondent: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the MD 210 Project Planning Study. Your 
comments, like many others that have been received, help us better understand community issues 
and concerns within the study area. The information you provided serves as a tool to inform us of 
your views and preferences regarding potential outcomes of this project. We anticipate that a 
selected alternative for this project will be identified this Fall. 

We wanted to acknowledge the receipt of your comments and that they will be included 
in the public hearing transcript. Due to the importance of each comment, a more detailed 
response to your concerns will be forwarded at a later date. 

Thank you again for your comments. The MD 210 Study Team welcomes your 
participation throughout the term of this study. Your name is on our mailing list and you will be 
notified of future progress on this initiative. Finally, if you have any questions regarding our 
efforts please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. Dennis M. Atkins. He can be reached 
at 410-545-8548 or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: ____________________ 

Dennis M. Atkins 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

cc: 	 Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
 Mr. Charlie Watkins (w/incoming) 
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