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A. SECONDARY AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS

This Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis (SCEA) is compliant with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations
that require the secondary and cumulative effects of a project to be examined along with
direct impacts (40 CFR § 1508.25 (c)).

Secondary (indirect) effects are defined as, “Effects which 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 pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water
and other natural systems, including ecosystems” (40 CRF § 1508.8(b)). Cumulative effects
are defined as, “Impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless
of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR §
1508.7).

The process for conducting secondary and cumulative effects analysis for the ICC project is
depicted on Figure 1. Each element of this process will be described in this section.

The SCEA is divided into the following sections: Scoping, Land Use Development and
Resource Analysis. The scoping section identifies the environmental resources, data
availability, SCEA geographical boundary, and the time frame for the analysis. The SCEA
resources/analysis and the conclusion sections describe the past, present, and anticipated
future impacts to resources within the SCEA boundary as well as any secondary and/or
cumulative impacts that may occur in the future time frame. An overview of the public land
use plan, policies and laws as well as an advisory Expert Land Use Panel (ELUP) is
described along with the integration of ELUP results with SCEA. The ELUP section
describes the purpose of the panel in helping to identify future land use allocation projections
in households and employment.

1. Overview

SCEA Approach

The ICC secondary and cumulative effects analysis was conducted in accordance with the
Maryland State Highway Administration’s June 2000 SCEA Guidelines for Environmental
Impact Statements and Environmental Assessments (SHA 2000). The assessment of
secondary and cumulative effects involves the assessment of past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future impacts. The time frame established for this SCEA was 1964 through the
future time frame of 2030 (the following SCEA Scoping section details the temporal and
geographic boundaries established for this project) (in 1964 the Maryland National Capitol
Park and Planning Commission adopted the General Plan “On Wedges and Corridors” and
the Capital Beltway opened).

Past resource impacts were assessed primarily through overlay of past and present land use
and resource maps to identify changes in land use, and the implications of those land use
changes on resources. Resource impacts expected to occur in the present time frame

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 1



Process for Conducting Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis (SCEA) for the InterCounty Connector

SCEA Scoping

Identified environmental resources
in the project area and SCEA
issues to be considered, such as:

-[Resources to be analyzed
- Geographic boundaries
-[Time Frame (past and future)

Resources - resources

directly impacted by the
ICC ARDS were initially
considered

Geographical Boundary -
Establishment of ICC
SCEA Geographic
Boundary involved
overlaying several sub-
boundaries:

‘[ Alternatives Boundary

-[Area of Traffic
Influence

"Watershed Boundary

-[Census Tracts

‘[ Priority Funding Areas

-[County Planning Areas

- ELUP boundary

Time Frame -

Past, present and
reasonably foreseeable
future SCEA time
frames were established
in accordance with
SHA's SCEA Guidelines
(June 2000)

Determine Appropriate
Analysis Methods

-[Overlay Analysis
-[Trends Analysis
- Matrices

Outermost edge of the
sub-boundaries
comprised the overall
SCEA geographical
boundary

Past Time Frame -
Events in the historic
context of the area that
may have influenced
population and land use

Future Time Frame -

The following was considered
in establishment of the future
time frame:

-[Future land use planning

-[Traffic forecasting data

-Population growth
projections

- Project design year

Interagency Coordination
(November 5, 2003) -
Presented SCEA Scoping /
Initial SCEA Activities:

-[ Obtained input from agencies
regarding resources to be
considered and analysis
methodologies

- Determined relevant data
sources based on agency
input

‘[ Presented a proposed time
frame for which to conduct the
SCEA

INTERCOUNTY
CONNECTOR

ICC

Figure 1, Sheet 1 of 5

Process for Conducting SCEA

for the ICC




Process for Conducting Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis (SCEA) for the InterCounty Connector (continued)

Obtained Existing
Resource Mapping

Obtain readily available existing resource data for use in overlay
analysis. Existing resource data to include Residential / Business
Communities (MNCPPC-Prince Georges County, MNCPPC-
Montgmomery County), Parklands / Recreational Facilities
(MNCPPC-Prince Georges County, MNCPPC-Montgmomery County,
ESRI), Minority / Low Income Populations (Census Bureau), 100 year
floodplains (DNR), WUS/Streams (DNR), Wetlands (NWI, DNR),
Farmlands (MDP Landuse), Forests / Terrestrial Habitat (MDP
Landuse), Groundwater (DNR), Rare, Threatened and Endangered
Species (DNR - SSPRA), Archeological / Cultural Resources /
Historic Sites / Districts / Properties - (MHT )

Conducted Past
Resource Impact
Assessment

Reviewed Historic Aerial Photos
to supplement MDP, 1973 Past
Land Use Mapping

Obtained Past Land Use Map
(MDP, 1973)

Reviewed Existing Literature /
Publications documenting past
impacts / trends since the past
time frame

Overlayed Past Land Use Map
with existing resource mapping
and reviewed aerials and
literature to assess past impact
trends.

'—

Conducted Present /
Near Future Impact
Assessment

Identified MDOT CLRP Highway
and Transit Projects to be
constructed by 2010, and other
state and locally approved
projects / developments to be
constructed by 2010 (based on
readily available data and
coordination with counties).

Base existing Land Use map
was compiled from existing
sources including Montgomery
County and Prince George's
County Land Use and MDP
statewide land use for the
remaining counties in the SCEA
boundary.

Superimposed identified near
future projects / developments to
base existing land use map to
complete the adjusted existing /
near future land use map.

Assessed present (to 2010)
impacts by overlaying existing
resources with adjusted existing
/ near future land use map

- -

J/

INTERCOUNTY
CONNECTOR

ICC

Figure 1, Sheet 2 of 5
Process for Conducting SCEA
Jor the ICC




Process for Conducting Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis (SCEA) for the InterCounty Connector (continued)

Integration of
ELUP Estimates
and Preparation of
Future Land Use
Maps (2030)

MWCOGs/BMC's Round

6.3 Projections were Identified forecast zones

The ELUP was provided

with MWCOGs/BMC's The ELUP estimated that showed a 5%
. f compared to the ELUP's
Round 6.3 2030 forecasts their c;wnhallocz;tlolgs pe; No-Action estimates per Compared ELUP's No- EEED TR (i For zones that showed a
for households and zoneI or Olﬁe oII E: ac? T dvhry— e e es Gr ELpPs No-Action ) 5% change, future land
employm_ent ilFea A28 ir;ggymen ora households and est!mates il L7 buﬂci use maps were prepared
surrounding the ICC : Note - ELUP's No-Action employment to Corridor 1 estimates (note - the 5% for all ICC ARDS
Study Area. These 34 . No-Acti estimates became the and Corridor 2 ELUP B[ EHL I e including the No-Action,
TEECE fogfﬁ tud -ECg;ri g o'?? new baseline from which estimates ng::'izﬁz.;:i|§ztmtes 2 Corridor 1 and Corridor 2
;?Z;ezﬁgiﬁany (zosn:id{ared “Corridor 2 to compare the ELUP's employment levels and for
build estimates for ) )
by the ELUP. Corridors 1 and 2. both build alternatives).
Assumption - 5% was
established as a threshold
that would represent a
potentially noticeable
change in land use
between a No-Action and
Build alternative
\_ J
INTERCOUNTY Figure 1, Sheet 3 0f 5 h
I(@(® Process for Conducting SCEA
for the ICC




Process for Conducting Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis (SCEA) for the InterCounty Connector (continued)

Preparation of

Future Land
Use Maps

Identified planned Future 2030
Land Use according to County
Master Plans and MDOT's CTP
(highway and transit). Note - It
was determined that all projects

identified were not dependent on

construction of an ICC build
alternative.

It was assumed that these planned
projects / developments were
consistent with MWCOG's/BMC's
Round 6.3 projections. For
example, these (including those

identified on existing / 2010 near

future map) would accommodate
MWCOG's projections for
households or employment.

For zones that showed a 5%
increase between
MWCOGs/BMC's Round 6.3
forecasts and ELUP's No-Action
estimates, additional potential
development areas were
identified that could potentially
accommodate increased
households or employment over
MWCOG's/BMC's forecasts /
County identified future land use.

S

4

Potential land areas
to accommodate the
increased allocations
not accounted for in
the county's future | '
land use were ‘
identified based on ‘
existing zoning and
land use.

Areas zoned as
residential or
commercial were
identified first as
suitable areas to
accommodate
potential development
consistent with
ELUP's No-Action
estimates.

It was determined if these
areas would sufficiently
accommodate ELUP's
estimates based on Floor
Area Ratios (FAR) for
commercially-zoned
areas and dwelling units
per acre for residentially-
zoned areas.

”

If additional land areas were

needed to accommodate
ELUP's estimates, other
areas were identified that
may potentially realize
rezoning pressure. This
effort was coordinated
through county and local
officials.

4
“IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII

Future 2030 projects
/ developments and
additional potentially
developed lands
were overlaid with
existing resources to
assess potential
resource impacts in
the future time frame.

a
H
t'.

All future planned projects /
developments and other
additional potential
development were
identified as not dependent
on construction of an ICC
build alternative and would
therefore contribute to
cumulative impacts to
resources regardless of a
particular ICC alternative.

INTERCOUNTY
CONNECTOR

Figure 1, Sheet 4 of 5
(@@ Process for Conducting SCEA
Jor the ICC




Process for Conducting Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis (SCEA) for the InterCounty Connector (continued)

Step 6 (continued)

Preparation of
Future Land
Use Maps
(continued)

The No-Action 2030
Future Land Use Map
(planned and potential
development) was used
as the base for preparing
the Build 2030 Future
Land Use Maps.

For those zones that showed a 5% increase
between ELUP's Corridor 1 (or 2) estimates
and ELUP's No-Action estimates, additional
land areas were identified that could
potentially accommodate increased
households or employment estimates over
the No-Action estimates

Potential land areas to
accommodate the increased

estimates not accounted for in . "

the No-Action scenario were
identified based on existing
zoning and land use.

%
.
’0

“IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII‘

[ | Future 2030 planned Secondary and Cumulative effects will
‘ result from construction of either

Corridor 1 or 2. Secondary effects are

and potential

Areas zoned as residential
development and

or commercial were It was determined if these areas If additional land areas were needed

‘ identified first as suitable would sufficiently accommodate to accommodate ELUP's estimates, secondary those impacts associated with
' ‘ areas to accommodate ELUP's estimates based on Floor other areas were identified that may developmer?t areas additiqnal development that wiII.
potential secondary Area Ratios (FAR) for commercially- po@entlally realize rezoning pressure. were overlaid with potentially rgsult under thel Corndor 1
zoned areas and dwelling units per This effort was coordinated through existing resources to or 2 alternatives. Cumulative impacts

development associated

with the build alternatives. are all past, present and future

impacts, regardless of what agency
undertakes the action.

assess potential
resource impacts in
the future time frame.

county and local officials.

acre for residentially-zoned areas.

- J
e Figure 1, Sheet 5 of 5 )
I(@® Process for Conducting SCEA
Jor the ICC




INTERCOUNTY
CONNECTOR

[CC

involved overlay of existing land use/resources with planned/pipeline projects/developments
as identified in the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board’s (TPB)
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), in county Master Plans and through coordination
with county planners. The assessment of present impacts considers projects expected to
occur within the next five to six years (through 2010).

The approach for assessing reasonable foreseeable future impacts integrated estimates from
an expert land use panel (ELUP). The ELUP process is included as part of SHA’s SCEA
Guidelines (SHA, 2000) in special cases. The purpose of ELUPs is to identify future land
use scenarios, particularly if a project is especially complex or if local jurisdictions, agencies
or special interest groups disagree that a particular land use will or will not occur. The ELUP
estimated future 2030 population and employment allocations for each of the ICC build
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative for 34 forecast zones surrounding the ICC study
area. Future land use scenarios for each of the ICC alternatives were posited based on
allocations suggested by the Panel.

Prior to integrating results from the ELUP, a base future 2030-land use map was prepared. It
was assumed that the base map is consistent with the MPO household and employment
projections. The base map included future 2030 projects/developments as identified in the
CLRP, in county Master Plans and through coordination with county planners. Household
and employment allocations/projections were then compared between the MPO projections
and ELUP’s allocations. In some areas, the differences between the MPO projections and
greater ELUP allocations suggested that additional development would be likely beyond
what is currently planned for by the Counties. In these areas, the future land use maps were
adjusted accordingly to accommodate the ELUP allocations (see Section A.5.c for details).

Although the overall future land use maps were prepared according to ELUP’s suggested
allocations, and resource impacts were assessed based on these land use scenarios, it should
be noted that there are other factors to consider that may affect future land use that may or
may not have been considered by the ELUP as a whole. The ELUP was comprised of 15
individuals, all of whom had their own viewpoints and opinions. For the purposes of the
SCEA, results from all 15 individuals were processed into one representative allocation per
forecast zone (one household and one employment) using a statistical average. This
statistical average does not always allow for individual panelist viewpoints and opinions to
be clearly represented. Potential development acreages that were derived from the ELUP
estimates are to be viewed more as projections of general development trends, rather than
specific predictors of potential development.

Existing Land Use Management and Controls

In addition to the advisory ELUP, other factors highlighting public plans, policies and laws
are critical in reviewing and contemplating potential future land use for each of the ICC
alternatives. Many of these factors were considered and discussed among panelists, but there
was not necessarily consensus among panelists regarding the influence of such factors on
future land use.

One of the most important factors is the influence of state and local development policies.
Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties have had very strict planning frameworks in

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 7
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place to guide the location, pattern and pace of growth for each county over the past 75 years.
The M-NCPPC is a nationally famous bi-county agency established by the Maryland General
Assembly in 1927 to acquire, develop, maintain and administer the local and regional park
system within Montgomery and Prince George's Counties, and to develop and guide land use
planning for the physical development of the two counties.

M-NCPPC coordinates and acts on matters of land use interest to both counties. Members of
the Commission from each county serve as separate Planning Boards to facilitate, review and
administer the land use matters affecting their respective counties. As a result, it is the
responsibility of M-NCPPC to protect and steer land use and development in a way that
safeguards resources vital to each county.

The General Plan and Area Master Plans are used as a critical tool by each county to guide
development and land use. Importantly, they balance land use and transportation. They play
an important role in the lives of community residents in that the plans provide a documented
agreement between residents and the counties so it is clear what development and
conservation areas are recommended and anticipated for specific areas within the respective
counties over the next 10 to 20 years. Development is centered around the urban ring,
suburban communities, designated transportation corridors and designated town and transit
centers. Major conservation, agricultural and rural areas are in northern and western
Montgomery County and eastern and southern Prince George’s County. The citizens of the
counties depend on the General Plan and Master Plan process, and make housing, business,
school, and overall life choices based on the Plans. Plans take several years of extensive
public involvement, including drafting, advisory committees, public hearings and forums,
and work sessions, before approval by the respective County Council and adoption by M-
NCPPC. Officials and citizens alike closely follow them.

Zoning is another key factor as it implements land use planning in Montgomery and Prince
George’s Counties. The link between master planning and zoning is critical. Zoning
controls are based on sound planning principles as set forth in approved and adopted plans by
both counties. Although the recommendations in master plans for these counties shape
communities by recommending the location, type and density of land use, and proposing a
desirable zone for particular tracts of land, these recommendations are largely implemented
through the zoning process.

Zoning is the legal tool to implement master plan recommendations, and is a legislative
action taken by the County Council of each county. Zoning involves imposing specified
conditions regulating the use of a particular parcel or parcels of land. Comprehensive
rezonings occur after the adoption of the Master Plans.

Within Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties, it is also important to recognize that
other nationally recognized growth management techniques are in place to regulate
development based on the capacity of public infrastructure, including roads, transit and
schools. These techniques include Adequate Public Facilities Ordinances and an Annual
Growth Policy as well as an Agricultural Preserve covering one-third of Montgomery County
and a Rural Tier covering one-third of Prince George’s County. It is deemed crucial by local

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 8
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officials that these growth management techniques be followed in order for planned
development to stay within the control of the respective county.

There are also State “Smart Growth” policies in place to help manage development pressures
and conserve critical areas. Since 1974, the Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) can
participate in any state, local or land use proceeding in order to communicate the State’s
views to decision-makers and to encourage the decision-maker to take action consistent with
the general welfare of the State and its citizens. The State's 1992 Economic Growth,
Resource Protection, and Planning Act requires that local jurisdictions address several
planning visions which are centered around concentrating development in suitable areas,
protecting sensitive areas, and establishing funding mechanisms to achieve these visions.

The 1997 Maryland General Assembly passed five pieces of legislation and budget initiatives
to promote smart growth in Maryland, including the PFA Act. This legislative package is
known collectively as the Smart Growth Initiatives. Smart Growth Initiatives geographically
target areas for growth investment and related infrastructure. Encouraging growth within a
PFA ensures that existing communities are guaranteed a high quality of life and that
resources existing outside a PFA are protected through land conservation (Figure 2).

Maryland’s nationally recognized Smart Growth initiatives help ensure that land inside PFAs
are efficiently used in order to reduce the amount of sprawl outside PFAs. This is commonly
referred to as “Making Smart Growth Smarter”. Additionally, there are over 80 other State
programs that contribute to Smart Growth goals that include supporting existing communities
by targeting resources to support development in areas where infrastructure exists; preserving
and protecting valuable natural resources; and saving taxpayers from the high costs
associated with sprawl development. Numerous programs were established prior to 1997 and
were either already consistent with the Smart Growth initiatives or redirected to be more
supportive of the Smart Growth philosophy. The State Smart Growth program applies to
state-funded projects, and its goals are paralleled through local governmental policies such as
the strict planning, zoning growth policy and preservation policy employed by M-NCPPC
and the two counties for decades. Indeed, Maryland’s Smart Growth initiatives take
Montgomery/Prince George’s policies statewide.

SCEA Findings

It was determined that additional development is likely throughout the SCEA boundary
regardless of construction of the ICC. The highest concentrations of development for
Montgomery County in the future 2030 time frame are anticipated in Germantown (Seneca
Creek watershed), Gaithersburg and Rockville (Potomac River Montgomery County
primarily), Wheaton (Rock Creek), and White Oak (Paint Branch). Substantial development
is also expected in the Green Valley area of Frederick County, within the Lower Monocacy
River watershed, in the Fulton area of Howard County, within the Middle and Little Patuxent
River watersheds, and throughout most of the Prince George’s County area within the SCEA
boundary (Upper Patuxent River and Little Paint Branch watersheds). These areas will
experience the greatest resource impacts in the future time frame (regardless of an ICC
alternative) due to anticipated land use changes, increased populations, as well as stresses to
the natural environment resulting from decrease of forest and increase of impervious surfaces

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 9
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within these watersheds and related to the extent of development that currently exists within
these areas.

The amount of secondary development associated with construction of an ICC is estimated
by the advisory ELUP to range from approximately 4,945 acres for Corridor 1 to 5,546 acres
for Corridor 2. These estimates are in addition to what is planned for the No-Action
Alternative. The areas that would likely absorb most of this secondary development would
coincide with the areas that would more likely experience the most substantial community
and/or natural environmental impacts. In general, based on ELUP’s estimates the areas that
would undergo substantial secondary development for either Corridor 1 or 2 include Green
Valley in Frederick County (Lower Monocacy), Burtonsville (Rocky Gorge), Montgomery
Village, Olney, Laytonsville and Clovery (Rock Creek, Rocky Gorge and Paint Branch) in
Montgomery County, and Beltsville and Muirkirk in Prince George’s County (Little Paint
and Indian Creek). The ELUP estimates secondary development would be greater for
Corridor 2 in the Green Valley area, with approximately 280 acres of more development
estimated by ELUP, which may contribute to greater environmental impacts as compared to
Corridor 1. Similarly, the Burtonsville area is expected to undergo greater secondary
development within the Rocky Gorge watershed under the Corridor 2 Alternative as
compared to Corridor 1 (685 acres for Corridor 2 and 292 acres for Corridor 1).

According to Montgomery County planning officials, additional development pressures on
land would be likely with the selection of the northern Corridor 2 alignment (as compared
with the southern Corridor 1 alignment) because settled expectations from Master Plans,
zoning and land uses contemplate the ICC in the Corridor 1 area. Montgomery County
officials have also expressed the likelihood for additional development pressures along
Corridor 2 through rezonings in the northern area of the county.

The selection of Corridor 1 would not likely prove a change or mistake because the existing
Master Plans contain this alignment. However, potential changes could arise, where
interchange locations in the vicinity of US 29 are different from those recommended in the
Master Plan, or if the Rock Creek Option C alignment is chosen as it deviates significantly
from the Master Plan alignment. Both cases would likely incur minor master plan
amendments however changes in zoning would not be likely.

Under the Maryland Change or Mistake Rule, rezoning of individual parcels is justified
where there was a mistake in the existing zoning or a substantial change in the character of
the neighborhood has occurred. Selection of Corridor 2 would likely be deemed a change in
the character of the neighborhoods it would traverse. If Corridor 2 is selected, additional
development in the northern area of the county may very well occur beyond the existing
control of Montgomery County since it would be inconsistent with the Master Plans and
related existing zoning. Montgomery County officials acknowledged that a Corridor 2
alignment would likely lead to greater development pressures in the northern area of the
county given the planning disruption.

As stated above, Montgomery County officials have expressed concern that Corridor 2 has a
likely potential to trigger additional development within the northern portion of Montgomery
County, much of which would likely occur in areas outside of PFA boundaries, in locations

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 11
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not currently served by community water and sewer facilities. Any development that would
occur outside PFAs and areas not currently served by community water/sewer would incur
additional costs to the county to provide the necessary public facilities required to handle
development. By comparison, Corridor 1 would allow for the continued maintenance of land
use policies within areas currently served (or planned for service) by adequate public
facilities (as well as within PFAs).

If either the No-Action or Corridor 2 alignment is selected it would likely trigger a full
master plan amendment for all area and functional plans where the selected alternative is
significantly different from the existing Master Plans. The Master Plan process would then
evaluate the availability of (or potential for) extending community water and sewer
infrastructure.  Similarly, the validity of functional plans, such as the Preservation of
Agricultural and Rural Open Space and their supporting policies would also need to be
reviewed and revised.

Ultimately if the Corridor 2 alignment is chosen, the appropriate zoning for the former
master plan right-of-way, planned interchanges and intersections, and the effect on properties
surrounding the new alignment would all have to be evaluated. Significant pressures from
landowners to increase zoning pressures with the selection of Corridor 2 are anticipated.
Corridor 2 vastly increases accessibility to areas where such accessibility was not planned.
Landowners would likely want zoning that takes the greatest advantage of this increased
accessibility.

All of the long-standing land use factors mentioned above are worthy of noting when
contemplating future land use scenarios between the ICC corridors. The ELUP’s suggested
allocations provided a framework from which to work as it relates to the secondary and
cumulative effects analysis. The ELUP was established as an advisory committee, and their
work has been integrated into the SCEA as one means of assessing future resource impacts.
There are numerous opinions and viewpoints regarding future land use within the SCEA
boundary, all of which should be factored into consideration when contemplating the
likelihood of future development pressures.

2. Expert Land Use Panel (ELUP)

The ELUP was established as an advisory group for the ICC project to estimate differences
in the amount and location of future households and jobs (secondary development) for the
Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS), including the No-Action Alternative. The
ELUP process is included as part of SHA’s SCEA Guidelines (June 2000) in special cases.
The purpose of ELUPs is to identify future land use scenarios, particularly if a project is
especially complex or if local jurisdictions, agencies or special interest groups disagree that a
particular land use will or will not occur. The results of the panel’s estimates were then used
in developing future land use maps for use in the SCEA. The selection process for panel
members was conducted through nominations by federal, state and local agencies, a
credential review and through a series of interviews by the panel’s facilitator. The ELUP
convened six times, beginning with their first meeting on November 25, 2003 and concluded
on May 26, 2004 with their final meeting.

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 12



INTERCOUNTY
CONNECTOR

[CC

The ELUP used a well-developed research technique known as the Delphi process to
determine their estimates. This process is a highly structured technique in which participants
provide their assessment of likely future events. This process was administered through each
panelist completing iterative rounds of questions, and having a moderator tally and
summarize the results of each round to provide overall results. Panelists were asked to
allocate estimates of households and employment within 34 forecast zones surrounding the
ICC study area and for three different scenarios: No-Action, Corridor 1 and Corridor 2. Each
panel member was provided with Metropolitan Washington Council of Government’s
(MWCOG/BMC) Round 6.3 2030 household and employment forecasts. Additionally, the
panel was provided information regarding the details of the Alternatives Retained for
Detailed Study (ARDS). Descriptions of each corridor along with specific interchange
locations and the fact that the roadway would be a six-lane, multi-modal, controlled access
facility were all presented to the panel.

The panel initially estimated households and employment allocations for the No-Action
Alternative. The No-Action Alternative allocation estimates served as the baseline for
comparison with Corridor 1 and Corridor 2 allocations. Ultimately, the ELUP’s suggested
allocations for each of the ARDS were used to prepare future land use maps (one for each of
the ARDS). A comparison of future suggested land use between each of the ARDS was then
evaluated, and future secondary and cumulative resource impacts were assessed.

3. SCEA Initiation/Scoping

SCEA scoping was conducted in accordance with the SHA’s June 2000 SCEA Guidelines for
Environmental Impact Statements and Environmental Assessments (SHA 2000). Scoping
activities include the following and define the parameters for conducting the resource
analysis:

¢ Defining resources to be analyzed in the SCEA
e Establishing the SCEA geographical boundary
e Establishing the SCEA past and future time frames

a. Resources

Resources that would be directly impacted by the proposed alternatives were first identified
in order to determine environmental resources to be evaluated in the SCEA. Table 1 lists
those resources assessed in the secondary and cumulative effects analysis. Boundaries for
these resources were used to create the overall SCEA boundary.

b. Geographical Boundaries

Geographic limits were first identified in which the secondary and cumulative effects
analysis would be conducted. The SCEA boundary covers sufficient area to allow for
flexibility in the development of alternatives and encompasses all areas that may be directly
affected. Secondary and cumulative effects are further removed from the project alternatives
than direct impacts; therefore, the geographic limits for the analysis of secondary and
cumulative effects reach beyond the defined project study area.

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 13



INTERCOUNTY
CONNECTOR

[CC

Table 1
SCEA Resources

Resource

Representative Sub-Boundary

Residential/Business Communities

Community Planning Areas

Farmlands Watersheds
Parks/Recreational Facilities Census Tracts
Forests/Terrestrial Habitat Watersheds

Low-Income/Minority Populations

Census Tracts, Community Planning Areas

Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species
(RTE)

Watersheds

Floodplains Watersheds
Cultural Resources Community Planning Areas
Surface Water/Aquatic Habitat Watersheds
Wetlands Watersheds

Multiple resource boundaries were reviewed to determine appropriate SCEA sub-boundaries
using the environmental resources that may be affected by direct or secondary impacts of the
project as a guide. The SCEA involves natural environmental, socioeconomic, and cultural
resources. In addition to environmental resource boundaries, the area of traffic influence was
also considered in establishment of the overall SCEA boundary, as were the ELUP’s land use
estimates. Established sub-boundaries were overlaid onto one composite map to determine
the outermost boundary extent (see Figure 2). The outermost extent of all sub-boundaries
comprise the overall SCEA boundary. The sub-boundaries considered in establishing the
SCEA boundary are described below.

Alternatives/Study Area Boundary

The Alternatives/study area sub-boundary was included in the SCEA Analysis since it
contains the direct impacts from the build alternatives. The study area boundary is the area
expected to contain the direct impacts of the no-action and build alternatives (Figure 2).
Alternatives mapping and the study area boundary were overlaid to ensure the SCEA
boundary encompasses the entire project study area. It should be noted that the overall
SCEA boundary extends beyond the Alternatives/study area sub-boundary.

Area of Traffic Influence

The Travel Forecasting Group has defined the Area of Traffic Influence (ATI) (Figure 2).
The traffic volumes developed for this SCEA are based on the Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments (MWCOG) Round 6.3 Constrained Long-Range Plan (CLRP).
Home Interview Surveys, which help identify origins and destinations of trips generated from
various jurisdictions in the MWCOG region, were used in part to calibrate the model. A
Difference Plot was prepared to show the percent increase or decrease between the 2030 No
Action and 2030 Build conditions. Based on these plots, the model shows that traffic
volumes along various east-west roadways and parallel facilities will decrease or increase
with the construction of the new facility. The Difference Plot identified Traffic Analysis
Districts (TADs) that may be influenced by the ICC project.
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The ATI sub-boundary was established by identifying the TADs that had a 10% difference
between the build and No Action scenarios. The TADs are further divided into smaller
Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs). The ATI is comprised of 22 TADs that encompass 191
TAZs. TAZs were considered a sub-boundary because MWCOG/BMC uses TAZs to
develop population and employment data, as well as future land use and development
planning. The ATI formed the portion of the SCEA boundary, which extends into Howard
County.

Natural Resources

The watershed sub-boundary was used to assess potential impacts to natural environmental
resources affected by the project, specifically wetlands, surface water/aquatic habitat,
floodplains, terrestrial habitat (including forest interior dwelling species) and any Rare,
Threatened and Endangered (RTE) species (Figure 2). A total of 53 third-order
subwatersheds fall within or partially within the alternative/study area sub-boundary.

There are three watersheds (MDE 6-digit), the Middle Potomac River, the Washington Metro
and the Patuxent River, within the SCEA boundary. Each of these watersheds is divided into
smaller drainage areas, subwatershed (MDE 8-digit) and third-order watersheds (MDE 12-
digit).

The Middle Potomac River watershed is in the northwestern portion of the SCEA boundary.
It is mostly within Frederick County with portions of it crossing into Carroll County to the
east and Montgomery County to the south. The Lower Monocacy River and Double Pipe
Creek are the only two subwatersheds that have portions within the SCEA boundary of the
five subwatersheds in the Middle Potomac River. Drainage within the Middle Potomac River
flows towards central Frederick County and is carried by the Monocacy River into the
Potomac River. The Potomac River carries the flow to the Chesapeake Bay.

The Washington Metro watershed makes up the largest portion of the SCEA boundary, as it
includes the majority of Montgomery County, Prince George’s County and the District of
Columbia. A small area of the northwestern portion of the watershed is within Frederick
County. The Potomac River (Montgomery County), Seneca Creek, Rock Creek, Cabin John
Creek and the Anacostia River are the only five subwatersheds that occur within the SCEA
boundary of the eight subwatersheds in the Washington Metro. Drainage within the
Washington Metro watershed flows southwesterly within each subwatershed into the
Potomac River, which carries the flow into the Chesapeake Bay.

The Patuxent River watershed makes up the smallest portion of the SCEA boundary and
includes the northeast portions of Montgomery County and Prince George’s County and all
of the Howard County and Anne Arundel County portions that are within the SCEA
boundary. Of the eight subwatersheds in the Patuxent River, six occur within the SCEA
boundary, including Brighton Dam, Middle Patuxent River, Rocky Gorge Dam, Patuxent
River Upper, Little Patuxent River, and Western Branch. Drainage within the Patuxent River
watershed flows southeasterly within each subwatershed into the Potomac River, which
carries the flow into the Chesapeake Bay.
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The natural resources sub-boundary was extended farther south within Washington, D.C. to
address potential secondary and cumulative effects to downstream water quality including
the lower reaches of Rock Creek and the Anacostia River; therefore, the southern portion of
the overall SCEA boundary is formed from the watershed sub-boundary. This sub-boundary
also forms portions of the northern boundary of the overall SCEA boundary, which
encompasses the New Market and Germantown zones. The sub-boundary also forms the
overall SCEA boundary in Anne Arundel County, portions of Prince George’s County and
the western portion of Montgomery County within the SCEA boundary. The natural
resources sub-boundary encompasses a total of 53 third-order sub-watersheds (Figure 2).

Community Planning Areas

Planning area boundaries were used as a SCEA sub-boundary encompassing the publicly
owned public parks, community resources and cultural resources in the ICC project area.
Community planning areas were obtained through coordination with M-NCPPC and include
Montgomery and Prince George’s counties only. The community planning area sub-
boundary includes all the planning areas that are contained within or are partly overlapping
the study area sub-boundary. A total of 26 community planning areas fall within or partially
within the study area sub-boundary (Figure 2). This sub-boundary forms the overall SCEA
boundary in the southwestern portion of Montgomery County, two portions of Prince
George’s County and the mid-portion of Montgomery County.

Public Sewer and Water Service Areas

Community Sewer and Water Service Areas were considered in establishment of the overall
SCEA boundary because they generally represent growth areas that are planned for future
development growth. Sewer and water areas closely resemble the boundaries of PFAs.
Please refer to Figure 2 for PFA locations for all of the counties within the SCEA boundary.

Census Tracts

Census tract boundaries were used as a resource sub-boundary in the overall SCEA boundary
representing the cultural and socioeconomic resources affected by the project. The census
tract sub-boundary was established by using census tract data (census tracts contained within
or partially within the study area sub-boundary) for Montgomery, Prince George’s, Anne
Arundel, Howard and Frederick counties. The census tract boundary forms a small portion of
the overall SCEA boundary located within western Montgomery County.

This sub-boundary was extended further north to encompass the New Market and
Germantown forecast zones. The census tract sub-boundary encompasses a total of 142
census tracts (Figure 2).

Expert Land Use Panel Boundary

An additional ELUP boundary was considered in the establishment of the overall SCEA
boundary. Members of the project team, regional agencies and input from the ELUP decided
the original extent of the ELUP boundary. This boundary included 34 zones surrounding the
ICC study area, and extended into six different counties and the District of Columbia (Figure
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2). These counties include Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Howard, Frederick, Montgomery and
Prince George’s. Although the ELUP considered geographical areas far outside of the
defined SCEA boundary, it was determined that the areas outside the SCEA boundary
showed less than a 5 percent allocation difference between the No-Build and either of the
build alternatives. For those zones that were within this 5 percent threshold, the estimates
suggest that land use would not be substantially different between the No-Build and either of
the build alternatives. The allocation estimates established by the ELUP suggests that
population and/or employment growth would not be dependent on a particular ICC
alternative, and that similar growth would occur regardless of the selected alternative.

The ELUP sub-boundary was refined to include those zones that experienced greater than a 5
percent change in allocation between the No-Action and either Corridor 1 or Corridor 2
(household or employment). Those zones having greater than 5 percent allocation difference
represent areas that may experience potential secondary effects and the most measurable
changes in land use between a No-Action and build scenario.

C. Time Frames

The SCEA must consider past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions. The past
time frame 1964 marks the opening of the Capital Beltway (I-495) as well as the adoption by
M-NCPPC of On Wedges and Corridors: A General Plan for the Maryland-Washington
Regional District (M-NCPPC, 1964). The opening of the Capital Beltway and later
Metrorail were important factors influencing development patterns in both Montgomery and
Prince George's counties. The beltway is the region’s circumferential highway transportation
facility. The subway is a major component of the region’s hub and spokes transportation
facility. And I-270 and I-95 are major north-south corridors. Coupled with the local
planning philosophy of wedges, corridors and centers, the stage was set for the development
that would occur as a result of the substantial population growth since World War II.

It was determined that five years from present (2010) would adequately assess the
present/near future timeframe. In addition, construction of an ICC is also planned to begin
within the 2010 timeframe.

The future time frame 2030 was determined primarily based on the project’s design year,
2030, and is derived based on future land use assumptions. In addition, population
projections are available through 2030, allowing a more accurate depiction of the future
population within the SCEA boundary.

Past and Present Time Frame

The types of data collected to determine the past time frame include events in the historic
context of the area that may have influenced population and land use. The historic timeline
of significant events is displayed in Figure 3.
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Transportation Event Land Use Event Military Event

Decade

1940 - 1950

1950 - 1960

1960 - 1970

1970 - 1980

1980 - 1990

1990 - 2000

2000 - 2010

2020 - 2030

Event

1940 - Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) relocates to the Bethesda Area, which later becomes the Carderock Division
1945 - World War Il Ends (Beginning of Baby Boom)

1944 - Naval Ordnance Laboratory opened in White Oak, which later becomes the Naval Surface Warfare Center

1947 - Construction of Friendship Airport begins, which later becomes BWI

1953 - First section of 1-270 opens between Route 109 and US 15 (now MD 85)

1954 - Joint Commission convened to Study Mass Transit

1954 - 1-270 / MD 118 interchange complete

1954 - MD 295 opened as the Baltimore / Washington Parkway

Late 1950's - Construction of US 240 (now I-270) was completed

1957 - Construction begins on [-495 in Maryland

1959 - Construction begins on the Capital Beltway in Montgomery County

1960 - National Capital Transportation Act signed

1964 - "On Wedges and Corridors: A General Plan for the Maryland-Washington Regional District" is published by M-NCPPC.
1964 - |-495 in Maryland is completed and open to traffic

1967 - Construction begins on 1-95 South outside the Capital Beltway

1969 - WMATA adopts revised Rapid Rail Plan & Program including relocation of 3 stations.

1969 - The Montgomery County General Plan Update is published by M-NCPPC. It reinforces the “Wedges and Corridors”
concept and revised the goals and objectives.

1971 - 1-95 North of the Capital Beltway is opened to traffic (4 lanes in each direction)

1971 - Third lane added to 1-270 between the Y-split at 1-495 and MD 118

1972 - Capital Beltway widened to 4 lanes in each direction from the Woodrow Wilson Bridge to Linden Lane

1972 - The State of Maryland buys Friendship Airport and renames it the Baltimore Washington International Airport (BWI)
1973 - Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority begins MetroBus service

1974 - Prince George's County publishes the Subregion V Plan

1984 - The “Red Line” opens (a WMATA Metro line), from DC through the 1-270 corridor cities

1987 - 1989 - Capital Beltway widened to 4 lanes in each direction (Linden Lane to I-270 & MD 190 to American Legion Bridge)
1989 - SHA completed 1-495 west of 1-270 to west of MD 97 as an eight lane freeway widening and reconstruction

1989 - |-495 is widened from 6 lanes to 8 lanes between [-270 and MD 97

1990 - Red Line begins operating north of Silver Spring to Forest Glen and Wheaton stations, adding 3.2 miles to system.
1990 - 1-270 widening to 8 lanes completed on Y-split to Middlebrook Road

1990 - 1-270, 2 Collector-Distributor lanes added between Montrose Road and CSX bridge

1990 - I-370 was constructed

1990 - Prince George's County publishes the “Subregion | Plan”

1991 - 1-495 is widened between MD 190 to the C&O Canal Bridge

1992 - The Maryland General Assembly adopts the Economic Development, Resource Protection and Planning Act of 1992 .
1993 - M-NCPPC publishes the "General Plan Refinement."

1993 - 1-495, Auxiliary lanes on the Outer Loop between US 1 and MD 650 completed

1996 - I- 270, from MD 118 to MD 121 widened to 3 lanes in each direction and HOV lanes are opened

1997 - The Maryland General Assembly enacted the Neighborhood Conservation and Smart Growth Initiatives.

1997 - 1270/1-495 HOV ramp connection to west spur added

2002 - The "Prince George's County Approved General Plan" was adopted by Prince George's County Council in October.

2002 - Konterra Business Campus Development building permits approved for mixed-use urban development between US 1
and [-95 in Prince George's County.

2002 - The mixed-use development for Fairland Golf Community receives preliminary approval in Prince George’s County
2003 - Project Scoping begins for the Bi-County Transitway (Purple Line), Bethesda to New Carrolton.

2003 - US 1 widened from 4 lanes to 6 lanes between 1-495 and Sunnyside Avenue

2004 - Anticipated completion of the Laurel MARC Station Improvements

2004 - |-270/Westlake Terrace HOV connection expected to be opened

2006 - Corridor City Transitway project planning expected to be completed, providing an essential connection between the
Washington, DC metropolitan area and central and western Maryland

2007 - ROD for Bi-County Transitway (Purple Line) Bethesda to New Carrolton expected

2025 - Bi-County Transitway (Purple Line), Bethesda to New Carrolton, western 4.4 mile long western end expected to be
completed (WMATA)

2025- [-270 Multi-Modal study, Corridor Cities Transitway, 14 mile long section, Rockville, Gaithersburg, Germantown to
Clarksburg expected to be completed, terminates at Shady Grove Metro Station where it is expected to connect to the ICC

2030 - Design year of the ICC
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General Population Trends

Populations within the SCEA boundary were analyzed to determine trends and a suitable past
time frame based on existing population census data from 1930 to present. Figure 4
highlights population trends between the 1930s until the 2030s per county.

Figure 4
Population Change
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Montgomery and Prince George’s counties have experienced substantial population growth
over the last 70 years. A past time frame was determined by examining population trends.
The 1960s time frame was evaluated since the population in Montgomery and Prince
George’s counties grew dramatically throughout the 1960s (53 percent and 85 percent
growth, respectively) and a dramatic slow down of population growth occurred during the
1970s in Montgomery (11 percent) and Prince George’s (1 percent) counties. This slow
down in population could be attributed to land use management initiatives set forth by
Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties with the adoption of their General Plans. Both
Montgomery County published “On Wedges and Corridors: A General Plan for the
Maryland-Washington Regional District” in 1964 with an update to it published in 1969.
Prince George’s County published the “Subregion V” Plan in 1974 and the “General Plan” in
1982. Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties have managed growth since the 1960s.
East Coast and regional population growth in the 1950’s and 1960s contributed to
transportation projects within the region such as the Capital Beltway (I-95/1-495), 1-95, the
Baltimore Washington Parkway (MD 295) and 1-270 in addition to the creation of the
Metrorail and Metrobus system.
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The population of Howard County experienced a steady growth from 1950 to the present.
Much of this growth is attributed to the planning and construction of Columbia starting in the
1960s, although the county did not experience the same degree of population growth as
Montgomery and Prince George’s counties during this period. Anne Arundel, Frederick and
Carroll counties also experienced population growth during the 1950s and 1960s similar to
the population trends of Howard County, as residential, commercial and industrial
development continued.

The following major transportation projects affected land use within the SCEA boundary:

¢ Opening and Expansions of the Capital Beltway (I-495 and I-95) in Maryland

Construction began on 1-495 in 1957 with 3 lanes in each direction. The Maryland
portion of the highway was completed and open to traffic in 1964. Substantial
development also occurred within Montgomery and Prince George’s counties around
this time frame, and population grew dramatically during the 1960s. Rapid growth
and the construction of major roadways appears to have occurred in tandem, and
rapid growth in the Counties corresponds with declining growth in DC. It is likely
that the decline of growth in DC may have occurred as people moved further out to
the county suburbs.

¢ Opening and Expansions of I-95 in Prince George’s County

Construction on the Prince George’s County portion of I-95 from the Capital Beltway
north towards Baltimore began in 1967. This section of I-95 opened in 1971 with 4
lanes in each direction. I-495 from 1-95 south towards the Woodrow Wilson Bridge is
also designated as I-95. This section of I-95 helped to support the rapid growth that
occurred in the 1960s.

¢ Opening and Expansions of I-270 in Montgomery County

The first section of I-270 between MD 109 and US 15 (Now MD 85) opened in 1953.
Construction was completed between the Capital Beltway and MD 118 by 1960, and
the road was designated as 1-70S. The opening of I-270 changed then-existing land
use to transportation, and encouraged a shift in development from Washington DC to
outlying counties due to the roadway improvements that provided more convenient
commutes between the suburbs and DC. Opening and Expansions of the Washington
Region Metrorail (subway)

In 1976 the Washington Metrorail opened making commuting from surrounding
counties more accessible, thereby encouraging development in areas that were
previously considered undesirable due to commuting constraints. The first Maryland
station opened in 1978, while others followed in the 1980s and 1990s.
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Future Time Frame

The reasonable foreseeable future time frame selected was the project’s design year (2030).
The year 2030 is also the year for which travel forecasting, population growth projections
and land use assumptions have been made.

4. Data Availability/Analysis Methodology

The availability of data was identified during the initiation phase of the SCEA and is
summarized in Table 2. The table shows the resources used in the analysis and the data used
for determining potential secondary and cumulative effects.

Maps of each socioeconomic, cultural, and natural resource were overlaid on current and
future land use maps to determine if secondary or cumulative development would affect that
resource. Trend analyses, matrices, and overlays comparing past conditions to existing
conditions assessed probable future conditions within the SCEA boundary and time frames.
Table 2 shows methods used to perform analysis for each resource incorporated in the
SCEA. Master Plans were used as supplemental data sources and in various trend analyses
(Table 3).

S. Land Use and Development

Three land use scenarios (past, existing/near future, and future) and corresponding maps were
prepared for the overlay analysis and in identifying trends in land use from the past to present
time frame. In addition, anticipated future land use mapping has been prepared. Figure 5,
shows past land use within the SCEA boundary.

a. Past Land Use

The past land use map was obtained from MDP from 1973. Past land use mapping was not
readily available for 1964, however, historic aerial photographs, from various county
planning departments, were used to supplement the 1973 land use map in the SCEA.

Montgomery County

In 1973, the dominant land use in portions of Montgomery County within the SCEA
boundary was agricultural or open urban land, comprising approximately 32 percent. Water
bodies within Montgomery County within the SCEA boundary include the Potomac River,
Little Seneca Lake, Clipper Lake, Lakes Needwood and Frank, the Triadelphia and T.
Howard Docket Reservoirs along the Howard County border, as well as several smaller lakes
or ponds.
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Table 2
Data Availability and Analysis Methodology
Resource Analysis Methodology Availa biDli‘tl}t:‘/lSources

Residential/ Overlays, Trends Analysis Master Plans; Census

Business Overlays Tract Information;

Communities Determine past impacts/disruptions to residential/business County Planning
communities based on overlay of past land use map with existing Depar.tments; Land Use
resource mapping to assess past activities that have divided, Mappmg; Mqryland-
displaced or otherwise impacted residential communities. Near National Cap1tal Park
future and future development projects were overlaid with and Pla}nn.lng
existing communities to assess potential near future and future Commission (M-
impacts to communities. NCPPC); Maryland

. Department of Planning

Trends Analysis (MDP); Metropolitan
Trends in residential development patterns or residential growth Washi > .

. A . . ashington Council of
centers were identified (if possible) by.conductlng overlays of Government (MWCOG),
past, present and future land use planning maps. Baltimore Metropolitan

Council (BMC)

Agricultural Overlays, Trends Analysis/Matrix Master Plans; County
Land Overlays Planning Departments;

Determine past agricultural land impacts by overlaying past land | County Soil Surveys;

use map with existing resource mapping to evaluate development | Natural Re.source .

activities that impacted past agricultural lands (i.e., construction Conservation Service

of roadways, change in land use, residential and commercial (NRCS); M'NCPPC?

development, etc.). Present (near future) and future agricultural Land Use Mappmg,

impacts were also assessed by overlaying existing resource Center for Agrlcultural.

mapping with near future and future land use maps. By and Resource Economics

conducting these overlay analyses, future impacted areas were (AREC)

determined by identifying existing agricultural land and

conflicting future land uses (e.g., roads, development).

Trends Analysis/Matrix

MDP Land use data was used to conduct a quantitative trends

analysis to determine if agricultural land has declined throughout

the SCEA timeframe.
Cultural Overlays Maryland Historic Trust
Resources Overlays (MHT) Tool Box; Local
(Historic Obtain data from the Maryland Historic Trust regarding National | Historic or Preservation
Structures/ Register and/or Maryland Inventory sites. Present (near future) Group data; Land Use .
Archaeological | and future impacts were determined by overlaying existing Mapping; L_Ocal Historic
Sites) resource mapping with near future and future land use maps. or Preservation Groups;

When assessing present and future impacts, existing laws
currently being implemented to protect these resources were
considered. This analysis methodology is based on current data
and is limited to the accuracy of the data sources, which do not
include structures that may become historic in the future time
frame. Private development projects are not held to the same
standard of protection for these resources as are state and
federally funded projects, which must comply with state and
federal law and regulations.

M-NCPPC; National
Register
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Table 2
Data Availability and Analysis Methodology
. Data
Resource Analysis Methodology e S
Minority and/or Overlays, Trends Analysis Census data (1960, 1970,
Low Income Overlays 1980, 1990, 2000);
Populations If possible, past, present (near future) and future land use maps Department of H?alth
were overlaid with identified minority and/or low-income census | and Human Services
tracts to determine past and potential near future and future (DHHS); county Master
impacts to these populations. Near future and future land use Plans; Housing and
overlays included near future and future planned projects and Urban Development
other potential development. (HUD) data; County
Planning Departments;
Trends Analysis M-NCPPC
Trend analysis was conducted by comparing census tract data to
determine average income levels, employment numbers and
ethnicity composition from various years within the SCEA
boundary.
Parklands/ Overlays. Trends Analysis County Master Plans;
Recreation Overlays Land Use Mapping;
Facilities Analysis was conducted by overlaying past, present (near future), | County Planning
and future land use with existing park and recreational resources | Departments; M-
to assess past and future impacts. These overlays were used to NCP_PC; National Park
identify conflicting land uses that would impact existing parks in | Service (NPS)
the future.
Trends Analysis
Trend analysis was conducted, if possible, by searching available
literature, Master Plans and other county sources for data to
determine trends related to parks and recreation facilities.
Rare, Overlays, Trends Analysis County master plans;
Threatened and Overlays Maryland Department
Endangered Conduct an overlay of existing resource map with the past, of Natural Resources
(RT&.E) present (near future), and future land use maps. Environmentally (DNR) Sens1t1v§
Species sensitive habitats that are known to contain RT&E species were Species Protection
assessed for potential impacts from past, present and future Areas/Tool Box Data;
development. Potential conflicting land development activities DNR
were identified that may potentially impact RT&E habitat in the EnV1.r(?nmentally
future. Sensitive Areas (ICC
Study area only); US
Trends Analysis gésrtiizd(&?\gfse)_
Data obtained from DNR and USFWS regarding RT&E species Marvland De artn’len ¢
within the SCEA boundary was reviewed to determine any trends of th}:e Envirogment
throughout the SCEA time frame. (MDE): Land Use
Mapping
Wetlands Overlays, Trends Analysis, Matrix National Wetlands
Overlays Inventory Maps
Past impacts to wetlands and Wetlands of Special State Concern (USFWS); DNR
may be difficult to assess because past wetlands mapping does not ‘\‘Vetlands Data; .
exist within the SCEA boundary Wetlands of Maryland

Determine the change (loss/gain) in wetland acreage based on an

— USFWS; National
Wetlands Inventory
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Data Availability and Analysis Methodology
. Data
Resource Analysis Methodology e S
overlay of past land use mapping with existing resource mapping | (NWI); Aerial
to identify the net loss/gain from past to present. Near future and | Photography; Land Use
future impacts were assessed by overlaying existing resource Mapping; County Master
mapping with present and future land use mapping to estimate Plans; MDE; MDP
potential near future/future impacts. Present and future impacts
also considered wetlands regulations currently being implemented
that protect these resources.
Identify Wetlands of Special State Concern (on existing resource
mapping) and overlay near future and future land use maps to
determine present (near future) and future potential impacts to
these sensitive resources. Regulations currently being
implemented were considered when assessing future impacts.
Trends Analysis
Trends were identifiable by overlaying National Wetland
Inventory Maps, DNR wetland maps and reviewing existing
wetland literature that documents general trends in wetland loss as
well as loss of function and value.
Matrix
Available data was summarized in matrix format to compare and
display the results of the overlay and trends analysis over the
SCEA time frame.
Impervious Overlays, Trends Analysis, Matrix USGS Topographic
Area/Reservoirs Overlays Mapping; MDE
Determine the change in the amount of impervious surface based | Stormwater Management
on land use changes and development over the SCEA time frame. Regqlatlpns; DNR —
This was determined by overlaying existing resource mapping Monitoring an_d o
with past, present (near future) and future land use maps to Assessment DIV}SIOm
identify pervious and impervious areas. Land Use Mapping;
Maryland Biological
Stream Survey (MBSS);
Trends Analysis/Matrix EPA; USGS
A Matrix was used to compare Impervious Areas per watershed
within the SCEA boundary throughout the past and present time
frames.
Floodplains Overlays, Trends Analysis FEMA Maps; USGS
Overlays Topographic Mapping;
Overlay existing resource map (including FEMA floodplains) MDE Stormwater
with past, present/near future and future land use maps to Management
determine present and anticipated future impacts. Floodplain Regqlatlpns; DNR -
regulations were considered when assessing impacts. Monitoring and
Assessment Division;
Trends Analvsi USGS; EPA; MDE;
rends Analysis
Floodplains data, from federal, state and local sources that M-NCPPC
encompass the SCEA time frame and boundary were qualitatively
reviewed to identify any trends in floodplain loss.
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Table 2
Data Availability and Analysis Methodology
. Data
Resource Analysis Methodology e S
Surface Trends Analysis MBSS Data; Large scale
Water/Aquatic Trends Analysis wetland mapping;
H‘fbitf‘t and Conduct a quantitative trend analyses by comparing water quality macroinvertebrate data;
W’ld?’fe (Water | data (chemistry and biology) at specific monitoring sties over the USGS QWDATA
Quality) SCEA time frame. (Database); EPA
. . . STORET Database;
Assess past, present, and potential future impacts to aquatic . .
) . . . NWI; DNR;

habitat based on water quality data associated with past and

present land use scenarios. Water chemistry data were correlated

with land use, and floodplain data to evaluate impacts. This

comparison assisted in identifying trends over time that show how

water quality may change as development grows and expands

within a watershed.

Maryland Biological Stream Survey (MBSS) data and the Indices

of Biologic Integrity (IBI) were be used to compare watersheds

and determine stream health using macroinvertebrate and fish

communities.
Terrestrial Overlays, Trends Analysis, Matrix County master plans;
Habitat and Overlays FEMA Floodplain
Wildlife Overlay existing resource mapping and past land use maps to Mapping; Land Use

(Forests, Forest
Interior
Dwelling
Species, etc.)

calculate change in forest cover from past to present. This
allowed for the determination of terrestrial habitat impact trends
from the past to the present. For anticipated present (near future)
and future impacts, near future and future land use maps (forested
areas) were overlaid with existing resource mapping to calculate
potential future impacts.

Trends Analysis

Existing literature, county data, DNR data and historic aerial
photos were reviewed to determine if any trends over the SCEA
time frame could be identified. The reduction of forested areas
may be quantified using historic aerial photos to determine
impacts to wildlife and habitat.

Matrix

Data obtained by conducting literature reviews and existing
agency data was presented in matrix format to determine if any
trends emerged. MDP Land use data was used to conduct a
quantitative trends analysis to determine if forestland has declined
throughout the SCEA timeframe.

Regulations, such as the Maryland Forest Conservation Act and
local ordinances were being taken into consideration when
determining impacts to forests within the SCEA boundary.

Mapping; M-NCPPC;
DNR; MDE

Groundwater

Trends Analysis
Trends Analysis
Review data sources to determine ground water level data.
Comparisons of groundwater levels in developed areas with and
without public water supplies were conducted, where data was
available. Comparisons of increasing impervious surface area

Groundwater Aquifer
Maps; Technical
Reports; Aquifer
Monitoring well data;
MDE; USGS; Maryland
Geological Survey
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Data Availability and Analysis Methodology
Resource Analysis Methodology Availa bgtf:;‘/lSources

was conducted to identify trends between decreasing surface area | (MGS)
available for infiltration and groundwater table height during the
SCEA time frame. This analysis was helpful in identifying trends
between increased development and impervious surface as it
relates to potential impacts to the underground water table. This
information can be compared over time.
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Table 3
Master Plans Referenced as part of the SCEA Analysis
Montgomery County
e  East Silver Spring Master e North and West Silver ¢  Germantown Master
Plan — 2000 Spring — 2000 Plan — 1989
e  Gaithersburg Vicinity ¢ Kensington-Wheaton Master ® Cloverly Master Plan —
Master Plan — 1990 Plan — 1989 1997
e Shady Grove Study Area e Shady Grove Sector Plan — e  Aspen Hill Master Plan
Master Plan — 1990 Transit Area Station — 1977 — 1994
e Potomac Subregion Master e  Upper Rock Creek Master e (Clarksburg Master Plan
Plan - 2001 Plan — 2003 and Hyattstown Special
Study Area — 1994
e  Kemp Mill Master Plan — e Sandy Spring/ Ashton ¢  Olney Master Plan —
2001 Master Plan — 1998 Public Hearing Draft —
2003
e  General Plan Elements: A e Takoma Park Master Plan — e Boyds Master Plan —
Summary — Montgomery 2000 1985
County — 1964
¢  Four Corners Master Plan e  Sector Plan — Kensington- e  White Oak Master Plan
— 1996 Wheaton Plan — 1989 -1997
e  Damascus Master Plan — e Fairland Master Plan — 1997 e  Park, Recreation, and
1985 Open Space Master Plan
- 1998
e The Master Planning
Process — 1997
Prince George’s County
e Prince George’s County ¢  Countywide Green
General Plan — 2002 Infrastructure Plan - 2003
Anne Arundel County
e BWI/ Linthicum Small ¢ Odenton Small Area Plan e Severn Small Area Plan
Area Plan — 2003 2003 2002
Carroll County
e  Carroll County Challenges and Choices — A Master Plan for the Future — Adopted 2000
Frederick County
e  Frederick County Comprehensive Plan — e  City of Frederick Comprehensive Plan - 2004

Volume I (Countywide Plan) - 1998

e New Market Region Plan — 2003

e Town of Mt. Airy Master Plan — 2003

e  Walkersville Region Plan — 1995

e  Urbana Region Plan - 2004

Howard County

e Howard County General Plan — 2000

Washington, D.C.

e  Takoma Central District .
Plan — 2002

Georgia Avenue ®  Progress Report on
Revitalization A Implementing the Land
Commitment to Use Element of the
Neighborhoods — 2000 District of Columbia
Comprehensive Plan for
Years 1999-2002 -2003
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The I-270 Corridor was already a center of development with commercial land in the county
existing along the southern portion of the 34-mile long roadway in 1973, especially in the
vicinity of Gaithersburg and Rockville. The majority of residential and commercial land use
at that time was located in the southern portion of the county, near the Washington, D.C.
boundary, in Silver Spring and Bethesda. The major industrial area in Montgomery County at
the time was land at the northwest border of the county owned by PEPCO, a power supplier
serving Washington, D.C. and neighboring counties. Notable institutional land included the
National Institutes of Health in Bethesda, the Naval Surface Warfare Center in several
locations, the Department of Energy in Germantown, and the National Institute of Standards
and Technology in Gaithersburg, as well as various hospitals, schools and government
buildings located throughout the county.

Inside the existing [-495, the Capital Beltway, virtually all land in Montgomery County was
residential, commercial, industrial or institutional. This area includes Bethesda, Chevy
Chase, Silver Spring, and Takoma Park.

Prince George’s County

Residential and forested land were the dominant land uses within the SCEA portion of Prince
George’s County in 1973, comprising 30 percent and 40 percent of the area, respectively.
The majority of forested land was located in the southeastern section of the county, along the
southeastern corner of the SCEA boundary. Residential land was located primarily in the
southern portion of the included area, particularly near the areas of University Park,
Hyattsville and New Carrollton. Agricultural and open land was interspersed throughout the
area.

Commercial land was evident in 1973 along the US 1 corridor, particularly in the vicinity of
Greenbelt, College Park and Hyattsville. Also classified, as commercial land use was the
Beltsville Airport, which shared property with the NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, an
institution located just east of Greenbelt.

Institutional land totaled approximately five percent of the total acreage within Prince
George’s County inside the SCEA boundary. Institutional land was comprised of the NASA
Goddard Space Flight Center, the University of Maryland, College Park (UMCP), and
several facilities associated with the U.S. Department of Agriculture Research Center.

Large bodies of water within Prince George’s County include the Anacostia River, Cash
Lake and Greenbelt Lake.

Transportation land use was comprised primarily of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, US
1 and the Capital Beltway (I-495). The development of I-95 outside the Capital Beltway
began in 1967. The revised Rapid Rail Plan and Program was adopted in 1969. The
inclusion of 1-95 and the rail system into the land use plan would convert land previously
designated as various land use types to transportation land use. Transportation land use was
not classified as such in 1973 and was, therefore, not reflected in land use data.
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Howard County

A small portion of southeastern Howard County is included in the SCEA boundary. In 1973,
land use in Howard County within the SCEA boundary was dominated by agricultural and
forested land use (40 percent and 41 percent, respectively). Three commercial areas were
present, the largest located in the eastern corner. One small industrial area totaling
approximately 28 acres is the Maryland-Virginia Milk Producers Co-Op, which is currently
in operation. Five small institutional areas were evident totaling one percent of the area. The
Montpelier Research Park comprised a majority of this land. Residential development
totaled approximately 13 percent and was interspersed throughout the area. The community
of Columbia began development in 1964 and accounts for a substantial portion of this
residential development.

Anne Arundel County

A small portion of Anne Arundel County (5,163 acres) is included within the SCEA
boundary. Approximately 81 percent of this area was forested in 1973, located within the
Fort George G. Meade military site. Residential, commercial, and institutional development
in the northern portion of the residential communities was located between the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway and the Prince George’s County boundary, an area now known as
Maryland City. Approximately three percent of land in Anne Arundel County was
institutional, comprised of several religious facilities, schools, and facilities associated with
Fort Meade.

Frederick County

Agricultural and forested land (93 percent) dominated land use within Frederick County
inside the SCEA boundary in 1973. Small sections of residential and commercial land were
spread throughout the county. The City of Frederick primarily consisted of residential,
commercial and institutional land. Institutional land can be attributed largely to Fort Detrick,
Frederick Community College and Hood College. An area of extractive land (quarry) was
present southeast of Frederick, as well as near the northern border of the SCEA boundary due
to a limekiln. Waterways included the Monocacy River, Lake Linganore and Linganore
Creek.

Carroll County

Land use in Carroll County within the SCEA boundary was predominantly forested or
agricultural (68 percent and 28 percent, respectively) in 1973. Small residential and few
commercial areas were interspersed throughout the region. There was evidence of
concentrated development in the vicinity of Mount Airy at the southern Frederick County
boundary.

Washington D.C.

Land use/land cover data was not readily available for the Washington D.C. area for 1973.
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b. Present/Near Future Land Use

MDP Land Use data (MDP, 2000) was used to analyze present land use trends. In addition,
data was obtained regarding approved projects/developments expected to be constructed in
the 2010 near future time frame (Appendix 1 and 2). These projects were considered in
assessing secondary and cumulative effects in the present and near future time frame. Near
future development was identified using county and planning district Master Plans and
information obtained from various county planning offices. Please refer to Figure 6 for
Present/Near Future Land Use within the SCEA boundary.

Montgomery County

Montgomery County is heavily dominated by residential and commercial land use within the
SCEA boundary, although the northern and northwestern section of the county is primarily
agricultural or forested land (45% of the entire county consists of Agricultural Preserve and
parkland). Commercial, residential, industrial and institutional properties are most prominent
along the I-270 Corridor, primarily near Germantown, Gaithersburg, and Rockville, in the
mid-county, Silver Spring, Bethesda and along US 29. Institutional land is spread throughout
the southern and central portions of the county in many locations. Water bodies in
Montgomery County falling within the SCEA boundary, as in 1973, include the Potomac
River, Little Seneca Lake, Clopper Lake, Lakes Needwood and Bernard Frank, the
Triadelphia and T. Howard Duckett Reservoirs along the Howard County border as well as
several smaller lakes or ponds.

Near future projects/developments expected to be constructed in Montgomery County by
2010 are depicted on Figure 6 and shown in Appendix I and 2. The greatest change in land
use would occur in the eastern portion of Montgomery County where residential
development would convert other various land uses to residential. Several areas of forested
land are proposed to be protected throughout the county, including large areas in the
Brookeville and Laytonsville vicinities.

Land is proposed for mixed-uses in the Gaithersburg area, including a medical research
center, various other commercial development and residential communities. Residential,
institutional and commercial development is anticipated near Bethesda and Silver Spring.
Potential expansion of the regional transit system (Metrorail and Metrobus), as well as
proposed transportation projects, would convert currently residential, commercial and
forested land in Montgomery County to transportation land use.

Approximately 14,909 acres of planned development is slated to occur by the Near Future
Time Frame under the No-Action Alternative for Montgomery County (Appendix 3). This
approximate acreage was derived from the planned developments as identified in Appendix
2. Land use categories such as open space and parkland were omitted from the planned
development estimates, as these areas will not really contribute to land development but have
been identified as planned preservation areas. This would account for approximately 61
percent of the total planned development expected to occur within the entire SCEA
boundary. This total only takes into consideration planned development projects. The
construction of Corridor 1 would result in direct land development impacts and is projected
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to induce additional development that, when added to the known planned development would
result in a total of 15,918 acres of development in the county. Corridor 2, however, would
result in a total of 15,981 acres of development. Both would account for 61 percent of the
entire SCEA boundary. According to county planning officials a Corridor 2 selection would
open more area to development than a Corridor 1 selection, and the area opened in more rural
in character.

Prince George’s County

Prince George’s County is currently dominated by residential land interspersed with
commercial, industrial, institutional and open urban land within the SCEA boundary. Some
portions include mining operations (one-third of the county lies in a designated Rural Tier,
which is in the eastern and southern areas).

Twenty-four percent of the SCEA boundary within Prince George’s County is institutional
land. The National Agricultural Research Center in Beltsville occupies a substantially large
amount of this land. The University of Maryland College Park accounts for the majority of
additional institutional land.

Approximately 23 percent of the SCEA boundary within Prince George’s County is forested
land. A large forested area in the northeastern section of the county occupies the southern
portion of the Patuxent Research Refuge, located primarily in Anne Arundel County.
Additional forested land is comprised largely by Greenbelt Park, Northway Fields Park and
Indian Creek Stream Valley Park.

Open land surrounds the Anacostia River located in the western portion of the county near
the Washington D.C. boundary. Seven percent of additional open land is scattered throughout
the SCEA boundary within Prince George’s County.

Commercial development encompasses approximately five percent of the area, primarily
located along the US 1 corridor, and in the Greenbelt, Laurel and Bowie areas. Industrial
land accounts for four percent of Prince George’s County land. This land is located mostly
along US 1 and in the vicinity of Cheverly, near the Washington D.C. border.

About two percent of the land within the SCEA area is used for surface mining operations.
The Konterra Corporation, formerly known as Laurel Sand and Gravel, owns this land along
the 1-95 corridor.

The majority of Prince George’s County land use would remain unchanged by near future
development. A portion of federal land near the National Agricultural Research Center in
Beltsville would be developed on what is currently institutional land.

The proposed Metrorail system expansion, including additional transit stations, and proposed
transportation projects shown in Figure 6, would convert current residential, commercial and
forested land in western Prince George’s County into transportation land use.

Approximately 1,384 acres of planned development is slated to occur under the No-Action
Alternative (Appendix 3). This would account for three percent of the total planned
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development expected to occur within the SCEA boundary. The ELUP suggests that planned
development and the construction of Corridor 1 would require approximately 2,061 acres of
development, and Corridor 2 would require 2,132 acres of development. Both amounts
would account for nine percent of the total within the SCEA boundary.

Howard County

According to MDP data from 2000, land within the SCEA boundary in Howard County is
dominated by residential and forested land use. Residential land use totals 31 percent of the
area, while forested comprise 34 percent. Residential, forested and agricultural land uses are
interspersed in large areas throughout the study area. Small areas of commercial land totals
approximately two percent of the area.

Development within the near future time frame in Howard County mostly consists of
converting forested/open space land to residential development. There are isolated parcels
throughout the portion of Howard County, which is encompassed in the SCEA boundary.
There are two larger areas within the boundary that will be converted into commercial
development. Two proposed church locations would convert currently agricultural land to
developed land. Three transportation projects would convert portions of currently residential,
forested and open land to transportation land use.

Approximately 2,652 acres of planned development is slated to occur under the No-Action
Scenario (see Appendix 3). This would account for 12 percent of the total planned
development expected to occur within the SCEA boundary. Additional development
associated with the construction of Corridor 1 or Corridor 2 is not expected.

Anne Arundel County

Approximately 81 percent of forested land remained in Anne Arundel County in 2000 within
the SCEA boundary. Most of this land is contained within the Fort George G. Meade military
site. Development is mainly in the northern portion of the area, including the Laurel
Racetrack and surrounding commercial area. Residential development exists near Maryland
City, close to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. Several institutional lands exist,
comprised of schools, churches, and a small amount of facilities associated with Fort Meade.

Development within Anne Arundel County for the near future time frame mainly consists of
converting forested land to residential and industrial development. The areas of near future
development exist along the Howard/Anne Arundel County line. The residential areas are
fairly small in size while the industrial sites are much larger.

Approximately 315 acres of planned development is slated to occur under the No-Action
Scenario (see Appendix 3). This would only account for one percent of the planned
development expected to occur within the SCEA boundary. Additional development
associated with the construction of Corridor 1 or Corridor 2 is not expected within Anne
Arundel County.
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Frederick County

Land use within the SCEA boundary in Frederick County is predominantly agricultural or
forested (47 percent and 29.3 percent, respectively). Residential land is interspersed
throughout the southeastern portion of the county, primarily near the Montgomery County
boundary in the vicinity of Mount Airy and New Market. Residential land is also located in
the central portion of the county, near the City of Frederick and the Lake Linganore.
Institutional land exists in Frederick County mostly around the City of Frederick and Lake
Linganore, including Fort Detrick, the Frederick Municipal Airport, Frederick Filtration
Plant and Frederick County Landfill. Commercial property is located predominantly near the
City of Frederick, with small commercial areas also located near the cities of New Market,
Libertytown, Mt. Airy and Urbana. The Montecito Business Center (Urbana) and the 75-80
Drag Strip (Green Valley) accounts for much of this commercial land. Water bodies within
the SCEA are the Monocacy River, Lake Linganore, Whittier Lake, Lake Keller and Lake
Jennifer.

Over 25 new residential areas are identified for near future development in Frederick County.
These residential developments would convert current forested or agricultural land to
residential. A majority of this residential land is anticipated near the City of Frederick, and
near the towns of New Market, Lake Linganore, Urbana and Walkersville.

At least ten commercial developments are expected in Frederick County by the near future
time frame, six of which are located in or near New Market. This development includes a
greenhouse, go-kart facility, shopping center and several strip malls. A new shopping center
near Walkersville and an office facility near Urbana are also anticipated. Mixed-use
development includes a Corporate Center and Town Center near Urbana and a Town Center
near New Market. These developments would convert currently agricultural, forested and
residential land to commercial or mixed-use.

Approximately 4,357 acres of planned development is slated to occur under the No-Action
Scenario (see Appendix L, L-3). This would account for 20 percent of the total planned
development expected to occur within the SCEA boundary. Additional development
associated with the construction of Corridor 1 or Corridor 2 is not expected within Frederick
County.

Carroll County

Fifty-two percent of land use in Carroll County inside the SCEA boundary is agricultural.
Developed and forested lands comprise another 45 percent of the area. Residential land is
spread throughout the county, but a majority is concentrated in the southern portion near Mt.
Airy and Dorceytown. A small amount of commercial land is evident just below Route 26,
near Taylorsville.

No near future development was identified in Carroll County within the SCEA boundary
based on available data.

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis
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Washington D.C.

Near future planned development would not change the land use within Washington D.C.
significantly. Significant changes to the land use are not foreseeable since Washington D.C.
is so highly developed. Additional land use would most likely be redevelopment.

c. Future Land Use and Integration of ELUP’s Results

Future development is defined as development within the SCEA boundary that would occur
between the 2010 to 2030 timeframe. Future development was initially identified through
county Master Plans and was overlaid with existing/near future land use mapping to
determine potential changes in land use. ELUP allocations were also considered in terms of
how land use may be influenced in the 2030 future time frame for each alternative, including
No-Action, Corridor 1 and Corridor 2. Figure 7 depicts future land use and Appendix 4 and
5 lists planned development projects in the future timeframe.

Integration of ELUP with SCEA

The following steps were used in the SCEA analysis to integrate ELUP suggested estimates
with future land use mapping:

Map County-Identified Future 2030 Land Use

County Master Plans/Sector Plans were referenced to identify future 2030 land use as
identified by the counties. It was assumed that near future and future projects/developments
identified by the county were consistent with MWCOG’s/BMC’s Round 6.3forecasts. A
baseline map was prepared that depicted future 2030 County-identified
projects/developments.

Prepare a No-Action Future Land Use Map

A No-Action future land use map was prepared by overlaying county-identified future land
use with the existing/near future land use, which became the baseline Future 2030 land use
map. This map showed future development consistent with MWCOG’s/BMC’s Round 6.3
forecasts. This map was then supplemented with zones having a five percent allocation
difference between MWCOG/BMC and ELUP No-Action allocations. Additional land areas
were identified to accommodate ELUP’s increased allocations based on existing zoning and
land use classifications. (Please refer to Appendix 6 for the detailed process and
assumptions used in converting the ELUP estimates into developable land.) Lands zoned to
accommodate future development that are currently undeveloped were identified first as
areas likely to accommodate additional future development. This adjusted No-Action Future
2030 land use map was then used as the baseline map for which both build scenarios were
compared.

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis
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Prepare Corridor 1 and Corridor 2 Future Land Use Maps

Future 2030 land use scenarios were developed for Corridors 1 and 2. These maps showed
future land use identified by the counties along with additional land areas necessary to
accommodate ELUP’s suggested allocations for Corridors 1 and 2.

Additional land areas were first identified based on existing zoning and land use. Lands
zoned to accommodate future development (i.e. residential, commercial) and current
undeveloped land use (i.e. open space, agricultural, forested) was identified first as areas
likely to accommodate additional future development.

The amount of available land for future development was then assessed to determine if the
ELUP’s allocations could be accommodated within the identified areas. Dwelling units per
acre were used to calculate the number of households that could potentially be
accommodated based on land acreage zoned as residential. For commercial/industrial-zoned
lands, Floor Area Ratio (FAR) was used to calculate the number of employees that could
potentially be accommodated within the areas identified as available for future development.

Rezoning would apply to land areas that are not currently suited to accommodate
development based on their existing zoning designation or protective status. Identification of
lands that could potentially be rezoned was coordinated with individual counties. It should
be noted that any lands identified as having the potential for rezoning would involve
extensive coordination within the counties, and may also involve policy changes and Master
Plan amendments.

Additional future land use areas identified were based on best professional judgment and are
not currently planned, nor represent any development approvals from the County or any other
agencies. The future land use maps accommodate ELUP’s suggested projections and are
only intended to depict potential future land use scenarios and assess potential future
resource impacts.

Advisory Expert Land Use Panel Estimates

The advisory ELUP was provided with household and employment estimates for the year
2030 from the MWCOG and the Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC) for 34 zones
surrounding the ICC study area. Please note that these forecast zones were created through a
collaborative process between the members of the project team, regional agencies and input
from panel members. In addition to defining forecast zone boundaries, the ELUP team also
established a place name to reference each forecast zone. In order to maintain consistency
with the ELUP naming conventions, the reference names of the zones were carried through
to the SCEA analysis in all cases except for one. The forecast zone formerly referred to as
“Urbana” has been renamed to “New Market.” The former Urbana forecast zone was
renamed because the actual town of Urbana falls within the Monocacy forecast zone. New
Market better represents the area associated with that forecast zone.

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis
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Once the zones were geographically defined the ELUP then established their own 2030
allocation projections for households and employment for each of the proposed alternatives,
including the No-Action Alternative. In addition to the MWCOG/BMC forecasts, additional
supporting data was provided for the ELUP’s use. The following information/data was
provided to assist panel members in establishing future 2030 allocations for households and
employment for each of the alternatives:

— Existing Transportation in the study area

— Planned Transportation System Improvements

— Transportation System Performance within the ICC study area
— Demographic Trends

— Development Growth Trends

— Land Use Policy

— Future Growth

No-Action

The ELUP’s No-Action estimates are listed in Table 4. The No-Action Alternative was
evaluated to provide a baseline for which to compare to the ELUP’s build allocations. This
table compares MWCOG’s/BMC’s estimates to ELUP’s No-Action estimates. Figure 8
shows the percent change per zone between MWCOG’s/BMC’s and ELUP’s No-Action
estimates. In nearly every zone, the ELUP’s No-Action allocations were greater compared to
MWCOG’s/BMC’s allocations for households. This finding suggests that these greater
allocations (as compared to MWCOG/BMC) are not dependent on construction of an ICC
since these allocations were based on a No-Action scenario.

Corridor 1

The ELUP’s Corridor 1 estimates are listed in Table 5. The Corridor 1 Alternative was
evaluated and compared to the baseline/No-Action allocations. Figure 9 shows the percent
change per zone between the ELUP’s No-Action and Corridor 1 estimates. The greatest
changes between No-Action and Corridor 1 occurred mostly within the central portions of
the ELUP study area, with one exception. The New Market zone within Frederick County
also experienced a greater then five percent change in employment.

Corridor 2

The ELUP’s Corridor 2 estimates are listed in Table 6. The Corridor 2 Alternative was
evaluated and compared to the baseline/No-Action allocations. Figure 10 shows the percent
change per zones between the ELUP’s No-Action and Corridor 2 estimates. The greatest
changes between No-Action and Corridor 2 occurred mostly within the central portions of
the ELUP study area, with one exception. The New Market zone within Frederick County
also experienced a greater then five percent change for both households and employment.
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Table 4
ELUP No-Action Estimates

F LA BI0E ELUP Household IO ELUP Employment

orecast BMC . BMC .
HouseholdDifference| Percent Employment|Difference| Percent
Zone it No-Action Change Beluyinent No-Action Change
2030 2030
Frederick 48,198 48,684 486 1.01 % 119,488 111,543 -7945 -6.65 %
Monocacy 7,370 7,808 438 5.94 % 25,535 24,644 -891 -3.49 %
New Market 26,333 27,195 862 3.27 % 14,098 14,503 405 2.88 %
Poolesville 14,612 15,166 554 3.79 % 6,835 6,920 85 1.25 %
Germantown 47,435 47,801 366 0.77 % 55,952 54,905 -1047 -1.87 %
Potomac 34,114 34,879 765 2.24 % 16,319 16,422 103 0.63 %
Gaithersburg 35,309 35,137 -172 -0.49 % 99,221 98,996 -225 -0.23 %
Montgomery
Village 29,140 29,665 525 1.80 % 37,406 37,144 -262 -0.70 %
Olney 12,690 13,441 751 5.92 % 7,440 7,533 93 1.25 %
Laytonsville 1,656 1,825 169 10.22 % 349 330 -19 -5.42 %
Burtonsville 1,899 2,012 113 5.97 % 2,143 2,121 -22 -1.02 %
Rockville 30,255 32,530 2275 7.52 % 136,594 138,442 1848 1.35 %
Aspen Hill 26,237 27,238 1001 3.81 % 8,562 8,625 63 0.74 %
Cloverly 6,606 6,993 387 5.86 % 2,053 2,037 -16 -0.76 %
Deer Park 9,041 9,237 196 2.17 % 4,765 4,763 2 -0.05 %
Bethesda 80,879 83,097 2218 2.74 % 174,071 179,365 5294 3.04 %
Wheaton 60,110 64,687 4577 7.61 % 110,959 112,003 1044 0.94 %
White Oak 27,230 29,001 1771 6.50 % 38,621 39,630 1009 2.61 %
West
Friendship 16,545 18,493 1948 11.78 % 16,182 16,123 -59 -0.36 %
Fulton 4,752 5,145 393 8.27 % 14,669 14,924 255 1.74 %
Columbia 58,486 66,615 8129 13.90 % 147,046 160,024 12978 8.83 %
Ellicott City 41,937 48,199 6262 14.93 % 72,001 78,359 6358 8.83 %
Catonsville 19,289 19,311 22 0.12 % 27,383 27,364 -19 -0.07 %
Muirkirk 10,358 10,842 484 4.67 % 42,553 38,607 -3946 -9.27 %
Laurel 7,464 8,559 1095 14.67 % 8,489 8,460 -29 -0.35 %
Laurel Pines 11,206 11,759 553 4.93 % 17,855 16,832 -1023 -5.73 %
Beltsville 11,212 11,910 698 6.22 % 26,807 25,118 -1689 -6.30 %
New
Carrollton 58,891 59,312 421 0.72 % 78,586 72,320 -6266 -7.97 %
Inner Prince
George's 163,361 161,226 -2135 -1.31 % 256,809 229,468 -27341 -10.65 %
Clinton 29,760 30,539 779 2.62 % 27,078 25,631 -1447 -535%
Severn 32,294 34,376 2082 6.45 % 64,702 70,098 5396 8.34 %
Hanover 31,443 33,153 1710 5.44 % 106,603 116,257 9654 9.06 %
Odenton 30,724 34,471 3747 12.20 % 21,009 22,644 1635 7.78 %
Washington 304,972 290,748 -14224 -4.66 % 832,142 829,021 -3121 -0.38 %
[ Represents forecast zones which exceed the 5% threshold
Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 40
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Table 5
ELUP Corridor 1 Estimates
ELUP rridor 1 i
Forecast Lo LI01E Housglold . Cl(;erc(l(r)lt EILILE LOLLIOLE . Cl(;Zf‘lc(i(:ll; '
Household . Difference EmploymentEmployment Difference
Zoie No-Action Lo (Wi No-Action | Corridor 1 (Ll

1 (Households) (Employment)
Frederick 48,684 48,501 -182 -0.37 % 111,543 111,031 -512 -0.46 %
Monocacy 7,808 7,911 104 1.33 % 24,644 25,161 517 2.10 %
New Market 27,195 28,259 1,064 3.91 % 14,503 15,276 773 5.33 %
Poolesville 15,166 15,283 117 0.77 % 6,920 6,938 18 0.26 %
Germantown 47,801 49,499 1,699 3.55 % 54,905 57,691 2,785 5.07 %
Potomac 34,879 35,632 753 2.16 % 16,422 16,297 -125 -0.76 %
Gaithersburg 35,137 37,151 2,014 5.73 % 98,996 104,192 5,196 5.25 %
Montgomery
Village 29,665 31,263 1,598 5.39 % 37,144 40,397 3,253 8.76 %
Olney 13,441 14,697 1,256 9.34 % 7,533 8,008 474 6.30 %
Laytonsville 1,825 1,967 142 7.76 % 330 381 51 15.52 %
Burtonsville 2,012 2,624 611 30.38 % 2,121 2,975 854 40.27 %
Rockville 32,530 33,970 1,440 4.43 % 138,442 138,510 68 0.05 %
Aspen Hill 27,238 28,584 1,347 4.94 % 8,625 9,862 1,237 14.34 %
Cloverly 6,993 8,175 1,182 16.91 % 2,037 3,108 1,071 52.55 %
Deer Park 9,237 10,780 1,542 16.70 % 4,763 5,607 845 17.73 %
Bethesda 83,097 83,300 202 0.24 % 179,365 179,430 65 0.04 %
Wheaton 64,687 65,475 788 1.22 % 112,003 114,075 2,072 1.85 %
White Oak 29,001 30,562 1,561 5.38 % 39,630 43,619 3,990 10.07 %
West
Friendship 18,493 18,517 24 0.13 % 16,123 16,196 73 0.45 %
Fulton 5,145 5,418 273 5.31 % 14,924 15,682 758 5.08 %
Columbia 66,615 67,482 867 1.30 % 160,024 161,050 1,026 0.64 %
Ellicott City 48,199 48,244 45 0.09 % 78,359 78,276 -83 -0.11 %
Catonsville 19,311 19,336 25 0.13 % 27,364 27,383 19 0.07 %
Muirkirk 10,842 12,885 2,043 18.85 % 38,607 44,291 5,685 14.72 %
Laurel 8,559 9,750 1,191 13.92 % 8,460 9,600 1,141 13.48 %
Laurel Pines 11,759 13,393 1,634 13.90 % 16,832 19,064 2,232 13.26 %
Beltsville 11,910 12,774 865 7.26 % 25,118 27,263 2,145 8.54 %
New
Carrollton 59,312 59,312 -1 0.00 % 72,320 72,202 -119 -0.16 %
Inner Prince
George's 161,226] 161,584 358 0.22 % 229,468 229,968 500 0.22 %
Clinton 30,539 30,486 -53 -0.17 % 25,631 25,583 -48 -0.19 %
Severn 34,376 35,332 956 2.78 % 70,098 72,172 2,075 2.96 %
Hanover 33,153 33,142 -10 -0.03 % 116,257 115,522 -735 -0.63 %
Odenton 34,471 34,502 31 0.09 % 22,644 22,521 -123 -0.54 %
Washington 290,748 290,206 -542 -0.19 % 829,021 827,886 -1,136 -0.14 %

Represents forecast zones which exceed the 5% threshold
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Table 6

ELUP Corridor 2 Estimates

Forecast . . . Cl(;zl;lc(l(:ll; : e e . gl(’)gﬁ:ﬁ

Zones Househ.old Hous.ehold Difference Change Employrflent Empl(fyment Difference Change
No-Action |Corridor 2 No-Action | Corridor 2
(Household) Employment

Frederick 48,684 48,588 -96 -0.20% 111,543 |110,954 -589 -0.53%
Monocacy 7,808 7,848 40 0.51% 24,644 23,867 =777 -3.15%
New Market 27,195 28,566 1,371 5.04% 14,503 [15,245 742 5.11%
Poolesville 15,166 15,222 56 0.37% 6,920 6,944 24 0.35%
Germantown 47,801 49,062 1,261 2.64% 54,905 | 58,086 3,180 5.79%
Potomac 34,879 35,606 727 2.08% 16,422 (16,291 -131 -0.79%
Gaithersburg 35,137 36,854 1,717 4.89% 98,996 [103,978 4,981 5.03%
Montgomery
Village 29,665 31,243 1,579 5.32% 37,144 |40,108 2,964 7.98%
Olney 13,441 14,654 1,212 9.02% 7,533 |8,015 481 6.39%
Laytonsville 1,825 2,071 246 13.48% 330 [381 51 15.43%
Burtonsville 2,012 3,461 1,449 71.99% 2,121 |3,431 1,310 61.77%
Rockville 32,530 33,664 1,133 3.48% 138,442 |138,501 59 0.04%
Aspen Hill 27,238 28,413 1,175 4.31% 8,625 19,857 1,232 14.28%
Cloverly 6,993 8,227 1,234 17.65% 2,037 13,103 1,066 52.31%
Deer Park 9,237 10,191 953 10.32% 4,763 |5,600 837 17.57%
Bethesda 83,097 83,279 182 0.22% 179,365 (179,430 65 0.04%
Wheaton 64,687 65,501 814 1.26% 112,003 113,912 1,909 1.70%
White Qak 29,001 30,474 1,473 5.08% 39,630 42,141 2,511 6.34%
West
Friendship 18,493 18,433 -60 -0.32% 16,123 (16,023 -100 -0.62%
Fulton 5,145 5,550 405 7.88% 14,924 |15,627 703 4.71%
Columbia 66,615 67,862 1,247 1.87% 160,024 [161,297 1,273 0.80%
Ellicott City 48,199 48,434 235 0.49% 78,359 79,077 718 0.92%
Catonsville 19,311 19,336 25 0.13% 27,364 |27,383 19 0.07%
Muirkirk 10,842 12,756 1,914 17.65% 38,607 |43,523 4,916 12.73%
Laurel 8,559 9,984 1,425 16.65% 8,460 | 9,747 1,288 15.22%
Laurel Pines 11,759 13,314 1,555 13.22% 16,832 |18,809 1,978 11.75%
Beltsville 11,910 12,753 843 7.08% 25,118 |27,161 2,043 8.13%
New
Carrollton 59,312 59,416 104 0.17% 72,320 72,564 244 0.34%
Inner Prince
George's 161,226 161,392 165 0.10% 229,468 | 229,388 -80 -0.03%
Clinton 30,539 30,458 -81 -0.26% 25,631 |25,527 -104 -0.41%
Severn 34,376 35,152 776 2.26% 70,098 | 71,235 1,137 1.62%
Hanover 33,153 32,954 -199 -0.60% 116,257 114,861 -1,396 -1.20%
Odenton 34,471 34,444 -28 -0.08% 22,644 122,436 -208 -0.92%
Washington 290,748 | 290,001 =747 -0.26% 829,021 |826,668 -2,354 -0.28%

[ 1 Represents forecast zones which exceed the 5% threshold
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Summary of Future Land Use

The future 2030 land use assessment is based on planned future development or
transportation projects (as identified by County master plans and the CLRP) as well as other
potential areas that may become developed, but are not currently identified for future 2030
development by the Counties. These other potential development areas have been identified
based on allocations provided by the ELUP (see Section A.5.c.). It should be noted that these
areas represent areas that may become developed based on existing zoning and land use, and
do not represent specific projects. None of these potential areas have been identified or
approved by the Counties or any other regulatory agency.

According to the ELUP households and employment allocation estimates, all three ICC
alternatives under consideration would experience additional development beyond what has
been identified by the counties. The ELUP provided allocations based on an ICC No-Action
Alternative to provide a baseline condition for which to compare the ICC build alternatives.
In general, the advisory group allocations estimated for a No-Action Alternative were greater
than MWCOG’s/BMC’s Round 6.3 forecasts (which are consistent with county land use
scenarios), which suggests that additional development might be likely (beyond what has
been planned by the county) regardless of construction of an ICC.

Several future planned development and transportation projects have been identified within
the 2030 future time frame (Appendix 4 and 5). Please note that there are several
transportation and development projects listed in both the near future and future time frames.
This is a result of projects beginning in the near future time frame and continuing through to
the future time frame. Several small residential, commercial and institutional development
projects are planned in Frederick County. A Town Center and Gateway 270 Corporate Park
have been planned in the Germantown area. Adding additional facilities onto the Shady
Grove Life Sciences Center is proposed in the Gaithersburg area, and White Oak has plans
for a Biotechnology Park as well as increased expansion of the FDA Headquarters complex.
The Clarksburg Towne Center is proposed in the northern portion of Montgomery County.
The majority of other future planned projects are scattered throughout the SCEA boundary.
Approximately 7,700 acres (Appendix 7) of planned development is expected within the
SCEA boundary for the future time frame.

Please note that the future 2030-planned development does not account for future unforeseen
private development projects since the smaller projects that may be related to the private
enterprise have not been fully accounted for. This is because unlike major government
funded capital improvements (including transportation projects) private development projects
are normally undertaken within shorter planning periods. The more major government
funded capital improvements are typically programmed/planned for in advance to initiate
appropriation of needed public funds. Consequently, these smaller private development
projects are not known since the planning for these types of projects has not yet been
initiated. This does not indicate that this type of development will not occur in the future
time frame, however, the extent, size and location of these projects is not known at this time.
Therefore, the total planned future development likely does not completely account for the
future 2030 time frame (for the No-Action time frame).
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Although it is unclear at this time what exactly is proposed in the private development
pipeline (size and location) some general assumptions can be made. After reviewing
household and employment forecasts between the years 2010 through 2030 from MWCOG,
it is clear that considerably more residential development is anticipated than commercial
development.

Based on MWCOG’s projections, forecast zones that anticipate a large amount of residential
development include New Market, Gaithersburg, Germantown, Montgomery Village,
Rockville, Muirkirk and Wheaton. Based on existing zoning, it is likely that New Market,
Germantown, Montgomery Village and Muirkirk would be able to accommodate the
increases in residential development. However, Gaithersburg, Rockville and Wheaton would
likely require redevelopment projects to handle the population estimates. Based on
MWCOG’s employment estimate commercial/industrial development would be much less
than residential. The most significant amounts of commercial/industrial development are
anticipated within the Germantown, Gaithersburg, Rockville and Muirkirk forecast zones.
Existing zoning would likely accommodate the development within Germantown and
Muirkirk, however rezoning and/or redevelopment may be likely within the Rockville and
Gaithersburg forecast zones.

Please refer to Appendix 7 for the estimated acreage of planned development in addition to
additional potential development based on the ELUP suggested estimates for the No-Action,
Corridor 1 and Corridor 2 scenarios by zone, county and for the entire SCEA boundary. In
addition to potential development, this table also highlights the approximate amount of land
(acres) that may require rezoning on currently undeveloped lands. This table also highlights
those zones that may experience redevelopment and the remaining number of households or
jobs that would need to be accommodated. It should be noted that all potential development
acreages derived from the ELUP estimates are to be viewed more a projections of general
development trends, rather than specific predictors of potential development.

No-Action Alternative

In addition to planned projects, and based on ELUP allocation projections for households and
employment, other potential developments were identified under a No-Action Alternative. It
was determined that additional development is likely throughout the SCEA boundary even
without construction of an ICC Alternative, according to the ELUP. Based on ELUP’s
allocations, approximately 2,512 acres of additional potential development (not currently
planned) is expected under the No-Action scenario (Appendix 7). Potentially substantial
residential development is likely to occur in Prince George’s County, in the Laurel area.
Frederick County is also likely to experience other potential future development beyond what
is planned according to the ELUP. In Montgomery County, Rockville and Gaithersburg are
also expected to experience some additional potential development. Other areas of potential
future development are sparsely scattered throughout the SCEA boundary (Figure 7).

Based on the ELUP’s suggested projections for either households or employment, and based
on available land areas to accommodate potential development, the following zones may
experience rezoning pressures of currently undeveloped lands under a No-Action Alternative:
Olney, Laytonsville, Rockville, Cloverly and White Oak. Rezoning of undeveloped lands
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may occur because insufficient land areas currently zoned to handle development were not
able to fully accommodate the number of households or jobs allocated by the ELUP. Based
on ELUP’s allocations, approximately 194 acres could potentially be rezoned under the No-
Action Scenario to accommodate allocations projected by the ELUP (Appendix 7).

Redevelopment would most likely occur within areas that are already highly developed,
which have little undeveloped, vacant parcels, such as White Oak, Wheaton, Aspen Hill and
Rockville. No specific redevelopment areas were identified as part of this effort.

Corridors 1 and 2 (Secondary Development)

The ELUP also established allocations for both Corridor 1 and Corridor 2 Alternatives,
which were then compared to the No-Action allocations (see Section A.5.c.). The difference
between ELUP’s suggested build allocations and No-Action allocations represents household
and employment growth that could potentially occur if an ICC build alternative is selected,
according to the ELUP. Therefore, the additional household and employment growth would
occur “but for” construction of an ICC. Based on the estimates of the ELUP, potential
development areas to accommodate the increase in allocations over the No-Action
Alternative are considered secondary development areas associated with the ICC build
alternatives (Figure 7).

Based on ELUP estimates, secondary development is likely to occur in scattered locations
throughout the SCEA boundary for both alternatives (Figure 7). Much of the potential
secondary development would be similar between zones. According to the ELUP
projections, Burtonsville would likely require approximately 685 acres of land for rezoning
under the Corridor 2 Alternative as compared to approximately 292 for Corridor 1. New
Market and Fulton would also require more secondary development for Corridor 2 in order to
accommodate the ELUP allocations. ELUP’s suggested allocations between build
alternatives were similar for most areas within the SCEA boundary. The areas where the
ELUP’s suggested allocations are substantially different between the two alternatives, and
where there is existing available land zoned to accommodate growth, are consistent with the
areas that would experience more (or less) secondary development. If it was thought that
undeveloped and adequately zoned lands were not available to accommodate ELUP’s
suggested build allocations, then it was assumed that rezoning of undeveloped lands or
redevelopment may occur in those areas.

Based on the ELUP scenarios, potential secondary development would likely occur under
both Corridor 1 and 2 Alternatives throughout the SCEA boundary. According to the
advisory group, for either corridor, both residential and commercial secondary development
is more likely in the western portion of Prince George’s County, in the vicinity of Laurel and
Muirkirk. In Montgomery County, according to the advisory group scenario, it is more likely
to occur within the central portions of the county in the vicinity of Burtonsville, Olney,
Montgomery Village and Cloverly, and within Frederick County, Urbana. Table 7 is a
summary of the advisory group land use estimates, highlighting differences between the two
corridors.
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Table 7
Summary of Advisory Group Land Use Estimates
Greatest Areas of Secondary Development (Acres)

Forecast Zones Corridor 1 Corridor 2
Frederick County
New Market | 580 | 863
Montgomery County
Burtonsville 292 685
Montgomery Village 530 520
Olney 536 506
Cloverly 288 287
Gaithersburg 297 297
Germantown 270 250
Laytonsville 61 112
Prince George’s County
Beltsville 255 245
Laurel Pines 365 348
Muirkirk 1,280 1,130
Howard County
Fulton 140 265
Greatest Difference in Secondary Development between Corridors 1 and 2
Frederick County
New Market | 580 | 863
Howard County
Fulton | 140 | 265
Montgomery County
Burtonsville 292 685
Laytonsville 61 112
Prince George’s County
Muirkirk 1,280 1,130
Areas with the Greatest Potential for Rezoning (Acres)
Montgomery County
Burtonsville 272 685
Olney 276 246
Laytonsville 61 112
Cloverly 287 287
Prince George’s County
Laurel 81 81
Beltsville 130 130
Areas where existing zoning appears sufficient in accommodating Secondary Development
Frederick County
New Market
Howard County
Fulton
Montgomery County
Germantown, Montgomery Village
Prince George’s County
Muirkirk, Laurel Pines
Montgomery County
Gaithersburg, Aspen Hill, Cloverly, Deer Park, White Oak
Prince George’s County
Laurel, Beltsville
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Overall, it appears that Corridor 2 would contribute to more secondary development as
compared to Corridor 1. Based on the ELUP’s estimates, Corridor 2 could anticipate
approximately 5,546 acres of secondary development where Corridor 1 could anticipate
approximately 4,945 acres. The zones under Corridor 2 that anticipate greater amounts of
secondary development include New Market, Fulton, Burtonsville and Laytonsville (Table
7).  Zoning within the New Market and Fulton zones appear to be sufficient in
accommodating the additional secondary development. = However, Burtonsville and
Laytonsville would both require additional undeveloped lands for rezoning (Table 7).

The following zones do not sufficiently accommodate all of ELUP’s Corridor 2 allocations
(for either households or employment): Gaithersburg, Olney, Laytonsville, Burtonsville,
Aspen Hill, Cloverly, Deer Park, White Oak, Laurel and Beltsville. Based on ELUP’s
allocations, approximately 1,578 acres of land could potentially be rezoned in order to
accommodate the additional ELUP allocations for Corridor 2 (Appendix 7). Forecast zones
that would likely require some redevelopment include Gaithersburg, Aspen Hill, Cloverly,
Deer Park, White Oak and Laurel.

Appendix 7 identifies those zones that may require rezoning, and an approximate acreage for
each in order to accommodate the additional ELUP allocations. This appendix also
highlights the zones that would likely undergo some redevelopment. A Corridor 2 selection
would open up Corridor 1 lands planned for an ICC, to other uses.

If Corridor 1 is selected, ELUP estimates that small areas of secondary residential
development might occur that may not occur as a result of Corridor 2. For example, if
Corridor 1 is selected, that could open up available residential land parcels along the Corridor
2 alignment that could become developed, such as evident just west of US 29, in the Cloverly
area. There are several small parcels that have the potential for becoming developed if
Corridor 1 is selected. In addition, ELUP estimates that the Muirkirk area could experience
some additional secondary residential development under the Corridor 1 scenario, as could
Germantown. However, according to M-NCPPC officials a Corridor 1 selection, being in
keeping with Counties’ plans, would make attempted rezonings legally unlikely under the
Maryland Change or Mistake Rule.

It is important to recognize that although this future 2030 assessment considers existing
zoning and land use, the pace and location of future growth will be influenced and controlled
by State and County land use policies, plans and laws. Each county applies a wide range of
growth management techniques to keep development at a pace consistent with transportation
and other necessary infrastructure to accommodate planned growth. According to M-
NCPPC, there would be far greater pressures for land use and zoning changes if Corridor 2
were selected because adopted master Plans and zoning contemplate a highway along
Corridorl; therefore, better tools are in place for enforcing existing zoning and rejecting
development activities that would be inconsistent with the County’s Master Plans and
zoning. If Corridor 2 were selected, the likelihood for development and rezonings would be
greater in the northern area of Montgomery County. This is because under the Maryland
Change or Mistake Rule, individual rezonings are justified where there was a mistake in the
existing zoning or a substantial change in the character of the neighborhood has occurred.
The selection of Corridor 2 would most likely be deemed a change in the character of the
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neighborhoods it would traverse such that zoning reclassifications would be much easier to
obtain. Montgomery County has acknowledged that a Corridor 2 alignment would likely
lead to greater development pressures in the northern area of the county. . In addition, the
selection of Corridor 2 would likely trigger a full Master Plan Amendment for all area and
functional master plans where the selected alternative is significantly different from the
existing master plan.

No-Action Detailed Future Land Use Estimates

The discussion below provides a detailed description per county of the future land use
scenarios anticipated for the year 2030 per ICC alternative suggested by the advisory ELUP.
It also discusses planned development, potential development for the No-Action alignment
and secondary development associated with Corridors 1 and 2. In addition, the results of the
ELUP scenarios are presented based on the amount of potential development available per
zone. Please refer to Figure 7, which represents future land use highlighting planned
transportation and development projects. In addition, it also highlights the potential
development that could potentially be necessary to accommodate the ELUP’s suggested
allocations specific to the No-Action, Corridor 1 and Corridor 2 Alternatives.

Frederick County

No-Action Planned Development

Frederick County within the SCEA boundary is anticipated to experience more changes in
land use than any other county within the SCEA boundary under the No-Action scenario
based on planned developments identified in the future timeframe.

Several school facilities are planned in Frederick County within the SCEA boundary
including an elementary school in Mount Airy, Monrovia High School, Meadow Elementary
and the Ball Road Schools. Several unnamed elementary schools are also anticipated within
the county. These schools would convert forested and agricultural land to institutional use.
Institutional land would also be formed from currently agricultural land with the
development of the Frederick Conference Center and potential Homeland Security Facility
near the northern boundary of the City of Frederick.

Mixed-use land would become more prevalent in Frederick County due to the development
of mixed residential/commercial properties in the vicinity of Mount Airy and the City of
Frederick. Additional land would be converted to residential use due to the development of
two residential properties in the Mount Airy vicinity. Both of these areas would convert
forested and agricultural land to residential, as noted in the Mount Airy Master Plan.

Several future parks were also identified within the county, converting or utilizing currently
agricultural, residential and forested lands for parklands.

Future transportation projects within Frederick County inside the SCEA boundary include
various projects that would improve existing transportation facilities; therefore, only minor
changes to land use are anticipated with these projects. Projects proposing new construction
of transportation facilities in other areas would convert land use to transportation. Such
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anticipated projects include construction of the Christopher Crossing, New Market Collector,
North-South Parallel Road and the North Urbana Interchange at I-270/Park Mills Road.
These projects are anticipated to convert areas of agricultural, forested and residential land to
transportation.

Approximately 1,920 acres of planned development are anticipated within Frederick County
regardless of an ICC alternative. This would account for 25 percent of the total planned
development expected within the SCEA boundary for the Future Time Frame.

No-Action Potential Development

In addition to planned developments, Frederick County is expected to experience land use
changes due to additional development and based on ELUP suggested allocations.

Land for potential development in the future was identified and analyzed in accordance with
the ELUP suggested allocations. Frederick County is anticipated to experience additional
growth regardless of construction of an ICC. Under the No-Action Alternative, agricultural
land could potentially be developed to the west of Kemptown as well as along the MD 75
corridor near Monrovia and Fountain Mills. These developments would accommodate ELUP
allocations for both increased residential and employment developments within the county.
Development of this land to accommodate residential growth may change land use to
residential or mixed-use. To accommodate employment needs, this agricultural land may
change in land use to commercial, industrial or institutional. The New Market zone was the
only zone that fell within the Frederick County portion of the SCEA boundary. For
households, the New Market zone met the ELUP allocation for the amount of developable
residential land.

Approximately 410 acres would be required in order to accommodate the number of
households and jobs allocated by the ELUP within Frederick County for the No-Action
Scenario. This would account for 17 percent of the total potential development that can be
expected for the No-Action alignment.

Montgomery County

No-Action Planned Development

Planned future development in the portion of Montgomery County within the SCEA
boundary is anticipated to consist of residential, commercial, institutional and transportation
developments (Figure 7).

The residential developments of the Warfield property, Kingstead Farm and Burdette Farm
will convert currently agricultural land to residential land use in the vicinity of Damascus in
northeastern Montgomery County. In addition, an area of land currently owned by the
Washington Suburban Sanitation Commission (WSSC) is anticipated to be developed into a
residential community, converting a small area of land from forested to residential in the
Norbeck area.
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Two development sites would convert land to commercial land use. A planned Bio Tech
Park Research Center would convert land that is currently forested with some small industrial
development into commercial property, as defined by the White Oak Master Plan. The
construction of the Gateway 270 Corporate Park in Clarksburg would convert approximately
71 acres of forested land to commercial use. Other proposed commercial development
includes the consolidation of the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) Headquarters in
Silver Spring’s/White Oak area. This property currently consists of fragmented defense
department facilities and will be reconstructed to accommodate FDA’s needs. This land is
currently classified as commercial; therefore, no change in land use is anticipated. One
proposed development, the research, development and administrative facilities for Human
Genome Sciences, Inc., would convert forested land to institutional use in Travilah as stated
in the Potomac Master Plan.

Mixed-use land would be created from the development of three sites in Montgomery
County. Construction of a Life Sciences Center at the intersection of Darnestown and Shady
Grove Roads would convert land from institutional to mixed-use. The Fortune Parc
development (office space, townhomes, apartments) in Rockville would convert forested land
to mixed-use, while the development of the Clarksburg Town Center in Clarksburg would
convert forested and agricultural land to mixed-use.

Future planned transportation projects in Montgomery County are included on Appendix 4.
Many of these transportation projects involve widening or improving existing roadways;
therefore land use would incur only minor potential changes due to these projects. New
construction of transportation facilities would convert land use to transportation use. These
projects are included in Table 8.

Table 8
Anticipated Transportation Facilities to be Newly Constructed in Montgomery County
Project Land Use Converted
From: To:

Extension of Mid County Highway Agricultural Transportation
Forested

Midcounty Highway — From Shady Grove Unknown Transportation

Road to ICC Alignment*

Montrose Parkway West from Tildenwood Forested Transportation

Drive to Old Georgetown Road Institutional
Residential

Purple Line Transit Study from Bethesda to Agricultural Transportation

New Carrollton Commercial (transit)
Forested
Residential

Interchange at Watkins Mill Road Agricultural Transportation
Forested

MD 97/Brookeville Residential Transportation
Parklands

* Further Study Required (Transportation Policy Report 1I)
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Approximately 3,300 acres of planned development are anticipated within Montgomery
County regardless of an ICC alternative. This would account for 43 percent of the total
planned development expected within the SCEA boundary for the Future Time Frame.

No-Action Potential Development

The advisory ELUP suggested that additional residential development in Montgomery
County is likely in Rockville, Aspen Hill, Wheaton and White Oak with lesser amounts
likely in Germantown, Montgomery Village, Olney, Laytonsville, Burtonsville, Cloverly,
and Deer Park forecast zones. Land that would potentially become developed or redeveloped
for residential accommodations in all of these zones would convert forested, agricultural and
open urban land to residential or mixed-use (Figure 7). The additional need for access to
residential areas may require some surrounding land uses to be converted to transportation
use.

Approximately 1,144 acres of development would be required in order to accommodate the
suggested number of households and jobs allocated by the ELUP within Montgomery County
for the No-Action Scenario. This would account for 48 percent of the total potential
development that could occur within the SCEA boundary. This does not account for the
additional acres that would require redevelopment in the Rockville, Aspen Hill, Wheaton and
White Oak forecast zones.

Howard County

No-Action Planned Development

According to ELUP’s suggestions, changes to the land use in Howard County would have
minimal affects based on the planned future development. The Maple Lawn Farms
residential development would convert agricultural land to residential use. The Emerson
residential development would convert forested and agricultural lands to residential use.

One transportation project is anticipated to impact land use in Howard County, the
construction of an interchange at US 29/Gorman-Hopkins Road. This interchange would
convert land to transportation from industrial, commercial, residential, forested and
agricultural use. Other planned transportation projects within the county take place on
existing transportation facilities and are, therefore, anticipated to cause little change to land
use.

Approximately 480 acres of planned development are anticipated within Howard County
regardless of an ICC alternative. This is six percent of the total planned development
expected within the SCEA boundary.

No-Action Potential Development

In addition to previously planned developments, existing undeveloped land that may
experience development in the future timeframe was identified and analyzed in accordance
with ELUP suggested allocations for household and employment growth.
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Along US 29, a large forested area of land just southwest of the MD 32 interchange, and a
small-forested area just north of the Scaggsville Road interchange would potentially be
developed. An agricultural section of land south of the planned Maple Lawn Farms
residential community would also be possibly available for development. Development
located on the larger forested land or the large agricultural land would convert land use in
these areas to residential or mixed-use. Development of the smaller forested area north of
Scaggsville Road would convert land to commercial, industrial or institutional use.

The Fulton forecast zone was the only zone that fell within the portion of Howard County
that is incorporated in the SCEA boundary. Approximately 170 acres would be required in
order to accommodate the number of households and jobs allocated by the ELUP within
Howard County for the No-Action Scenario. This would account for six percent of the total
potential development that could occur within the SCEA boundary for the No-Action
alignment.

Prince George’s County

No-Action Planned Development

According to the advisory ELUP, changes to land use in the future timeframe in Prince
George’s County would be primarily due to transportation projects. The majority of
transportation projects identified in the future time frame in entail improvements to existing
facilities. These developments are anticipated to have only minor impacts on land use.
Projects anticipated to cause land use changes due to the construction of new transportation
facilities include the extension of Old Baltimore Pike, the Purple Line transit study, and
interchanges at [-95/Contee Road and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway/Greenbelt Road.
These developments would convert forested, agricultural, residential and commercial land to
transportation use.

The FDA Headquarters consolidation project was also identified in the future time frame in
Prince George’s County. The FDA Headquarters, as previously stated, currently consists of
fragmented federal facilities and will be consolidated to accommodate the FDA’s needs.
This area lies within Prince George’s and Montgomery Counties, but will not change land
use. The facility will be consolidated on land previously occupied by the FDA and will,
therefore, remain as commercial.

Approximately 1,600 acres of planned development are anticipated within Prince George’s
County regardless of an ICC alternative. This would account for 21 percent of the total
planned development expected for the Future Time Frame.

No-Action Potential Development

Land available to accommodate additional potential development is located primarily in the
northwest portion of the county near the 1-95 corridor. This land may experience residential
development growth. This development would convert currently forested or agricultural land
use to residential or mixed-use. Although this area of Prince George’s County is already
highly developed, available undeveloped land could accommodate predicted growth in each
forecast zone. Rezoning is available in the northwestern quadrant of the area where forested
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land currently exists; however, this area is primarily residential and is not likely to be
rezoned for commercial development. Other large areas that could potentially be developed
include large forested areas in the Ammendale and Calverton vicinities and within Konterra.
Some smaller sections of land for potential development are scattered throughout the
northwestern portion of the county.

A total of four forecast zones exist within the Prince George’s portion of the SCEA boundary
and each of those four met the ELUP suggested allocations for the amount of developable
land required to accommodate growth for households in the No-Action Scenario.

The ELUP suggested allocations for employment in the No-Action scenario indicate a
decrease in jobs for each of the above four zones. Therefore, developable land for
employment would not be necessary for the No-Action Alternative.

Approximately 792 acres would be required in order to accommodate the number of
households and jobs allocated by the ELUP within Prince George’s County for the No-
Action Scenario. This would account for 30 percent of the total potential development that is
expected for the Future Time Frame within the SCEA boundary.

Anne Arundel and Carroll Counties

No planned or potential developments were identified in the future time frame in Anne
Arundel or Carroll County inside the SCEA boundary.

Washington D.C.

No-Action Planned Development

Within Washington D.C. there is one proposed planned development project along the
eastern portion of the Anacostia River. Plans for Poplar Point include a large water front
park supported by a mix of development, cultural destinations, environmentally restored
areas and community-serving amenities.

Approximately 360 acres of planned development are anticipated within Washington D.C.
regardless of an ICC alternative. This would account for five percent of the total planned
development expected within the SCEA boundary for the Future Time Frame.

No-Action Potential Development

No potential development of vacant land is expected in the future time frame for Washington
D.C.

Corridor 1 Detailed Future Land Use Assessment

Planned development projects discussed above will also occur under the Corridor 1 scenario.
In addition to these developments and based on ELUP suggested allocation projections for
households and employment, other potential secondary development may occur under the
build alternatives. Land available to accommodate these developments was identified and
analyzed for possible changes in land use patterns.
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Frederick County

In addition to the previously discussed planned projects, additional secondary residential
development is estimated by ELUP in Frederick County. Under the Corridor 1 scenario this
development could be accommodated primarily in the Kemptown vicinity near the
Montgomery County boundary along Fingerboard Road. These agricultural and forested
lands would provide sufficient developable area to accommodate ELUP allocations for future
households. Development to accommodate increasing households would convert the land to
residential or mixed-use.

With the selection of Corridor 1, secondary development to accommodate increase in
employment could potentially be located on either side of I-70, near New Market.
Development for this reason would likely convert land to commercial, industrial or
institutional use. Land in this vicinity is primarily agricultural, with some forested use.

Approximately 580 acres are estimated for secondary development by the ELUP within
Frederick County for additional residential and employment growth under the Corridor 1
Alternative (Appendix 7). This would account for 11 percent of the total secondary
development, which could potentially occur under the Corridor 1 Alternative.

Montgomery County

Future land use under the Corridor 1 Alternative is similar to the No-Action Alternative;
however, some additional development is likely based on the suggested allocation results
from the advisory ELUP. Please refer to Figure 7 for locations.

Based on ELUP’s suggested allocations, approximately 2,197 acres may be required for
secondary development within Montgomery County for additional residential and
employment growth under the Corridor 1 Alternative (Appendix 7). This would account for
46 percent of the total secondary development, which could potentially occur under the
Corridor 1 Alternative according to the ELUP.

Howard County

In Howard County, secondary development under the Corridor 1 ELUP scenario may occur
in three locations along US 29. Between the planned Maple Lawn Farms residential
community and US 29 lie two areas of undeveloped land; one forested and one agricultural.
The small-forested area may be developed for employment purposes, converting that forested
land to commercial, industrial or institutional. The agricultural section of land may be
developed for residential or mixed-use. The planned transportation improvements in this
vicinity (Sanner Road and the Hopkins/Gorman interchange, Figure 7) are anticipated to
further support secondary development in that area.

A third area of forested land located along the Rocky Gorge at the Montgomery County
boundary was identified as another area that may experience secondary development
pressures. This area lies within the T. Howard Duckett Watershed Property and would likely
remain undeveloped.
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Approximately 140 acres are estimated by ELUP for secondary development within Howard
County for additional residential and employment growth under the Corridor 1 Alternative
(Appendix 7). This would account for three percent of the total secondary development,
which could potentially occur under the Corridor 1 Alternative.

Prince George’s County

Residential and commercial secondary development are likely to occur in Prince George’s
County according to the advisory ELUP, although a greater amount of land is available for
residential development than for employment. The Muirkirk area is anticipated by ELUP to
experience the most secondary development as compared to other areas in the SCEA
boundary.

Land potentially available development, based on the ELUP suggested results, exists in the
northwestern region of the County, primarily along the I-95 and US 1 corridors in Laurel,
Muirkirk and Laurel Pines. This land is primarily forested with some agricultural areas
interspersed. Other areas of potential secondary development are distributed throughout the
northwestern region, outside the I-495 corridor. Development of this land would convert
forested or agricultural land to commercial, industrial or institutional use throughout these
corridors, as well as to residential or mixed-use in the vicinity of Konterra.

Based on ELUP’s suggested allocations, approximately 2,028 acres are available for
secondary development within Prince George’s County for additional residential and
employment growth under the Corridor 1 Alternative to accommodate allocations projected
by the ELUP (Appendix 7). This would account for 40 percent of the total secondary
development, which could potentially occur under the Corridor 1 Alternative.

Anne Arundel and Carroll Counties

ELUP suggested allocations did not require the identification of land for potential secondary
development within this portion of the SCEA area.

Washington D.C.

ELUP suggested allocations did not require the identification of land for potential secondary
development within this portion of the SCEA area.

Corridor 2 Detailed Future Land Use Assessment

Frederick County

According to ELUP land use changes under a Corridor 2 scenario would be very similar to
Corridor 1 with one notable difference. While undeveloped land available for development
occurs in the same agricultural and forested areas near Kemptown and New Market, under
this scenario, additional land is available for development along the I-70 corridor west of
Mount Airy. If this land were developed in the future, it would likely be due to pressures for
employment associated with the selection of Corridor 2. Land use in this area is currently
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forested, but would likely be converted to commercial, industrial or institutional. All ELUP
suggested allocations for the Corridor 2 scenario could be accommodated.

In general, ELUP estimated that secondary development in Frederick County inside the
SCEA boundary would primarily be located south of I-70, in the southeastern portion of the
county. The largest area of land available for potential secondary development under either
build scenario is located in the Kemptown region on either side of Fingerboard Road near the
Montgomery County boundary. Area just west of this region would be the largest area likely
to accommodate future development under the No-Action Alternative.

Available land for development does not appear to be substantially different under the
Corridor 1 and Corridor 2 advisory group scenarios in the portion of Frederick County within
the SCEA boundary. The potential for secondary residential development in one area,
forested land west of Mount Airy along I-70, is the only additional secondary development
area that was not identified for Corridor 1. Corridor 2 appears to accommodate more future
residential development than Corridor 1, due to this additional area. Both build scenarios are
estimated to accommodate development near Kemptown and New Market, as well as in some
smaller forested areas to the west along I-70.

Frederick County within the SCEA boundary appears to have sufficient land overall to
accommodate development needs due to planned projects, as well as secondary development
under each ICC alternative, with no rezoning or redevelopment pressures anticipated in the
future time frame.

Approximately 863 acres (15 percent) are anticipated for secondary development within
Frederick County for additional residential and employment growth under the Corridor 2
Alternative (Appendix 7), 283 acres is more than what is anticipated for Corridor 1 according
to the ELUP.

Montgomery County

The most land available in Montgomery County for secondary residential development under
Corridor 2 according to the advisory ELUP is in Montgomery Village, Germantown,
Gaithersburg, and Olney forecast zones, with most ELUP estimated residential development
located in the Gaithersburg and Montgomery Village zones.

Potential development locations for secondary employment growth under the Corridor 2
ELUP scenario in Montgomery County are similar to the Corridor 1 scenario. Land available
for potential secondary development to accommodate employment needs is nearly entirely
forested land located along the 1-270 and I-370 Corridors in Germantown and Montgomery
Village, with most development pressures anticipated in these zones as well as Gaithersburg.

Development to accommodate employment needs would convert primarily agricultural or
forested lands to commercial, institutional or industrial. Access to these facilities may cause
additional land to be converted to transportation use.

According to the advisory group, land potentially developable in Montgomery County under
the Corridor 1 and 2 scenarios is very similar. Corridor 2 provides more land for residential
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development due to small areas of land available under the Corridor 2 scenario in the vicinity
of the Corridor 1 alignment. Other primary differences between land availability in the two
corridors are evident in the vicinity of the Burtonsville/Cloverly/Deer Park forecast zones
intersect. Some areas of land in this region could potentially be developed for residential
property under the No-Action or Corridor 1 scenario only.

Differences between potential commercial land developments under the ELUP Corridors
scenarios in Montgomery County are minor. Three small areas of difference would be
developable for commercial development under only one of the two Corridors, western
Montgomery Village and southern Burtonsville, under Corridor 1, and eastern Germantown,
under Corridor 2.

Potential rezoning areas are significantly higher for the ELUP Corridor 2 scenario then they
are for the ELUP Corridor 1 scenario. Burtonsville and Laytonsville would require much
more land for rezoning to fully accommodate the ELUP allocations (Figure 7).

Based on ELUP’s estimates, approximately 2,570 acres (47 percent) could be available for
secondary development within Montgomery County for additional residential and
employment growth under the Corridor 2 Alternative (Appendix 7), 373 acres more than
what is anticipated for Corridor 1. This difference can be attributed to the additional land
required for rezoning.

Howard County

According to ELUP estimates, potential secondary development in Howard County under the
Corridor 2 scenario would be located in locations similar to those under Corridor 1. Two
small areas of exception include a small forested and agricultural area west of US 29. These
areas are surrounded by mixed-use and residential land. They would likely be converted into
the same type of development.

According to ELUP’s suggestions, these areas are the only areas potentially available for
development under Corridor 2 only. Areas identified for potential development are identical
under each build corridor with this exception. In general, future potential development in the
portion of Howard County within the SCEA boundary would lie along the US 29 corridor.
ELUP estimated allocations would be sufficiently accommodated by these areas, therefore
rezoning or redevelopment would not be anticipated due to construction of an ICC.

Approximately 265 acres (five percent) are anticipated for secondary development within
Howard County for additional residential and employment growth under the Corridor 2
Alternative (Appendix 7). This is 125 acres more then what is estimated by ELUP for
Corridor 1.
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Prince George’s County

According to ELUP estimates, potential secondary development under the Corridor 2
scenario in Prince George’s County is anticipated to be similar to that under Corridor 1.
Several small areas are available for potential secondary residential development under either
Corridor 1 or 2 only; however, most of these areas are small and do not significantly change
the anticipated use of land due to secondary development except within the vicinity of
Konterra.

Overall, potential future development would remain in the northwestern portion of the county
near the I-95/US 1 corridors. Potential residential secondary development could be
accommodated with available land more sufficiently than commercial development;
however, each build scenario may require some rezoning to fully accommodate ELUP
estimated growth projections. Land may be required to be rezoned in the most northwestern
portion of the county, near the Montgomery/Howard County intersect for either build
scenario.

Based on ELUP’s suggested allocations, approximately 1,849 acres (32 percent) are
anticipated for secondary development within Prince George’s County for additional
residential and employment growth under the Corridor 2 (Appendix 7). This is 179 acres less
than what is anticipated by the advisory group under the Corridor 1 scenario.

Anne Arundel and Carroll Counties

ELUP allocations did not require the identification of land for potential secondary
development within this portion of the SCEA area.

Washington D.C.

ELUP allocations did not require the identification of land for potential secondary
development within this portion of the SCEA area.

6. Summary of Secondary and Cumulative Effects

This section describes the potential secondary and cumulative effects to environmental
resources within the SCEA geographical boundary and associated with an ICC project.
Secondary and cumulative effects were assessed for the past (from about 1964 to present),
present/near future (present to 2010) and future (2010 to 2030) time frames (In 1964, the
M-NCPPC adopted the General Plan “On Wedges and Corridors” and the Capitol Beltway
opened).

Secondary effects include indirect impacts, which are caused by the action (i.e., construction
of an ICC build alternative), and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still
reasonably foreseeable. Secondary effects may include growth-inducing effects and other
effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth
rate. The time frame used for the assessment of reasonably foreseeable secondary impacts
was 2030, which is the design year for the project (and also the time frame for which ELUP
allocations were projected). The ELUP suggest that secondary effects are likely to result in
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certain areas within the SCEA boundary from either ICC build alternative, and that the extent
of secondary effects would be similar between the two ICC build corridors.

According to M-NCPPC, the planning and land use agency for Montgomery and Prince
George’s Counties, secondary development would be much better controlled under a
Corridor 1 scenario then a Corridor 2 scenario. This is because Corridor 1 best resembles
their Master Plans and would be consistent with the planned and orderly growth as developed
in these plans. If Corridor 1 were selected, proven tools are in place to enforce existing
zoning and reject proposed development activities inconsistent with existing zoning and
Master Plans. In most cases, the results from the ELUP do not reflect that consideration
based on comparison of suggested allocations between the two corridors. The resource
impact assessments are based on results from the ELUP, and, therefore, impacts associated
with Corridor 1 secondary development would represent greater impacts than M-NCPPC
would anticipate based on its experience and ability to control development pressures if
Corridor 1 is selected (which would result in less resource impacts).

Cumulative effects to resources include impacts on the environment which would
conceivably result from the incremental impact of the ICC project when added to other past,
present and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-
Federal) or person undertakes such actions. Therefore, cumulative effects would include all
past impacts that have occurred within the ICC SCEA boundary, impacts associated with the
ICC project itself, and all present/near future and future 2030 planned projects (including
transportation and county-approved development projects). In addition, secondary
development impacts contribute to the overall cumulative effects. The following resource
impact sections discuss past, present and future projects that have or would likely contribute
to cumulative effects to resources. For example, MD 28/198 and Contee Road transportation
projects have associated impacts that contribute to overall cumulative resource effects within
the ICC SCEA boundary. Numerous projects contribute to cumulative impacts and are
referenced throughout the SCEA analysis if specific impact information/computations were
available.

Overall, given the growth of the National Capital region, substantial development is expected
in the future 2030 time frame. Therefore, cumulative effects are anticipated to result
regardless of what ICC alternative is selected. ELUP’s estimates suggests that under the No-
Action Alternative, approximately 33,778 acres of development is estimated; Corridor 1
development is estimated at 40,095 acres; Corridor 2 is estimated at 41,144. The acreage of
development difference between the No-Action and the build alternatives represents the
approximate acreage of anticipated secondary development for each of the build corridors. It
is important to note that these computations are based on suggested results from the advisory
ELUP and should be viewed more as projections of general development trends, rather than
specific predictors of potential development.  These computations do not reflect M-
NCPPC’s experience and ability to control development pressures under a Corridor 1 versus
Corridor 2 scenario. Corridor 1 generally follows local planning and zoning policies while
Corridor 2 does not.

Overall, cumulative effects to natural, socio-economic and cultural resources have occurred
within the SCEA geographical boundary due to substantial land use changes associated with
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increased growth within the region. Land has been developed and urbanized over time to
accommodate the rapid and continuous population and employment increases this area has
experienced since 1964. The first Metrorail station in Montgomery County opened in 1978,
and lines and stations continued to open in Montgomery and Prince George’s County during
the 1980°s and 1990°s. Based on ELUP estimates, this area will continue to increase in both
population and employment through 2030. As a result of land use changes including
redevelopment, associated environmental resource impacts have occurred throughout this
region’s watersheds and communities. In general, although resource impacts will continue
into the future 2030 time frame, the pace and extent of those impacts will not be as
substantial as compared to past effects. This is largely due to the fact that growth is not
expected to continue at the same rate as in the past. In addition, many environmental
resources are better protected than in the past due to more stringent federal, state and local
environmental laws and regulations. It should also be noted that although negative impacts
have occurred within this area, there have also been substantial positive developments
associated with the growth and land use changes, particularly relating to the socio-economic
environment. Since the 1964 time frame, communities have formed and become established,
which has created a sense of community and cohesion among and between communities in
this area. In addition, many businesses have settled into this region, providing high-paying
jobs and benefiting the local and regional economies. The following sections will describe
specific environmental resource impacts that have occurred in the past, and that may be
experienced in the near future and future 2030 time frames.

a. Past Impacts

Past impacts are based primarily upon land use changes from 1964 to the present time frame
for the individual resource assessments described in the following sections. The most
substantial land use changes and associated environmental impacts have occurred in the
eastern-central portion of Montgomery County within the SCEA boundary. This area
includes Aspen Hill, Olney, Rockville, Germantown, Gaithersburg and Montgomery Village
(primarily within the Upper Rock Creek, North Branch Rock Creek, and Seneca Creek
watersheds). Portions of Frederick County within the SCEA boundary have also experienced
substantial residential growth, including the City of Frederick and Urbana and the
southeastern portion of the county in the Monocacy River Watershed. The small portion of
Howard County within the SCEA boundary has also undergone extensive development. This
area coincides with portions of the Little and Middle Patuxent River Watersheds.

b. Near Future Impacts

Present to near future (2010) impacts are based upon an overlay analysis of planned near
future development or transportation projects with existing land use/existing resources.
Resource impacts that would potentially result from these near future projects will be
considered in the overall assessment of cumulative effects to resources as none of the
identified near future planned projects are directly dependent on construction of an ICC build
alternative; therefore, none of these projects are considered secondary development. It has
been determined that these projects are proposed regardless of an ICC selected alternative.
Resource impacts anticipated during the near future time frame would be similar between the
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No-Action, Corridor 1 and Corridor 2 alternatives, with the exception of the impact
differences associated with the ICC direct project impacts.

Planned projects that are proposed within the present to near future time frame total
approximately 23,617 acres (Appendix 3). Certain areas will undergo substantial near future
development as compared to other areas within the SCEA boundary. Substantial near future
development is proposed within the eastern portion of Montgomery County, along the US 29
corridor, near Fairland and Burtonsville (Rocky Gorge Dam Watershed and Little Paint
Branch Watershed). The Cloverly, White Oak and Olney areas, within the Paint Branch and
Northwest Branch watersheds, also show substantial development in the near future time
frame. Gaithersburg and Germantown, within the Potomac River Montgomery County and
Seneca Creek watersheds, respectively, also show substantial near future development. The
Fulton and Scaggsville areas, within portions of the Lower and Middle Patuxent River
watersheds of Howard County, show planned growth in the near future, as does the Urbana
area of Frederick County (Lower Monocacy River).

Impacts to resources in the near future time frame will correlate to the areas expected to
experience the greatest land use changes. This is because greater development increases the
population in those areas, impacts forests and other wildlife habitat areas and increases the
amount of impervious surface within watersheds. Increased population can lead to
community impacts relating to increased traffic congestion and quality of life impacts.
Increased impervious surface has the potential to diminish the quality of watersheds,
including water quality and wildlife and fisheries habitat. More detailed information
regarding proposed near future projects will be described in the following section.

c. Future Impacts

The future 2030 impact assessment is based on planned future development or transportation
projects (as identified by county Master Plans and the CLRP) as well as other potential areas
that may become developed (as identified by the ELUP), but are not currently identified for
future 2030 development by the Counties. Future impacts to specific resources will be based
on the location and extent of future development expected within the SCEA boundary.
Please note that resource impacts in the future 2030 time frame may include smaller private
development projects that have not fully been accounted for. These smaller projects are not
known at this time since these types of private development projects typically have shorter
planning time frames, and planning has therefore not yet been initiated. The extent, size and
location of these projects is not known at this time.

The advisory ELUP households and employment allocation estimates suggested that all three
ICC alternatives under consideration would experience additional development beyond what
has been identified by the Counties. Therefore, cumulative impacts to resources are
anticipated even under the No-Action Alternative.
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No-Action Alternative

In addition to planned projects, and based on ELUP allocation estimates for households and
employment, other potential developments were identified under a No-Action Alternative. It
was determined by ELUP that additional development is likely throughout the SCEA
boundary even without construction of an ICC. The highest concentrations of development
for Montgomery County in the future 2030 time frame are anticipated in Germantown
(Seneca Creek watershed), Gaithersburg and Rockville (Potomac River Montgomery County
primarily), Wheaton (Rock Creek), and White Oak (Paint Branch). Substantial development
is also expected in the Urbana area of Frederick County, within the Lower Monocacy River
watershed, in the Fulton area of Howard County, within the Middle and Little Patuxent River
watersheds, and throughout most of the Prince George’s County area within the SCEA
boundary (Upper Patuxent River and Little Paint Branch watersheds). These areas will
experience the greatest resource impacts in the future time frame (regardless of an ICC
alternative) due to anticipated land use changes, increased populations, as well as stresses to
the natural environment resulting from decrease of forest and increase of impervious surfaces
within these watersheds and related to the extent of development that currently exists within
these areas.

Corridors 1 and 2 (Secondary Development)

The amount of secondary development associated with construction of an ICC is estimated
by the advisory ELUP to range from approximately 4,945 acres for Corridor 1 to 5,546 acres
for Corridor 2 (as explained above, M-NCPPC officials expect Corridor 2 to have far greater
secondary effects because of strong planning and zoning policies and laws). These estimates
are in addition to what is planned for the No-Action Alternative. In general, under the
ELUP’s scenario the areas that would undergo substantial secondary development for either
Corridor 1 or 2 include New Market in Frederick County (Lower Monocacy), Burtonsville
(Rocky Gorge), Montgomery Village, Olney, Laytonsville and Clovery (Rock Creek, Rocky
Gorge and Paint Branch) in Montgomery County, and Beltsville and Muirkirk in Prince
George’s County (Little Paint and Indian Creek). The ELUP estimates secondary
development would be greater for Corridor 2 in the New Market area, with approximately
283 acres of more development estimated by ELUP, which may contribute to greater
environmental impacts in that area as compared to Corridor 1. Similarly, the Burtonsville
area is expected to undergo greater secondary development within the Rocky Gorge
watershed under the Corridor 2 Alternative as compared to Corridor 1 (685 acres for Corridor
2 and 292 acres for Corridor 1). The difference of approximately 393 acres in this area
would likely contribute to greater environmental impacts. It should be noted that this area is
currently not highly developed, and is not zoned to absorb substantial development today.
The anticipated future development is based on suggested allocations from the ELUP, and if
this development occurs, the Rocky Gorge watershed would undergo impacts to wildlife and
fisheries habitat, and may potentially impact water quality by the decrease of forested lands
and the increase of impervious area. Corridor 2 would also be more impactive to the
Laytonsville area, also within the Rocky Gorge watershed (61 acres for Corridor 1 compared
to 110 acres for Corridor 2). Please note that potential development associated with
potentially rezoning areas was used as a conservative assessment of secondary impacts to
resources. County Master Plans are in place in order manage growth, therefore the extent of
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rezoning may be overestimated assuming that the County's are able to manage and control
development consistent with existing zoning and Master Plans.

7. Detailed Secondary and Cumulative Effects Per Resource
a. Residential/Business Communities

Secondary and Cumulative impacts to residential and business communities will occur within
the SCEA boundary. Planned development slated to occur regardless of an ICC would result
in additional traffic congestion on local roadways, increased noise levels and diminished
visual quality by removing forested areas. The planned potential developments are
consistent with County master plans and correspond to the surrounding land uses.

Secondary development as a result of construction of Corridor 1 or Corridor 2 would add
additional impacts to residential and business communities. Secondary development is
anticipated for both build scenarios, although the anticipated growth areas differ. Corridor 1
anticipates growth to occur within the southern portion of the ICC study area, which would
rely in part on redevelopment. Corridor 2 anticipates secondary development within the
northern portion of the ICC study area, relying mostly on rezoning. This would have a
greater impact on communities within this area because Corridor 2 is not consistent with
Montgomery and Prince George’s counties’ Master Plans; therefore, communities and land
uses within this area have not planned for the construction of it. Corridor 1 would be less
impactive since an ICC along this corridor is included in the Master Plan and land use
patterns and the existing surrounding communities are aware of the Master Plan/Corridor 1
alignment and zoned and developed accordingly.

Corridors 1 and 2 both link two key PFA boundaries along I-270 and I-95; however, portions
of both corridors fall outside of a PFA boundary, substantially more of Corridor 2 than of
Corridor 1 (Figure 2). In cases where proposed projects are not fully proposed within PFA
boundaries but connect PFAs, approval from the Board of Public Works is required. Of the
proposed 18-mile Corridor 1 alignment, three sections fall outside of a PFA. One section
extends from just east of the I-370/Shady Grove Road interchange to just east of MD
97/Georgia Avenue interchange, a distance of approximately four miles. The second is
within the Northwest Branch Recreational Park, a distance of approximately 0.5 mile. The
third section is located along Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley Park, from MD 650/New
Hampshire Avenue to west of US 29/Columbia Pike, a distance of approximately 1.6 miles.
In total, approximately 6.5 miles, or 36 percent, along Corridor 1 falls outside of a PFA. MD
97/Georgia Avenue is the only interchange along Corridor 1 that is completely outside of a
PFA (though it lies between to nearby PFAs). The MD 650/New Hampshire Avenue
interchange is partially outside of a PFA. At this location the area west of MD 650 is within
a PFA, and the area east of MD 650 is outside of a PFA.

Of the proposed 20-mile Corridor 2 alignment, one main section falls outside of a PFA
boundary. This section is approximately 13 miles in length, or 65 percent of Corridor 2, and
extends from just east of the 1-370/Shady Grove Road interchange to east of US 29 at Sandy
Spring Road. Several proposed interchanges along Corridor 2 fall outside of a PFA
boundary, including MD 97/Georgia Avenue, MD 182/Layhill Road, MD 650/New
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Hampshire Avenue, and US 29/Columbia Pike. MDP, SHA and MDOT will perform the
analysis of the proposed alternatives to determine the connecting PFA’s status of the Build
Alternatives in accordance with Section 5-7B-05 of the Annotated Code of Maryland.

Potential development that could occur under the No-Action Alternative would require
approximately 2,512 acres of land according to the ELUP estimates. Of the potential
development required, approximately 81 percent falls within the PFA. Under Corridor 1,
approximately 4,945 acres would be required for potential development. Approximately 72
percent of the potential development would fall inside the PFA. Under Corridor 2,
approximately 5,546 acres of land would be required for potential development. Of this, 64
percent falls within the PFA.

Past

Communities and businesses have developed since the past time frame in response to
regional development projects such as the opening/expansion of [-495, 1-95 (in Prince
George’s County) I-270 (in Montgomery County) and the Washington Metro as well as
population growth and expansion of government facilities. Numerous developments have
occurred also in the surrounding counties that have influenced growth in the past time frame.

Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties

During the past time frame, residential and business communities flourished in areas
surrounding Washington D.C., which may likely have been attributed to the expansion of the
federal government. Tracts of land that were easily served by utilities and offered direct
access to the city were quickly developed. Growth then spread further out, following no
particular pattern except what was dictated by the existing road and sewage facilities (1964
General Plan).

Residences in Montgomery and Prince George’s counties were primarily detached, single
family homes. There were approximately 140,488 single-family homes in 1960, which
housed 75 to 80 percent of the total population. The rise in population in Montgomery and
Prince George’s counties ultimately increased the need for multi-family housing, particularly
apartments. In response to the rapid residential increase, commercial development increased.
Much of the commercial development consisted of retail sales (e.g., barber shops, hotels,
credit agencies, etc.); however, the majority of the job force/employment centers servicing
these populations were located within Washington D.C.

Anne Arundel County

The emergence of the National Security Agency (NSA) spurred additional residential and
commercial development within eastern Anne Arundel County. NSA is one of the largest
employers in the state of Maryland (National Security Agency). In 1957, NSA consolidated
its headquarters operations at the Fort George G. Meade military base (National Security
Agency).

In addition to the opening of the NSA, the BWI Airport, formally called the Friendship
Airport, resulted in commercial and business development in the surrounding area. The
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Baltimore Aviation Commission selected a 3,200-acre site near Friendship Church in Anne
Arundel County, ten miles south of Baltimore and 30 miles north of Washington D.C. and in
1950, the Friendship Airport (now BWI) was opened.

The opening of 1-97, a vital link between Baltimore and Annapolis, has supplied economic
growth and development in the county. Since opening in 1987, it has become a key
north/south highway in the county, with volumes approaching 50,000 vehicles per day
(Odenton Small Area Master Plan).

Howard County

In August 1965, Howard County adopted a "New Town District" zoning ordinance and
granted zoning for Columbia's development (Howard County Office of Planning). The city
of Columbia is the most substantial development project within Howard County. It consists
of both residential and commercial development and was created to provide jobs, recreation,
shopping and health care, industrial development, and a broad range of housing choices.

Carroll County

1964 marked the adoption of Carroll County’s Master Plan and first Water and Sewer Master
Plan. Both plans emphasized the county’s development pattern for future decades.

Frederick County

The 1960's marked the beginning of sprawling low-density development patterns supported
by suburban-standard zoning regulations. This development trend continued throughout the
1970's and into the 1980's.

Transportation networks changed in response to the economic and population trends
Following World War II. In the 1970's, the Interstate Highway system began to replace or
supplement highway arterials. Interstate 70, connecting with Baltimore, followed generally
the same route as US 40 from east to west across the county and 1-270 extended through the
southeastern corner of the county to the Washington metropolitan area. This corridor
provided transportation to the population moving outward from Washington D.C.

Present and Near Future

The assessment of direct impacts on communities within the ICC study area showed both
adverse impacts as well as benefits (See Section IV.B.3. in the DEIS or the Community
Impact Assessment (CIA) Technical Document for details). Various types of land use
changes to transportation and changes to economic conditions are expected to occur under
either of the build alternatives. Communities along Corridor 1 would mainly be affected by
visual impacts (Table 9). Residential displacements along Corridor 1 would also occur,
however they would vary depending on the combination of options. Communities along
Corridor 2 could potentially be impacted mostly by residential displacements and community
cohesion issues (Table 9). Residential displacements along Corridor 2 would also vary
depending on the combination of options.
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Table 9
Impacts to Communities From the Build Alternatives
Alternative Impact

Corridor 1 | Corridor 2
Sycamore Acres Residential Displacement
Community Cohesion Impacts
v v Acgess Impacts

Noise Impacts

Visual Impacts

Park Impacts

Longmead Residential Displacement

v Noise Impacts

Visual Impacts

Parkside Estates Noise Impacts

v v Visual Impacts

Park Impacts

Redland Residential Displacement
Park Impacts

Community Type of Impact

Stonegate v Community Facility Impacts

Saddle Creek v Residential Displacement

Calverton Residential Displacement
Community Cohesion Impacts
v Access Impacts

Noise Impacts

Visual Impacts

Park Impacts
Mayfair/Muirkirk 4 4 Residential Displacement

Muncaster Manor/Bowie Residential Displacement
Mill Estates v v Community Cohesion Impacts
Noise Impacts

Muncaster Mill View Residential Displacement

v v Community Cohesion Impacts
Visual Impacts

Colesville Residential Displacement
Isolation Impacts

v Noise Impacts

Visual Impacts

Park Impacts

Colesville Farms/Paint \Visual Impacts

Branch Farms Park Impacts

Bel Pre Manor Noise Impacts

v Visual Impacts

Park Impacts

Spring Oak Estates Residential Displacement
Community Cohesion Impacts
v Noise Impacts

Visual Impacts

Park Impacts

Oakdale Noise Impacts

4 v Visual Impacts

Park Impacts
Maydale/Gum Springs Noise Impacts

v Visual Impacts

Park Impacts
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Table 9

Impacts to Communities From the Build Alternatives

Community

Alternative Impact

Corridor 1

Corridor 2

Type of Impact

Fairland Community

Residential Displacement
Community Cohesion Impacts

v .
Noise Impacts
Visual Impacts
Avonshire Residential Displacement
v Noise Impacts
Visual Impacts
Tanglewood Noise Impacts
v .
Visual Impacts
Greencastle Manor Residential Displacement
Community v Noise Impacts
Visual Impacts
Park Impacts
Greencastle-Burtonsville Residential Displacement
Community v Community Cohesion Impacts

Noise Impacts
Visual Impacts

Allenwood/Norbeck Residential Displacement
Knolls/Stape Estates v Community Cohesion Impacts
Community Visual Impacts
Park Impacts
Millgrove Noise Impacts
Gardens/Hampshire Greens v Visual Impacts
Community
Burtonsville Community Residential Displacement
v Community Cohesion Impacts
Noise Impacts
Visual Impacts
Blackburn Village/Saddle Residential Displacement
Creek Community v Community Cohesion
Noise Impacts
Park Impacts
Patuxent Watershed Residential Displacement
Community Isolation Impacts
v Community Cohesion Impacts
Noise Impacts
Visual Impacts
Park Impacts
Peach Orchard Heights/Good Residential Displacement
Hope Estates/Fairland Acres Community Cohesion Impacts
Community v Vehicular Access
Noise Impacts
Visual Impacts
Cloverly/Spencerville Residential Displacement
Community Isolation Impacts
v Community Cohesion Impacts
Noise Impacts
Visual Impacts
Park Impacts
Norbrook Village Residential Displacement
Community Isolation Impacts
Community Cohesion Impacts
v Vehicular Access

Noise Impacts
Visual Impacts
Park Impacts

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis

70



INTERCOUNTY
CONNECTOR

[CC

Table 9
Impacts to Communities From the Build Alternatives
. Alternative Impact
Community Corridor 1 | Corridor 2 Type of Impact
West Laurel Community 4 Noise Impacts
Norwood Community Noise Impacts
v Visual Impacts
Park Impacts
Forest Oak/Founders Mill Noise Impacts
v v Visual Impacts
Park Impacts

Business displacements are also anticipated for Corridor 1 and Corridor 2. These businesses
vary in type and are local businesses unique to the surrounding area.

Comparable real estate is available in close proximity for the majority of business
relocations. Please refer to the University of Maryland Economic Impact Study for details on
how business communities would be directly affected.

Since the build alternatives include roadway construction in a new location, there is a greater
potential for indirect effects. New access into undeveloped locations can contribute to
subsequent development activity, which can have an impact on the surrounding communities.
However, the ICC is a limited access facility so subsequent development should not occur off
the roadway itself. Corridor 1 would primarily follow a new alignment through undeveloped
areas, mainly decreasing visual impacts. Corridor 2 would mainly follow an existing
roadway except through the areas of Spencerville and Burtonsville, mainly disrupting
community cohesion and displace existing residents.

Despite the residential and business displacements expected from the build alternatives, the
SCEA boundary will generally continue to experience growth. Although several community
facilities would be impacted by the build alternatives, overall the community facilities in the
study area would benefit from the increased mobility and safety. Corridor 1 has the potential
to displace the National Capital Trolley Museum with Northwest Branch Option A and
Corridor 2 has the potential to displace the Korean Spencerville 7th Day Adventist Church
and Academy with Spencerville Option B to Burtonsville A and B. The church and academy
already had plans to move to a new location prior to an ICC. Additional impacts to
community facilities include altering access to certain facilities and increasing travel times.

A bike/pedestrian route option is also being investigated within the ICC study area,
dependent upon the ICC alternative chosen. This route would use a combination of areas
along the ICC ROW as well as existing and planned bicycle/pedestrian facilities within and
outside of the ICC ROW. This bicycle/pedestrian trail would provide an additional link
between individual communities throughout the study area, improving community cohesion.

Each of the build alternatives would require property acquisition resulting in loss of land
from tax base. Montgomery and Prince George’s counties assess property taxes based on
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market value. These acquisitions would result in a loss of property tax revenues; however, it
is relatively small compared to the total tax base of all the counties.

Near future planned development and transportation projects were assessed within the SCEA
boundary by overlaying planned projects with existing community resources to evaluate
impacts. Appendix I and 2 and Figure 11 highlights the near future development and
transportation projects within the SCEA boundary. All of these projects would occur
regardless of an ICC alternative, and are therefore are not dependent on construction of the
ICC. Together these projects in addition to all other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future projects regardless of what agency under takes the action will contribute to cumulative
impacts to resources. Quantitative impacts were assessed from other proposed transportation
projects when impact calculations were available through available NEPA documentation
(Table 10).

Two of the near future proposed transportation projects would require displacements to
residents or businesses. The MD 28/MD 97 project would require three commercial
displacements while MD 115, Muncaster Mill Road would require between six and 16
residential displacements and between zero and two commercial displacements, depending
on the alternative.

The majority of residential development, slated to occur is concentrated in the eastern portion
of Montgomery County. This would mainly consist of forested land or open space being
transformed into residential development. Areas that would be affected the most by this
planned development are the communities just north of the Corridor 2 and communities
adjacent to Corridor 1 within eastern Montgomery County. Other areas of development that
are slated to occur are within Frederick County and small pockets throughout central
Montgomery County and the western portion of Howard County. These areas are expecting
fewer isolated areas of proposed development.

Communities north of Corridor 2 include Norbrook Village, Norwood, Burtonsville,
Patuxent Watershed, Spencerville Knolls and Blackburn Village. Within the Norbrook
Village and Norwood Communities, located within the northeast corner of the proposed MD
97/1CC Corridor 2 interchange, a number of development projects are slated to occur. The
majority of the proposed development consists of vacant/forested plots of land being
transformed into large residential developments. The majority of the development exists in
areas adjacent to the proposed ICC Corridor 2 alignment. Currently the area contains mostly
residential development to the north and smaller residential developments to the south.

Very large residential developments are slated to occur within the Burtonsville, Patuxent
Watershed, Spencerville Knolls and Blackburn Village communities, which are all adjacent
to the proposed US 29/ICC Corridor 2 interchange. These developments are within close
proximity of the proposed Corridor 2 alignment and are anywhere from 20 acres to 300 acres
in size. Currently, these areas have not been subjected to much development except within
southwest quadrant of the proposed US 29/ICC Corridor 2 interchange (Blackburn Village),
which contains mostly residential development.
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Table 10
Transportation Projects Within the SCEA Boundary and Their Potential Associated Impacts
Streams Low-
. Build | Wetlands | Woodlands | Floodplains (Stream . Parkland Cultural Resources A
County Project . . Displacements . .. Income/Minority
Year (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) Crossings/Linear Impacts | (Archeological/Historical) .
Feet) Populations
Near Future Transportation Projects (Present to 2010)
1-95/1-495
Prince Greenbelt 2 Stream 1 -BARC
, Metro 2010 2.0-2.1* 4.7-5.8*% 2.8-4.2% - 0 0 (No Adverse Effect) 0
George’s Access Crossings 0.30-0.80 ac. *
Study
MD 28/ 0 Residential 1 Adverse Effect (White’s
Montgomery MD 97 2010 0.2 8.9 0 320 LE. 3 Commercial 0 Hardware Store Complex) 0
80 Lf
(removing a
Frederick | 21| 2010 0 culvert to 0 0 0 0 0 0
improve
wetland)
6-16
MD 115, ) .
Montgomery | Muncaster | 2010 | 0.1-2.1% 1.8-29.3% 1.0-1.4%* 6-8 St.rean: Residential, 3:9-1 1,;1 1-4 Historic Properties* Unknown
. Crossings® 0-2 acres”
Mill Road -
Commercial*
Prince 1-495/1-95 at . " 2-7 Stream 0 Residential
George’s Arena Drive 2010 0-5.4; 0 0-1.1 Crossings* 0 Commercial 0 0 0
Howard MD216 1 5505 2.0 35.0 4.0 > Stream 0 Residential 0 Unknown Unknown
Relocated Crossings 0 Commercial
Future Transportation Projects (2010 to 2030)

Montgomery ll\g}l; (ch?!xilc?r 3-26 Residential 04-18 0-2 Displaced Historical EJ Impacts — but
& Prince Imbrovement 2025 0.02-1.37 10.5-18.1 5.7-6.3 165-980 Lf. * 5-7 Business a.cres.* Adverse Effect on not adverse or
George’s P Study 1 Church Archeological Sites disproportionate

1 Historic - Adverse Effect on
MD 97 — the Brookeville Historic
Montgomery Tgrnos‘;imﬂzn 2015 0.12 9.02 3.2 1212 Lf. 0 1 | Ar Cl?lleséﬁgical ) Unknown
Study Newlin/Downs Mill
Complex (Site 18MO368)
84
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Table 10
Transportation Projects Within the SCEA Boundary and Their Potential Associated Impacts
Floodplai Streams Cultural Low-
. Build Wetlands | Woodlands P (Stream . Parkland Resources .
County Project ns . . Displacements . Income/Minority
Year (Acres) (Acres) Crossings/Linear Impacts (Archeological/ .
(Acres) . . Populations
Feet) Historical)
[-95/Contee
Prince Road Potential for
Georae's Transportation 2015 1.3-2.7 7.9-20.9% 0-0.10% 162-308 * 0 0 archeological Unknown
g Improvement resources are present.
Study
Unknown
MD (only . .
Montgomery 28/Rockville funded 0.2 0 0 0 12-22 Res1deqt1al 0 0 0
0-1 Commercial*
Town Center through
planning)
Inte;izg/ e at 0 Residential 1 -Great EJ Impacts — but not
Montgomery pange 2025 0.76 30.9 6.4 1,730 . Seneca 0 adverse or
Watkins Mill 0 Commercial Park disproportionate
Road Extended prop
Ii\/l/l(:?l ti(?:e 0 Residential
Montgomery Road/Randolph 2015 0 9.00 0 0 (%)ZBl?llills(i?;sss) 0 0 0
Road £
. 5-11 Residential s .
Prince US UMD 201 5k own | 0.4-17.5% 4.6-38.9% | 4.8-34.8 % 367-6,524* 1-29 0-041 " 4 Historic Properties | p. a1 EJ Impacts™
George’s Corridor Study . acres™
Commercial *
Montgomery Goshen Road Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes Potentially 4 Parks 0 0
South Impacted
50.385- 0-7* Historic
Frederick/ I-270/US 15 Residential Properties EJ Impacts — but not
Multimodal 2025 0.5-11.6 180-199 3-24 13,407-16,331% 0-48 acres* Potential for adverse or
Montgomery . 2-11 . . .
Corridor Study . archeological disproportionate
Commercial *
resources are present.
Montgomery ;-
/Prince Bi Cqunty Environmental impacts are unknown at this time.
Georee’ Transitway
ge’s
* Dependent on Alternative Selected
Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 85
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The smaller residential communities within these areas will be exposed to additional
residential development, which would result in increased traffic congestion on local
roads. The Blackburn Village community contains smaller areas slated for residential
development within already existing communities. This would result in removal of
forested buffers for residents already residing in these areas. Removing forested buffers
may decrease visual quality but will not increase noise volumes.

Additional smaller amounts of residential in-fill development are planned in the vicinity
of Stonecrest, Avonshire, Tanglewood and Fairland. These areas are adjacent to the
proposed US 29/Corridor 1 Interchange. The majority of the development that is slated
to occur is smaller areas of residential development nestled within already existing
communities. Currently this is a highly developed residential area. Any additional
development would add to traffic congestion and remove forested buffers within already
existing communities, however this in-fill type development would not substantially
affect existing communities in the area.

It is anticipated that all of these areas would experience increased traffic congestion
associated with additional residential development by adding additional vehicles to the
local roadway system. These communities may also experience noise impacts as well as
visual impacts. The removal of forested buffer areas within existing communities may
decrease visual quality however will not increase noise volumes.

In addition to development projects, there are three proposed transportation projects in
the eastern portion of Montgomery County including the widening of Briggs Chaney,
Cherry Hill and Greencastle Roads. These projects are relatively small in size and
impacts to communities or businesses are not anticipated as a result of these projects.

Cumulative impacts for the No-Action Alternative would likely have a minimal impact
on communities within the SCEA boundary. Based on development and transportation
improvement projects slated to occur, it is likely that the area within the SCEA boundary
would closely resemble conditions, as they exist today. No major improvements are
expected so any type of major benefit to the area is not foreseeable. The local roadway
network will however continue to experience congestion and other traffic related issues
by increasing the amount of vehicles using local roads. With either Corridor 1 or
Corridor 2 the operation of the local roads may improve because through traffic would
primarily use the new roadway, thus improving congestion on local roads.

Corridor 1 would likely improve communities within the SCEA boundary as compared to
the No-Action Alternative. It is anticipated that with the planned development and
transportation projects slated to occur along with construction of Corridor 1, communities
within the SCEA boundary would likely improve in access and mobility throughout the
area. The construction of Corridor 1 would further improve movement throughout the
SCEA boundary by providing a major east west connection, which would alleviate
congestion on local roadways. Corridor 1 is also Master Plan consistent so the majority
of communities adjacent to this alignment have built around the reserved ROW knowing
that an ICC would eventually be constructed. Communities within this area could
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potentially be impacted by minimal noise and visual impacts associated with construction
of a new roadway.

Cumulative impacts for Corridor 2 would likely have a much greater impact on
communities within the SCEA boundary then the Corridor 1 Alternative. It is anticipated
that with the planned development and transportation projects slated to occur along with
construction of Corridor 2 the majority of communities would improve in mobility
throughout the SCEA boundary . It is anticipated however that communities, which exist
within a close proximity to Corridor 2, would suffer from major community cohesion
issues, numerous residential displacements and access issues. The large amount of
development, which is slated to occur within eastern Montgomery County, would put
increased development pressures within this area and further impacting existing
communities. This, coupled with the construction of Corridor 2, would add to the
impacts.

The majority of near future business development slated to occur regardless of an ICC, is
concentrated into small pockets throughout the SCEA boundary. The larger areas of
business development exist within the Germantown, Gaithersburg and Rockville areas,
which generally follow the I-270 Corridor up through Frederick County. Additional
areas exist within Howard County and throughout Montgomery County. As these areas
increase in the number of jobs it is likely that the local economy would benefit from that
increase.

The majority of the planned near future transportation projects within the SCEA
boundary consist of constructing new roadways, upgrading existing roadways and
widening existing roadways. One project within Frederick County consists of
constructing the Urbana Bypass, which would relocate MD 355. This relocation would
redirect traffic through the proposed Urbana Town Center, which would benefit proposed
businesses in this area. This area would also benefit from the proposed interchange to be
constructed at MD 75 and I-270. Additional transportation projects within the SCEA
boundary that would likely benefit business accessibility include:

Construction of the Midcounty Highway
Construction of Watkins Mill Road
Construction of Woodfield Road
Construction of Contee Road
Relocation of MD 212

The above projects all connect existing business/residential communities through the
construction of new roadways throughout the SCEA boundary. (Appendix 1 and 2 and
Figure 11 for locations).

Over half of the residential and business development that will occur throughout the
study area in the near future time frame exists within the county-identified PFAs. Public
sewer and water areas also closely resemble the PFA boundaries. This means that growth
is generally most encouraged within these areas largely because public/sewer and water
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and other infrastructure are typically in place for these areas. The highly concentrated
area of near future development within eastern Montgomery County will not fall within
the PFA, nor do smaller areas in western Montgomery County and western Howard
County. Near future planned development outside the PFA would contribute to pressures
of sprawl. Any development proposed outside of existing sewer/water areas will rely on
groundwater and on-lot septic systems or the existing infrastructure will require
expansion in these areas.

Community facilities within the SCEA boundary may also be subjected to an increase in
population pressures, however public facilities such as schools and recreational centers
should adequately accommodate the increase in population. It is anticipated that
emergency services and hospitals will be able to adequately handle the increase.

Traffic volumes would most likely increase through local communities with all of the
proposed near future residential development, as well as population increase. Additional
transportation improvements to serve planned development are foreseeable through
existing local master plans. However, an ICC and other transportation projects would
improve local access and traffic conditions and reduce traffic through some
neighborhoods and communities, thereby potentially improving the quality of life. Near
future planned development will have an affect on residential and business communities
within the SCEA boundary by altering access/mobility and in some cases, increasing
noises levels and decreasing visual quality.

Effects on business communities would primarily result from the ICC project and other
proposed transportation projects. Commercial displacements are expected from both the
ICC and other transportation projects. However, improved access and traffic conditions
will stimulate business growth within the SCEA boundary, thus generally encouraging
future business development. The Summary Report of the Economic Impact Study of the
Intercounty Connector indicates that the ICC could increase the following in
Montgomery and Prince George's Counties: accessibility to places of employment,
attractiveness of already-established businesses and overall economic activity (MTI
2004). Existing and future businesses located along the ICC project area that are not
displaced by the project will benefit from its improved safety, mobility and access to the
region.

Future
No-Action — Planned Development

Planned future transportation and development projects slated to occur regardless of an
ICC for the future time frame have been identified throughout the SCEA boundary
(Appendix 4 and 5 and Figure 12). These projects would have a minimal impact on
residential communities and a slightly greater impact on business communities
throughout the SCEA boundary. There are far less development projects in the pipeline
proposed for the future time frame then there are for the near future time frame. This can
be attributed to the numerous private development projects that will likely occur however
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are not in the pipeline at this point. These types of projects have much shorter planning
periods compared to major government funded capital improvements. The number of
transportation projects are about the same compared to the near future time frame.

Planned development projects mainly consist of public facilities and mixed-use
development. Although areas throughout the SCEA boundary are slated for future
development, a large portion of development is expected within Frederick County.
Public facilities within Frederick County include thirteen schools, a police station, a fire
station, a conference center and a homeland security facility. An industrial airpark is also
proposed within the county. The addition of numerous public facilities suggest that
higher growth rates in these areas are expected even without the construction of an ICC
alternative. Mixed-use planned development is mainly concentrated within Montgomery
County and consists of Fortune Parc, the Life Sciences Center and the Clarksburg Town
Center. Montgomery County also is proposing a good amount of commercial
development including the Gateway 270 Corporate Park and the FDA Headquarters.
Howard County is proposing four residential developments.

The majority of proposed development would benefit the local economy by increasing
the number of jobs within the SCEA boundary. Frederick and Montgomery counties are
proposing large employment areas that would provide jobs in this area. Although
planned residential development does not appear extensive within the future 2030 time
frame, it is important to note that private development projects (especially residential)
typically require shorter planning periods and therefore, do not account for future
unforeseen private development projects for the No-Action future 2030 time frame. It is
likely that residential development will continue in the future 2030 time frame, however,
the extent, location and size of these projects is not known since planning for these types
of projects has not yet initiated.

The major employment centers being proposed within Montgomery and Frederick
counties would contribute to congestion on major arterials such as [-95, I-270 and 1-495.
Communities where residential/mixed-use planned development are being proposed
would likely increase traffic congestion on local roads. Congestion is these areas is not
expected to increase substantially because there are very few isolated areas of planned
residential/mixed-use development.

Major transportation projects proposed within the SCEA boundary for the future time
frame include:

[-270/US 15 Multi Modal Corridor Study
1-495 Capital Beltway Study

Upgrade of US 29

Construction of a road from MD 28 to MD 198

These are projects that could support the additional commuters anticipated from the
major employment areas. Quantitative impacts for additional transportation projects
were assessed when impact calculations were available through NEPA documentation
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and can be found in Table 10. Although residential and business displacements are
anticipated with a number of these projects, the overall SCEA boundary will generally
continue to experience growth.

Population growth is expected in this area throughout the future time frame. Community
facilities, such as schools and recreational centers within the areas may also experience
increased population pressures within some of the counties. Frederick County has
proposed additional facilities, such as schools and fire and police stations, in order to
absorb the expected increase in population. However there is concern in Montgomery
and Prince George’s counties of overcrowding in the public school systems. Although no
additional facilities are proposed for the future time frame based on available data, public
school systems are currently looking at ways to balance development with overcrowding
within the public schools systems.

The proposed future development is consistent with the county PFA’s and sewer and
water service boundaries in most cases. There are a few isolated developments within
Frederick County and Western Montgomery County that fall outside of these boundaries.

No-Action Potential Development

According to the ELUP households and employment allocation results, all three ICC
alternatives under consideration would experience additional development beyond what
has been planned and identified by the Counties. In addition to the planned projects, and
based on ELUP allocation projections for households and employment, other potential
developments were identified under the No-Action Alternative. Please refer to Figure 12
for the location of potential development per ICC alternative. The No-Action Alternative
would contribute to the cumulative impacts within the area because much of the planned
potential development would occur regardless of an ICC. Potential development areas to
accommodate the increase in allocations over the No-Action Alternative are considered
secondary development areas associated with Corridors 1 and 2. The following sections
will discuss how the potential development will effect residential and business
communities based on the ICC alternatives.

Within the SCEA boundary, approximately 2,512 acres of land has been identified that
can potentially support residential or commercial development under the No-Action
Alternative (beyond what is currently planned) based on ELUP allocations. This also
includes areas that would potentially require rezoning, however does not include areas
that may require redevelopment in order to fully accommodate anticipated growth.
Communities which anticipate the greatest amounts of additional potential development
beyond what has been planned by the counties, include:
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Muirkirk

West Laurel

Laurel

Rockville

Shady Grove

Urbana (Frederick County)

The majority of the development identified is smaller areas of residential development.
In most cases, these areas are adjacent to existing communities. Therefore these potential
development areas would fit in with the surrounding existing land uses. Business
development is not as dominant under the No-Action Alternative. There are few isolated
areas throughout the area.

Areas that would potentially require rezoning mainly exist in the eastern portion of
Montgomery County. These areas are very rural and are in close proximity to the
Patuxent River. Areas that may require redevelopment exist within highly urbanized
areas such as Rockville, Gaithersburg, Springbrook, Calverton and Cloverly.
Redevelopment in these areas would be required to fully accommodate ELUP’s growth
projections since available land for new development is currently limited in these areas.

Communities affected by development under the No-Action Alternative would likely
have added congestion on existing roadways.  With no major transportation
improvements anticipated, additional vehicles throughout residential communities within
the immediate study area would affect local roads, thus deteriorating mobility throughout
the study area. In general, areas further removed from the immediate ICC study area but
within the SCEA boundary would not experience the effects of the increased traffic to the
same extent.

Cumulative impacts under the No-Action Alternative would contribute to additional
residential and business development throughout the study area. This would lead to
mobility and safety issues in existing communities. Existing public facilities close to the
study area may also feel increased growth pressures by increasing the residential and
business areas throughout the study area.

Corridor 1 - Secondary Effects

Within the SCEA boundary, approximately 4,945 acres of land has been identified that
could potentially support either residential or commercial development based on ELUP’s
allocations projected by the ELUP. This takes into account the number of acres that
would potentially need to be rezoned, however it does not account for areas that may
require redevelopment in order to accommodate the anticipated growth.

Communities which anticipate the greatest amount of secondary development include
those areas adjacent to the proposed I-95/ICC Corridor 1 Interchange. Communities
within this area may be subjected to larger areas of residential and commercial
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development in and around Konterra. Communities most likely affected by an increase
in traffic congestion would be:

Laurel

Saddle Creek
Mayfield/Muirkirk
Calverton

South Laurel

These communities currently consist of scattered residential and business development
surrounding the Konterra area. However the potential secondary development in this
area would increase traffic flows on nearby roads, particularly US 1 and Old Gunpowder
Road.

Additional communities affected by Corridor 1 potential secondary development exist
within the western portion of the study area, where Corridor 1 and 2 follow the same
alignment. These areas are much smaller in size and are scattered to the north and south
of the alignment. These areas would mostly accommodate potential residential
development:

Manor Woods

Manor Village

Longmead

Sycamore Acres

Muncaster Manor/Bowie Mill Estates
Olney Acres/Cashell Manor

The potential secondary development that would occur would convert forested areas
within existing communities to residential development. This would add congestion on
existing local roadways in addition to removing forested buffers, which would not
increase noise levels but may decrease visual quality in existing communities.

Existing communities within Frederick County, along the Montgomery County line,
would also be affected by additional residential development likely to occur in this area.
This area does not anticipate major changes based on the potential secondary
development, however existing communities may experience additional traffic
congestion and removal of some existing forested buffers. They include:

Silver Manor Estates
Maryland Manor
Green Valley
Kemptown

Smaller areas that could experience secondary development associated with Corridor 1
occur within the Spencerville/Burtonsville communities. There are four residential in-fill
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type areas and one commercial area, which could accommodate smaller amounts of
additional secondary development. It is not likely that these areas would significantly
contribute to additional traffic congestion.

Business development is anticipated in the areas adjacent to the proposed I-95/ICC
Corridor 1 Interchange and along the 1-270 Corridor. Other additional areas would likely
be developed under the Corridor 1 Alternative to fully accommodate the projected
growth. These areas would likely require rezoning or redevelopment. Communities
affected by this additional development would likely exist within the Gaithersburg and
Rockville areas as well as areas adjacent to the Montgomery County /Prince George’s
County Line in the vicinity of the proposed ICC. Since both of these areas are very
urbanized, it is likely that redevelopment will occur in the future time frame.
Redevelopment within these areas would add additional traffic congestion on local
roadways. However with the construction of the Corridor 1 Alternative, operation of the
local roads may improve because through traffic would primarily use the new roadway,
thus improving congestion on local roads.

Cumulative impacts under the Corridor 1 Alternative would contribute to increase
residential development in two main locations, Gaithersburg/Rockville and around the
Montgomery Prince George’s County line. Potential secondary development would add
to an increase in traffic congestion on the local roadways. Public facilities within these
areas would likely feel additional pressures of the increased growth. As discussed in
Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, the study area residents and businesses suffer from a
severe lack of mobility and accessibility. An ICC would provide choices for the people
who live, work, and recreate in the. The traffic studies show that in addition to providing
this choice for study area travelers, an ICC would help to alleviate and minimize some of
the growing traffic congestion. The ICC build alternatives, to varying degrees, would
help to relieve this mounting congestion. Moreover, this transportation choice would
extend to the residents of the study area the opportunity to reach more jobs within a
reasonable commute time. Corridor 1 would benefit areas such as White Oak and
Muirkirk and by improving the local economy. The ELUP anticipates employment
growth to be strong in these areas if the Corridor 1 Alternative is chosen.

Corridor 2 — Secondary Effects

Within the SCEA boundary, approximately 5,546 acres of land has been identified by the
ELUP that could potentially support either residential or commercial development. This
takes into account the number of acres that would potentially require rezoning, however
does not take into account the acres required for redevelopment.

Secondary development associated with Corridor 2 closely resembles secondary
development discussed under Corridor 1 so community impacts would also be similar.
The areas available for development around the Spencerville/Burtonsville area would not
be developed due to the close proximity of the Corridor 2 Alternative. However, there
are two areas adjacent to the proposed Corridor 1, which would likely handle residential
in-fill type development if Corridor 2 was selected. These areas would occur in the
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Colesville and Avonshire communities but it is not likely that these areas would
contribute to additional traffic congestion on local roadways.

Other additional areas would likely be developed under the Corridor 2 Alternative to
fully accommodate projected growth. These areas would likely require rezoning or
redevelopment. Communities affected by this additional development would likely exist
within the Patuxent Watershed and include Burtonsville and Spencerville Knolls
communities. Since this area is mostly rural, it is likely that rezoning would occur.
There are very large areas of land in this area that could potentially be rezoned. It is
likely that areas such as these will require rezoning in order to fully accommodate
employment and residential development. This would increase traffic congestion and
could take away from the visual quality that exists for other communities within this rural
area by removing forested areas. These areas exist outside of the PFA and water/sewer
boundaries, therefore county approval will need to be obtained before any development
could occur in this area.

Cumulative impacts under the Corridor 2 Alternative would contribute to increase
residential development within eastern Montgomery County. Within a rural area the
potential secondary development would add to an increase in traffic congestion on the
local roadways and would remove portions of the visual appeal this area currently has.
Public facilities within these areas would likely feel additional pressures of the increased
growth.

b. Parklands/Recreational Facilities

The establishment of Rock Creek Park in 1890 for the scenic and recreational enjoyment
of residents began the preservation of natural parks within the Washington DC
Metropolitan Region. Followed by the 1901-02 McMillan Plan, Washington DC’s Urban
Plan, which enforced the establishment of a park system within the city. In 1930 the
Capper Cramton Act authorized funding for the acquisition of lands in Washington DC,
Maryland and Virginia for the park and parkways system of national capitol. In the
1960s, Maryland began a 30-year active period of acquisition and development of parks.
Moreover, in 1961, a special Commission of Forests and Parks recommended long-term
goals and strategies for state park development. The Maryland Outdoor Recreation Land
Loan Act of 1969, which established Program Open Space (POS), along with Federal aid,
made possible accelerated park acquisition, but there was never a dedicated commitment
of funding for facility development or, especially, for operation and maintenance. In its
first 20 years, POS added nearly 60,000 acres to Maryland's state park holdings, a 57
percent increase.

Following the Montgomery and Prince George’s County /964 Wedges and Corridors
Plan, a General Plan update was published in 1993, which highlighted changes in the
area from 1970 to 1991. However, the 1993 update focused primarily on Montgomery
county. Information regarding Prince George’s County parks during this time was
unavailable. According to the /993 Update, parklands increased from 14,500 acres to
27,611 acres between 1970 and 1991 in Montgomery County (an 88 percent increase).
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New parks were added in all categories: two large regional parks in upper Montgomery
County and one in the eastern portion. In the 1970s, several large, new parks were
established in the Rockville, Gaithersburg and Germantown areas. New parklands were
acquired in areas with the greatest population growth, primarily in the I-270 Corridor.

Due to stringent federal, state and local laws and regulations preserving parklands, it is
not anticipated that parklands and recreational facilities would be significantly impacted
within the SCEA boundary in the present to 2030 timeframe. Protection under Section
4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1966 will assure that direct impacts to public parkland that
could result from the ICC would be minimal and that all possible planning would occur
to minimize harm. Impacts that may occur would be indirect and may include improved
access and mobility, decreased air quality, increased noise levels or impacts to natural
environmental resources should the ICC be built. In addition, private developments in
the SCEA boundary are planned to be consistent with regional and county master plans,
dedicated to the conservation of parklands and natural conservation areas. An example of
this is Montgomery County where, as of December 1998, the entire park system totaled
28,354 acres of which 25,565 acres (90%) was identified as County-Wide Parks
including 11,983 acres (42%) as Stream Valley, 7,827 acres (28%) as Regional, 2,709
acres (10%) as Recreational, 2,167 acres (8%) as Conservation Areas and 879 acres (3%)
as Special Parks. The remaining park system included 2,789 acres (10%)of local
Community-Use Parks including 22 acres (< 1%) as Urban, 595 acres (2%) as
Neighborhood, 1,928 acres (7%) as Local and 244 acres (< 1%) as Neighbor
Conservation Area.

Past

Existing parkland in the early 1900’s consisted of several stream valley parks in
Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties, as shown on a map created in 1930 by the
National Capital Park and Planning Commission (Gutheim 1977). All readily available
historic aerial photography did not delineate parkland boundaries and the 1973 land use
mapping did not include a specific designation for parks/recreational facilities.
Therefore, a trend analysis was conducted on parks/recreational facilities within the
SCEA boundary that involved reviewing past master plans that included information on
existing parklands. Past master plans of Howard, Frederick and Anne Arundel Counties
did not provide detailed information regarding parklands. However, information was
available for Montgomery and Prince George’s County, per the Wedges and Corridors
Plan of 1964.

Since 1964, there was a substantial increase in parks/recreational facilities within
Montgomery and Prince George’s County. According to the Wedges and Corridors Plan
of 1964, the total parkland holdings within Montgomery and Prince George’s counties for
the year 1963 were 6,500 acres. During this time, the majority of parklands were located
within stream valleys (approximately 2/3 of all parklands). In addition, the first regional
park was acquired in Prince George’s County within the vicinity of Clinton. According
to the 1964 plan, the projected parkland holdings would be approximately 40,000 acres in
Prince George’s and Montgomery Counties.
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Please refer to Figure 13 for locations of parklands/recreational facilities within
Montgomery and Prince George’s County, as identified in the 7964 Wedges and
Corridors Plan.

Present/Near Future

There are over 300 parklands including both public and private (i.e. swim clubs, golf
courses) recreational facilities within the SCEA boundary. The majority are public
parkland/recreational facilities are located on forested or open land throughout the SCEA
boundary. Most parklands/recreational facilities within the SCEA boundary are located
in Montgomery County and consist of regional stream valley parks. By definition, these
are interconnected linear parks along major stream valleys that provide conservation and
recreational areas. Parks and recreational facilities in the ICC Study are described in
Chapter 11 Community Facilities and Services. Chapter V of the DEIS, Section 4(f)
Evaluation describes where the ICC Build Alternatives would directly impact public-
owned park and recreation facilities in the study area. Corridors 1 and 2 would both
impact Mill Creek Stream Valley Park, Rock Creek Regional Park, North Branch Stream
Valley Park, and Northwest Branch Recreational Park. Corridor 1 would also impact
Layhill Local Park, Northwest Branch Stream Valley Park — Unit 5, and Upper Paint
Branch Stream Valley Park. Corridor 2 would also impact Red Door Special Park, the
privately owned Trotters Glen Golf Course, Patuxent River Watershed Conservation
Park, and the T. Howard Duckett Watershed Property which is a publicly owned multiple
use conservation and recreation parkland. Depending on the alternative selected,
between 56 and 139 acres of parklands are anticipated to be impacted.

Planned development projects anticipated to occur within the near future timeframe
(present — 2010) were identified and overlaid with parkland/recreational facilities.
Several planned transportation projects have the potential to impact public
parklands/recreational facilities in the SCEA area. Protection under Section 4(f) will
assure that parkland impacts would be minimized and that replacement parkland would
be coordinated with officials having jurisdiction of the public parks It is anticipated that
parkland impacts from private undertakings may be reduced due to existing federal, state
and local laws and regulations in place that help to create and protect these resources.

Most planned development in the near future timeframe will occur in northeastern
Montgomery County. While industrial, institutional and commercial developments also
exist in this vicinity, most development in this area is anticipated to be residential. While
residential development in this vicinity has potential to indirectly impact parklands, by
building in close proximity to parklands, most residential development would take place
on forested or agricultural land zoned for residential use where county and local approval
of development plans would require establishment of conservation and recreational areas.
Smaller parks in the vicinity of planned development are intended to serve adjacent
communities and neighborhoods. By definition, these types of Community Use Parks
also require conservation and recreational components in accordance with local Master
Plans that would create Urban, Neighborhood, and Local or Neighborhood Conservation
Parks. Parklands in close proximity to planned residential development include but are
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Figure 13
Parklands/Recreational Facilities — Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties (1964)

Source: Wedges and Corridors Plan of 1964
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Park, Northwest Branch Stream Valley Park, Patuxent River Watershed Conservation
Park, T. Howard Duckett Watershed Property, Upper Paint Branch Park, Upper Paint
Branch Stream Valley Park, Olney Manor Recreational Park and the East Norbeck Local
Park. Any impacts to these parks would be minimal due to regional and local planning
requirements.

Parklands in the Gaithersburg, North Potomac, Rockville, Germantown, Poolesville and
Montgomery Village areas may also be impacted by planned residential/mixed use
projects in the near future however approval of development plans will assure that
conservation parkland and recreation needs are identified as part of the planned
development. In Gaithersburg, the development of a mixed-use facility near the I-
270/Watkins Mill Road Interchange may also impact the Seneca Creek State Park. where
a parcel of the forested region of the park may be acquired, according to the Gaithersburg
Master Plan.

In North Potomac, a portion of forested land adjacent to the Turkey Foot property and the
Muddy Branch Park, the Roberts property, is anticipated to be designated as part of the
Muddy Branch Park (Potomac Master Plan). Development on the Turkey Foot property
may not directly impact this portion of the park, but may increase use of the park.

Mixed-use development near the Shady Grove Adventist Hospital in the Rockville area
may directly impact the small Green Park and Fields Road Local Park (Gaithersburg
Master Plan). This development is anticipated to be associated with the Adventist
Hospital and may increase use of the parks. Residential development to the southeast of
the hospital, the Fallsgrove area, could increase use in the surrounding parks, including
Woottons Mill, Glenora and Upper Watts Branch Parks.

Residential development near the [-270/West Old Baltimore Road interchange in
Germantown will not directly impact the park but may increase use of the adjacent Black
Hill Regional Park. This impact may be beneficial to the area, as this park has been
designated as a location for “active recreational facilities” as part of the Germantown
Community’s initiative to provide designated locations for recreational facilities and
discourage these activities in surrounding natural conservation areas. These areas are
currently forested or agricultural, but are not included in any parkland designation.

Development of the Rocky Hill Middle School in Cedar Grove (Poolesville) and the
nearby Clarksburg Town Center may increase use of the adjacent Ovid Hazen Wells
Recreational Park. This would be an indirect impact consistent with The Clarksburg
Master Plan’s stated ongoing effort to increase access and use to this parkland. Land use
at this location is currently forested or agricultural with surrounding residential
properties.

A mixed-use facility along Snouffer School Road in the Montgomery Village region may
increase use to the adjacent Green Farm Conservation Park. This area is currently
forested and agricultural. Improvements to Norbeck Community College may directly
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impact nearby North Branch Stream Valley Park with the use of a narrow strip of land
along the eastern side of the Park.

In Howard County, improvements to the Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics
Laboratory facility and the residential development of Pindell Chase lie adjacent to areas
of County-owned open space; however, due to the high level of development already
existing in this region, impacts are not expected to be substantial.

Several planned transportation projects in the near future time frame are anticipated to
directly impact parklands/recreational facilities within the SCEA boundary. A majority
of these impacts would occur to parklands/recreational facilities in Montgomery County.
Table 11 summarizes planned transportation projects anticipated to directly impact
parklands/recreational facilities within the SCEA boundary. Any US DOT transportation
projects will be required to comply with Section 4(f) of the 1966 Department of
Transportation (DOT) Act; therefore, parkland impacts will be minimized as much as
possible. State and Local parkland preservation policies and programs will also help to
protect these resources.

Widening or reconstruction projects such as MD 28/198, are anticipated to have fewer
impacts to surrounding parklands/recreational facilities than new construction of
roadways, such as the Midcounty Highway (Table 11). Parkland impacts associated with
new development projects include increased use due to increased access, increased air
and noise pollution, increased run-off due to construction and increased impervious areas.
Construction of new roadways may introduce or increase these impacts as well as acquire
ROW from respective parklands. The bisection of parklands may impact cohesion and
access among park amenities. US DOT transportation projects would be required to
follow Section 4(f) of the DOT Act; therefore, potential impacts to parklands due to these
projects would likely be avoided, minimized and mitigated.

Future
No-Action — Planned Development

County and State-planned projects in the future timeframe (2010 — 2030) were identified
and overlaid with parklands and recreational facilities in the SCEA boundary to
determine possible impacts in the future timeframe (Figure 12). These projects are
anticipated to occur regardless of ICC construction.

Planned transportation projects in the future timeframe, identified below, are not
anticipated to directly impact parklands/recreational areas within the SCEA boundary.
Based on overlay analysis and available project documentation, these include the I-
95/Contee Road Transportation Improvement Study, MD/28 Rockville Town Center, MD
355 Montrose Road/Randolph Road, New Market Collector, Christopher Crossing,
Father Hurley Boulevard/Ridge Road, Observation Drive Extended, Baltimore
Washington Parkway/Greenbelt Road and MD 118 Extended.
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Table 11

Planned Transportation Projects (Present —2010) with Potential to Directly Impact
Adjacent Parklands/Recreational Facilities in the SCEA Boundary

Planned Project

Description

Parks Potentially Impacted

County

Reichs Ford Road

Reconstruction

Monocacy Pine Cliff Park

Frederick

Midcounty Highway/
Middlebrook Road

Construction

Great Seneca Park
North Germantown
Seneca Creek State Park

Montgomery

Middlebrook Road

Extension

Germantown East Local Park

Montgomery

MD 115 Muncaster Mill
Road

Widen

Laytonia Recreational Park

Rock Creek Regional Park
Muncaster Recreational Park
Rock Creek Stream Valley Park
North Branch Stream Valley Park

Montgomery

Goshen Facility

Widen

Stewartown Local Park
Cabin Branch Stream Valley Park

Montgomery

Longdraft Road

Widen

Seneca Creek State Park

Montgomery

Briggs Chaney Road

Widen

Upper Paint Branch Stream
Valley Park

Spencerville Park

Airy Hill Local Park

Cross Creek Park

Little Paint Branch Stream Valley
Park

Old Gun Powder Road
Community Park

Montgomery

UsS 29

Upgrade

Upper Paint Branch Stream
Valley Park

Spencerville Park

Airy Hill Local Park

Cross Creek Park

Little Paint Branch Stream
Valley Park

Old Gun Powder Road
Community Park

Sligo Creek Stream Valley
Park

Northwest Branch Park
Paint Branch Stream Valley
Park

T. Howard Duckett Watershed
Property

Montgomery

Greencastle Road

Widen

Fairland Recreational Park

Montgomery

Cherry Hill Road

Widen

Paint Branch Stream Valley Park
Cherry Hill Road Community
Park

Prince George’s

US 1/ MD 201

Corridor Study

Snowden Oaks Park

Prince George’s

Contee Road

Widen

Montpelier Forest Neighborhood
Park

Prince George’s

Snouffer School Road

Widen

Cabin Branch Stream Valley
Park

Hunters Woods Neighborhood
Conservation Area

Montgomery
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Most parklands/recreational facilities impacted by planned development are located in
Montgomery or Prince George’s Counties. Many future projects, such as the 1-270/US
15 Multimodal Corridor Study, the I[-495 Capital Beltway Study and the I-95
Transportation Improvement Study, are slated to occur on already existing roadway
alignments. In most cases these roadways would be widened, potentially requiring right-
of-way from parklands adjacent to the roadway. Parklands that may be impacted by the
widening of surrounding roadways include Blue Ponds Conservation Park, Snowden
Oaks Park, Muirkirk South Community Park, Lakeland Neighborhood Park, Calvert
Neighborhood Park, Riverdale Neighborhood Playground, Acredale Park and Paint
Branch Stream Valley Park. Acquisition of property from the parks would likely be in the
form of “slivers” of land along the roadway alignment and be considered minimal in
relation to the overall size of the park or recreational facility. All transportation projects
under DOT regulations will be required to follow Section 4(f) guidelines, resulting in
avoidance or minimization of impacts to parklands/recreational facilities.

Realignment of existing roadways or newly constructed roadway alignments would have
greater impacts on parklands/recreational facilities in the SCEA area. The bisection of
parklands may require a larger area of acquired ROW, as well as impact vegetation, water
quality and access among park amenities. Use of the park may increase due to improved
access. Parklands within the SCEA boundary that may be directly impacted by the
construction of new roadways are included in Table 12.

In addition to transportation projects, residential, commercial, industrial, institutional and
mixed-use developments are also planned (Figure 12). Parklands may be impacted by the
planned developments in four locations listed below.

The construction of a research and development center for Human Genome Sciences, Inc.
in Travilah lies just west of Big Pines Local Park. This development would take place on
forested land in an area with institutional development already existing. The park is not
anticipated to be significantly impacted by this development, but recreational use may be
increased.

The development of a mixed-use facility (Fortune Park) is located across Seven Locks
Road from Potomac Woods Park along I-270 south of Rockville. Due to the volume of
development already present in this area, the facility is not expected to significantly
impact the park, but may increase parkland use due to increased residence. A Bio-Tech
Park Research Center is planned on WSSC-owned property along Paint Branch Park near
the Montgomery/Prince George’s County boundary. Aerial photography depicts
commercial and/or industrial development currently existing on the site. It appears that
an area of forested land may be acquired from the Paint Branch Park for construction of
the Research Center. This area would be on the east side of the park near Industrial
Parkway, just north of the FDA headquarters site.

The FDA headquarters is expected to be reconfigured on its existing property, adjacent to
the White Oak Golf Course, Paint Branch Stream Valley Park and the Hillandale Local
Park. The development of this property would reconfigure the existing fragmented
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buildings into a larger, more unified complex and may directly impact the White Oak
Golf Course with the acquisition of some land.

Table 12

Planned Transportation Projects (2010-2030) with Potential to Directly Impact Adjacent
Parklands/Recreational Facilities in the SCEA Boundary

Planned Project

Parks Potentially Impacted

County

MD 28/MD 198>

East Norbeck Local Park
Northwest Branch Recreational Park
Burtonsville Local Park

Montgomery/
Prince George’s

MD 97/Brookville' Reddy Branch Stream Valley Park Montgomery
Seneca Crossing Local Park

Midcounty Highway North Germantown Greenway Stream Valley Monteomer

Extended' Park g y
Great Seneca Park

g/lvggttlrose Parkway Tildenwoods Park Montgomery
Sligo Creek Stream Valley Park
Northwest Branch Park
Northwest Branch Stream Valley Park Montgomery/

Purple Line (transit) 2

Paint Branch
Little Paint Branch
Rock Creek Park

Prince George’s

Corridor Cities
Transitway (transit

portion of the I-270/US | Seneca Creek State Park ggg;%ioclll(lery/
15 Multimodal Corridor
Study) >
{??;giir:iflciﬁalgiz d(? Great Seneca Park Montgomery
North-South Parallel Monocacy Pine Cliff Park Frederick
Road' Monocacy National Battlefield rederic
Urbana Community Park
Baker Park
[-270/US 15 Monocacy National Battlefield Park
Multimodal Corridor Black Hills Regional Park Montgomery/Frederick
Study” Middlebrook Hill Park
Seneca Creek State Park
Malcolm King Park
Cabin John Regional Park
[-495 Capital Beltway 1;10 ck Creek Regional Park Montgomery/Prince
Stu dyl igo Creek Park George’s
Northwest Branch Park
Paint Branch Park

" Based on overlay analysis only
2 Based on received documentation referenced in Table 10
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No-Action-Potential Development

In addition to these planned developments, land available for additional potential
development in the future was identified under the No-Action Alternative. Direct
impacts to parks are anticipated to be minimal due to federal, state and local laws and
regulations in place that protect parklands. Impacts to parklands or recreational facilities
from potential future development would likely be in the form of increased use due to
increased access or surrounding population, or to natural resources due to increased
impervious areas in the vicinity. A decrease in air quality and an increase in noise levels
are also possible due to increased traffic near parklands. Parklands and recreational
facilities located in close proximity to potentially developed land under the No-Action
Alternative are located primarily in eastern Montgomery County and northern Prince
George’s County. These parks may include Northwest Branch Park, Bel Pre Park, Little
Paint Branch Park, Little Paint Branch Stream Valley Park, Fairland Regional Park and
Snowden Oaks Park.

Corridors 1 and 2- Secondary Effects

Under the proposed ICC Corridor 1 and 2 scenarios, land identified as available to
accommodate potential secondary development is located in nearly identical areas. As a
result no significant displacement of parkland is anticipated due to potential secondary
development. Parklands may be indirectly impacted in the same manner as under the No-
Action Alternative. Increased use, impacted natural resources, reduced air and noise
qualities are all potential indirect impacts from potential secondary development in the
vicinity of parklands. Chapter V of the DEIS, Section 4(f) Evaluation identifies the
direct impacts to public parkland that would result from Corridors 1 and 2 and identifies
the potential for indirect secondary impacts to adjacent parklands including references to
the appropriate sections of Chapter 1V Environmental Consequences.

Most land for potential secondary development under the Corridor 1 and 2 scenarios is
located throughout central Montgomery County and northeastern Prince George’s
County. Parklands and recreational facilities in close proximity to these areas include the
Laytonsville Golf Course, North Branch Stream Valley Park, Upper Paint Branch Stream
Valley Park, Norbeck Meadows Nature Preserve, Little Paint Branch Stream Valley Park,
Snowden Oaks Park, Patuxent River Park, Montpelier Park, Airy Hill Local Park,
Fairland Regional Park, and Chestnut Hills Neighborhood Park.

Several areas of land were identified as available for potential secondary residential
development under only one corridor. Parklands and recreational facilities are located
near such lands in only one area, along the existing MD 28/MD 198 Corridor near
Browns Corner. Land in this area has been identified as available for potential secondary
residential development under the Corridor 1 scenario only. This area is the only area of
difference that may change impacts to parklands under the build scenarios. Parklands
and recreational facilities in this vicinity include the Hampshire Greens Golf Course and
the Browns Corner Neighborhood Conservation Area.

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 114



INTERCOUNTY
CONNECTOR

[CC

Rezoning due to insufficient appropriately zoned land availability is expected to be
necessary in Gaithersburg, Olney, Laytonsville, Burtonsville, Rockville, Cloverly and
Laurel forecast zones. Parklands and recreational facilities in the vicinity of these areas
of rezoning include Seneca Creek State Park, Olney Manor Recreational Park, Red Door
Store Historic/Cultural Park, Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley Park, Browns Corner
Neighborhood Conservation Area, Hampshire Greens Golf Course, Woodlawn Cultural
Special Park, T. Howard Duckett Watershed property, Patuxent River Watershed
Conservation Park, Ednor Local Park, Patuxent River State Park, Hawlings River Stream
Valley Park, Rachel Carson Park, Triadelphia Reservoir Park, Upper Paint Branch Park
and Spencerville Local Park. Rezoning near these areas is anticipated to be nearly the
same under each build scenario. No parklands are anticipated to be rezoned due to
stringent federal, state and local laws and policies dedicated to the preservation of
parklands. All impacts would be anticipated to be indirect and would be minimized and
mitigated due to the laws and regulations as cited in the above discussions.

c. Minority/Low-Income Populations

U.S. Executive Order 12898 was established in 1994 in order to focus federal attention on
human-health and environmental conditions in minority and low-income communities. It
also provided for greater public participation and access to environmental information in
affected communities. Prior to this Order’s establishment, civil rights and environmental
activists turned environmental equity concerns into the environmental justice movement
in the early 1990’s, thereby reducing the ability of development projects thereafter to
disproportionately affect low-income or minority communities.

The Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ), US DOT and SHA policies and guidelines
were consulted in this analysis to prevent disproportionately high and adverse impacts to
low-income or minority communities. A summary of these procedures may be found in
the Section II1.A.2 of the DEIS. Please refer to Figure 14 for low-income/minority
census tracts within the SCEA boundary.

Census 2000 income data was gathered for each census tract within the SCEA
geographical area. For the purpose of SCEA, census tracts rather than blocks were used
due to the large area that the SCEA boundary encompasses. Please note that census tracts
typically represent larger areas, therefore, the use of census tracts may potentially
understate the spatial distribution of targeted EJ populations throughout the SCEA
boundary.

Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) guidelines for 2000 were used to
determine the number of homes within each tract classified as below the poverty level
during Census 2000. For the SCEA analysis, the percentage of homes below the poverty
level within each tract was then calculated. The percentage of minority individuals
within each census tract was calculated. If more than one minority group was present
within the tract, the minority percentage calculated was based on the aggregate of all
minority persons. However, because the SCEA analysis uses census tracts rather than

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 115



arroll
County

VIRGINIA

, . '
S N - Prince George's
N P4 County
(80
4 %
\ 7
o 7
2
]
< ,// s
) ¢ v
.',z' ]
Gegend \ A {
OSCEA Boundary
O County Boundary A
D Minority Census Tracts irrcounTy FIGURE 14 )
Low Income Census Tracts . y, I C C LQW In'come and
D Census Tracts (2000) . 17{41”0;’ ity Census
= racts
\A Inventory of African American Historic and Cultural Resourcy '/' \‘ - ")

11/372004 - G\4752\10\Docs\Rp\SCEA-TR-10.8.04\Figures\GIS mxd's\Fig_14_Low_Income.mxd



INTERCOUNTY
CONNECTOR

[CC

census blocks, there may be smaller pockets of minority or low-income populations that
are not targeted as part of the analysis.

The average percentage of homes below the poverty level within the entire SCEA area is
6 percent. Census tracts with 12 percent homes below the poverty level or greater were
classified as low-income areas for the purposes of this study. Please refer to Figure 14
for locations of low-income census tracts within the SCEA boundary.

The average percentage of minority individuals within the entire SCEA area was 31
percent. A “meaningfully greater” threshold of 50 percent minority was established.
This threshold allows for populations designated as minority to have at least a 19 percent
greater minority population than the statistical average for the study area. Census tracts
with a 50 percent or greater minority population were classified as minority areas for the
purposes of this study. Please refer to Figure 14 for locations of minority census tracts
within the SCEA boundary.

In general, Environmental Justice census tracts within the SCEA boundary will not
experience disproportionately high or adverse impacts due to development from the
present through 2030. Any impacts from projects in the near future or future timeframes,
including the ICC, are anticipated to have equal potential to effect surrounding
communities, and therefore would not be considered disproportionate.

Past

Minority and low-income areas identified for EJ purposes are based on all minority
groups and incomes. However, historic information was not readily available for all
groups or detailed income brackets.

According to historical records listed in the State of Maryland SAILOR public data
inventory, land in the vicinity of Poolesville, Boyds, Colesville, Rockville, Gaithersburg,
Silver Spring, Bethesda and Norbeck in Montgomery County, as well as Fairmount
Heights, Beltsville, College Park, Oxon Hill, Laurel and Highland Park in Prince
George’s County were at one time owned by African-American individuals. Some of
these lands were used to develop primarily African-American residential communities;
others were used to construct schools, cemeteries, churches or other small businesses
within the early twentieth century. Records show that much of this property is no longer
owned by the original owners or descendents thereof, although several historic homes,
churches, schools and other sites remain, having been passed on through generations and
now representing the African-American history within Maryland.

Remaining historic structures include the Genus House, in Poolesville, owned by
prominent landowners of the early 1900s, and the Lawson House, built by one of the first
African-American families to purchase farmland in Montgomery County. Remaining
structures in Prince George’s County include the Carter House, in Beltsville, and the
Lakeland Elementary School in College Park, still in operation today.
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The majority of historically documented African-American communities within Anne
Arundel County lie outside the SCEA geographical boundary; however, one area
identified within the SCEA boundary in Anne Arundel County is the Grassland
Plantation, structures constructed by slaves during the 19" century. The structure remains
standing, owned by the grandson of the original owner, William Anderson. The
Plantation, near the Howard County border, previously was used during daily plantation
life in the vicinity. This area is not currently identified as a minority community based
on 2000 census data.

As in Anne Arundel County, the majority of historically documented African-American
communities within Howard County lie outside the SCEA geographical boundary;
however, African-Americans in the Scaggsville and Savage vicinities founded several
churches and schools. These structures are still standing today.

SAILOR records indicate that African-Americans owned land in and around Frederick,
Bartonsville, New London, Flint Hill, Baker Valley, New Market and Centerville in
Frederick County. This land was used to develop schools, business areas, cemeteries and
other community facilities. Land in Frederick County was historically believed to be
used in the Underground Railroad and was preserved and historically documented as
such. Standing structures include the Steener House and the Taney House, complete with
slave quarters, visible in the City of Frederick.

In Carroll County, numerous properties within the towns of Union Bridge, New Windsor
and Uniontown were previously owned by minority individuals. The towns of
Westminster and Taylorsville also have history of structures built and/or preserved by
minorities. Many religious facilities in Carroll County were originally owned or
constructed for and by African-Americans. Structures still evident today include
Bowen’s Chapel, the only church in Carroll County with a predominantly all-minority
congregation, and Fairview United Methodist Church in Taylorsville, the first separate
African-American organized religious facility in Carroll County.

Present

An overlay analysis of low-income/minority census tracts with near future planned
development projects was conducted to assess near future impacts.

Effects on low-income/minority communities due to the construction of an ICC were
assessed for the near future time frame since construction of an ICC is planned to begin
within the 2010 time frame. The low-income/minority communities identified during the
project planning phase of the ICC project were identified based on demographics
throughout the ICC study area rather than the SCEA boundary; therefore, low-
income/minority areas were identified by individual communities rather than census tract.

Impacts to low-income/minority communities due to an ICC may include residential
displacements, community facility displacements, loss of access and mobility, loss of
community cohesion, increased noise levels and reduced access to regional recreational

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis 118



INTERCOUNTY
CONNECTOR

[CC

facilities. Under the No-Action Alternative, adverse effects such as increased congestion
and travel time would be similar for all communities, regardless of race or income and
would, therefore, not constitute any disproportionately adverse impacts.

Specific near future project impacts to low-income/minority populations within these
census tracts were not possible to assess based on data availability; therefore, further
environmental justice outreach for each project would be necessary to determine if these
impacts would be considered disproportionate. These developments are anticipated to
occur regardless of construction of an ICC and would, therefore, occur under any ICC
alternative, including the No-Action Alternative.

The Near future planned development may potentially impact census tracts identified as
low-income within the SCEA boundary. In Frederick County, near future transportation
projects in and around the city of Frederick include an upgrade of East Street,
construction of Monocacy Boulevard, and Schifferstadt Road and the I-70 improvements.
These projects may impact a low-income census tract near the city of Frederick.

Several planned transportation projects (the [-270/US 15 Corridor Study, intersection
reconstruction at I-270/MD 117, and the Goshen facility widening) along the 1-270
corridor have potential to affect one low-income census tract in the Gaithersburg area, but
effects are not anticipated to be disproportionately high or adverse. With these
surrounding improvements, access to individuals in this census tract is anticipated to
improve congestion on community roads in this region.

Widening of US 1/MD 201 and the Greenbelt Metro Access Study may impact three low-
income census tracts in the vicinity of College Park and Greenbelt. Additional
residential, industrial or transit developments in close proximity to the Washington, D.C.,
Prince George’s County and Montgomery County intersect may impact three low-income
and one minority census tract, particularly in the Silver Spring and Takoma Park areas.

One low-income census tract in the Wheaton-Glenmont area may be impacted by the
near future development of several residential areas and three commercial developments.
These impacts could potentially consist of displacements, cohesion and access type
impacts. Specific impacts to minority communities within these census tracts will need
to be assessed independently for each project to determine disproportionate impacts.

Near future planned development may potentially impact minority census tracts within
the SCEA boundary.

No impacts on minority populations are anticipated from the following transportation
projects: 1-95/1-495 Greenbelt Metro Access Study, MD 28/MD 97 and 1-495/1-95 at
Arena Drive. Information regarding specific impacts to minority communities from US
15/MD 26 in Frederick County was not readily available (only specific impacts to natural
resources were available); however, no residential or commercial displacements are
anticipated with the current design. The overlay analysis did indicate that other planned
development projects in the near future time frame have the potential to impact
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communities identified as minority. Minor cumulative effects to minority census tracts
are anticipated. The development of one fire station and the US 1/MD 201 Corridor
Study has potential to impact a cluster of three minority tracts in the Laurel vicinity,
however, disproportionate impacts are not anticipated.

It is anticipated that, as described in Section IV.B.2 of the DEIS, avoidance and
minimization efforts will be taken throughout each of the near future development
projects identified within the SCEA boundary. Due to CEQ, US DOT and SHA
guidelines on Environmental Justice, cumulative impacts to low-income and/or minority
communities are anticipated to be minimal. With the exception of the effect of the ICC
build alternatives described, all cumulative effects are anticipated to occur regardless of
the ICC alternative chosen.

Future
No-Action — Planned Development

Planned development/transportation projects anticipated in the future time frame were
overlaid with existing low-income/minority census tracts to assess impacts. None of
these projects are dependent on construction of one ICC alternative, and are expected to
occur regardless of an ICC selected alternative. Planned future development can be seen
in Appendix 4 and 5, and Figure 7.

In Frederick County, planned transportation projects in and around the city of Frederick
in the future timeframe include an upgrade of East Street, construction of Monocacy
Boulevard, and Schifferstadt Road, [-70 improvements and the North-South Parallel
Road project. These projects, along with the proposed construction of a mixed-use
facility, the East Street Community Park, a police station and an airpark will take place in
the vicinity of a low-income census tract near the city of Frederick. These improvements
are anticipated to improve access and mobility in and around this community, providing a
bypass for the city of Frederick (North-South Parallel Road) and thereby reducing traffic
volumes on local roadways. All of these developments will take place on forested or
agricultural land and are not anticipated to directly impact residences in the community.
Disproportionate impacts associated with these projects are not anticipated

The Montrose Parkway East project may potentially affect the cohesion of a low-income
census tract in the Wheaton-Glenmont area in Montgomery County. This project appears
to bisect the census tract and may potentially impact the community by displacing
residences or reducing cohesion; however, because development occurs along a
previously existing alignment (Randolph Road) that already bisects various communities,
impacts are not anticipated to be severe or disproportionate. Montrose Parkway West
occurs in the vicinity of a low-income census tract just south of Rockville. This western
portion of the Parkway is proposed as a new roadway that would be constructed on
forested land and is not anticipated to directly impact the nearby low-income census tract.
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Several future transportation projects in the southeast portion of the SCEA boundary area
have potential to impact several low-income and/or minority census tracts in College
Park, Greenbelt, Bladensburg and New Carrollton areas. Future planned projects in this
area include:

o [-495 Capital Beltway Study

« Widening of Metzerott Road from New Hampshire Avenue to MD 193

« Expansion of the Metro railway (Purple Line) from Bethesda to New Carrollton

e Improvements to US 1 (Baltimore Avenue) from Sunnyside Avenue to College
Avenue

» Widening of Rhode Island Avenue from MD 193 to US 1 (Baltimore Avenue)

o Improvements to Good Luck Road from MD 201 to Cipriano Road

The development of a Purple Line of the Metro system is the only one of these projects
that would require new construction and an acquisition of ROW. Others take place along
previously existing ROW and are not anticipated to have impacts on the low-income
and/or minority tracts in these areas. Access and mobility in these communities is
anticipated to improve due to additional capacity on respective roadways and reduced
congestion on local roadways.

All of these projects and associated impacts (including beneficial) will occur regardless
of the ICC alternative selected, therefore, associated cumulative impacts would apply to
all ICC alternatives under consideration.

No-Action — Potential Development

In addition to planned projects, and based on ELUP’s allocation projections, other
locations with potential for development were identified under a No-Action Alternative
(Figures 7). Impacts to low-income and/or minority census tracts from development at
these locations were assessed based on overlay analysis.

Additional potential development under a No-Action Alternative is likely within
Frederick, Montgomery, Prince George’s and Howard Counties. Near Rockville,
potential residential development under the No-Action scenario may occur within one
low-income census tract. Residential development in this area would not significantly
alter land use in the region.

A cluster of land that may experience development pressure is located outside [-495 from
the Prince George’s County line east to the intersection of Kenilworth Avenue. This
additional development would have potential to indirectly impact low-income census
tracts inside the 1-495 beltway. These census tracts are located in close proximity to
College Park, Greenbelt and Takoma Park. These communities may experience
increased congestion on local roadways due to new development in the vicinity, however
these impacts would not be considered disproportionate.
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Additional potential development in the Prince George’s County area, near the Anne
Arundel/Howard County intersect, would occur in the vicinity of three minority
communities. Land use in this area is already highly developed, therefore, the change in
land use would not significantly effect these minority community

Specific impacts to low-income and/or minority communities would be evaluated during
the planning phase for future DOT projects, which requires evaluation of these types of
impacts. Ensuring that impacts are not disproportionate is a critical step and a major
component of the Executive Order. Low-income and/or minority communities will be
given opportunity to provide meaningful input through a comprehensive and continuous
public outreach process during the development of transportation projects.

Corridors 1 and 2 — Secondary Effects

Impacts under the Corridor 1 and 2 scenarios would be similar to the No-Action
Alternative with some additional secondary development likely.

Additional secondary development under both build Corridors may directly impact low-
income or minority communities in the vicinity of the 1-270 Corridor in Gaithersburg and
Rockville.  Two low-income census tracts could be directly impacted should
development occur at these locations. Development taking place at these locations would
take place on forested or agricultural lands and remain consistent with current land uses
in the area. No displacements within these census tracts are anticipated.

Under both build scenarios, potential secondary development could indirectly impact
low-income or minority census tracts in Gaithersburg, Rockville, and Laurel. Potential
secondary development in these areas may cause impacts such as increased congestion on
local roadways, increased noise levels, reduced access to community parks or
recreational facilities or potential displacements. Development would likely be
residential near Gaithersburg and Laurel, and/or commercial near Rockville. All areas
identified for potential development would remain consistent with existing land uses in
the region. Projects located within land identified for development would not be
anticipated to displace residents in nearby low-income/minority census tracts. Increased
development in these areas could increase daily traffic volumes on local roadways due to
a larger number of individuals commuting to or from new homes or places of
employment, as well as noise and air pollution. These impacts would have equal
potential to occur to each community in the vicinity of development, therefore would not
be disproportionate to low-income or minority communities.

Impacts to low-income/minority census tracts from potential secondary development
under Corridors 1 and 2 would have potential to differ slightly in only one region, the
Laurel vicinity. In the greater Laurel vicinity, potential secondary residential
development may occur under Corridor 1 only near the intersection of Contee and Van
Dusen Roads or near the intersection of Contee Road and Baltimore Pike, or under
Corridor 2 only along Cherry Lane west of Van Dusen Road. Due to the large volume of
development under both build scenarios in the Laurel vicinity, nearby low-income and/or
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minority census tracts may experience increased daily traffic volumes on local roadways,
as well as noise and air pollution. As previously stated, these impacts would be expected
to have equal potential to occur in other communities in the vicinity and would not be
considered disproportionate.

The Economic Impact Study of the ICC prepared by the Maryland Transportation
Initiative at the University of Maryland indicates that both build alternatives would
generate new economic development in the study area, of which a 37 percent would be
service industry jobs (MTI, 2004). In addition, it notes that Corridors 1 and 2 would
provide easier accessibility to these new jobs as well as more affordable housing within
the region. It is possible that low-income and/or minority persons may fill some of these
service jobs. It is also possible that if these jobs become available and if more affordable
housing becomes available, then low-income and/or minority populations may increase in
these census tracts due to easier accessibility to service jobs and more affordable housing
in this area.

Land available for rezoning, should future development pressures require it, could
potentially be developed and affect low-income and/or minority census tracts near
Rockville, Greenbelt. Should these lands be rezoned they may directly impact already
developed low-income tracts in Rockville. Specific impacts would be dependent on
individual projects, but would be anticipated to have equal potential to occur in all
surrounding communities, and remain similar to those previously stated for Corridors 1
and 2, increased local congestion, noise and air pollution.

d. Floodplains

Floodplains provide important natural functions and values including temporary storage
of floodwaters, moderation of peak storm flows, maintenance of water quality,
groundwater recharge, and prevention of erosion. Floodplains also provide important
habitat for plants and wildlife as well as recreation opportunities and aesthetic benefits
(MDE 2004).

Floodplains have been historically impacted by development projects within the SCEA
boundary and would be further impacted by the ICC project. Direct impacts to
floodplains associated with the ICC build alternatives will be minimized and drainage
structures would be designed to maintain current flow regimes and associated flooding
(COMAR 26.17.04). Impacts to floodplains from other future actions will add to the
overall cumulative effect. However, floodplain impacts from other future actions within
the SCEA boundary are expected to be minimal since major portions of floodplains are
located within existing parklands, and afforded additional protection from development.
Current laws and regulations on both the state and county level could reduce future
impacts to floodplains.

Although the impacts to floodplains are expected to be minimal there is a potential for
impacts of development to floodplains in both the near future and future time frame. In
the near future time frame there is potential for impacts to floodplains in both
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Montgomery and Prince George’s County by transportation and planned development
projects. In the future time frame the planned development projects are predominately
outside floodplains. For the No-Action Alternative potential development could possibly
impact floodplains in Montgomery, Howard, Frederick and Prince George’s Counties.
Potential secondary development associated with Corridor 1 could also impact
floodplains in Montgomery, Prince George’s and Frederick Counties. Corridor 2 could
have similar impacts to floodplains as Corridor 1, except for secondary development
associated with Corridor 2; therefore the impacts to floodplains could possibly be greater.

Aside from observable historic encroachments into floodplains, there was no existing
readily available data regarding specific quantitative floodplain impacts within the SCEA
boundary from the time frame 1964 to present. Future impacts were projected based on
Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) floodplain maps and
regulatory programs now being implemented. Quantitative impacts were estimated based
upon a GIS overlay of the transportation/development and FEMA 100 year Floodplains,
for the Present/Near Future and Future time frame (Appendix 8). The estimate assumes
that the transportation/development project that occurs in a 100 year floodplain will incur
impacts throughout the entire footprint of the project and does not take into consideration
specific site plans and development regulations that could limit these impacts.

FEMA designated 100-year floodplains within the SCEA boundary account for
approximately 29,166 acres of the 487,846 acres of the total acreage of the SCEA area, or
6% of the total area (Table 13). Figure 15 shows the 100-Year floodplains within the
SCEA boundary. The subwatershed with the greatest percentage of land area designated
as 100-Year floodplain is the Patuxent River upper which is 13.6 percent. The
subwatershed with the lowest percentage of land area designated as 100-Year floodplain
is Double Pipe Creek, which is 2.7 percent floodplain. The SCEA100-Year floodplains
are located along the Potomac River, Monocacy River, Upper Rock Creek, North Branch
Rock Creek, Northwest Branch, Paint Branch, Little Paint Branch, Indian Creek, and the
Patuxent River.

Past

In the past timeframe, floodplains were more impacted in areas in which substantial
development has occurred. Past stresses in the SCEA boundary have included reducing
the floodplain area with artificial drainage, altering the flood elevation as a result of
construction within the floodplains, and the impacts of storm drainage structures and
increasing impervious area with no quantity control.

Large transportation projects that have affected the floodplains in the past have been the
construction of 1-270, 1-370, I-495, US 1 and US 29. Planned cities (e.g., Greenbelt) and
continued development within these floodplains have increased the severity of the storm
flow. The floodplain elevation fell when the streams cut deeper channels. In some areas,
downcutting may have disassociated the historic floodplain from the channels. During the
construction of the transportation projects and planned cities, streams became
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channelized and relocated. Consequently, the floodplain was narrowed and straightened
to allow for the shift of the streams.

Table 13

Floodplain Acreage per Subwatershed within the SCEA boundary

Watershed |Subwatershed|{100 Yr Floodplain (Acres)100 Yr Floodplain Percent
Double Pipe
MIDDLE Creek 210 2.1%
POTOMAC Lower
RIVER Monocacy 6342 3.9%
River
Brighton Dam 1178 6.4%
L1.ttle Patuxent 294 6.2%
River
PATUXENT g’hddle " 189 3.7%
RIVER Patuxent R%Ver
atuxent River 2669 13.6%
upper
Rocky Gorge 2142 6.3%
Dam
Anacostia 5848 72%
River
Cabin John
WASHINGTON |Creek 589 3.59%
METROPOLITAN|Potomac River
MO Chty 4091 10.18%
Rock Creek 2711 6.91%
Seneca Creek 2973 5.04%
Total 29166 5.98%
Present

It is anticipated that the build alternatives will impact between 47.9 and 59.4 acres for
Corridor 1 (depending on options) and Corridor 2 would impact between 54.6 and 68.7
acres (depending on options). The build alternatives will avoid longitudinal crossings,
wherever possible, since these impacts would involve floodplain filling and affect
conveyance. The Environmental Stewardship component of the ICC project includes
opportunities for retrofitting existing stormwater management facilities, which could
benefit the floodplains/floodflows associated with the build alternatives (See DEIS
Section IV.F.3 for more details).
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Cumulative effects of the near future planned development and transportation projects
were assessed within the SCEA boundary by overlaying planned projects with the 100-
year floodplains. Appendix 1 and 2 and Figure 11 highlights the near future
development and transportation projects within the SCEA boundary. All of these
projects would occur regardless of an ICC alternative, and are therefore not dependent on
construction of an ICC. As previously mentioned quantitative impacts were estimated
based on a GIS overlay of Near Future transportation/development and FEMA 100 year
floodplains. As shown in Appendix 8 Near Future transportation projects could impact
approximately 80 acres of floodplains and Near Future development could impact
approximately 1,100 acres of floodplains. The Anacostia River and Rocky Gorge
Subwatersheds could have the greatest amounts of impacts to floodplains by near future
planned development and transportation projects, with approximately 307 acres and 288
acres respectively. The subwatershed with that could have the lowest amount of impacts
to floodplains is Brighton Dam, which could have less than an acre of impacts (Appendix
8). Quantitative impacts were also assessed from other proposed transportation projects
when impact calculations were available through NEPA documentation (Table 10).

This overlay analysis indicated that the majority of near future development that will
occur within the SCEA boundary will occur in areas outside the designated 100 year
floodplain. However, some transportation projects planned within the near future time
frame have the potential for slight impacts to floodplains, including: 1-95/1-495
Greenbelt Metro Access Study (2.8-4.2 acres), [-495/1-95 at Arena Drive (0-1.1 acres)
and MD 216 Relocated (4.0 acres). The proposed transit corridors in Prince George’s
and Montgomery Counties have the potential for impacting floodplains, which are
primarily located within larger stream valley parks in the area. However, floodplain
impacts associated with the transit corridors would be perpendicular impacts and would
encroach onto the floodplain in limited locations. Other minimal floodplain impacts
would be located in northern Montgomery County as well as western Prince George’s
County. Some of these floodplain impacts would be longitudinal floodplain impacts.

All development impacts are required by local, county and state laws to minimize
impacts to floodplains and to investigate floodplain mitigation sites that would help
enhance local floodplain function. Therefore, it is unlikely that any major floodplain
encroachment would occur as a cumulative effect of the ICC project. The only difference
in the cumulative effects for the near future time frame of the ICC alternatives is the
direct impacts.

Future

Future effects to SCEA area floodplains are expected to be reduced due to the existing
regulations and laws restricting development within floodplains. Regulations within the
100-year floodplain are relatively strict due to property and safety concerns, and are not
expected to be reduced in the future. Required stormwater management practices will
function to mitigate the effects of additional impervious areas and associated changes to
floodplains within the drainage areas.
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No-Action-Planned Development

Planned future transportation and development projects slated to occur regardless of an
ICC for the future time frame have been identified throughout the SCEA boundary
(Appendix 4 and 5 and Figure 12).

An overlay analysis was conducted of planned future development within the SCEA
boundary and 100 year-designated floodplains. As previously mentioned quantitative
impacts were estimated based on a GIS overlay of Future transportation/development and
FEMA 100 year floodplains. As shown in Appendix 8 Future transportation projects
could impact approximately 108 acres of floodplains and Future development could
impact approximately 155 acres of floodplains. The Lower Monocacy River
subwatershed could have the greatest amount of impact with approximately 115 acres.
Brighton Dam, Patuxent River upper and Rocky Gorge Dam could all have less than one
acre of impact (Appendix 8). This overlay analysis indicated that the majority of future
development is estimated to occur in areas outside the designated 100-year floodplain.
Where impacts may occur, they appear to be largely affected by future residential and
industrial growth. It is estimated that Frederick County and Howard County may incur
the most impacts to floodplains in the areas of Hammond Branch (Howard County) and
along the Monocacy River (Frederick County). Potential development impacts are
required to abide by local, county and state laws to assure that floodplains are not
negatively affected whether through direct impact or through increases in flows;
therefore, it is unlikely that any major floodplain encroachment would occur without
supplemental regulatory controls.

No-Action-Potential Development

For the No-Action Alternative, the potential development that has been identified to
accommodate the projected allocations within each forecast zone, could impact
floodplains during the future time frame. Where impacts may occur, they appear to be
largely affected by residential growth versus commercial. As shown in Appendix 8 the
approximate acreage of impacts to floodplains by No-Action potential development is
168 acres, which includes the approximate acreage of impacts from potential
development of rezoned land. It is estimated that Montgomery County may incur the
most impacts to floodplains in the areas of Watts Branch, Cabin John Creek, Anacostia
River, and Rocky Gorge. In Howard County, potential development for residential and
commercial may impact floodplains associated with Hammond Branch and Middle
Patuxent River east of Scaggsville. Frederick County may have industrial impacts to the
Monocacy River floodplain from a planned airpark and potential residential impacts to
headwaters of the Little Bennett Creek floodplain. Floodplain impacts in Prince
George’s County may include headwater areas of Indian Creek and the Paint Branch near
the 1-95 corridor. The subwatershed that could have the greatest impact is the Anacostia
River, which could have 69 acres of impact. The Brighton Dam and the Lower
Monocacy River could have less than one acre of floodplain impacts (Appendix 8).
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In addition to the identified potential development the forecast zones with the greatest
potential for additional impacts due to increased development of rezoned land are
Laytonsville (Patuxent drainage), and Cloverly (Anacostia Drainage) (See Section
A.5.c.). In the Laytonsville zone 40 acres of rezoned land would need to be developed
for residential use. The Cloverly zone could potentially require 130 acres of rezoned land
to be developed to accommodate the ELUP projected household allocations. Within these
forecast zones the potential impacts to floodplains would be increased if this potential
development occurs in the vicinity of floodplains.

For the future time frame the cumulative impact to floodplains by the No-Action
alternative is approximately 431 acres. This includes the impacts from planned future
development/transportation projects and No-Action potential development.  The
subwatershed that could have the greatest cumulative impact to floodplains is the
Anacostia River, which could have approximately 155 acres of impact. The Brighton
Dam subwatershed is not expected to have any cumulative impacts to floodplains during
the future time frame by the No-Action alternative (Appendix §8).

Potential development impacts are required to abide by local, county and state laws to
assure that floodplains are not negatively affected whether through direct impact or
through increases in flows; therefore, it is unlikely that any major floodplain
encroachment would occur without supplemental regulatory controls. Therefore, impacts
on floodplains during the future time frame for the No-Action Alternative will likely
occur, however, their relative impacts should be reduced.

Corridor 1 — Secondary Effects

Future impacts to floodplains due to the identified potential secondary development
within the SCEA boundary appear to be minimal based on the estimated allocations for
secondary development. As shown in Appendix 8 the approximate acreage of secondary
impacts to floodplains by Corridor 1 potential development is 420 acres, which includes
the approximate acreage of impacts from potential development of rezoned land. The
subwatershed that could have the greatest impact in terms of acreage is the Anacostia
River with approximately 134 acres. As for the No-Action alternative the Brighton Dam
subwatershed is not expected to have any impacts to floodplains by Corridor 1 secondary
development. Under Corridor 1, Montgomery County would potentially incur impacts to
floodplains in the headwaters of Seneca Creek, Muddy Branch, and North Branch Rock
Creek (Figure 12). Potential floodplain impacts in Prince George’s County may occur
along the northern tributaries of Indian Creek as well as Little Paint Branch just east of
the county line. The headwater areas to Little Bennett Creek in Frederick County, north
of the Montgomery County border may also experience floodplain encroachment.

In several forecast zones there was not enough developable land to accommodate the
ELUP projected allocations for jobs and households, therefore land with the potential to
be rezoned was identified (See Section A.5.c). The zones with the greatest potential for
additional impacts to floodplains due to increased development are Olney (Rocky Gorge
and Anacostia Drainage), Laytonsville (Patuxent drainage), Burtonsville (Rocky Gorge
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/Patuxent Drainage), Cloverly (Anacostia Drainage) and Beltsville (Little Paint Branch).
Within the Olney zone 271 acres of rezoned could be developed residential and five acres
developed commercial to meet the projected household and employment allocations. The
Laytonsville zone could require 60 acres of residential development and one acre of
commercial development of rezoned land. Burtonsville could potentially need 270 acres
of residential development and two acres of commercial development of the rezoned
land. As stated for the No-Action Alternative, within these zones the potential impacts to
floodplains would be increased if this development occurs in the vicinity of floodplains.

For the future time frame the cumulative impact to floodplains by the Corridor 1
alternative is approximately 684 acres. This includes the impacts from planned future
development/transportation projects and Corridor 1 potential secondary development.
The subwatershed that could have the greatest cumulative impact to floodplains is the
Anacostia River, which could have approximately 220 acres of impact. The Brighton
Dam subwatershed is not expected to have any cumulative impacts to floodplains during
the future time frame by the Corridor 1 alternative (Appendix 8).

Corridor 2 — Secondary Effects

For Corridor 2, potential developable land of which approximately 5,546 acres were
identified within the SCEA boundary, which accommodates the ELUP allocations, reveal
possible secondary impacts to floodplains at the same relative locations as discussed in
Corridor 1. As shown in Appendix 8 the approximate acreage of secondary impacts to
floodplains by Corridor 2 potential development is slightly greater than Corridor 1 at 419
acres, which includes the approximate acreage of impacts from potential development of
rezoned land. As for both the No-Action and Corridor 1 alternatives, the subwatershed
that could have the greatest floodplain impact is the Anacostia River with 131 acres.
There are no impacts estimated to occur within the Brighton Dam subwatershed by
Corridor 2 secondary development (Appendix 8). The zones with the greatest potential
for additional impacts due to increased development of rezoned land are similar to
Corridor 1 except for within the Burtonsville zone for which 670 acres of residential and
15 acres of commercial development of rezoned land could potentially be developed. The
nearby floodplains that could be potentially impacted are Rocky Gorge and the
headwaters of a tributary to the Patuxent River. With approximately 400 acres more of
potential development, Corridor 2 could potentially impact more floodplains in the
Burtonsville zone than under Corridor 1.

For the future time frame the cumulative impact to floodplains by the Corridor 2
alternative is very similar to the Corridor 1 alternative with approximately 682 acres
compared to 684 for Corridor 1. This includes the impacts from planned future
development/transportation projects and Corridor 2 secondary development. The
subwatershed that could have the greatest cumulative impact to floodplains is the
Anacostia River, which could have approximately 217 acres of impact. The Brighton
Dam subwatershed is not expected to have any cumulative impacts to floodplains during
the future time frame by the Corridor 2 alternative (Appendix §8).
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Current laws and regulations on both the state and county level could reduce all future
impacts to floodplains. As part of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) counties
and local municipalities have adopted ordinances to manage development within the 100-
year floodplain to prevent increased flooding and reduce future flood damage.
Floodplain zones must be determined by using the Floodway Maps and Flood Insurance
Study (FIS) prepared by the FEMA, if available. If these sources are not available for an
area, federal Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) or any other source more detailed than
the FIRM may be used to determine floodplain zones. The NFIP requires permits for all
development within the 100-year floodplain. Development includes any man-made
change to land, including grading, filling, dredging, extraction, storage, subdivision of
land, and the construction or improvement of structures.

Montgomery County regulates development within the floodplain with a Floodplain
District Permit (FPDP), which is required for land disturbing activities totaling 5,000
square feet and for temporary or permanent construction involving placement of a
structure regardless of size or area (Montgomery County Department of Permitting
Services — Water Resources). Prince George’s County regulates development within the
floodplain with a Floodplain Management Ordinance, which is modeled after ordinance
suggested by MDE. The ordinance prohibits filling or construction in the floodplain, but
allows for variance to meet important public needs (Prince George’s County is this
proper citation method for this document?).

In Howard County floodplains are regulated under Bill No. 45-2003 Section 16.115,
which requires that the County authorize all construction in the 100-year floodplain.

In addition to the local ordinances, all activities within the 100-year non-tidal floodplain
require State Waterway Construction Permits from the MDE Water Management
Administration.

€. Surface Water/Habitat

Surface Water is a vital resource to the natural and human environment. Surface water
supports balanced and diverse populations of aquatic plants and wildlife. It provides a
water supply for agricultural and industrial uses and provides opportunities for recreation
fishing, and hunting which are vital to Maryland’s economy.

Past stresses to surface water/aquatic habitat within the SCEA boundary include:
agricultural runoff, stormwater runoff, sediment/siltation and channelization of
waterways. In recent years due to increased regulation, protection and restoration,
conditions for some indicators of water quality have been improved, but future stresses
will continue to be detrimental to improving the water quality.

Planned transportation and development projects for the present/near future time frame
could have negative impacts to surface water/aquatic habitat. These impacts will occur
primarily in northeastern Montgomery County and Prince George’s County.
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In the future time frame planned development could possibly impact surface
water/aquatic habitat within Montgomery, Frederick, Prince George’s and Howard
Counties. Future transportation projects would primarily impact surface water in
Montgomery County. The potential development associated with the No-Action
Alternative will occur in similar locations as the planned development, therefore the
impacts to surface water will be similar. For Corridor 1 secondary development could
potentially impact surface water in Montgomery, Prince George’s and Frederick
Counties. The impacts to surface water by the secondary development are slightly
greater for Corridor 2 due to potential impacts in southeastern Frederick County and the
need for more development of rezoned land within the Burtonsville zone.

Cumulative effects caused by the ICC project could be reduced through compliance with
stormwater management and sediment and erosion control requirements in place during
construction would limit the sediment reaching the waterways and long-term stormwater
management would control the runoff from new development. Also, best management
practices utilized in SWM facilities would assist in improving the water quality of the
stormwater runoff.

Compliance with Federal, State and local regulations could also reduce the cumulative
effect of the ICC project on surface water/aquatic habitat including COMAR 26.08.02
(Water Quality), revised February 7, 1995 (ACM, Environmental Article, Section 9-13
through 9-316, 9-319, 9-320, and 9-325).

Readily available data was researched for the past time frame of 1964 to present. These
sources included: the DNR — Monitoring and Non-Tidal Assessment Division (MANTA),
DNR’s Surf Your Watershed, the DNR Chesapeake Bay Water and Habitat Quality
Monitoring Program. Data was analyzed based on both the watershed (MDE 6-digit) and
subwatershed level (MDE 8-digit). Please refer to Figure 15 for locations of sampling
sites within the SCEA boundary. The current status and long-term trends of each long-
term water quality monitoring station within the SCEA watersheds are located in
Appendix 9. Quantitative impacts were estimated based upon a GIS overlay of the
transportation/development and a statewide Stream layer, for the Present/Near Future and
Future time frame (Appendix 8). The estimate assumes that the
transportation/development project that impacts streams will incur impacts (at a
minimum) throughout the entire footprint of the project and does not take into
consideration specific site plans nor development regulations that could limit these
1mpacts.

Past

The Chesapeake Bay Water and Habitat Quality Monitoring Program at locations within
these watersheds have monitored water quality data since 1985. Data was not available
prior to 1985. Three watersheds (MDE 6-digit) are within the SCEA boundary, the
Middle Potomac River, the Washington Metro and the Patuxent River. Status and trends
for total nitrogen, total phosphorus, abundance of algae, summer bottom dissolved
oxygen, secchi depth and total suspended solids have been determined for each location.
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Since 1985 within the Middle Potomac nitrogen loads have been reduced 28% from 10.2
to 8.5 million pounds a year, and phosphorus loads have been reduced 29% from 1.02 to
0.69 million pounds (DNR 2003). During the 1985-2002-time period, total nitrogen
levels have improved at most stations, Total phosphorus concentrations have improved at
most stations, and shows now trend at others. Total suspended solids shows no trend at
most stations but has improved at a few (DNR 2004).

Since 1985, the Washington Metro nitrogen loads have been reduced 29% from 10.38 to
7.38 million pounds a year, and phosphorus loads have been reduced 28% from 0.45 to
0.33 million pounds (DNR 2003). During the 1985-2002-time period, total nitrogen
levels have improved at all stations, but most stations showed no improvement in total
phosphorus, total suspended solids, or water quality (DNR 2004).

Since 1985 within the Patuxent River Basin, nitrogen loads have been reduced 19% from
5.02 to 4.07 million pounds a year, and phosphorus loads have been reduced 47% from
0.51 to 0.27 million pounds (DNR 2003). During the 1985-2002 time period total
nitrogen levels and total phosphorus levels have improved. Algal abundance has not
improved, at some stations it has increased. Total suspended solids have improved in
some of the downstream stations in this subwatershed. Water clarity, which is poor at
most stations, has shown no improvement at most stations, and has degraded at two
stations within the SCEA boundary. Dissolved oxygen, which is fair at most stations, has
shown no improvement at most stations.

The Upper Paint Branch watershed, upstream of Fairland Road has historically been a
high quality stream, and has maintained population of brown trout since the late 1930s
(Gougeon 1985). Paint Branch, including all of its tributaries, upstream of [-495 became
classified as Use IIIl Waters in 1974. In 1980 the Upper Paint Branch watershed upstream
of Fairland Road was designated a Special Native Trout Management Area. In 1995, M-
NCPPC designated this area as a Special Protection Area (SPA).

Monitoring of the Paint Branch brown trout population has occurred since the 1970’s by
various groups. The history of these previous studies was summarized in the Intercounty
Connector Natural Environmental Technical Report (SHA, 1996, 2004). The brown trout
population declined from the 1970’s to the mid 1980’s. The Good Hope tributary, which
has the best habitat for brown trout and the most continuous monitoring records,
fluctuated little from 1980 to 1985. For the time period from 1985 to 1995 the population
of the Good Hope tributary slightly increased. SHA conducted surveys in 1995 and
1996, the results of these surveys showed that trout continued to thrive in the less
impacted areas. The surveys showed that Good Hope tributary was crucial to the success
of the population. From 1995 to 1997 DNR and MCDEP monitoring showed no specific
trends in the population. But since 1998 there has been a definite decline in the
population due to the severe droughts the region has experienced over the last four years.

98]
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Present

Present time frame water quality data was obtained from DNR’s Surf Your Watershed.
The list of Non-Tidal Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity, Non-Tidal Fish Index of Biotic
Integrity and the Non-Tidal Stream Habitat Index are located in Appendix 10. The Index
of Biotic Integrity indicators are developed from Maryland Biological Stream Survey
(MBSS) data. Subwatersheds with failing indicators have scores less than six and the
number of samples taken was at least four. The Non-Tidal Stream Habitat Index
indicators are developed from seven measures of instream habitat quality for each site.
The seven measures rate the quantity and quality of physical habitat available in the
stream for fish and benthic macroinvertabrate and rate the degree to which the stream
channel has been altered due to alterations in watershed landscape. The mean score is
then calculated for the watershed on a 1 to 10 scale 10 being the best; subwatersheds in
the lower 25 percentile received a failing indicator status (DNR 2004). Please refer to
Figure 15 for locations of water quality sampling sites within the SCEA boundary.

Of the subwatersheds occurring within the SCEA boundary, Cabin John Creek failed the
indicator for only Non-Tidal Fish IBI. The Little Patuxent River failed the indicator for
Non-Tidal Fish IBI and Non-Tidal Benthic IBI. Seneca Creek, Rock Creek, Anacostia
River, Lower Monocacy River and Double Pipe Creek failed only the Non-Tidal Benthic
IBI indicator. The Patuxent River Upper and Western Branch failed the indicators for
both Non-Tidal Benthic IBI and Non-Tidal Stream Habitat Index.

The table located in Appendix 10 also illustrates the modeled nitrogen and phosphorus-
loading rate per acre for each subwatershed occurring within the SCEA boundary. The
data is from the Chesapeake Bay Program's Phase IV Watershed Model and the MD
DNR’s Integrated Watershed Analysis and Management System (IWAMS). The value
includes loadings for both point and nonpoint sources and is represented in pounds per
watershed acre. Watersheds that have a loading rate in the upper 25th percentile received
a failing indicator status (DNR 2004).

Rock Creek, Oxon Creek and Lower Monocacy River had failing indicators for the
modeled nitrogen-loading rate per acre. Seneca Creek, Cabin John Creek and Double
Pipe Creek had failing indicators for the modeled phosphorus-loading rate per acre.
Little Patuxent River had failing indicators for both nitrogen and phosphorus.

Table 14 lists the watersheds within the SCEA boundary that are found in the 2002,
303(d) list, of Maryland’s impaired streams that have Total maximum Daily Loads
(TMDL’s) implemented (MDE). These streams do not meet, or are not expected to meet,
applicable water quality standards for designated uses. Development near these streams
could potentially increase the amount of pollutant that is impairing them and/or
potentially add additional impairments.

Water quality impacts are anticipated to occur as a direct and indirect result of the build
alternatives. Direct impacts to perennial and intermittent streams for Corridor 1 range
from 39,251- 46,204 linear feet (63 — 69 streams) depending on options and for Corridor
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Table 14

Subwatersheds within the SCEA Boundary on Maryland’s 303(d) List (MDE, 2002)

Subwatershed Third-Order Subwatershed Impairing Substance
Lower Monocacy Bush Creek Biological

Lower Monocacy Cabbage Run Biological

Lower Monocacy Bennett Creek Biological

Lower Monocacy Talbot Branch Biological

Lower Monocacy Unnamed Tributary to Israel Creek Biological

Lower Monocacy Southfork Linganore Creek Biological

Lower Monocacy Addison Run Sediments

Lower Monocacy Woodyville Branch Biological

Lower Monocacy Lake Linganore Nutrients

Lower Monocacy Monocacy River Biological

Rocky Gorge Dam Hawlings River Biological

Brighton Dam Unnamed Tributaries Biological

Middle Patuxent Middle Patuxent River Biological, zinc, nutrients, sediments

Anacostia River

Anacostia River (Tidal)

Fecal coliform, sediments

Anacostia River

Anacostia River (Non-Tidal)

Fecal coliform, biological,
sediments, toxics

Anacostia River Northeast Branch Biological
Anacostia River Sligo Creek Biological
Anacostia River Beaverdam Creek Biological
Anacostia River Northwest Branch Biological
Anacostia River Little Paint Branch Biological
Anacostia River Cattail Branch Biological
Anacostia River Indian Creek Biological
Anacostia River Paint Branch Biological
Patuxent River Upper Patuxent River Fecal coliform, biological, nutrients,
sediments
Patuxent River Upper Stockett’s Run Biological
Patuxent River Upper Honey Branch Biological
Patuxent River Upper Horsepen Branch Biological
Seneca Creek Clopper Lake Sediments
Seneca Creek Middle Great Seneca Creek Biological
Seneca Creek Magruder Branch Biological
Seneca Creek Little Senaca Biological
Seneca Creek Little Great Seneca Creek Biological
Seneca Creek Gunners Branch Biological

Potomac River Chain Branch Fecal coliform

Montgomery County

Potomac River Watts Branch Biological

Montgomery County

Potomac River Broad Run Biological

Montgomery County

Potomac River Muddy Branch Biological

Montgomery County

Cabin John Creek Cabin John Creek Biological

Rock Creek Rock Creek Biological, fecal coliform
Rock Creek Lake Bernard Frank Nutrients
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2, 35,517 — 48,920 linear feet (52 — 62 streams) depending on options. There are also
anticipated impacts associated with the construction of the highway including accidental
spills and sediment releases. These impacts could possibly occur within the Rock Creek,
Anacostia River, Rocky Gorge and Patuxent River Upper subwatersheds, which are the
subwatersheds in which the build alternatives are located. SHA has committed to
implementing SWM that will exceed the requirements of MDE and redundant ESC
devices in sensitive areas will minimize these direct impacts. Accidental spills will be
controlled through special measures put in place and SHA’s commitment of exceeding
MDE’s minimum requirements for SWM. Additional direct impacts are associated with
the removal of trees and other riparian buffer vegetation. Indirect impacts are those
associated with the use of the highway and with the increased impervious areas. These
impacts are attributed to roadway traffic, roadway maintenance, stormwater runoff
carrying particulates, metals, oil and grease, organic, nutrients and other substances (See
DEIS Section IV.F.7 for more details). The Environmental Stewardship component of
the ICC project includes opportunities for retrofitting existing stormwater management
facilities, and the creation/enhancement of wetland areas, which could benefit the surface
water/aquatic habitat.

There is no secondary development anticipated for the near future time frame, therefore
impacts to surface water/aquatic habitat due to secondary development are not anticipated
within the near future time frame.

Near future planned development and transportation projects were assessed within the
SCEA boundary by overlaying planned projects with streams and floodplains to assess
the affects to surface water/aquatic habitat. Appendix 1 and 2 and Figure 11 highlights
the near future development and transportation projects within the SCEA boundary. All
of these projects would occur regardless of an ICC alternative, and are therefore are not
dependent on construction of an ICC.

As previously mentioned quantitative impacts were estimated based on a GIS overlay of
Near Future transportation/development and a statewide stream layer. As shown in
Appendix 8 Near Future transportation projects could impact approximately 10,150 linear
feet of streams and Near Future development could impact approximately 277,500 linear
feet of streams. The subwatershed that could have the greatest amount of impact to
streams is the Anacostia River, with more than 79,200 linear feet of impacts. The Middle
Patuxent River could have the least amount of impact with approximately 3,500 linear
feet of impact (Appendix 8). Quantitative impacts were also assessed from other
proposed transportation projects when impact calculations were available through
available NEPA documentation (Table 10).

Cumulative effects to surface water/aquatic habitat is anticipated within the near future
time frame. The majority of near future development is located within northeastern
Montgomery County, along the proposed transit line and the Prince George’s County
corridors. Of these near future development projects, those projects located within
northeastern Montgomery and Prince George’s counties would have the most substantial
impact on water quality in the SCEA boundary. The conversion of land use such as
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open-space or forested to impervious areas or manicured landscapes would increase
surface runoff and peak storm flows as well as introduce sediment and other pollutants
into the waterways. These effects would be somewhat mitigated by required compliance
with water quality protection guidelines administered by the MDE. The proposed
transportation projects in the near future time frame will have effects on surface
water/aquatic habitat as shown in Figure 11. In Prince George’s County, The 1-95/1-495
Greenbelt Metro Access Study has two stream crossings planned and the project [-495/1-
95 at Arena Drive has between two to seven stream crossings. In Montgomery County
MD 28/MD 97 could impact 320 linear feet of streams, MD 115/Muncaster Mill Road
could impact between six to eight stream crossings. In Howard County MD 216
Relocated could potentially impact 5 stream crossings.

Studies show the trout population degrading since the 1970s to the present throughout the
majority of the watershed. Trout populations rose gradually in the Good Hope tributary
during the late 1980s and early 1990s. Human induced impacts stemming from land
development and an overall change in land use have been steadily limiting the water
quality necessary to sustain trout reproduction. The Good Hope and Gum Springs
tributaries have, in recent years, been the last strong hold of the trout population. The
continued development adjacent to these tributaries and the construction of an ICC are
threats to the continued survival of the trout population (See DEIS Section IV.F.6 for
more details). Within the Paint Branch third-order subwatershed there is approximately
2,650 acres of near future planned development. In addition to the ICC project, there are
several planned near future transportation projects portions of which are within the Paint
Branch third-order subwatershed: US 29 Corridor Improvements, widen Briggs Chaney
Road from the Montgomery County line to Old Gunpowder Road and the widening of
Cherry Hill from the Montgomery County line to Baltimore Avenue. The continued
urbanization of the Paint Branch could have significant impacts to the Brown Trout
population. The impervious area was estimated within the Upper Paint Branch Special
Protection Area (see Section A.7.k. for details). For the Near Future time frame the
impervious area is estimated to be 26 percent, which is a 25 percent increase from 2000
(Appendix 11). This increase in impervious area, if left un-mitigated, may add additional
stresses to the protected streams and associated Brown Trout Population (See DEIS
Section IV.F.6 for more details).

Future

Past and current stresses to surface water quality in the SCEA area include: agricultural
runoff, stormwater runoff, and sedimentation/siltation due to development. Anticipated
future stresses on surface water quality are stormwater runoff from developed areas,
agricultural runoff, and sedimentation from soil erosion/disturbance due to residential and
commercial development. Figure 12 shows the surface water/aquatic habitat areas within
the SCEA boundary overlaid with the proposed future land development based on ELUP
projections for growth.
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No-Action —Planned Development

Planned future transportation and development projects slated to occur regardless of an
ICC for the future time frame have been identified throughout the SCEA boundary
(Appendix 4 and 5 and Figure 12).

If the No-Action Alternative were selected, future planned development projects within
the SCEA boundary may have an overall impact to surface water within the SCEA
boundary. Proposed transportation improvements in these areas have the potential to
impact surface water/aquatic habitat in all of the major waterways in the SCEA boundary.
As previously mentioned quantitative impacts were estimated based on a GIS overlay of
Future transportation/development and a statewide stream layer. As shown in Appendix
8 Future transportation projects could impact approximately 19,800 linear feet of streams
and Future development could impact approximately 34,000 linear feet of stream. The
subwatersheds that could have the greatest amount of impacts are the Anacostia River
and Lower Monocacy River, which could have 18,100 and 15,800 linear feet of impacts
respectively. The Rocky Gorge subwatershed could have the least amount of impact with
only approximately 110 linear feet. Quantitative impacts were also assessed from other
proposed transportation projects when impact calculations were available through
available NEPA documentation (Table 10). In Montgomery County the MD 28/MD 198
Corridor Improvement Study could impact between 165-980 linear feet to headwaters of
Northwest Branch and Paint Branch. Future development from transportation projects
(Figure 12) (Appendix 4) show that the majority of impacts would be located in
Montgomery County. Residential/commercial development could also have impacts to
surface water/aquatic habitat. These developments could have possible impacts to the
headwaters of Watts Branch, the Anacostia River, and the headwaters of Rocky Gorge in
Montgomery County; the Monocacy River in Frederick County; The headwaters in
Indian Creek, Paint Branch, and Northwest Branch in Prince George’s County; and the
headwaters of the Middle Patuxent in Howard County.

There are two planned future development projects within the Paint Branch third-order
watershed, the expansion of the FDA Headquarters (831 acres) and a Biotech research
park (117 acres). In addition to these projects there are several planned future
transportation projects within the Paint Branch including: the continued US 29 corridor
improvements, the [-495 Capital Beltway Study, the construction of MD 28/MD 198
from I-95 to MD 97, and the widening of Metzerott Road from New Hampshire Ave. to
Adelphi Road and MD 193. Paint Branch is also listed on Maryland’s 303(d) list (MDE,
2002) for biological impairment. Planned development near the stream and tributaries
could add to the biological levels further impairing the stream.

No-Action —Potential Development

Additional areas were identified to potentially accommodate residential or commercial
development for the No-Action Alternative. This does not include areas for rezoning or
redevelopment. Potential development under the No-Action Alternative would also
include all planned development presented above. Impacts from potential development
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appear to be primarily from residential growth versus commercial. As shown in
Appendix 8 the approximate impacts to streams by No-Action potential development is
38,700 linear feet, which includes the approximate impacts from potential development
of rezoned land. The subwatershed that could have the greatest amount of impact is the
Anacostia River with approximately 17,100 linear feet. The Brighton Dam, Little
Patuxent River and Cabin John Creek are not expected to have any impacts to streams by
No-Action potential development (Appendix §). Potential impacts to surface
water/aquatic habitat occur in the same areas as in the No-Action planned developments
with the addition of potential residential impacts to headwaters of the Little Bennett
Creek in Frederick County. Bennett Creek is listed on Maryland’s 303(d) list (MDE,
2002) for Biological impairment. TMDL’s are implemented for this waterway. Potential
development could increase the biological levels to the waterway. Potential development
impacts are required to abide by local, county and state laws to assure that surface waters
are not negatively affected whether through direct impact or through increases in flows;
therefore, it is unlikely that any major surface water/aquatic habitat encroachment would
occur without supplemental regulatory controls.

In the forecast zones where developable land did not meet the amounts required for
ELUP, additional allocations will be necessary for rezoning and redevelopment to occur.
If rezoning in these areas occurs the potential for additional effects to surface
water/aquatic habitat is possible. These effects would be caused by additional
development pressures on surface water/aquatic habitat due to the development of the
rezoned land. The zones in which the development of rezoned land could have the most
effect on surface water/aquatic habitat are Cloverly (Anacostia Drainage) and
Laytonsville (Patuxent drainage). Cloverly could require approximately 130 acres of
residential development and Laytonsville could require 40 acres of residential
development (Appendix 7). If this development occurs in the vicinity of surface
water/aquatic habitat, additional impacts are possible.

For the No-Action Alternative, 150 acres of potential developable land have been
identified within the Paint Branch third-order subwatershed. This additional
development could have a negative effect on the water quality and associated Brown
Trout population in this area. As discussed in the Impervious Area Section (see Section
A.7.k) the impervious area was estimated within the Upper Paint Branch Special
Protection Area. The impervious area is estimated to be 26 percent for the No-Action
alternative; this is about a 3 percent decrease from the near future time frame. This
decrease is due to the inclusion of the average impervious area of an ICC build
alternative in the near future time frame (Appendix 11). Paint Branch is also listed on
Maryland’s 303(d) list (MDE, 2002) for biological impairment. TMDL’s are proposed
for this waterway. Increased potential development in this area could lead to higher
levels of runoff to Paint Branch increasing the chance for an increase in biological
affects.
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The potential development identified on the Konterra properties could result in impacts to
surface water/aquatic habitat as shown in Table 15. Konterra potential residential
development associated with the No-Action Alternative could impact 1,900 linear feet of
a tributary of the Bear Branch. These potential impacts were generated by a simple
overlay of the potential development and the resource information gathered from the field
delineation conducted for the ICC project. The potential development may extend
beyond the ICC natural resource assessment study area. These potential impacts do not
take into consideration development restrictions and regulations that could reduce
impacts.

For the future time frame the cumulative impact to surface water/aquatic habitat by the
No-Action alternative is approximately 92,500 linear feet. This includes the impacts
from planned future development/transportation projects and No-Action potential
development. The subwatershed that could have the greatest cumulative impact to
streams is the Anacostia River, which could have approximately 35,200 linear feet of
impact. The Brighton Dam subwatershed is expected to have only 578 linear feet of
cumulative impacts to streams during the future time frame by the No-Action alternative
(Appendix 8).

Corridor 1 — Secondary Effects

Along with the planned future development that is likely to occur regardless of an ICC,
additional secondary impacts are anticipated due to the Corridor 1 Alternative. The
additional secondary impacts are a result of the potential development of the identified
land to accommodate the allocations for households and jobs that is projected within each
zone as a result of the construction of the Corridor 1 Alternative. These secondary
impacts would be primarily from residential and commercial growth. As shown in
Appendix 8 the approximate impacts to streams by Corridor 1 potential development is
117,500 linear feet of streams, which includes the approximate impacts from potential
development of rezoned land. The subwatershed that could have the greatest impact is
the Anacostia River with approximately 46,900 linear feet. Both the Brighton Dam and
the Cabin John Creek subwatersheds are not expected to have any impacts to streams. In
Montgomery County these potential impacts are located in the headwaters of Seneca
Creek, Muddy Branch, and North Branch Rock Creek (Figure 12). Potential surface
water impacts in Prince George’s County may occur along the northern tributaries of
Indian Creek as well as Little Paint Branch just east of the county line. Additional future
allocations for residential and commercial uses indicate the potential for surface water
impacts in headwater areas to Little Bennett Creek in Frederick County, north of the
Montgomery County line. These streams are all listed on Maryland’s 303(d) list of
impaired streams (MDE, 2002) as previously stated. Added development to these areas
could potentially increase the amount of impairing substance as well as increase the
amount of other toxic substances to the streams.
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Table 15
Konterra Potential Development Impacts
Potential Wetland Stream Forqst Inteno.r Rare, Threatened RTE
Wetland Dwelling Species
Konterra Impact Impact . and Endangered Impact
Class 1 . Habitat (FIDS) :
Development Acres |Linear Feet Species (RTE) Acres
Impact Acres
No-Action
Potential N/A 0.0 1900 14.3 N/A 0.0
Development
Corridor 1 and 2 ;E(S) ;Z
Potential : 24200 0.0 Aster Radula (rough 03
Secondary POW 0.1 -leaf aster)
Development PEM 71
Totals 124 | 24200 | 0.0 0.3

Impacts are calculated using resource information gathered from field delineation conducted for the ICC project. The proposed Konterra Development
Projects may extend beyond the ICC natural resource assessment study area.

'Jurisdictional status has not yet been determined, therefore acreage of impacts may change based on the Jurisdictional Determination
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As discussed for the No-Action Alternative, in the zones where developable land for
ELUP allocations for households/jobs was not available; it will be necessary for rezoning
and redevelopment to occur. For Corridor 1 the zones with greatest potential for
additional affects to surface water/aquatic habitats are Olney (Rocky Gorge and
Anacostia Drainage), Laytonsville (Patuxent drainage), Burtonsville (Rocky Gorge
/Patuxent Drainage), Laurel (Patuxent Drainage) and Beltsville (Little Paint Branch).
Laurel could require the greatest amount of development of rezoned land, needing 380
acres for both residential and commercial development. Additional land will still need to
be identified for development in order for the allocations for households and jobs to be
accommodated within the Laurel zone. Burtonsville, Olney, Beltsville and Laytonsville
may require areas of development in the range of 60-270 acres for residential and 1-20
acres for commercial (Appendix 7). If this additional development is located in the
vicinity of surface waters/aquatic habitat, it could result in additional impacts.

The potential secondary development identified on the Konterra properties could result in
secondary impacts to surface water/aquatic habitat as shown in Table 15. Konterra
potential secondary development could impact 24,200 linear feet of Indian Creek and its
tributaries. These potential secondary impacts were generated by a simple overlay of the
potential secondary development and the resource information gathered from the field
delineation conducted for the ICC project. The potential development may extend
beyond the ICC natural resource assessment study area. These potential secondary
impacts do not take into consideration development restrictions and regulations that could
reduce impacts.

For Corridor 1, 133 acres of potential developable land has been identified within the
Paint Branch third-order subwatershed. The impervious area for the Upper Paint Branch
SPA is estimated to increase 8 percent, to 29 percent from 2010 to 2030 for the Corridor
1 Alternative (see Section A.7.k and Appendix 11). As stated for the No-Action
Alternative, this additional development and increase in impervious area could have a
negative effect on the Brown Trout population.

For the future time frame the cumulative impact to surface water/aquatic habitat by the
Corridor 1 alternative is approximately 171,300 linear feet. This includes the impacts
from planned future development/transportation projects and Corridor 1 potential
secondary development. The subwatershed that could have the greatest cumulative
impact to streams is the Anacostia River, which could have approximately 65,000 linear
feet of impact. The same as for the No-Action alternative, the Brighton Dam
subwatershed is expected to have only 578 linear feet of cumulative impacts to streams
during the future time frame by the Corridor 1 alternative (Appendix 8).

Corridor 2 — Secondary Effects

For Corridor 2, potential land allocations, which match the ELUP projections, reveal
possible secondary impacts at the same locations as discussed in Corridor 1. As shown in
Appendix 8 the approximate secondary impacts to streams by Corridor 2 potential
development is slightly greater than Corridor 1 at approximately 119,500 linear feet,
which includes the approximate acreage of impacts from potential development of
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rezoned land. The only major difference between Corridor 1 and Corridor 2 is within the
Rocky Gorge Dam subwatershed in which approximately 4,000 more linear feet of
streams could be impacted (Appendix 8). Based on the ELUP projections and subsequent
available land allocations, the potential impacts to surface waters are similar between
Corridor 1 and Corridor 2.

As discussed in both the No-Action and Corridor 1 alternatives, in the zones where
developable land for ELUP allocations for households/jobs was not available; it will be
necessary for rezoning and redevelopment to occur. For Corridor 2 the zones with
greatest potential for additional effects to surface water/aquatic habitats are similar to
Corridor 1 except for within the Burtonsville zone (Rocky Gorge /Patuxent Drainage) in
which the allocations for both households and jobs are much greater for Corridor 2 than
Corridor 1 (see Table 6). These additional allocations could result in more rezoned land
being developed for residential and commercial uses to accommodate the greater
allocations. For Corridor 2, 670 acres of residential and 15 acres of commercial could be
developed. This is approximately 400 acres greater than for Corridor 1. The additional
potential land that could be developed could result in greater impacts to surface
water/aquatic habitat within the Rocky Gorge subwatershed.

The secondary impacts associated with the potential secondary development identified on
the Konterra properties would be the same for Corridor 2 as Corridor 1.

For Corridor 2, 48 acres of potential developable land has been identified within the Paint
Branch third-order subwatershed. The impervious area for the Upper Paint Branch SPA
is estimated to increase 3 percent, to 27 percent from 2010 to 2030 for the Corridor 2
Alternative (see Section A.7.k and Appendix 11). As stated for the No-Action
Alternative and Corridor 1, this additional development and increase in impervious area
could have a negative effect on the Brown Trout population within Paint Branch.

For the future time frame the cumulative impact to surface water/aquatic habitat by the
Corridor 2 alternative is approximately 173,300 linear feet. This includes the impacts
from planned future development/transportation projects and Corridor 2 potential
secondary development. The cumulative impact is slightly greater than Corridor 1 with
the main difference being the greater amount of impacts expected in the Rocky Gorge
subwatershed (Appendix 8).

With an expected increase in population and development density in these areas, surface
water impacts may also increase and mitigation of these impacts would be required if
water quality is to remain equal to or greater than current levels. To reduce further
degradation of surface water/aquatic habitat the following actions would help in
protecting streams in the future. They include:

¢ Ensuring the inclusion of stream protection policies in all community plans,

e Encouraging the use of “Low Impact Development” techniques for development
site design in order to minimize impervious surfaces, reduce stormwater runoff
and time of concentration of the runoff, and increase the use of functional
landscaping, and
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¢ Continuing the design and construction of stream restoration projects, based on
natural channel stability concepts.

Federal, State and local regulations could reduce the cumulative effect of the ICC project
on surface water/aquatic habitat. Water quality of surface waters is regulated by the
MDE pursuant to the COMAR 26.08.02 (Water Quality), revised February 7, 1995
(ACM, Environmental Article, Section 9-13 through 9-316, 9-319, 9-320, and 9-325).
The purpose of these regulations is to protect surface water quality through the adoption
and implementation of water quality standards. The surface water quality standards
consist of designated uses of State waters, and criteria to protect the designated uses.
One regional initiative to protect surface waters and control nonpoint source (NPS)
pollution is the Stormwater Management Program (implemented in 1984), which requires
that stormwater from urban land is treated using best management practices (BMPs).
County governments have been delegated authority over this program. The Federal
Program in place to regulate NPS pollution is the National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permits for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems
(implemented in 1990). This federal program, resulting form 1987 amendments to the
Clean Water Act, mandates that local jurisdictions with populations greater than 100,000
are required to inventory, monitor and assess their stormwater management programs.

f. Wetlands

Wetlands are important natural resources that provide numerous functions and values to
society including fish and wildlife habitat, flood protection, erosion control and water
quality maintenance. Wetlands are also recognized as important habitat for waterfowl,
migratory birds and wildlife (Tiner and Burke 1995).

Wetlands within the SCEA boundary have declined over time. This decline has been the
result of the development and agricultural activities that have occurred in the area.
Current laws and regulations have slowed this decline and the goal of no net loss of
wetlands has been set for the future. During the present/near future time frame wetlands
could possibly be impacted by the planned development. The majority of these impacts
from transportation, residential and commercial projects will occur in northeastern
Montgomery County and Prince George’s County. For the future time frame the planned
development could possibly impact wetlands throughout the SCEA boundary but
predominately in Montgomery County and southeastern Frederick County. For the No-
Action Alternative the identified potential development could impact wetlands primarily
in the vicinity of I-95 in Prince George’s County and in southern Frederick County. The
secondary development associated with Corridor 1 could possibly impact wetlands,
mainly in Montgomery County and southern Frederick County. The potential impacts
from Corridor 2 would be similar to Corridor 1 except for additional possible impacts in
southern Frederick County and the potential for impacts associated with a greater amount
of potential development of rezoned land in the Burtonsville zone for Corridor 2.

Federal and State wetland regulations are the most widely used means of controlling
wetland impacts in Maryland. Based on the current implementation of the no overall net
loss goal established by the State’s National Wetlands Protection Act of 1989, it is
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anticipated that future wetland loss within the SCEA boundary will be reduced. Specific
quantitative wetlands trends data for the SCEA boundary were not readily available
through existing documented sources for the time period 1964 to the present; however,
statewide, countywide and watershed wetlands trends data were readily available. In
addition to reviewing past wetlands trends, a wetlands trends analysis within the SCEA
boundary was completed.  Quantitative impacts were estimated based upon a GIS
overlay of the transportation/development and National Wetland Inventory Mapping, for
the Present/Near Future and Future time frame (Appendix 8). The estimate assumes that
the transportation/development project that impacts wetlands will incur impacts
throughout the entire footprint of the project and does not take into consideration specific
site plans nor development regulations that could limit these impacts.

NWI wetlands within the SCEA boundary account for approximately 16,600 acres of the
487,900 acres of the total acreage of the SCEA area, or 3 percent of the total area (Table
16). Figure 15 shows the NWI wetlands within the SCEA boundary. The subwatershed
with the greatest percentage of land area designated as NWI wetland is the Patuxent
River upper which is 13.8 percent. The subwatershed with the lowest percentage of land
area designated as NWI wetlands is Cabin John Creek, which is 0.7 percent wetland.

Table 16
NWI Wetland Acreage per Subwatershed within the SCEA boundary
NWI Wetland
Watershed Subwatershed [NWI Wetland Acres
Percent
gf“'f{le Pipe 80 1.0%
MIDDLE ce
POTOMAC RIVER [-OWer
Monocacy 3592 2.2%
River
Brighton Dam 1088 5.9%
L1.ttle Patuxent 91 250
River
Middle
PATUXENT RIVER |Patuxent River 69 1.4%
Patuxent River 2708 13.8%
upper
Rocky Gorge 1822 5.3%
Dam
Anacostia River 2332 2.9%
gf:éﬁ John 113 0.7%
WASHINGTON Potomac River
METROPOLITAN MO Cnty 1934 4.8%
Rock Creek 819 2.1%
Seneca Creek 1957 3.3%
Total 16605 3.4%
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Past

Maryland has experienced substantial quantitative wetland loss in the past timeframe. In
the past, wetlands in Maryland have been converted for agriculture primarily on the
Eastern Shore. Estuarine wetlands have been filled for resorts, residential areas, ports or
disposal of dredge material. Tidal marshlands have been destroyed for marinas and
navigation canals. Mining has destroyed many wetlands areas in Western Maryland
(Tiner and Burke 1995).

More recent studies by Tiner and Finn in 1986 (Tiner and Burke 1995) have shown a
substantial decline in vegetated wetlands between 1955 and 1978. Their study reported
that Maryland lost about eight percent of the estuarine vegetated wetlands and six percent
of the palustrine vegetated wetlands were lost. Approximately 15,000 acres of palustrine
vegetated wetlands were lost during this period (Tiner and Burke 1995). Agriculture
accounted for most of the palustrine wetland losses, with urban development accounting
for only eight percent of the losses. Pond acreage during this period increased by 14,000
acres. Vegetated forested and emergent wetlands were most affected by the construction
of open water ponds (Tiner and Burke, 1995).

Table 17 compares the trends of two studies over different time periods (1955 to 1978
and 1982 to 1989) for certain wetland classification types. The forested statistic is
misleading because the net change figure includes changes in wetland type, such as
induced by timber harvest. Tiner and Burke (1995), discuss that closer examination of
the results show that between 1955 and 1978, 9,125 acres of palustrine forests were
destroyed for a annual loss rate of 397 acres (Tiner and Burke, 1995). From 1982 to
1989, 2,534 acres were destroyed, for an annual loss rate of 362 acres. This shows a
slight reduction in the annual loss rate of PFO wetlands.

Data from DNR’s Surf Your Watershed website includes information on historic wetland
loss and net/gain loss since 1991, by watershed (MDE 6-digit) and subwatershed (MDE
8-digit). Table 18 shows the total historic loss, which has been determined from the
hydric soils that are not identified as wetland, within each watershed and the net gain/loss
since 1991.

The USFWS also conducted several studies on select geographical areas within Maryland
including Selected areas of Maryland’s Piedmont Region, which includes parts of
Montgomery and Howard Counties that occur within the SCEA boundary. Table 19
shows trends in selected areas of Maryland’s Piedmont Region from 1980/1981 to
1988/1989.

The Anacostia River subwatershed had the greatest amount of historic wetland loss,
while Cabin John Creek had the least amount of loss. The subwatershed with the greatest
amount of net gain since 1991 is the Little Patuxent River, which increased by 21.0 acres.
The Lower Monocacy River subwatershed had a net loss of 0.7 acres since 1991, which
was the most of the subwatersheds within the SCEA boundary.
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Table 17
Comparison of estimated wetland trends for certain types in Maryland*
1955-1978 1982-1989
Wetland Net Acreage Average Annual Net Acreage Aﬁr:’ﬁ;?%\?e ;
Type Change Trends Net Change Change Trends
(Acres) (Acres) (Acres) Ll
(Acres)
Estuarine 9,845 428 72 10
Emergent
Estuarine
Scrub-Shrub -183 -8 +279 +40
Estuarine No Data NA 766 -109
Forested
Estuarine
Non- +1,049 +46 +1,074 +153
vegetated
Palustrine -11,496 -500 -1,638 -234
Emergent
Palustrine
Scrub-Shrub -5,557 -242 +5,178 +740
Palustrine -2,004 -87 7,863 1,123
Forested
Palustrine
Non- +14,435 +628 +3,236 +462
vegetated
(Ponds)

* 1955 to 1978 versus 1982 to 1989)

Source: Tiner and Finn (1986) and Tiner et al. (1994).
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Table 18
Wetland Trends by SCEA Watersheds

. . Net
LE LR (e Gain/Loss
Watershed Subwatershed County Wetland Loss .
since 1991
(acres)
(acres)
Potomac River Mggg;ﬁiry’
Montgomery NS 8,768 11.4
Count District of
y Columbia
Seneca Creek Montgomery 7,547 2.0
. Montgomery,
Washington | p o Creek Districtof | 1,804 |35831| 0.6 | 26.1
Metro .
Columbia
Cabin John Creek Montgomery 992 -0.1
Montgomery,
Anacostia River | Lrnce George’s, | ¢ 5oy 12.2
District of
Columbia
. Howard,
Brighton Dam 3,371 -0.1
Montgomery
Mlddle.Patuxent Howard 692 46
River
Little Patuxent Howard, Anne 10,022 21.0
Patuxent River Arundel
River Howard 36,007 279
Rocky Gorge Dam ’ 1,337 -0.1
Montgomery
. Howard, Anne
Patuiijenteljlver Arundel, Prince | 10,106 1.8
pp George’s
Western Branch Prince George’s | 10,479 0.7
. Lower Monocacy | progerick | 11,799 0.7
Middle River
Potomac Frederick 21,476 39
Double Pipe Creek eeens 9,677 6.6
Carroll
Source: Maryland DNR Surf Your Watersheds
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Table 19

Changes of vegetated wetlands in selected areas in the Piedmont Region Of Maryland
(1980/81 to 1988/89)

Wetland R ARz (sl OF Acres Changed to Non-
Type Converted to Other Vegetated. Vegetated Wetlands
Upland Wetlands*
PEM 56.56 33.47 7.54
PFO 28.27 0.82 1.65
PSS 3.62 0.00 0.53
Total 88.42 34.29 9.72

*Represents changes in wetland class (e.g., emergent to scrub-shrub) but not changes in water regime within a given
wetland class.

Source: Tiner and Foulis (1993)

Present

Maryland currently has approximately 9.5% of its area classified as wetland. Table 20
compares estimated wetland status for certain classification types in the counties that are
within the SCEA boundary: Montgomery, Prince George’s, Howard, Anne Arundel,
Frederick and Carroll.

Of the counties located within the SCEA boundary, Prince George’s County contains the
greatest amount of the state’s wetlands (3.3 percent). Howard County has the lowest
percentage of the states wetlands of the counties that occur within the SCEA boundary,
with only 0.5 percent. Table 20 shows the DNR wetlands that are located within the
SCEA boundary. It should be noted that these wetland totals are countywide, and might
not be indicative of wetland status within the SCEA boundary.

The ICC build alternatives would result in direct impacts to wetlands. Impacts to
wetlands would occur from filling, shading, roadway runoff, sedimentation and other
direct and indirect effects. Wetland impacts would occur in the following watersheds:
Upper Rock Creek, North Branch Rock Creek, Northwest Branch, Paint Branch, Indian
Creek, Rocky Gorge, and Upper Patuxent watersheds. These impacts would lead to a
decrease in available wetland and waterway habitat within the study area and ultimately a
decrease in plant and animal species that inhabit these areas. Corridor 1 (and associated
options) could impact approximately 22.3 to 30.1 acres of wetlands, approximately 37.4
acres of washponds associated with mining in the area of the I-95 interchange, and
39,251 to 46,204 linear feet of Waters of the U.S. In addition, an estimated 7.5 to 8.0
acres of open water ponds would be affected. The range of impacts associated with
Corridor 2 and all its options would vary from 25.6 acres to 38.2 acres of wetlands,
approximately 37.1 acres of washponds associated with mining in the area of the 1-95
interchange. The Environmental Stewardship component of the ICC project includes
opportunities for the creation/enhancement of wetland areas, which could offset some of
the direct impacts associated with the build alternatives (See DEIS Section 1V.F.7. for
details).
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Table 20
Wetland Acreage Per County

Estuarine | Palustrine | Riverine | Lacustrine Total Total
County Wetland | Wetland | Wetland | Wetland Acrease Percentage
Acreage Acreage | Acreage | Acreage g of the State
Montgomery 0 9,566 31 102 9,699 1.6
Prince 2,019 17,309 174 14 19,516 33
George’s
Howard 0 2,977 26 114 3,117 0.5
Anne 2,774 13,202 157 23 16,156 2.7
Arundel
Frederick 0 7,243 33 49 7,325 1.2
Carroll 0 4,229 4 558 4,791 0.8

Source: Tiner and Burke, Wetlands of Maryland (1995)

Near future planned development and transportation projects were assessed within the
SCEA boundary by overlaying planned projects with NWI wetlands to evaluate impacts.
Appendix 1 and 2 and Figure 11 highlight the near future development and
transportation projects within the SCEA boundary. All of these projects would occur
regardless of an ICC alternative, and are therefore are not dependent on construction of
an ICC. As previously mentioned quantitative impacts were estimated based on a GIS
overlay of Near Future transportation/development and NWI Wetlands. As shown in
Appendix 8 Near Future transportation projects could impact approximately 29 acres of
NWI wetlands and Near Future development could impact approximately 586 acres of
NWI wetlands. The Potomac River Montgomery County subwatershed could have the
greatest impact with approximately 270 acres. The Cabin John Creek subwatershed
(Appendix 8). Quantitative impacts were also assessed from other proposed
transportation projects when impact calculations were available through available NEPA
documentation (Table 10).

Planned development along the proposed ICC Corridors 1 and 2 were overlaid with ICC
study area delineated wetlands, as well as FIDS habitat and Environmentally Sensitive
areas. The areas immediately adjacent to the corridors were evaluated to determine the
likelihood for impact by a planned development regardless of the ICC alternatives.
Specifically, there are many planned developments along Corridor 2 that may impact
resources in the near future time frame. Therefore, the overall secondary and cumulative
effects to resources in close proximity to Corridor 2 could potentially be substantial since
planned development is prominent along this proposed Corridor.

Appendix 12 and Figure 16 show the location of planned development in relation to
wetlands, FIDS habitat and ESA areas. Appendix 12 only shows the resources that could
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be impacted by the ICC alternatives and potentially impacted by planned development.
For both build alternatives there are several wetland systems that could potentially be
impacted by planned development regardless of the ICC alternatives. For example, as
shown in Appendix 12, wetland system 4JB3 would be impacted 0.3 acre if the Corridor
2 Alternative is constructed, but due to the planned residential development (203) 14.7+
acres of wetland system 4JB3 could potentially be in danger of impact regardless of the
ICC.

Planned developments immediately adjacent to Corridor 1 could potentially impact
wetland systems 1FF, 2BA, 3PA, 3RG and 3TA. The amount of approximate planned
development impact to wetlands is less than that estimated for the Corridor 1 Alternative.
Planned development in the vicinity of Corridor 1 is much less than that proposed in the
vicinity of Corridor 2 because much of the land adjacent to Corridor 1 is either already
built-out, being reserved for the ICC corridor (consistent with Montgomery County
master plans) or already designated as parkland. Therefore, the number of wetland
systems that could potentially be impacted by planned development if the Corridor 1
Alternative is not selected, is much less than the impacts that could potentially occur in
the vicinity of Corridor 2 if the Corridor 2 Alternative is not selected.

Planned development in the vicinity of Corridor 2 would potentially impact wetlands
IFF, 4A4, 4D, 4]B3, 4K, 4L, 7AA, 7AB, 5N, 7ia, 7K, 7KA, 7L, 51, 5M, 5M1, 5N, 1, 24,
5, 5XA, and 6AA. As previously mentioned, planned development is greater along
Corridor 2, and therefore, resources along this corridor could be impacted by other
planned development regardless of the Corridor 2 Alternative. Appendix 12 highlights
these resources and Figure 16 depicts planned development along Corridor 2 in relation
to wetlands and other natural resources. The number of wetland systems and the
approximate acreage potentially impacted by planned development in the vicinity of
Corridor 2 is much greater than Corridor 1. The wetland systems impacted by planned
development that could potentially be significantly greater than the impacts from
Corridor 2 are 4JB3, 4K, 7L, 1 and 6AA.

Cumulative effects would occur from near future development projects planned within
the SCEA boundary (e.g., residential, transportation, etc.). These projects are of a large
enough scale that wetland impacts are likely, specifically in northern Montgomery and
Prince George’s counties. Some of the proposed transportation projects will slightly
impact wetlands, including: 1-95/1-495 Greenbelt Metro Access Study (2.0-2.1 acres),
MD 28/MD 97 (0.20 acre), 1-495/1-95 at Arena Drive (0-5.4 acres) and MD 216
Relocated (2.0 acres). Wetlands could potentially be most directly impacted by near
future development in the following subwatersheds: Rocky Gorge, Anacostia, Rock
Creek and the Middle Patuxent. Within these subwatersheds negative pressures will be
placed on wetlands due to the increase in impervious area from the planned development
(see Section A.7.k for details).

Management of near future development and the construction activities associated with
an ICC, if a build alternative is selected will play an important part in stabilizing the
quantity and quality of wetlands within the SCEA boundary. Any near future
development will abide by Federal and State wetland protection programs. In addition,
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wetland mitigation will help stabilize overall impact trends within the SCEA boundary.
Therefore the cumulative effects to wetlands in the near future time frame, for which the
only difference between the ICC alternatives is the direct impacts, could be reduced.

Future

It is anticipated that percentages of future net wetland loss/conversion within the SCEA
boundary would continue to decline, however future wetland loss is based on the notion
that government regulatory programs would minimize wetland destruction in the future
(Tiner and Burke, 1995). Existing wetlands now receive better protection than in the
past. Techniques and procedures for protecting Maryland’s non-tidal wetlands include:
State and Federal Non-tidal wetland regulations, land use regulations, direct acquisition,
conservation easements, tax incentives, public education, and the efforts of private
individuals and corporations. Figure 12 shows the wetland areas within the SCEA
boundary, which may be impacted by future planned development and potential
development based on estimated growth from ELUP projections.

No-Action-Planned Development

Planned future transportation and development projects slated to occur regardless of an
ICC for the future time frame have been identified throughout the SCEA boundary
(Appendix 4 and 5 and Figure 12).

An overlay analysis was conducted of planned future development and National Wetland
Inventory (NWI) mapping. The No-Action Alternative would have impacts to wetlands
regardless of the ICC alternatives. As previously mentioned quantitative impacts were
estimated based on a GIS overlay of Future transportation/development and NWI
mapping. As shown in Appendix 8 Future transportation projects could impact
approximately 28 acres of wetlands and Future development could impact approximately
51 acres of wetlands. That subwatershed that could have the greatest amount of wetland
impacts is the Lower Monocacy River with 27 acres of impacts. The Brighton Dam,
Middle Patuxent River, Patuxent River upper, Rocky Gorge Dam and Cabin John Creek
subwatersheds all are not expected to have impacts to wetlands by planned future
development/transportation projects (Appendix 8). Future growth from transportation
projects (Figure 12) show that the majority of impacts would be located in Montgomery
County. Residential and commercial developments, as well as transportation projects,
may be located in areas that indicate presence of NWI wetlands. These include primarily
wetland systems associated with Northwest Branch, Watts Branch, Dry Seneca Creek and
Rocky Gorge in Montgomery County, Indian Creek in Prince Georges County and Little
Bennett Creek and the Monocacy River in Frederick County, and Hammond Branch in
Howard County.

No-Action —Potential Development

In addition to the planned future development, other areas were identified to potentially
accommodate ELUP allocations. With some of these areas located near wetlands,
possible encroachments could occur due to the allocations set forth by the ELUP for
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households and jobs. As shown in Appendix 8 the approximate acreage of impacts to
NWI wetlands by No-Action potential development is 49 acres, which includes the
approximate acreage of impacts from potential development of rezoned land. The
Anacostia River subwatershed could have the greatest amount of impacts with
approximately 22 acres. The Brighton Dam, Patuxent River upper and Potomac River
Montgomery County subwatersheds are not expected to have any impacts to NWI
wetlands (Appendix 8). The majority of areas where impacts to wetlands by potential
development could occur are in Prince George’s County on either side of 1-95 in the
vicinity of Muirkirk Road. These impacts would primarily be from residential
development. In Montgomery County, near Rockville, the potential exits for impacts to
wetlands associated with the headwaters of Cabin John Creek by commercial
development. In southern Frederick County near the Montgomery County line, a large
potential residential development could impact wetlands associated with Bennett Creek.
In areas where there is not enough developable land to accommodate ELUP allocations,
rezoning may be required. With the subsequent development of the rezoned land, there is
potential for additional effects to wetlands. The zones with the greatest potential for
additional impacts due to increased development are Laytonsville (Patuxent drainage)
and Cloverly (Anacostia Drainage). Of these zones Cloverly could require the greatest
amount of rezoned land to be developed, needing 130 acres for residential development.
Laytonsville could require 40 acres of residential development Appendix 7. Within these
zones the potential impacts to wetlands would be increased if the development of the
rezoned land occurs in the vicinity of wetlands.

For the future time frame the cumulative impact to wetlands by the No-Action alternative
is approximately 128 acres. This includes the impacts from planned future
development/transportation projects and No-Action potential development.  The
subwatershed that could have the greatest cumulative impact to wetlands is the Anacostia
River, which could have approximately 32 acres of impact. Both the Patuxent River
upper and Cabin John Creek subwatersheds are expected to have less than one acre of
cumulative impacts to wetlands during the future time frame by the Corridor 1 alternative
(Appendix 8).

Corridor 1 — Secondary Effects

Within the SCEA boundary, approximately 4,940 acres of land has been identified that
could potentially support either residential or commercial secondary development based
on allocations projected by the ELUP. This takes into account the number of acres that is
needed for rezoning however does not take into account the amount needed for
redevelopment.

These secondary developments associated with Corridor 1 will likely impact NWI
wetlands throughout the SCEA boundary, the majority of which occur in Montgomery
County. As shown in Appendix 8 the approximate acreage of secondary impacts to NWI
wetlands by Corridor 1 potential development is 209 acres, which includes the
approximate acreage of impacts from potential development of rezoned land. These
include the potential for impacts to wetlands by employment development near wetlands
associated with Indian Creek along the I-95 corridor, residential development near
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headwater wetlands of North Branch Rock Creek, and potential impacts from residential
development to wetlands adjacent to Little Bennett Creek in Frederick County. The
subwatershed that could have the greatest amount of impacts to wetlands by Corridor 1
secondary development is the Anacostia River with approximately 86 acres of impacts.
No impacts to NWI wetlands are expected to occur within the Brighton Dam
subwatershed by Corridor 1 secondary development. Based on the ELUP projections and
subsequent available land allocations, there are minimal potential secondary impacts to
wetland systems specific only to Corridor 1. Of the total wetland areas that could be
impacted in the SCEA boundary by Corridor 1, it is anticipated that residential
development would have the largest impact.

In the zones where developable land for ELUP allocations for households/jobs was not
available; it will be necessary for rezoning and redevelopment to occur. If rezoning is
necessary within a zone then there is the potential for additional effects to wetlands. The
zones with the greatest potential for additional impacts due to increased development are
Olney (Rocky Gorge and Anacostia Drainage) with 271 residential acres and 5
commercial acres available, Laytonsville (Patuxent drainage) with 60 residential acres
and 1 commercial acre available, Burtonsville (Rocky Gorge /Patuxent Drainage) with
270 residential acres and 2 commercial acres available, Cloverly (Anacostia Drainage)
with 290 residential and commercial acres available and Beltsville (Little Paint Branch
with 130 residential acres available (Appendix 7). As stated for the No-Action
Alternative, within these zones the potential impacts to wetlands would be increased if
the development of the rezoned land occurs in the vicinity of wetlands.

The potential secondary development identified on the Konterra properties could result in
secondary impacts to wetlands as shown previously in Table 15. Potential secondary
development could impact approximately 12 acres of wetlands associated with Indian
Creek and its tributaries. As previously mentioned these potential impacts are the result
of a simple overlay of the potential development and the resource information gathered
from the field delineation conducted for the ICC project. The potential development may
extend beyond the ICC natural resource assessment study area. These potential
secondary impacts do not take into consideration development restrictions and
regulations that could reduce impacts.

For the future time frame the cumulative impact to wetlands by the Corridor 1 alternative
is approximately 288 acres. This includes the impacts from planned future
development/transportation projects and Corridor 1 potential secondary development.
The subwatershed that could have the greatest cumulative impact to wetlands is the
Anacostia River, which could have approximately 96 acres of impact. The Cabin John
Creek subwatershed is expected to have less than one acre of cumulative impacts to
wetlands during the future time frame by the Corridor 1 alternative (Appendix 8).

Corridor 2 — Secondary Effects

For Corridor 2, 5,546 acres was identified for potential developable land within the
SCEA boundary based on allocations projected by the ELUP. It was determined that
possible secondary impacts to wetlands were located at the same relative locations as
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discussed in Corridor 1. As shown in Appendix 8 the approximate acreage of secondary
impacts to NWI wetlands by Corridor 2 potential development is slightly greater than
Corridor 1 at approximately 216 acres, which includes the approximate acreage of
impacts from potential development of rezoned land. The only major difference between
Corridor 1 and Corridor 2 is within the Rocky Gorge subwatershed, which has
approximately 9 acres more of secondary impacts associated with Corridor 2. The zones
with the greatest potential for additional impacts due to increased development of
rezoned land are similar to Corridor 1 except for within the Burtonsville zone in which
the allocations for household and jobs was much greater for Corridor 2 than for Corridor
1. For Corridor 2 Burtonsville could require 670 acres of residential and 15 acres of
commercial development of rezoned land which is approximately 400 acres greater than
Corridor 1. This could potentially result in additional wetland impacts due to more
development of rezoned land within the Burtonsville zone.

The secondary impact to wetlands associated with the potential secondary Konterra
development is the same for Corridor 2 as for Corridor 1.

For the future time frame the cumulative impact to wetlands by the Corridor 1 alternative
is approximately 294 acres. This includes the impacts from planned future
development/transportation projects and Corridor 1 potential secondary development.
This is slightly greater than the Corridor 1 alternative due to the greater amount of
secondary impacts within the Rocky Gorge subwatershed (Appendix 8).

g. Farmlands

Farmland is an important resource that is vital to the State’s economy. Farming and
associated industries are an important and viable way of life for many people within the
SCEA boundary. The agricultural sector is important to Maryland in terms of goods and
services provided as well as the preservation of the rural nature of many areas within the
SCEA boundary.

The number and total land area of farmlands in both the State and within the SCEA
boundary has declined during the past time frame. This decrease in farmland is due to
the increased residential and commercial growth that has resulted from the increase
population and subsequent sprawl during this time frame. During the present/near future
time frame there is the potential for farmland to be impacted by planned development and
transportation projects. The majority of the impacts to farmland will be in northern
Montgomery County and Prince George’s County. Regulations and policies at the
federal, state and local level are in place to reduce the impacts to farmland by
development (see page 1V-454 for details). For the future time frame planned
development could possibly impact farmland, the greatest of which will be in Frederick
and Montgomery Counties. Additional potential development could impact farmland for
the No-Action Alternative. These impacts are primarily located in southeastern Frederick
County, near Rockville in Montgomery County and near the intersection of US 29 and
MD 216 in Howard County. Secondary development associated with Corridor 2 could
impact farmland, located in southeastern Frederick County, along the ICC corridor in
Montgomery County, and near I-95 in Prince George’s County. The secondary impacts
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of the potential development projected for the Corridor 2 Alternative will be slightly
greater than Corridor 1 due to impacts in southeastern

Frederick County and greater potential development of rezoned land in the Burtonsville
forecast zone.

Impacts to farmlands could be reduced by federal, state and local regulations along with
agricultural land preservation by public and private organizations (see discussion on
page 1V-454).

Readily available data for active farmland within the SCEA boundary was obtained from
Issues in the Future of Maryland Agriculture, which is a summary of the findings of a
study by the Center for Agricultural and Natural Resource Policy in the University of
Maryland’s Agricultural and Resource Economics (AREC) Department. In addition, the
1973 and 2000 MDP land use data was compared to determine the amount of active
farmland lost from 1973 to 2000. Projected future impacts were estimated on proposed
land uses in relation to existing active farmland (2000 MDP Land Use). Quantitative
impacts were estimated based upon a GIS overlay of the transportation/development and
MDP Land Use, for the Present/Near Future and Future time frame (Appendix 8). The
estimate assumes that the transportation/development project that impacts farmland will
incur impacts throughout the entire footprint of the project and does not take into
consideration specific site plans nor development regulations that could limit these
1mpacts.

Past

Table 21 shows the decrease in the number of farms, the decrease in farmland and the
change in the size of the farms in Maryland. The number of farms in Maryland has
decreased from 36,107 in 1949 to only 12,400 in 2000 while the amount of total farmland
has declined from 4.1 to 2.1 million acres during the same time frame.

Agricultural loss was calculated by county as well as by subwatershed. Table 22 shows
the amount of change in agricultural land use by county as well as within the SCEA
boundary (1973-2000).

Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties agricultural acreage decreased the greatest by
percentage, with a net decrease of 392 and 392 percent, respectively. Frederick County
decreased the most in terms of acreage, decreasing by 59,220 acres. Carroll County
decreased the least by percentage, with a net decrease of 18.5 percent in agricultural land
use and Anne Arundel County decreased the least by acreage, decreasing by 11,555
acres. Within the SCEA boundary, Prince George’s and Montgomery County had the
greatest decreases in percent of agricultural land, while Carroll had the lowest decrease in
percent of agricultural land. The decrease in agricultural land, primarily within
Montgomery and Prince Georges County can be attributed to the extensive development
that occurred.
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Table 21
Farm Acreage, Number of Farms, and Acres per Farm 1949-2000
Maryland
Year Number of Farms Land in Farms (1,000 Average Farm Size
Acres) (acres)
1949 36,107 4,056 112
1954 32,500 3,897 120
1959 25,122 3,457 138
1964 20,760 3,181 153
1969 17,181 2,803 163
1974 15,163 2,634 174
1978 15,540 2,614 168
1982 16,183 2,558 158
1987 14,776 2,397 162
1992 13,037 2,223 171
1997 12,500 2,200 176
2000 12,400 2,100 169
Source: Issues in the Future of Maryland Agriculture
Table 22
County Agricultural Land 1973-2000
S 1973 1973 2000 2000 Acreage Percent
Acres | Percent Acres Percent Lost Decrease
County Wide
Prince | o054, | 213 | 41,366 13.0 26,687 39.2
George’s
Montgomery | 130,443 40.3 79,260 24.5 51,182 39.2
Howard 74,246. 45.8 49,875 30.8 24,371 32.8
Anne 59,188. | 15.6 | 47,634 12.6 11,555 19.5
Arundel
Frederick | 269,223 63.0 210,002 49.2 59,220 22.0
Carroll 196,944 68.0 160,440 554 36,503 18.5
Within the SCEA Boundary
Prince 5472 9.7 568 1.0 4,903 89.6
George’s
Montgomery | 87,933 35.0 44,610 17.7 43,323 49.30
Howard 9,450 41.0 6,911 30.1 2,538 26.90
Anne
Arundel 157 3.0 54 1.1 103 65.4
Frederick 92,057 65.0 66,080 47.0 25,977 28.2
Carroll 7,382 67.8 5,673 52.6 1,708 23.1
Total 202,450 41.5 123,900 254 78,552 38.8

Source: Maryland Department of Planning Land Use Data, 1973 and 2000
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The change in agricultural land was also calculated by subwatershed within the SCEA
boundary. Table 23 shows this change. The subwatershed with greatest percent change
in agricultural land was Anacostia River, which had a decrease of 80 percent for the time
period of 1973 to 2000. The subwatershed with the greatest decline in acreage was the
Lower Monocacy River that decreased 35,608 acres. The subwatershed with lowest
percent change in agricultural land was Double Pipe Creek, which decreased 11.9 percent
and the subwatershed with the lowest decline in acreage was Cabin John Creek, which
declined 273 acres.

Table 23
Agriculture Change 1973-2000 by Subwatershed
Watershed Subwatershed 1973 2000 Change
Potomac River Acres 35,698 22,539 -13,159
Moé‘tgomery Percent 40.7 25.7 1369
ounty
Acres 47,477 28,502 -18,975
Seneca Creek
Percent 57.5 34.5 -40.0
Metro Percent 19.0 7.3 -61.7
Cabin John Creek |28 401 128 273
Percent 2.4 0.80 -68.0
Acres 10,975 2,183 -8,792
Anacostia River | Percent 11.8 2.4 -80.1
Percent 7.2 0.4 -95.1
Briehton D Acres 31,905 25,104 -6,800
rghton Lam 1 pe rcent 62.6 49.5 213
Middle Patuxent | Acres 20,272 13,454 -6,818
River Percent 55.0 36.3 -33.6
Patuxent Little Patuxent Acres 17,189 8,391 -8,798
River River Percent 26.0 12.7 -51.2
Rocky Gorge Acres 16,512 9,570 -6,943
Dam Percent 48.3 27.9 421
U Pat . Acres 14,689 10,187 -4,501
ppelr{. Axent ™ percent 26.0 18.1 230.6
iver
Percent 33.2 14.7 -55.6
Lower Monocacy| Acres 126,541 90,934 -35,608
Middle River Percent 64.9 46.7 -28.1
Potomac Double Pipe Acres 96,459 84,995 -11,464
Creek Percent 78.4 70.0 -11.9

Source: MDP Land Use Data: 1973, 2000
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Present

The current status of farmland (2000) within the SCEA boundary is shown in Table 23.
As previously stated, this data was obtained from MDP 2000 land use data. Double Pipe
Creek is the subwatershed that has the highest percentage of farmland based on the 2000
data, with 68.9 percent of the land within Double Pipe Creek being farmland. The
subwatershed with the lowest percentage of farmland is Cabin John Creek, which only
has 0.8 percent of its land area classified as farmland.

Direct impacts to existing farmland properties are anticipated to occur as a result of the
build alternatives. The largest amount of impacts to farmlands properties would occur in
the Rocky Gorge watershed. Corridor 1 would impact between 64 and 69 acres of
farmland properties. Corridor 2 would impact double the amount of farmland impacts by
Corridor 1 with between 108 and 125 acres (see DEIS Section IV.F .4 for more details).

Near future planned development and transportation projects were assessed within the
SCEA boundary by overlaying planned projects with existing agricultural land uses to
evaluate impacts. Appendix 1 and 2 and Figure 11 highlight the near future
development and transportation projects within the SCEA boundary. All of these
projects would occur regardless of an ICC alternative, and are therefore are not dependent
on construction of an ICC. As previously discussed, quantitative impacts were estimated
based on a GIS overlay of Near Future transportation/development and MDP Land use.
As shown in Appendix 8 Near Future transportation projects could impact approximately
216 acres of farmland and Near Future development could impact approximately 7,547
acres of farmland. The subwatershed that could have the greatest amount of impacted
farmland is the Lower Monocacy River with approximately 2,456 acres of impacts.
There are no impacts expected within the Cabin John Creek subwatershed. Quantitative
impacts were also assessed from other proposed transportation projects when impact
calculations were available through available NEPA documentation (Table 10). Impacts
from near future planned projects would be greatest to farmland in areas where near
future development would be the greatest, particularly in Northern Montgomery and
Prince George’s counties. Pressure will continue to increase in these areas to develop
open land for non-farm uses. However, some areas located within the SCEA boundary
are protected, active farmland such as the Beltsville Agricultural Research Center
(BARC). The 1-95/1-495 Greenbelt Metro Access Study would impact this active
farmland (0.30 — 0.80 acre). In accordance with FPPA, impacts to the BARC will require
an AD-1006 evaluation and further coordination with the Soil Conservation District.
Active agricultural land is located within the area of the SCEA boundary.

Cumulative effects during the near future time frame could be reduced if appropriate
planning practices are considered in the planning stage and sound development
techniques are utilized during the development of the planned projects. The only
difference in the cumulative effects between the ICC alternatives for the near future time
frame is the direct impacts of the chosen ICC alternative.
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No-Action-Planned Development

Planned future development within the SCEA boundary will consist of residential,
commercial, institutional and transportation developments/projects (Figure 12). An
overlay analysis of farmland areas and planned future development determined that
farmlands could potentially be impacted by future development even under a No-Action
Alternative mainly due to planned future transportation projects. These planned
transportation and development projects are anticipated to occur regardless of a selected
ICC alternative; and would therefore not be considered secondary development. Impacts
were estimated based on a GIS overlay of Future transportation/development and MDP
Land Use. As shown in Appendix 8 Future transportation projects could impact
approximately 293 acres of farmland and Future development could impact
approximately 1,358 acres of farmland. The subwatershed with the greatest amount of
impacts is the Lower Monocacy River with approximately 1,071 acres of impact. As in
the Near Future time frame the Cabin John Creek subwatershed is not expected to have
any impacts to farmland. Impacts to farmlands are not predicted to have a detrimental
affect on the farming industry in the SCEA boundary. The majority of farmland impacts
would occur within Frederick County due to the large amount of undeveloped farmland
that exists. Planned future development, which would include, mixed-use, institutional,
and industrial development within Frederick County could also contribute to farmland
impacts. Larger planned development projects could potentially affect the overall farm
operations in some areas due to displacements. The transportation projects that are
proposed would likely have linear impacts to most farmlands, however major impacts are
not anticipated.

Montgomery County could have possible impacts to Kingstead Farm and Burdette Farm.
These impacts would be due to residential development. These impacts have the potential
for displacement due to the large developments that are planned. Figure 12 shows the
type and location of potential future developments that could impact farmland.

No-Action — Potential Development

Based on ELUP allocation projections for households and employment, additional
potential development has been identified under the No-Action Alternative. Farmland
impacts associated with potential development areas were assessed based on an overlay
analysis. In addition to the planned future development, potential development will have
effects on farmland for the No-Action Alternative. As shown in Appendix 8 the
approximate acreage of impacts to farmland by No-Action potential development is 783
acres, which includes the approximate acreage of impacts from potential development of
rezoned land. Again, the subwatershed with the greatest amount of impacts is the Lower
Monocacy River with approximately 357 acres of impact. There are no impacts expected
within Middle Patuxent River and Seneca Creek subwatersheds. The area with the
greatest potential impact to farmlands is in the southeastern portion of Frederick County.
The areas identified are for potential residential development to accommodate the
expected demand for additional households within the New Market zone, in which there
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is potential for development of approximately 380 acres of farmland. In Montgomery
County, northwest of Rockville near the intersection of 1-270 and Shady Grove Road,
there are farmlands that could be impacted by residential development. In Howard
County, land has been identified for potential residential development that could
potentially impact farmland, near the intersection of US 29 and MD 216. This potential
development could displace the farming operations at these locations. In addition to these
large potential impacts, smaller areas of potential development are scattered throughout
the SCEA boundary, which could potentially impact farmland.

In the zones were developable land for ELUP allocations for households/jobs was not
available; it will be necessary for rezoning and redevelopment to occur. If rezoning is
necessary within a zone then there is the potential for additional effects to farmland. The
zones with the greatest chance of development pressures on farmland by rezoning would
be Laytonsville (40 residential acres) and Cloverly (130 residential acres) (Appendix 7).
Development pressures for farmlands within these zones would increase unless
redevelopment/revitalization opportunities are considered when attempting to meet the
needs of the projected allocations.

For the future time frame the cumulative impact to farmland by the No-Action alternative
is approximately 2,434 acres. This includes the impacts from pl