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December 12, 2013 
 
 
Mr. Bruce E. Johnston 
Montgomery County Department of Transportation 
100 Edison Park Drive, 4th Floor 
Gaithersburg, Maryland20878 
 
 
 Re: AI Number:  140416 
  Nontidal Wetlands and Waterways Application Number:  13-NT-3162/201360802 
  Response Due Date: March 1, 2014 
 
 
Dear Mr. Johnston: 
 
 The purpose of this letter is to request that the Montgomery County Department of Transportation address 
public comments the Department received in response to the Public Notice and subsequent hearing, held on August 
7, 2013 at Seneca Valley High School, related to the Midcounty Corridor Draft Environmental Effects Report 
(DEER). 
 
The Department of the Environment (the “Department”, or “MDE”) received comments for and against virtually 
every alternative, or combination of alternatives. Concerns ranged from environmental to social, economic, 
historical and safety. Copies of emails and letters MDE received have been enclosed herein (on CD) for your 
review and evaluation. MDE also received a few hundred comments which were forwarded to us from the office of 
the County Executive.  They were largely duplicative of comments already received directly from the commenter. 
Also enclosed is a separate CD containing a spreadsheet of the names and addresses of individuals who submitted 
comments. Their names, addresses and/or contact information were directly copied into the spreadsheet as 
submitted to us. Hence, errors or incomplete contact information are reflected exactly as we received them. We ask 
that you cross-reference this list against your list of Interested Persons to ensure we have a single and complete 
mailing list. 
 
In order to simplify your responses to both this letter and that sent by the US Army Corps of Engineers (dated 
November 19, 2013), please assume that the Department poses the same questions embodied in the Corps letter.  
Their specific questions/requests and your reply will be incorporated into the Department’s decision-making 
process as though we had authored them ourselves.  This letter will elaborate on certain points raised in the Corps 
letter and offers additional questions, or requests for clarification. Please provide a copy of your reply directly to 
Jack Dinne at the Army Corps of Engineers. 
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Based on comments received, the Department asks that in addition to responding to the Corps letter, you also 
address the following points: 

 
 
1. Please elaborate on how projected traffic improvements made a distinction between the current traffic 

condition, versus the additional traffic generated by future business and residential development. To what 
degree would a new road relieve current rush hour problems, as opposed to facilitating additional 
development which will exacerbate traffic issues? 

 
2. Table 2-1 reflects programmed road improvements assumed to be completed by 2030. The report says they 

have been factored into the traffic projections for each alternative. Please add a column to the table 
indicating which of these improvements are a component of an alternative retained for further study and 
some narrative to explain how the planned road project differs from the related alternative. Also, please 
provide the same information relative to State Highway projects within the study area that might not be 
reflected in Table 2-1, if any. 

 
3. Alternate 11 noted a conflict between local and thru traffic. How does that differ from the alternates 

retained for further study? 
 

4. Figure 3-1 indicates that the Tech Corridor benefit from the Midcounty Highway project extends as much 
to the west of I-270 as it does to the east. Does it then follow that road improvements west of I-270 could 
be an alternative to road improvements within the DEER study area? 

 
5. The DEER indicates that accommodating planned “end-state development” is predicated on 22.3  lane 

miles of new highway capacity, or the “provision of alternative transportation facilities” Please describe the 
alternative transportation facilities that could support planned growth. 

 
6. One commenter noted a 20-year old projection that 42% of the people living in Clarksburg would be 

headed to Gaithersburg. Has this proven to be true? 
 

7. The DEER notes none of the alternatives significantly improve travel time along Brink, Wightman, 
Goshen, Snouffer, or Muncaster roads. All alternatives substantially improve travel along 355.  If travel 
time figures are important, then they need some additional clarification as they only reinforce what the 
report says elsewhere; that none of the alternatives make much difference along the eastern side of the 
study area and that in 2030, the No-build is projected to be only 6 minutes (morning commute) to 10 
minutes (evening commute) slower then Alternative 9. Given the proposed environmental and community 
impacts associated with certain of the build alternatives, do the reported travel time improvements justify 
the impacts? 

 
8. The combined cost to build Alternatives 2, 4 Modified and 5, based on figures in the DEER, would be $412 

million. Alternative 8 is projected to cost $274 million and Alternative 9, $357 million. What benefits could 
be achieved by combining Alternatives, 2, 5 and/or Alternative 4 Modified, utilizing the narrower right-of-
way noted in the Corps comments? What would the combined cost be, given other projected road 
improvement projects? 

 
9. Please address the concerns raised in the email dated August 13, 2013 from Ms. Edna Miller. A copy of her 

email is attached herein. 
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10. Please address the “General Comments” section of the City of Gaithersburg letter dated July 17 and the 
requests made elsewhere in the letter, including incorporating certain elements of Alternative 2. A copy of 
that letter is attached herein. 

 
11. Please address the concerns raised in the August 23, 2013 letter from Montgomery County Public Schools. 

A copy of their letter has been attached herein. 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me by telephone at (301) 689-1493 or by email at 
Sean.McKewen@maryland.gov.  
 
       Sincerely, 
 

 
      Sean McKewen 
      Western Regional Chief 
      Nontidal Wetlands Division 

 
Enclosures: CD with public comments 
 CD with Interested Person List 
 
 
cc: Bruce Johnson, Montgomery County DOT 
 Jim Eisenhardt, RK&K 
 JackDinne, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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