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The following Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation has been undertaken to evaluate the potential 
impacts of Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B on Section 4(f) resources in the project area, including 
publicly-owned public parks and recreation areas and historic sites.  This draft evaluation is 
summarized in the Alternatives Analysis/Environmental Assessment (AA/EA) for the I-270/US 
15 Multi-Modal Corridor Study (May 2009). 

A draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, completed for Alternatives 3A/B, 4A/B and 5A/B/C, was 
included in the 2002 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the project. 

Following the finalization and public review of the AA/EA, a Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD) is anticipated to provide the basis for a Locally 
Preferred Alternative/Selected Alternative (LPA/SA).  The final Section 4(f) Evaluation will 
detail the impacts of the LPA/SA on Section 4(f) resources, and complete the evaluation for 
avoidance and measures to minimize harm for unavoidable impacts.  SHA and MTA intend to 
pursue de minimis findings for the following public parks: Malcolm King Park, Morris Park, 
Seneca Creek State Park, Middlebrook Hill Neighborhood Conservation Area, North 
Germantown Greenway, Black Hill Regional Park, Little Bennett Regional Park, Urbana Lake 
Fish Management Area, and Urbana Community Park. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 49 USC 303(c), requires that 
the proposed use of land from any publicly-owned public park, recreation area, wildlife and/or 
waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site, as a part of a federally funded or approved 
transportation project, is not permissible unless: 

a)      The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) determines there is no feasible and 
prudent avoidance alternative to the use of land from the property, and the action includes all 
possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use (23 CFR 
774.3(a)); or 

b)     The FHWA determines the use of the Section 4(f) property, including any measures to 
minimize harm (such as avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or enhancements measures) 
committed to by the applicant, will have a de minimis impact on the property (SAFETEA-LU 
Section 6009(P.L. 109-53) and 23 CFR 774.3(b)). 

Final action requiring the taking of such land must also document and demonstrate that the 
proposed action includes all measures to minimize harm to the property as a result of such use.  
The I-270/US 15 Multi-Modal Study project team has continued on-going coordination with 
owners of Section 4(f) properties that may require such use as a result of the project.  Copies of 
correspondence with owners of Section 4(f) properties are included in Attachment A. 

This Section 4(f) evaluation is undertaken as a result of potential property acquisition from 13 
publicly-owned public parks/recreation areas and seven historic properties which may be 
required for Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B.   

DEFINITIONS 

Section 4(f) defines the use of property as: 

• Land from a 4(f) site is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility, 
• There is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the Section 4(f) 

statute’s preservationist purposes,  
• A constructive use, or 
• A de minimis impact on the property, as defined in 23 CFR 774.17:  

(1)  For historic sites, de minimis impact means that the Administration has determined, in 
accordance with 36 CFR part 800, that no historic property is affected by the project 
or that the project will have “no adverse effect” on the historic property in question.  

(2)  For parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges, a de minimis impact 
is one that will not adversely affect the features, attributes, or activities qualifying the 
property for protection under Section 4(f). 

Further, constructive use is only possible in the absence of permanent incorporation or temporary 
occupancy of the type that constitutes a use of 4(f) land.  Constructive use only occurs where, 
including mitigation, the proximity impacts of a project on section 4(f) property are so severe 
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that the activities, features or attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f) 
are substantially impaired (diminished). 

A. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) and the Maryland Transit Administration 
(MTA) are proposing improvements to the I-270/US 15 Corridor from the Shady Grove 
Metrorail Station south of I-370 in Montgomery County, Maryland, to the US 15/Biggs Ford 
Road intersection north of the City of Frederick in Frederick County, Maryland.  The project 
area is shown on Figure I-1.   

The project includes a Transportation System Management/Transportation Demand Management 
(TSM/TDM) component, a highway component (the addition of general purpose lanes, High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes or Express Toll LanesSM (ETLsSM), auxiliary lanes, 
interchanges, and interchange improvements) a transit component (either Light Rail Transit 
(LRT) or Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) or Premium Bus 
Service on managed lanes and a transit operations and maintenance (O&M) facility, and a hiker-
biker trail adjacent to the CCT.  The components of the proposed improvements are detailed in 
Section C. 

Nine alternatives, including the No-Build Alternative, a Transportation System Management/ 
Transportation Demand Management (TSM/TDM) Alternative, and build Alternatives 3A/B, 
4A/B and 5A/B/C, were evaluated in the 2002 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  
Two additional alternatives, 6A/B and 7A/B, are introduced in the 2009 Alternatives 
Analysis/Environmental Assessment (AA/EA).  This Section 4(f) Evaluation focuses on 
Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B. 

B. PURPOSE AND NEED 

1. Project Purpose 

The purpose of the I-270/US 15 Multi-Modal Corridor Study is to investigate options to address 
congestion and improve safety conditions along the I-270/US 15 Corridor.  The I-270/US 15 
Corridor provides an essential connection between the Washington, DC metropolitan area and 
both central and western Maryland and is an important corridor for carrying local and long 
distance trips, both within and beyond the Corridor.   

2. Project Need 

The need for the project results from the mobility challenges from the growing traffic congestion 
in the I-270 and US 15 corridors.  Population and employment growth in Montgomery and 
Frederick Counties is expected to cause peak period traffic congestion along the I-270/US 15 
Corridor to worsen.  The lack of alternate, high-speed routes within the corridor also contributes 
to congestion on I-270 and US 15.  Transit provides an alternative, but express and local bus 
service travels in mixed traffic in the study area and is subject to the same congestion as other 
vehicles.  Rail services such as MARC and Metrorail provide fast, reliable travel options for 
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some residents of the study area. However, access to Metrorail is hampered by the same traffic 
congestion as other traffic and parking at some of the existing MARC and Metrorail stations is 
filled to capacity before the morning peak travel hours are over.  Refer to the 2002 DEIS, 
Chapter I.D., for a more complete description of the capacity and safety problems of alternate 
routes including MD 355. 

3. Project Goals 

In order to more effectively evaluate the proposed transportation strategies and alternatives, the 
project team developed five goals for this project.  These goals were developed in consultation 
with the I-270/US 15 Multi-Modal Corridor Study Focus Group, approximately 20 individuals 
representing business and community interests in the project area to review and offer input for 
the many transportation improvement options and evaluation measures.  The five project goals 
are: 

Support Orderly Economic Growth 
Support the orderly economic development of the I-270/US 15 Corridor consistent with the 
local government land use plans and Maryland's Economic Growth, Resource Protection and 
Planning Act. 

Enhance Mobility 
Provide enhanced traveler mobility throughout the I-270/US 15 Corridor by: optimizing 
travel choices by destination, mode and route; minimizing delay; and improving the safety 
and overall efficiency of the transportation system. 

Improve Goods Movement 
Facilitate the movement of goods within and through the I-270/US 15 Corridor and improve 
the delivery of services in support of the regional and local economies. 

Preserve and Protect the Environment 
Deliver transportation services in a manner that preserves, protects and enhances the quality 
of life and social, cultural and natural environment in the I-270/US 15 Corridor. 

Optimize Public Investment 
Provide a transportation system in the I-270/US 15 Corridor that makes optimal use of 
existing transportation infrastructure while making cost effective investments in facilities and 
services that support other project goals. 

C. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The I-270 Corridor has been the subject of transit service studies since 1970, conducted by local 
and state agencies to address transportation needs in the corridor.  The I-270/US 15 Multi-Modal 
Corridor Study DEIS was approved by the FHWA, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), SHA, 
and MTA in May 2002 and published for review and comment.   
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Following publication of the DEIS in May 2002, Public Hearings were held to receive comments 
on the document on June 25, 2002 in Montgomery County and on June 27, 2002 in Frederick 
County.  The public comment period ended on August 16, 2002.   

In the fall of 2003, the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) directed the SHA to 
consider the ETL concept as an alternative for the I-270/US 15 Corridor.  Public Workshops 
were held on June 29 and 30, 2004, to introduce the ETL concept for the project.  Written 
comments were received from 22 citizens.  An almost equal number of comments focused on 
transit and highway concerns, and comments were fairly equally divided in favor of or against 
the ETL concept.     

1. Master Plan Context 

In general, the master plan context for improvements in the I-270/US 15 Corridor is based on the 
Frederick and Montgomery County master planning documents, including: 

• Montgomery County’s On Wedges and Corridors master plan and the area plans within 
which the I-270 Corridor lies the Gaithersburg Vicinity, Germantown, Clarksburg and 
Hyattstown area plans, and  

• Frederick City and County comprehensive plans and the area plans for the Frederick and 
Urbana Regions.  

Three of these master plans are currently being updated the Gaithersburg Vicinity-Shady 
Grove Master Plan Amendment (November 1996), the Gaithersburg Vicinity Master Plan 
Amendment (July 1990) and the Germantown Master Plan (1990).  Master plans that have been 
updated since the 2002 DEIS include  

• The Frederick Region Plan (update adopted July 2002) supports the selection of any of the 
alternatives in the DEIS (including highway widening, and interchange improvements) and 
identifies additional recommendations for intersections on US 15 and the preservation of a 
transitway into downtown Frederick. 

• The Urbana Region Plan (update adopted June 2004) recommends that I-270 be widened 
to six or eight lanes, construction of a new interchange on I-270 at MD 75, improvements 
to the MD 80 interchange and consideration of an additional interchange at Park Mills 
Road.  The Urbana Region Plan also supports the preservation of a transitway in Frederick 
County.  

• The City of Frederick Comprehensive Plan (update adopted September 2004) recommends 
the implementation of the improvements in the I-270/US 15 Multi-Modal Corridor Study 
DEIS, supports direct transit service to Montgomery County and Washington, DC 
employment centers as well as reverse commute service, and identifies an extension of 
Maryland Rail Commuter (MARC) service through the City. 

There are no updates available for the Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study 
Area or the Frederick County Comprehensive Plan. 
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The MTA MARC Master Plan/Strategic Plan is used as an internal document by MTA as a guide 
to capital project planning. 

In winter 2005, MDOT developed Maryland’s Statewide Express Toll Lanes Network Initiative, 
which provides an overview of the state’s vision for regional connectivity through the 
implementation of managed lanes (including ETL, HOV, and High Occupancy Toll (HOT)) on 
major transportation routes.  The implementation of ETLs on I-270 between the Capital Beltway 
(I-495) and I-70 is included in MDOT’s regional plan. 

2. Programmed Improvements 

Programmed improvements associated with and within the I-270/US 15 Corridor are identified in 
the Metropolitan Washington Council of Government (MWCOG) 2004 Constrained Long Range 
Transportation Plan (CLRP) and in the Maryland Consolidated Transportation Program 2006 – 
2011 (CTP) and listed in Table I-1. 

Table I-1:  Transportation Improvements Programmed for I-270/US 15 Corridor Included 
in 2030 Forecasts 

Location Description Projected 
Completion Date 

Highway Upgrade, Reconstruction, Extension and Widening Projects 
Ramps EB I-70 to MD 355; relocated MD 85 at MD 
355; widen MD 355 from S of I-70 for 2,000 feet Under construction

Extend MD 475 (East St) from South St to proposed 
Monocacy Blvd, including SWM  ponds and new 
urban diamond interchange with I-70 and ramps to 
Walser Drive   

2009 
I-70 from Mt. Phillip Road to MD 144 
(Baltimore National Pike) 

Widen to 4-6 lanes, New Design Rd to Mt. Phillip 
Rd 2015 

I-270 Interchange at Watkins Mill Rd 
Widen and extend Watkins Mill Rd from 4-6 lanes; 
construct interchange; add 2-lane CD roads NB & 
SB on I-270 

2025 

MD 85 from English Muffin Way  
to N of Grove Rd Upgrade, widen to 4 or 6 lanes 2025 

MD 117 from Great Seneca Park  
to I-270 

Improve roadway and reconstruct intersections to 
provide capacity and improve operations 2015 

MD 118 from MD 355  
to M-83/Watkins Mill Rd 

Extend MD 118 as a 6-lane divided highway 
(includes bicycle/pedestrian accommodation) 2020 

MD 355/MD 80 Urbana Bypass, east 
of I-270 north & south of Urbana 

Construct to 4 lanes relocated east of I-270, from 
north of MD 80 to south of MD 80, including 
intersection  (2 separate projects)  

2005 

Father Hurley Blvd from Wisteria Rd  
to MD 118 Relocated 

Construct final link of Father Hurley as a 4- or 6-
lane roadway (includes bridge over CSX; includes 
bicycle/pedestrian accommodation) 

2010 

Middlebrook Road Extended from  
MD 355 to M-83  Study to construct 6 lanes 2006 

Intercounty Connector (ICC) Construct toll freeway between I-270 and I-95/US1; 
engineering and row acquisition under way 2010 
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Table I-1:  Transportation Improvements Programmed for I-270/US 15 Corridor Included 
in 2030 Forecasts 

Location Description Projected 
Completion Date 

TRANSIT EXTENSIONS AND PARKING EXPANSION PROJECTS 

Montgomery County Construction of transit center at Olney 2010 

Montgomery County Construction of transit center at Silver Spring TBD 

Point of Rocks MARC Station Parking lot expansion – construction to begin 
December 2006 2008 

Sources: MWCOG 2004 CLRP (11/17/2004) Major Highway Improvements and Major HOV/Transit Improvements. 

 
3. Project Changes 

Since the 2002 DEIS, the following improvements have been completed in the Corridor  

• I-270/MD 117 Interchange – An interchange improvement was completed that added a 
368-space park and ride lot. 

• US 15/MD 26 Interchange – An interchange improvement project was completed in 2006, 
adding a new northbound on-ramp to US 15 at this location. 

• MD 124 from MD 28 to Longdraft Road – The roadway was reconstructed as a six-lane 
highway. 

• MD 28 from Riffle Ford Road to Shady Grove Road – MD 28 was widened to a four-lane 
divided highway, with six lanes between Muddy Branch Road and Shady Grove Road. 

• Shady Grove Metrorail Station Parking Garage – A second garage opened in May 2003, 
adding 2,140 additional spaces for a total parking capacity of 5,865 spaces. 

• Montgomery County Transit Centers – A 5---space park and ride lot and town center was 
opened at US 29 and MD 198 in Burtonsville, and a 300-space park and ride lot was 
opened at Lakeforest Mall in Gaithersburg. 

• Ride-On Express Bus from Germantown to Shady Grove – Bus Route 100 operates 
directly on I-270 and I-370 and was greatly expanded in 2006 to provide more frequent 
service in peak periods.  

• US 15 Auxiliary Lane - An auxiliary lane was constructed in 2004 on US 15 southbound 
connecting the Rosemont Avenue southbound on-ramp with the US 40 southbound off-
ramp deceleration lane. 

• I-270 Auxiliary Lane – An auxiliary lane was constructed in 2007 on I-270 southbound 
connecting the I-70 eastbound on-ramp acceleration lane with the MD 85 southbound off-
ramp deceleration lane. 

• MD 355 at I-70 – New ramps were constructed from eastbound I-70 to MD 355, MD 85 
was relocated at MD 355, and MD 355 was widened from south of I-70 for 2,000 feet. 

• MD 27 was widened to six lanes from Observation Drive to MD 355. 

Changes in the project’s description since the 2002 DEIS include Express Toll Lanes, 
interchanges, and transit elements as described in the following sections.   
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a. Express Toll Lanes 

Express Toll Lanes (ETLs) are generally new capacity tolled highway lanes which can be 
combined with existing highway lanes, providing motorists a choice to pay a fee for a relatively 
congestion-free trip when travel time is critical.  Tolls, collected electronically, would vary based 
on demand, and would provide an additional source of funding for roadway construction and 
maintenance.  ETLs, like HOV lanes, can be used by public buses to improve travel times for 
transit users.  Two alternatives, 6A/B and 7A/B, would include the implementation of one or two 
ETLs and direct access ramps as part of the highway component.  The addition of ETLs resulted 
in a change in the southern limit for mainline construction to approximately 2,000 feet south of 
the I-270/Shady Grove Road interchange to allow for transition between the ETLs and existing 
HOV lanes. 

b. Residential Displacement Minimization 

Proposed improvements shown in the DEIS and at the June 2002 Public Hearings identified 35 
residential displacements in the Fox Chapel community.   A minimization option was designed 
subsequent to the 2002 DEIS that would potentially avoid displacements in this community.   
Avoidance and minimization of residential displacements is continually being reviewed and shall 
continue as design proceeds. 

c. Interchanges 

The southbound ramps at the proposed interchange at I-270/Newcut Road have been 
reconfigured to the southwest quadrant based on environmental coordination with the US Army 
Corps of Engineers.  The proposed interchange reconfiguration represents an alternative to be 
considered versus the configuration proposed in the DEIS. 

The I-270/MD 121 interchange improvements have been broken out as a separate project, led by 
a private developer.  The planning study investigated additional transportation movements that 
were not included in the DEIS, due to newly-approved development west of the existing 
interchange.  The selected interchange improvements are under design for construction in 2009. 

The I-270/MD 85 intersection has been reconfigured from the DEIS to address changes in traffic 
forecasts. 

The US 15 interchange with Monocacy Boulevard/Christopher’s Crossing has been broken out 
as a separate project planning study led by SHA, and project planning is nearly complete. 

The I-270/I-370 direct access ramps have been reconfigured to reduce the number of residential 
displacements north of the interchange. 

The I-270/MD 117 interchange has been modified from the DEIS configuration to accommodate 
potential ETL direct access to/from the south.  The proposed southbound I-270 exit ramp has 
been eliminated due to a change in traffic projections. 

The I-270/Watkins Mill Road HOV direct access ramps described in the DEIS have been 
relocated to a proposed Metropolitan Grove Road Extended interchange (between MD 124 and 
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the proposed Watkins Mill Road interchange).  The Metropolitan Grove Road Extended 
interchange would provide access to/from the ETLs only and would provide access to the 
proposed Metropolitan Grove CCT station and the existing Metropolitan Grove MARC station. 

The MD 118 bridge over I-270 is proposed to be relocated to accommodate the ETL direct 
access ramps. 

d. Collector-Distributor (CD) Roadways 

The existing northbound CD roadway system, signed as the “Local” lanes, would be removed 
from I-370 to north of MD 124 to accommodate the proposed ETL roadway alternatives.  The 
CD roadway between Montrose Road and I-370 will remain in place. 

e. Transit Elements 

Since the publication of the 2002 DEIS, the MTA has dropped the proposed School Drive 
Station from further consideration.  Montgomery County approved development in this area 
which, when built, prevented the use of the School Drive site for a station.  Some of the proposed 
locations for the CCT O&M facilities have been eliminated through the screening process, and 
new sites have been added.  As described in Chapter II of the AA/EA, of the eight sites retained 
in the DEIS for additional study, only one site is still being considered and four new sites have 
been identified.  At this time, two sites in the Shady Grove area, two sites in the Metropolitan 
Grove area and one site in the COMSAT area are being studied.  Some of these sites would be 
suitable for LRT or BRT only. 

D. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

The I-270/US 15 Multi-Modal Corridor Study is considering the addition of both highway and 
transit improvements.  The study looks at several ways to add capacity to the highway, including 
the addition of general purpose (GP) lanes or managed lanes – either HOV lanes or ETLs.  Other 
proposed highway improvements include the addition of collector/distributor (CD) lanes, 
acceleration/deceleration lanes, auxiliary lanes, new and improved interchanges, and park and 
ride lots.   

The transit alternatives being considered are LRT or BRT on the CCT, Premium Bus service 
operating on the highway’s managed lanes, and a shared use path for bicyclists and pedestrians.   

The various transportation modes and system improvements under consideration are defined as 
are the alternatives evaluated in the 2002 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  This 
Section 4(f) Evaluation analyzes the AA/EA Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B.  Descriptions of both 
the DEIS and AA/EA alternatives are provided to assist the reader in understanding the entire 
proposed project.  

1. Highway Improvement Descriptions 

The I-270/US 15 highway alternatives propose various types of improvements.  A brief 
description of the various lane types includes:  
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• General Purpose (GP) lanes are regular traffic lanes designed to accommodate all motor 
vehicle traffic on interstate and state highways, generally posted at speeds of 55 miles per 
hour or higher. 

• High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes are dedicated lanes which can only be used by 
vehicles with two or more occupants or by motorcycles. They may be separated from the 
GP lanes by striping or by a barrier.  HOV lanes are managed lanes which are designed to 
encourage carpooling.  I-270 currently has one HOV lane, designated as HOV-2, in both 
the northbound and southbound directions.  HOV-2 requires at least two persons per 
vehicle.   

• Express Toll Lanes (ETLs) are another type of managed lanes designed to alleviate 
congestion in GP lanes and provide relatively free-flowing traffic.  ETLs are limited-
access, tolled interstate highway lanes that are usually barrier-separated from GP lanes.  
Motorists who wish to travel in the less congested ETLs pay a toll that is collected at 
highway speeds by an E-ZPass™ transponder. 

• Collector/Distributor (CD) lanes are one-way roads next to the interstate that operate 
similar to frontage roads.  CD lanes provide relatively free-flowing lanes for shorter trips 
and are used to collect entering and exiting traffic at interchanges.  This helps to 
eliminate weaving traffic in the main lanes of the interstate. CD lanes are barrier-
separated from GP lanes and access between the CD and GP lanes is limited.  I-270 
currently uses a CD lane system designated as the “Local” lanes.  

• Direct Access ramps provide direct, barrier-separated access to/from managed lanes at a 
limited number of locations along the highway.   The direct access ramps provide 
continuity of travel and eliminate the necessity of merging managed lane and GP lane 
traffic at exits and entrances. 

• Acceleration/deceleration lanes extend the length of entry and exit ramps to provide 
adequate distance for entering vehicles to reach highway speeds before merging with 
through traffic or allow exiting vehicles to slow to appropriate ramp speeds. 

• Auxiliary lanes are acceleration and deceleration lanes connected between consecutive 
interchange ramps, so that vehicles traveling from one interchange to the next do not 
have to merge with the through highway lanes.   They may eliminate some weaving 
between interchanges and provide a longer distance for vehicles entering the roadway to 
reach highway speeds.  

2. Transit Descriptions 

The following terms describe important elements of the transit alternatives: 

• Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) is a reserved transit corridor that is identified in 
Montgomery County and Frederick County master plans.   The CCT alignment extends 
from the Shady Grove Metrorail Station in Gaithersburg, Montgomery County, to 
downtown Frederick in Frederick County.   For the I-270/US 15 Multi-Modal Corridor 
Study, transit is only being considered between Shady Grove and the COMSAT area in 
Clarksburg, Montgomery County. 

• Light Rail Transit (LRT) is an electric railway system that can operate single cars or 
short trains.  The LRT system proposed for this project would operate completely on a 
dedicated right-of-way, or guideway, separated from traffic on local streets.   
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• Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is a mode of transit that has characteristics common to both 
conventional bus systems and LRT.  BRT for this project would use rubber-tired transit 
vehicles, most likely articulated buses, along a reserved transit guideway.   Vehicles 
would be similar to LRT vehicles in performance and appearance.  However they would 
be able to leave the transit guideway to access local destinations using the local road 
network.   

• Premium Bus service would provide bus service using dedicated (managed) highway 
lanes and direct access ramps to travel from station to station.   Premium bus provides 
limited stop service and non-stop service between origins and destinations. 

• Corridor Cities Transitway Bike Path, as denoted in Montgomery County planning 
documents, is a shared-use, hiker/biker trail that is an integral part of both the 
I-270/US 15 Multi-Modal Corridor Study and Montgomery County’s bikeway network. 

3. Alternatives 

The alternatives being considered for the I-270/US 15 Multi-Modal Corridor Study include those 
presented in the 2002 DEIS (Alternatives 1, 2, 3A/B, 4A/B and 5A/B/C), two new build 
alternatives (Alternatives 6A/B and 7A/B), and the alternatives required to complete the FTA 
Alternatives Analysis (Alternatives 6.1 and 6.2).  Brief descriptions of the alternatives are 
presented below.   

a. Alternatives Evaluated in the 2002 DEIS 

Nine alternatives, listed in Table I-2, were retained and evaluated in the DEIS, including:  

• Alternative 1: the No-Build Alternative;  
• Alternative 2: TSM/TDM Alternative; and  
• Build Alternatives 3A/B, 4A/B and 5A/B/C, each of which consisted of a highway 

component and a transit component.   

Table I-2:  Alternatives Retained in the 2002 DEIS 

Alternative Description 

1 No-Build Alternative 
2 TSM/TDM Alternative 
3A Master Plan1 HOV/LRT Alternative 
3B Master Plan1 HOV/BRT Alternative 
4A Master Plan1 General-Purpose/LRT Alternative 
4B Master Plan1 General-Purpose/BRT Alternative 
5A Enhanced2 Master Plan HOV/General-Purpose/LRT Alternative 
5B Enhanced2 Master Plan HOV/General-Purpose/BRT Alternative 
5C Enhanced2 Master Plan HOV/General-Purpose/Premium Bus Alternative 
1  Master Plan refers to proposed alignments along I-270 & US 15 included in the current Frederick and 

Montgomery County approved master plans. 
2  Enhanced Master Plan refers to proposed improvements that are greater than called for in the Montgomery 

County Clarksburg Area Master Plan. 
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Alternative 1: No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative (Alternative 1) serves as a basis for comparing all other alternatives.  
The No-Build Alternative does not provide any major changes to the existing transportation 
network.   The No-Build Alternative includes minor repairs, maintenance, and safety 
improvements, as well as programmed improvements identified in the State’s fiscally-
constrained long range transportation plan, with the exception of the proposed improvements in 
this study.    The existing I-270 roadway is a fully access-controlled highway that provides a 
combination of CD, GP and HOV lanes in the northbound direction and between two and four 
GP lanes in the southbound direction.   US 15 is a fully access-controlled highway through the 
City of Frederick and has limited access north of Frederick.   US 15 has two GP lanes in each 
direction.   

Alternative 2: TSM/TDM Alternative 

The TSM/TDM Alternative (Alternative 2) includes a number of relatively low-cost measures 
that are meant to improve the overall operation of the existing transportation system without 
major capacity improvements.   TSM measures include increased local bus service, enhanced 
feeder bus service to existing fixed guideway transit, the addition of intelligent transportation 
systems to improve traffic flow and incident management on I-270, and interactive transit 
information made available at major employment centers.    TDM measures include adding park 
and ride lots, rideshare programs, vanpool, pedestrian and bicycle programs, and telecommuting 
and flexible work hours programs.  The TSM/TDM alternative also includes programmed 
improvements.  The elements of the TSM/TDM alternative are also included as a component of 
each of the build alternatives. 

Alternatives 3A and 3B 

Alternatives 3A and 3B, as retained in the 2002 DEIS, would add GP lanes, HOV lanes, 
auxiliary lanes, and direct access ramps along I-270 and GP lanes and auxiliary lanes along 
US 15.   Alternative 3A would provide LRT on the CCT from the Shady Grove Metrorail station 
to the COMSAT area in Montgomery County, while Alternative 3B would provide BRT service 
on the CCT between the same destinations.  Alternatives 3A/B are shown on Figures I-2 and I-3 
and can be reviewed in detail in the 2002 DEIS in Volume 2, Chapter XI. 

The highway improvements would include the following: 

• Between I-370 and Father Hurley Boulevard, I-270 would have three GP lanes and one 
HOV lane in each direction, barrier-separated from CD and auxiliary lanes as 
necessitated by projected traffic volumes.   GP lanes would be separated from HOV lanes 
by striping. 

• Between Father Hurley Boulevard and MD 121, I-270 would have four GP lanes and one 
HOV lane in each direction, with GP lanes separated from HOV lanes by striping.   

• From MD 121 to MD 85, I-270 would have two GP lanes and one HOV lane in each 
direction, with GP lanes separated from HOV lanes by striping. 
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• From MD 85 to I-70, I-270 would have two GP lanes and one HOV lane in each 
direction, with GP lanes separated from HOV lanes by striping.   An auxiliary lane would 
be provided in the southbound direction, while a barrier-separated, three-lane ramp to 
I-70 would be provided in the northbound direction.    

• Between I-70 and Biggs Ford Road, US 15 would have three GP lanes in each direction.  
An auxiliary lane would extend in both directions between Jefferson Street and MD 26. 

Ramps providing direct access to the HOV lanes would be provided at the proposed Newcut 
Road and Watkins Mill Road interchanges to facilitate movements by buses and autos to transit 
stations at COMSAT and Metropolitan Grove. 

New interchanges are proposed at I-270/Newcut Road, I-270/MD 75 Extended, US 15/ Trading 
Lane (now Monocacy Boulevard/Christopher’s Crossing), and at US 15/Biggs Ford Road.  
Existing interchanges will be modified to accommodate all traffic movements and the improved 
highway section.   Three park and ride lots are included in Alternatives 3A/B, located at 
US 15/MD 26, US 15/Monocacy Boulevard, and US 15/Biggs Ford Road. 

The transit component of Alternatives 3A and 3B would provide either LRT or BRT on the CCT.   
Thirteen new station locations were initially identified for construction to service employment 
and mixed-use centers, with a proposed combined parking capacity of 4,500 to 5,150 spaces.   
Four additional future station locations were identified.  Station locations include: Shady Grove 
Metrorail (existing station with over 5,800 parking spaces), East Gaither, West Gaither, 
Washingtonian, Crown Farm (future station), DANAC, Decoverly, School Drive (dropped from 
consideration in 2007 due to property development), Quince Orchard Park/Sioux Lane, NIST, 
First Field (future station), Metropolitan Grove, Middlebrook (future station), Germantown 
Center, Cloverleaf, Manekin (future station), Dorsey Mill, and COMSAT. 

An O&M facility for servicing light rail or bus rapid transit vehicles would be located in one of 
three identified areas: Shady Grove, Metropolitan Grove, or COMSAT.  A shared use hiker/biker 
trail would also be constructed adjacent to the CCT. 

Alternatives 4A and 4B 

Alternatives 4A and 4B would add GP lanes, HOV lanes, auxiliary lanes, and direct access 
ramps along I-270 and GP lanes and auxiliary lanes along US 15.  Alternative 4A would provide 
LRT on the CCT from Shady Grove to COMSAT, while Alternative 4B would provide BRT 
service on the CCT.  Alternatives 4A/B are shown on Figures I-2 and I-3 and can be reviewed in 
detail in the 2002 DEIS in Volume 2, Chapter XI.  

The highway component of Alternatives 4A/B would be the same for I-270 and US 15 as it is in 
Alternatives 3A/B, except for the section between MD 121 and MD 85.  From MD 121 to MD 
85, Alternatives 4A/B would have three GP lanes in each direction instead of two. 

The transit component for Alternatives 4A/B is identical to the transit component for 
Alternatives 3A/B. 
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Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C 

Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C would add GP lanes, HOV lanes, auxiliary lanes, and direct access 
ramps along I-270 and GP lanes and auxiliary lanes along US 15.  The highway component 
would be the same as Alternatives 3A/B, except for the section between MD 121 and I-70.   

• Between MD 121 and MD 85, Alternative 5 would have three GP lanes and one HOV 
lane in each direction, with GP lanes separated from HOV lanes by striping.  The HOV 
lanes would terminate at the proposed direct access ramps to/from MD 85.  

• Between MD 85 and I-70, I-270 would have four GP lanes in each direction.  An 
auxiliary lane would be provided in the southbound direction, while a barrier-separated, 
three-lane ramp to I-70 would be provided in the northbound direction. 

Direct access ramps to HOV lanes would be provided at the proposed Watkins Mill Road (a 
separate SHA planning effort) and Newcut Road interchanges, as well as at the I-370, MD 118 
and MD 85 interchanges.  

Alternative 5A would provide LRT on the CCT from Shady Grove to COMSAT, while 
Alternative 5B would provide BRT service on the CCT.  Alternative 5C would replace the CCT 
with Premium Bus service operating on the highway HOV lanes. Alternatives 5A/B/C are shown 
on Figures I-2 and I-3 and can be reviewed in detail in the 2002 DEIS In Volume 2, Chapter XI. 

b. New Alternatives Being Evaluated in the EA 

This Section 4(f) Evaluation has been prepared to analyze the AA/EA Alternatives 6A/B and 
7A/B.  An AA is used by FTA to evaluate the costs and benefits of a range of transportation 
alternatives to make an informed selection of a preferred transit mode and alignment.  The EA is 
used to evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed highway and transit improvements of 
the alternatives and to make an informed selection of a Locally Preferred Alternative.  The 
alternatives being evaluated by the AA and EA are shown in Table II-2.  Seven alternatives are 
listed, and six of these meet the FTA guidelines for an AA.  Two alternatives, Alternative 6.1: 
No-Build Transit and Alternative 6.2: Transit TSM, are included solely for the assessment of 
transit performance and are not evaluated for resource impacts.  Four alternatives, Alternatives 
6A, 6B, 7A and 7B, are being evaluated for resource impacts in this document.  Alternatives 
6A/B and 7A/B include ETLs instead of HOV lanes as the managed lane component, plus the 
LRT or BRT transit mode on the CCT as the transit component.  Alternative 1: No-Build is 
carried forward from the 2002 DEIS and is updated to reflect the latest demographic forecasts 
from the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) and the latest planned 
transportation improvements in the MWCOG Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP).     
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Table I-3:  Alternatives Considered in the EA or AA 
Alternative Description AA or EA 

1: No-Build No-Build Alternative carried from 2002 DEIS; includes latest 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) demographic forecasts EA 

6: No-Build Transit Master Plan1 ETL Alternative 6; no transit improvements beyond CLRP 
(with CCT removed) AA 

6-TSM: Transit TSM Master Plan1 ETL Alternative 6; with Transit TSM (enhanced bus 
service) AA 

6A Master Plan1 ETL/LRT Alternative  AA and EA 
6B Master Plan1 ETL/BRT Alternative AA and EA 
7A Enhanced2 Master Plan ETL/LRT Alternative AA and EA 
7B Enhanced2 Master Plan ETL/BRT Alternative AA and EA 

1 Master Plan refers to alignments along I-270 & US 15included in current Frederick and Montgomery County 
approved master plans. 

2  Enhanced Master Plan refers to proposed improvements that are greater than called for in the Montgomery 
County Clarksburg Area Master Plan. 

 
Alternatives 6A and 6B 

The highway component of Alternatives 6A and 6B would add GP lanes, ETLs, auxiliary lanes, 
and direct access ramps along I-270 and GP lanes and auxiliary lanes along US 15.  ETLs would 
terminate north of MD 80 at the direct access ramps south of the Monocacy National Battlefield 
in Frederick County.  Alternative 6A would provide LRT on the CCT from Shady Grove to 
COMSAT, while Alternative 6B would provide BRT service on the CCT.  Alternatives 6A/B are 
shown on Figures I-4 (Sheets 1 and 2), I-5 and I-6. 

Between I-370 and north of MD 80, Alternatives 6A and 6B would provide up to two ETLs in 
each direction in the median lanes, barrier-separated from highway GP lanes and served by direct 
access ramps at designated interchanges and open access areas.  The highway component would 
provide: 

• Four GP lanes and two ETLs each direction between Shady Grove Road and MD 124, 
• Three GP lanes and two ETLs in each direction between MD 124 and proposed Newcut 

Road, 
• Three GP lanes and one ETL in each direction between proposed Newcut Road and 

MD 121, 
• Two GP lanes and one ETL in each direction between MD 121 and north of MD 80, 

where the ETLs will terminate in the vicinity of Park Mills Road , and 
• Three GP lanes in each direction from north of MD 80 to Biggs Ford Road. 

Auxiliary lanes would provide additional travel lanes between interchanges as needed to provide 
capacity.  The typical sections are also shown on Figure I-4 (Sheets 1 and 2). 

Direct access ramps for ETLs only would be provided south of I-370 and north of MD 80 at the 
ETL termini; at the interchanges of I-270 with I-370, MD 118, and proposed Newcut Road; from 
proposed Metropolitan Grove Road Extended; and via open access ramps between MD 121 and 
MD 109 and between MD 75 and MD 80.   
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Figure II-4: Alternatives 6A & 7A Bus Service for LRT Mode
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