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INTRODUCTION

The proposed Intercounty Connector (ICC) would be an 18-mile long, six-lane tolled expressway
between US Route 1 in Laurel (Prince George's County) and Interstate 270 near Gaithersburg
(Montgomery County). The current, third, Draft Environmental I mpact Statement on the ICC
considers just two “alternatives,” two sets of alternative alignments for a highway, to serve travel
needs in the study area.

This new analysis, The Intercounty Connector: Performance and Alternatives, analyzes six scenar-
ios: an ICC tolled highway along the State's Corridor |, and four sets of complementary transporta
tion improvements combined in some instances with future land use changes, along with a“no
build” alternative. The study examined the ICC study area set by the State, as well as Montgomery
County and Northern Prince George's County. To undertake the task, the regional Transportation
Planning Board’ s traffic model was utilized, and a set of commonly used transportation measures of
effectiveness were employed to evaluate the performance of each alternative.

"The report conclusions seem to be well justified. The results are not surprising and...are,

in general, consistent with modeling theory. The results certainly show that a more
measured analysis of alternatives such as suggested by your necessarily quick study and
analysis, would be in order before embarking on construction of the Intercounty Connector."”

Keith Lawton, One of the nation’s most respected transportation modeling experts and
former Director of Technical Services, Portland Metro, Oregon

REPORT FINDINGS KEY REPORT FINDINGS

ALL ALTERNATIVES TO THE ICC IMPROVE In all of the alternatives to the ICC, less time
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All of the alternatives show fewer hours of

alternatives would improve travel conditions for
the region compared to the ICC. All four dterna- | The ICC was the only alternative that would
tives reduced the time spent driving, congestion increase vehicle miles traveled and vehicle
delay, total amount of driving (vehicle milestray- | IFIPS made each day.

eled), and the total number of trips made each day | The ICC ranks second to last in removing
compared to what the |CC would generate. traffic from local roads and major arterials.
Compared to all of the other alternatives, the ICC
would cause residents to spend more time behind
the wheel, making more and longer trips each day.

Three of the alternatives increase average
speed more than the ICC.

The results for air quality and public health im- All of the alternatives, except the ICC, result
pacts were particularly noteworthy, as only the in lower air pollution emissions for the study
|CC would increase air pollution emissions. area and the region as awhole.

The information provided in this summary and the
full report, The Intercounty Connector: Performance and

Alternatives iscritical for all taxpayers and decision makers, to The two best performing
understand the full financial, environmental, and community alternatives include new rail
impacts of the Intercounty Connector and the alternativesthat are  transit and the development
available to address local traffic and access needs. of housing and jobs near

Metrorail stations.



THE ALTERNATIVES

This report analyzed six scenarios: |CC Build, No Build, and four possible alternatives to the
ICC. Some of the alternatives included tolls, while some put development near transit and
created a better east-west balance of jobs and housing. Each scenario presented is a reasonable
set of solutions that were developed and tested using the latest version of the metropolitan
Washington area’ s computer transportation model and official employment and housing fore-
casts for the region. Each alternative is comprised of a set of transportation and land use
development building blocks. The sponsors of this report believe that a full array of options and
policies deserve full evaluation before continuing with the proposed | CC.

THE 6 ALTERNATIVES STUDIED IN THIS REPORT

1. No Build: The baseline for all comparisons as in the state’s DEIS, it includes currently
planned improvements.

2. ICC Build: This alternative would add the ICC to the region’s road network.

g Transit Oriented Land Use and Investment: Build additional transit including

the Purple Line and express bus with more jobs and housing near stations and improve
the local job-housing balance.

4. Add Toll Lanes & Express Bus: Create toll lanes from new and some existing lanes.
The fees would vary, based on congestion, but would be free to buses and van pools.

5. High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes: Create toll lanes from some existing lanes, but
high occupancy carpools of 3 or more would not be charged for use of the toll lanes.

6. Hybrid: Transit Oriented-HOT Lane-Rail and Express Bus: A hybrid scenario that
combines expanded rail transit and transit oriented land-use (Alternative #3) and HOT
lanes (Alternative #5).

ARE THE ALTERNATIVES REALISTIC AND FEASIBLE?

Yes. They are derived from local successes, studies and policy discussions that are currently
occurring in our region. For example, Arlington’s Rosslyn—Ballston Corridor with 30 million
sguare feet of transit-oriented development at five Metrorail stations, has maximized transit and
walking trips, minimized daily auto trips, and not increased congestion on area streets. The
Purple Line is awidely supported circumferential rail line that would connect the housing and
job centers on the Red, Green, Blue, and Orange lines of Washington's Metrorail systemin
Maryland. Managed toll lanes have been an enormous success in Orange County and San
Diego, California. In addition, new managed lanes supporting improved express buses are being
put in place now in Minneapolis and Houston and are under consideration in Northern Virginia.

CONCLUSIONS

There are viable options to the Intercounty Connector that should be considered and evaluated.
This analysis examined alternatives to building the ICC, since the Maryland Department of
Transportation and Federal Highway Administration chose not to look at any alternativesto a
new highway. The alternatives studied in this report would allow less time spent in cars,
remove traffic from local roads, and result in lower air emissions compared to the ICC. The
report, The Intercounty Connector: Performance and Alternatives, showsthat there are ways to
improve travel in Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties without an ICC and with a lower
cost.




SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

The alternatives, including the ICC and the No Build, option was tested and evaluated in nine
categories, such as air emissions plustotal capital cost. Overall, the alternatives performed
better than the ICC. The table below shows how each alternative ranked on each of the

performance measures.

Figure 1: Ranked Performance of the Alternatives
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Figure 2: The Hours of Travel Saved Compared to the No-Build Alternative
When measuring the total number of hours spent in cars each day or the Daily Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT),
only the ICC increased the amount of time people would spend driving and sitting in congestion.
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Sample of the detailed level of results that are available in the full report.




Figure 3: Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled on Major Arterials
Three alternatives create far lesstraffic on local roads than the ICC
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REPORT TEAM

Independent transportation modeling and technical analysis were provided by Norm Marshall and
Brian Grady of Smart Mobility, Inc. Land use analysis technical support was provided by
Pamela Lindstrom. Thisreport is ajoint collaboration among Environmental Defense, Chesa-
peake Bay Foundation, Sierra Club Maryland Chapter, Audubon Naturalist Society of the Central
Atlantic States, Coalition for Smarter Growth, Solutions Not Sprawl, and Smart Mobility, Inc.

The sponsors believe the array of options and policies discussed in this report deserve full evalua-
tion in the environmental impact sudy of the proposed Intercounty Connector as reasonably
available, feasible, and prudent alternatives. Every sponsor does not necessarily endorse every
aternative or policy discussed in the report.

For more detail and to read the full report, The Intercounty Connector: Performance and
Alternatives, visit www.SmarterGrowth.net or www.environmentaldefense.org/go/iccoptions.
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