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� Lack of alternatives considered
� Constricted purpose and need statement
� Poor performance of ICC vs. alternatives
� Inadequate traffic modeling 
� Water quality and stormwater impacts
� Air quality and public health impacts
� Greenhouse gas emissions/oil use
� Environmental justice and equity
� Process and public input issues
� Need for revised or supplemental draft 

Environmental Impact Statement to 
address these concerns
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� DEIS limited alternatives to new highway options only 
because of overly restrictive NEPA purpose and need 
statement, which says the proposed ICC is to: 

…link existing and proposed development areas between 
the I-270 and I-95/US 1 corridors within central and eastern 
Montgomery County and northwestern Prince George's 
County with a state-of-the-art, multimodal, east-west 
highway that limits access and accommodates passenger 
and goods movement. 

� Excludes readily available options to improve 
existing roads, transit, and growth management 
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� Coalition of groups 
commissioned report

� Evaluates 6 transportation 
and land use alternatives 
already being studied but 
omitted from DEIS

� Identified four cheaper, 
lower impact, better 
performing, reasonable
alternatives to the ICC

� Full report at 
www.environmentaldefense.
org/go/iccoptions
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� Examined impacts of alternatives on two study areas

ICC Study Area: Nearly identical to area examined in DEIS
Montgomery and Northern Prince George’s County Study Area: 
All Montgomery Co.+ Prince George’s Co. north of Central Ave.

� Analysis used more current version of the Transportation Planning 
Board (TPB) traffic and air quality analysis model than DEIS

� Adjustment in ICC analysis corrected serious flaws in the TPB’s 
model, which was flagged in FHWA sponsored peer review
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• Purple Line LRT Bethesda to College Park
• Metro extension Shady Grove to Metropolitan Grove
• Metro station at Montgomery College
• New express buses on I-270, I-95 
• Georgia Avenue Busway: Glenmont to Olney
• Rapid buses on New Hampshire, University Blvd, Viers Mill, Randolph



* 
 �
 � � � � 
+� &� 

 � � 
� � � � �� � 
) ��� 

� � � � 
( � 
 � � ��
#� �� � �� � 
� � � � �� � � � � �

* 
 �
 � � � � 
+� &� 

 � � 
� � � � �� � 
) ��� 

� � � � 
( � 
 � � ��
#� �� � �� � 
� � � � �� � � � � �

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000
N

u
m

b
er

 o
f 

Jo
b

s/
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s
Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030

2030

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

Montgomery County

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000
N

u
m

b
er

 o
f 

Jo
b

s/
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s
Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030

2030

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000
N

u
m

b
er

 o
f 

Jo
b

s/
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s
Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030

2030

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

Montgomery County

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
Jo

b
s/

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s

Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

Northern Prince George’s County

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
Jo

b
s/

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s

Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

Northern Prince George’s County

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
Jo

b
s/

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s

Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

Northern Prince George’s County

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
Jo

b
s/

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s

Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

Northern Prince George’s County

Non-Transit Accessible

Transit Accessible

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000
N

u
m

b
er

 o
f 

Jo
b

s/
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s
Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030

2030

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

Montgomery County

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000
N

u
m

b
er

 o
f 

Jo
b

s/
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s
Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030

2030

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000
N

u
m

b
er

 o
f 

Jo
b

s/
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s
Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030

2030

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

Montgomery County

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
Jo

b
s/

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s

Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

Northern Prince George’s County

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
Jo

b
s/

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s

Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

Northern Prince George’s County

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
Jo

b
s/

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s

Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

Northern Prince George’s County

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
Jo

b
s/

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s

Jobs

Households

2000  Round  TOD
6.4      2030
2030

Northern Prince George’s County

Non-Transit Accessible

Transit Accessible

Non-Transit Accessible

Transit Accessible



� � � 
, 
� � � � � � �
( � ��
' 
 � � � 
� � 
� - �� ��� � 

� - � � � � � $ 
 	 � 
. �� � 
/ � $ 
( � ��0%�� 
 � � � �

* � � 
� 
 � �� 
( � 
 � � ��
1* � (2
� � � � �� � �

� � � 
, 
� � � � � � �
( � ��
' 
 � � � 
� � 
� - �� ��� � 

� - � � � � � $ 
 	 � 
. �� � 
/ � $ 
( � ��0%�� 
 � � � �

* � � 
� 
 � �� 
( � 
 � � ��
1* � (2
� � � � �� � �

convert 2 lanes
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I-95

Express bus service on the Capital Beltway (I-
495) between River Road and US Route 1

Express bus service between Dulles Airport 
and Frederick, Maryland Express bus service between West Falls 

Church Metro and New Carrollton
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Capital Costs of Alternatives
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Total cost $2,073,676,667 $2,005,057,917 $1,256,476,667 $626,446,667 $1,978,717,083
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� Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

� VMT on Major Arterials and Local Roads 
� Person-Hours Spent in Vehicles

� Vehicle-Hours of Delay
� Total Number of Vehicle Trips 

� Total Number of Transit Trips 
� Air Quality/Public Health Impacts for hydrocarbon 

and nitrogen oxide pollution
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� Alternatives could save 260,000 
metric tons of CO2 and $31M 
annually in crude oil costs by 2030

� Money saved boosts local economy 
and jobs, not foreign oil producers
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% Change in Emissions
 Relative to the No Build Alternative

Washington, DC Metropolitan Region
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% Change in Emissions
 Relative to the No Build Alternative

ICC Study Area
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� DEIS used traffic model strongly criticized by National Academy of 
Sciences/Transportation Research Board independent peer review

� DEIS traffic model poorly represents even base year 2000 conditions:
Underestimates traffic on high volume roads
Overestimates traffic on low volume roads
Overestimates traffic crossing Beltway outbound in the PM peak 
by 85,200 vehicles, equal to 14+ lanes of full freeway traffic 
Large errors in travel times, suburban work trip transit shares 

� Traffic model changes poorly documented in DEIS
� Traffic modeling assumes ICC has no impact whatsoever on pattern

and amount of jobs and housing, ignoring even the severe 
underestimates of secondary and induced land use impacts forecast 
by the DEIS’s Expert Land Use Panel
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� DEIS showed ICC 
would add traffic to 
the Beltway, I-270, 
and I-95, and 
increase in traffic on 
most north-south 
arterial roads in 
study area

� Greatest increase in 
traffic near the 
interchange of 
arterials with ICC

2030 No Build ICC Corridor 1

Beltway 258,100 259,600
I 270 240,150 241,400
I 95 234,200 234,650
Route 29 73,300 74,800
MD 355 62,300 60,500
Connecticut Ave 54,200 57,300
Georgia Avenue 53,900 57,000
US 1 49,970 48,100
New Hampshire Ave 35,350 35,140
Layhill Rd 19,900 21,200

AWDT on Average Segment
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� DEIS fails to estimate impact of 
ICC on water pollution loading, 
stormwater runoff, watershed 
biodiversity & ecosystem health

� Environmental Defense 
commissioned Univ. of Maryland 
Regional Earth Sciences 
Application Center (RESAC) to 
study secondary and indirect 
water quality impacts

� Report available at 
www.environmentaldefense.org/
go/iccoptions
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� DEIS overestimated impervious cover in 2000 base year

� DEISunderestimates induced land use and impervious 
cover growth by a factor of 4 to 5

� ICC will result in more water pollution:
“ the spread of development pr imar ily to the nor th and 
west wil l  result in higher nutr ient load concentrations 
in a major ity of the watersheds studied…same 
geographic distr ibution of worsening water  quality that 
is demonstrated for  nitrogen and phosphorous was 
seen for  al l  of the pollutants studied (ammonia, lead, 
copper, faecal col iform, zinc).”
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� Lack of information that Northern 

Alignment would not threaten or 
jeopardize health and safety of the bi-
county water supply

� Wetlands:
Conflicting DEIS figures impacts
ICC could double the annual average wetlands 
impact in MD and double the losses already 
incurred by the Anacostia system

� Insufficient stormwater management plan
Measures for handling run-off are inadequate 
and unclearly explained
No accounting for impacts of stormwater 
management ponds on 4(f) lands in DEIS
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� ICC will require 

relaxing of state 
Smart Growth 
policies 

� State has not 
identified smart 
growth remedial 
actions 

� Chesapeake 2000
calls for dramatic 
sprawl reduction.
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� No DEIS air quality analysis of 

regional VOC and NOx impacts of 
ICC on ability of region to attain       
1-hour or 8-hour ozone standard

� Legal obligation under NEPA:
[EISs] shall provide a full and fair 
discussion of significant environmental 
impacts and shall inform decisionmakers 
and the public of the reasonable 
alternatives which would avoid or 
minimize adverse impacts or enhance the 
quality of the human environment. (40 
C.F.R. §1502.1.)
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� No air quality analysis of possible 
particulate or mobile source air 
toxic hotspots close to ICC, e.g.:

Drew Elementary School 
Magruder High School
Blake High School 
Day care center at former Colesville
Elementary School
Redland Middle School 
Briggs Chaney Middle School  

� American Pediatric Association 
recommends schools not be 
located near highways 

23 USC §109(a) requires 
consideration of adverse 
effects of air  pol lution pr ior  to 
approval of highways
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� Noise Impacts

Insufficient analysis, 
incomplete methodology

� Economic Effects
Fails to identify if projected 
new jobs are actually new or 
shifted from elsewhere
Limited examination of benefits 
with no cost analysis
Incomplete time-savings 
analysis
Fails to include tolls in utility 
assessment

� Study areaboundary too small 
to include travel market area and 
zone of significant project impacts

� Environmental Justice Analysis 
� Poorly reasoned, poorly supported
� Independent analysis shows ICC benefits go 

almost entirely to high income travelers, 
reducing access to jobs for low income more 
transit-dependent households compared to 
other alternatives
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� DEIS issued in stages starting in late November

� Many sought more time to review 8500 page document 
� Some groups received hard copy to review only after 

paying $400 and waiting until January 7 – the day 
before the public hearings began – though DEIS was 
requested in late October

� Documents generally unavailable to the public (esp. 
key technical appendices) 

� Traffic modeling data released only 2 weeks before 
comment period end, months after initial request


